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Research Director

Overview

The research program consisted of two types of assessment: gathering and analyzing
existing documents and literature, and new data collection efforts. These new studies
addressed sections of the statute that required an examination of basic training in general and
the effects of gender format in particular. In al, ten projects were initiated. The research pro-
gram was developed in collaboration with commissioners, contractors, and consultants. The
Genera Accounting Office (GAO) provided valuable review and input on research methodol-
ogies. The design and review phases of the program occurred in September and October 1998.
Thefielding of the program occurred in November, with the majority of data collected from
November 1998 through January 1999. Final reports for the ten projects were submitted in
February through May 1999.

Objectives

The program encompassed the continuum of recruit experience, beginning with mili-
tary enlistment and arrival at abasic training site, and continuing through graduation from the
initial entry program and assignment to receiving units. The objectives were to track recruit
socialization and the corresponding development of values, attitudes and performance, and to
assess the effect of these experiences as recruit graduates were assigned to their new units and
began their military careers. Toward this end, surveys and interviews were conducted with an
extensive range of servicemembers. The surveysincluded recruit self-assessment. In addition,
recruit trainers and enlisted leaders and officers serving in operational units provided their
assessments of the quality of the training programs and the qualifications of trainees who
graduated. Further, enlisted members with one through eight years of military service retro-
spectively assessed their experiences and proficiency levelsin anumber of dimensions.
Assessments focused on socialization into the military, the devel opment of core values and
attitudes, and opinions on military training and gender-related issues. Systematic focused
interviews were conducted with enlisted members at different career levels to provide qualita-
tive, in-depth information about superior/subordinate relationships, unit socia interactions,
and viewpoints on gender integration in the military. Several projects reviewed existing data,
conducting secondary analyses on issues relevant to the Commission’s charter.
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Projects

The research projects have been divided into two volumes. Volume Il contains
reports for the following three projects. Thefirst project, The Study of Military Recruit Atti-
tudes Conducive to Unit Cohesion and Survey of Military Leader Opinions on Recruit Train-
ing and Gender-Related I ssues, included samples of approximately 9,000 recruits and 2,300
recruit trainers across the Services. There was also aleader sample of approximately 10,000
officers and senior enlisted members. The sampleincluded a stratified random sample of O-3!
and E-6/72 military leaders, as well as amail survey of operational unit battalion, squadron
and ship commanders and their senior enlisted advisors. The objectives of the research were
to assess attitudes conducive to cohesion in graduating recruits compared with their Services’
expectations, and to determine whether the format of their training related to these attitudes.
Military leaders were surveyed for their perceptions of the quality and qualifications of gradu-
ating recruits, and their opinions about recruit training and policies regarding cross-gender
relationships of military personnel.

The second project, Content Analysis of Written Comments Provided on the Recruit
Trainer Surveys, assessed open-ended comments from the sample of recruit trainers across
Services. This study provided in-depth information on trainers’ perceptions of the quality of
recruits and recruit training, gender-integrated training format, and adultery and fraternization
policies. The third project in this volume, Thematic Assessment of Graduate Recruit Written
Comments, summarized the open-ended comments from approximately 3,000 graduating
recruits based on selected themes concerning their basic training experiences.

1 Captainsin the Army, Air Force and Marine Corps; Lieutenantsin the Navy.

2 Non-commissioned Officers/ Senior Non-Commissioned Officersin the Army and Air Force; 1st Class Petty
Officers/ Chief Petty Officersin the Navy; Staff Sergeants/Gunnery Sergeantsin the Marine Corps.
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PART 1

The Sudy of Military Recruit Attitudes
ConducivetoUnit Cohesion

&
Qurvey of Military Leader Opinionson Recruit
Training and Gender-Related Issues

by

CharlesB. Johnson, Ph.D.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION
Background

PART 1

The Congressional Commission on Military Training and Gender-Related | ssues was
created in 1998 by an Act of Congress under Title V, Subtitle F of the National Defense Autho-
rization Act for Fiscal Year 98. The Commission was tasked with assessing the quality of basic
training in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps and to make recommendations to
Congress on improvements to those programs. The Commission was also tasked with review-
ing the effects and application of policies and regulations governing cross-gender relationships
of members of the Armed Forces and with making recommendations on improvements to those
policies, programs and restrictions. As part of their work, the Commission generated a number
of independent research projects in order to provide Commissioners with relevant data on the
decision-making issues.

Premise

Recruit training is an ingtitutional gateway from civilian status to a professional identity
expected by military leaders. This unique transformation process takes place at asingular point
when an individual’s learning curve is initialized at ground zero and then maximized by the
intensity of the basic training experience. Consequently, the preparedness of graduating
recruits, and therefore their ability to contribute to the operational readiness of the Commands
they join, is extremely sensitive to any variations in the quality of the basic training they experi-
ence.

Research Objectives

The study had three basic objectives in measuring the attitudes of graduating recruits
and two objectives in surveying military leaders. In recruit attitudes, the first objective was to
document the current state of inculcating desired cohesion attitudes in graduating recruits of the
four Services. The second objective was to analyze whether gender-format within basic train-
ing was related to either high or low attitude scores. The third objective was to assess the differ-
ence between graduating recruit scores on cohesion attitudes and the scores expected by enlisted
leaders of their Service. Concerning surveying military leaders, the first objective was to docu-
ment their opinions concerning the quality of current initial entry graduates in the military, as
well as their opinions on current policies of gender integration/separation in basic training. The
second objective was to assess leader opinions on other gender-related policies in the military
that were pertinent to the Commission’s charter.

Sampling

Samples for this research included nearly 9,000 active duty military recruits (reserve
recruits excluded) across all the Services and all basic training sites, as well as 2,290 Recruit
Trainers from all Services. In addition to Recruit Trainers, other leader samples consisted of
over 10,000 officers and senior enlisted, to include stratified random samples of E-6/E-7 and O-
3 leaders, and a majority (61% and 63% respectively) of all Battalion/Squadron/Ship-Level
operational commanders and their senior enlisted advisors. Table 1 provides a summary of the
study’s research samples. A supplemental content analysis study focused on the open-ended
written comments made by 1,430 Recruit Trainers on their surveys. The analysis of Recruit
Trainer comments provided in-depth information on these leaders’ perceptions on the conduct
of basic training by Service (See Appendix A). Additional work on written comments included

13
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athematic assessment of open-ended comments made by nearly 3,000 graduating recruits on
their surveys (See Appendix B). Finally, open-ended comments from all other military lead-
ers (approximately 10,500 wrote comments) were transcribed for the record and included

within the data set.

Table 1. Research Samples - All Services

Total Air | Marine
Number Survey % of Return | Army | Navy | Force | Corps
“N” Male Female | Method | Population | Rate “N” “N” “N” “N”
Beginnin .
Ré“’(':mi'tsg 3,971 2,707 1,264 On-site 2.7%* N/A 1,379 | 1,018 | 1,090 484
t
Graduale | 4 o9ss | 3750 | 1229 | onste | 27% | NA | 2262 | 742 | %2 | 1002
E-6/E-7s 4402 | 2953 | 1,449 | Mailed 1.7% 48% | 1,177 | 1,171 | 1,073 | 981
Recruit .
Trainers 2,290 2,002 288 On-site 62% N/A 1,098 | 225 132 835
0-3s 3,288 2,023 1,265 Mailed 7.7% 53% | 1,065 | 830 884 509
BN/SQ/Shi .
ONISQISHP | 1106 | 1087 | 89 | Maled | 61% 61% | 216 | 195 | 626 | 89
CMD NCO/
Sgt Major 1,185 1,001 94 Mailed 63% 63% 251 273 539 122
Total 21,250 | 15572 | 5,678 N/A N/A 54% | 7,448 | 4,454 | 5326 | 4,022

* Based on FY98 and FY99 DoD Non-Prior Service accession data.
Research Limitations.

It isimportant to note that this study was not longitudinal. That is, the study did not
measure the “same” recruits at the beginning of training and then again at the end of their
training. Due to time constraints, it was necessary to measure separate samples of beginning
and ending recruits. As much as one would like to connect the attitude levels of beginning
recruits with those measures of the ending recruits, it was not appropriate to draw conclusions
from such a connection.

Survey Instruments.

The research employed three survey instrument8dle Training Survey, theMili-
tary Leader Survey and theCommander & Command Sergeant Major Survey (See Appendix
C). The methodology of attitude construct measurement (multiple survey items relating to the
same attitude) required respondents to rate survey items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Initially, items for the surveys were drawn from
studies of military cohesion, organizational commitment and professional identity. Cohesion
attitude constructs of commitment, respect for authority, group identity, loyalty, trust, and the
sharing group norms, were the theoretical premise for desired attitudes. The remaining items
of the survey instruments fell into two categories: (1) background demographic items for
recruits and leaders, and (2) military leaders’ opinion items on the quality of current entry-
level graduates, gender-integration in basic training, and other gender-related issues.

Cohesion Attitude M easurement.

In the final instruments, 31 Likert-scaled survey items were selected to measure
desired cohesion attitudes. However, only 20 of the items were found to hold up consistently
14
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in factor analysis as fitting one of three cohesion attitude constructs: commitment, respect for
authority, and group identity. The stratified random sample of Enlisted leaders (E-6/E-7s of all
Services) provided the weighting standard for each survey item. Thesefactor weightswere then
applied to al recruit and leader samplesin the same way to measure the cohesion constructs
under review. 3 Mean scores of recruit samples were then compared by and within Service,
gender, and gender-format of the recruit training the respondent experienced. It should be

noted, however, that not all cohesion constructs appear to have the same degree of item reliabil-
ity. It is acknowledged that the attitude construct of “respect for authority,” like “trust” an
“loyalty,” was a difficult attitude construct to capture using a written survey. The reader is
referred to Chapter 4, Table 4-2, to review survey items for each cohesion construct, as well as
their associated factor weights and construct alpha coefficients.

BASIC RESEARCH RESULTS

Research results are summarized in three sections: (1) recruit sample mean scores for
cohesion attitudes, (2) recruit sample regression analysis predicted mean scores, and 3) opinion
measurements from military leader samples and graduating recruit samples. The cohesion atti-
tude mean scores were computed based on how respondents answered Likert-scale survey items
indicating their propensity to hold attitudes of commitment, respect for authority, and group
identity. Military leaders responded to the same items on their surveys, only in their case, “as
they would hope graduating recruits would respbriche E-6/E-7 enlisted leader responses
represented the Service’s expectation for recruits.

Sample mean scores are depicted for the reader on restricted scales to show the standard
error and associated confidence intefvalhe confidence interval is a statistical measure of the
spread of individual mean scores around the overall sample mean. In those depicted mean esti-
mates where confidence intervals between samples overlap, their respective mean scores are
said to be “similar.” However, in the depicted means where confidence intervalsaleenot
lap, the difference in the means implies “statistical significance” at the .05 level. In such cases,
statistical significance implies that the difference in those means is not explained by random
error alone, and can be stated so with some level of confidence (e.g., 95% confidence interval
represented by the upper and lower bound plotted for each mean depiction).

Opinion measurements reflect response rates showing how surveyed military leader
groups and graduating recruits answered different opinion items in their respective surveys. It
should be noted that military leader opinions do not necessarily imply comparable direct experi-
ence in all cases. “Opinions” are more than “impressions” and less than certain “knowledge.”
It is clear that sampled leaders differ in experience level on certain issues. For example, Marine
leaders and some portion of Army leaders (especially certain Recruit Trainers) may have opin-
ilons on gender-integrated recruit training (GIT), but presumably lack the same level of direct
experience with GIT that many Navy and Air Force leaders may have (since GIT is the latter’s
current policy in recruit training). In the same vein, Air Force, Navy, and some Army leaders
may have opinions on gender-separate recruit training (GST), but presumably lack the level of
direct experience that Marine Corps and some Army leaders have with gender-separate recruit
training formats. The reader should take into account the differences in experience level that
separate leader samples represent in this research.

8 See Chapter 4 for an explanation of DoD E-6/E-7 weights.

4see Chapter 4, ‘Table 4-5, for actual ranges of the individual cohesion constructs. 15
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Cohesion Attitudes - Mean Score Estimates for Graduating Recruits:

Army graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.22 for males and 19.60 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was
19.15 (Figure 1).

Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.53 for males and 19.50 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was
19.15 (Figure 1).

Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.37 for males and 20.07 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was
19.15 (Figure 1).

Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 20.69 for males and 21.32 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was
19.15 (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Graduating Recruits by Gender - Commitment

Army Graduating Recruits* Navy Graduating Recruits*
Commitment Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Graduating Recruits* Marine Graduating Recruits*

Commitment Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Males  Air Force Females

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.
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. Army graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.90 for males and 6.17 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority
was 7.31 (Figure 2).

. Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.86 for males and 5.93 for
~ females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority
was 7.31 (Figure 2).

. AirForce graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.05 formales and 6.21
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 2).

. Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.36 for males and 6.51
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Graduating Recruits by Gender - Respect for Authority

Army Graduating Recruits* Navy Graduating Recruits*

Respect for Authority Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Graduating Recruits* Marine Graduating Recruits*

Respect for Authority Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Males  Air Force Females Marine Males Marine Females

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.
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Army graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.39 for males and 18.80 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was
18.81 (Figure 3).

Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 17.95 for males and 18.41 for

" females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was

18.81 (Figure 3).

AirForce graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.02 for males and 18.68 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was
18.81 (Figure 3).

Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 19.16 for males and 19.50 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was
18.81 (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Graduating Recruits by Gender - Group Identity

Army Graduating Recruits* Navy Graduating Recruits*
Group Identity Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Graduating Recruits* Marine Graduating Recruits*

Group Identity Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Male Air Force Female

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.
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Figures 4, 5 and 6 show graduating recruit mean scores (male and female recruits com-
bined together by Service) together with each Service’s E/6/E7 enlisted leader mean score for

the same cohesion construct.

. Army graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 19.28. The overall Army E-
6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 19.14 (Figure 4).

. Navy graduating recruit mean score forCommitment was 19.52. The overall Navy E-6/
E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 18.66 (Figure 4).

J Air Force graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 19.69. The overall Air
Force E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 19.36 (Figure 4).

o Marine graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 20.80. The overall Marine
E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 20.16 (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Graduating Recruits by Their Service E-6/E-7 Expectation — Commitment

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Army E6/E7 Army End Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy E6/E7 Navy End Recruits

Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force E6/E7 Air Force End
Recruits

Marine E6/E7 ~ Marine End Recruits

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.
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. Army graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 5.94. The overall
Army E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.10
(Figure 5).

. Navy graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 5.88. The overall

* Navy E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.20
(Figure 5).
. Air Force graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 6.12. The

overall Air Force E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority was
7.49 (Figure 5).

. Marine graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 6.38. The overall
Marine E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.77
(Figure 5).

Figure 5. Graduating Recruits by Their Service E-6/E-7 Expectation — Respect for Authority

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Respect for Authority

Navy Graduating Recruits ans E6/E7s
Respect for Authority

Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Means Scores with Confidence Interval

Army E6/E7 Army End Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

NavyE6/E7 Navy End Recruits

Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.
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. Army graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.45. The overall Army
E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.75 (Figure 6).

. Navy graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.07. The overall Navy

E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.71 (Figure 6).

e  AirForce graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.34. The overall Air Force
. E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.78 (Figure 6).
. Marine graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 19.23. The overall Marine
E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 19.37 (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Graduating Recruits by Their Service E-6/E-7 Expectation — Group Identity

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Army E6/E7 Army End Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy E6/E7 Navy End Recruits

Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force E6/E7 Air Force End Recruits

Marine E6/E7 Marine End Recruits

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.

Recruit Cohesion Attitudes — Regression Analysis Predicted Mean Scores:>

. In regression analysis, measurements of combined graduating recruits by their gender
format (mixed in Army, Navy, and Air Force vs. single gender in all four Services)
indicated that format did not appear to influence (positively or negatively) the pre-

5 Regression scores are graphed on a scale large enough to include the entire range of all constructs. Table 4-5 gives

actual ranges by construct.
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dicted scores on commitment, respect for authority, or group identity (Figure 7).
In addition, male recruits in mixed-gender units within the Army, Navy, and Air
Force scored similarly compared with other male recruits within their Service who
were in male-only units. Because the Marine Corps had the only female-only
recruit training format, no training format comparisons could be made with that
Service. Figures 8, 9, and 10 show predicted mean scores by gender format for
the Army, Navy and Air Force graduating recruits.

The measurement of a different sample of beginning recruits in their first week of
training showed no significant differences between male and female recruit scores
on commitment, respect for authority, and group identity. Some differences by
Service existed in the beginning recruit samples on some cohesion attitudes (Navy
and Marine beginning recruits similar to each other and higher than Army and Air
Force in commitment; Marines, Army and Air Force similar to each other but sig-
nificantly lower than Navy beginning recruits in respect for authority).

When all graduating recruits were combined by gender, female scores were pre-
dicted to be significantly higher in commitment, respect for authority, and group
identity than combined male graduating recruits (not always true by individual
Service).

Figure 7. Gender Format Predicted Scores — All Constructs

24 00

18 00

12 00

Gender FormatComparisons
Controlling for Age,Education, Race/Ethnicity and Service

Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed Single
Comm itment Comm itment Respectfor Authority Respectfor Authority Group Identity Group Identity

Graduating RecruitMean Values

Figure 8. Predicted Male Scores by Gender Format — Commitment

24 00

2100

18 00

16.00

12 00

Commitment
Controlting for Age, Education,and Race/Ethnicity

19.18 19.29

Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed
Army Army Navy Navy Air Force Air Force

Male Graduating RecruitMean Predicted Values
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Figure 9. Predicted Male Scores by Gender Format — Respect for Authority

R espect for Authority
Controlling for Age, Education, and R ace/E thnicity

Single

sSingle Mixed Single Mixed
Army

Navy Navy Air Force Air Force

M ale Graduating Recruit M ean Predicted Values

Figure 10. Predicted Male Scores by Gender Format — Group Identity

Group ldentity
Controlling for Age, Education, and Race/Ethnicity

24.00

21.00

17.93 18.05 17.99 18.11

Single Mixed Single Mixed Single Mixed
Army Army Navy Navy Air Force Air Force
Male Graduating Recruit Mean Predicted Values

Opinion Measurements — Military Leaders and Recruits:

As indicated earlier, it should be noted that military leader “opinions” do not necessarily imply
direct experience in all cases. Opinions are more than “impressions” and less than certain “knowledge.”
It should also be noted that the sampled leaders differ in experience level for their opinions.

. When leaders were combined by grade, between 86% and 90% of all samples indicated that “the quality of
recruit training has a direct effect on operational readiness.” Similar majorities of leaders also agree that

“there is a relationship to what recruits learn in basic training and their success in operational units”
(Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Importance of Recruit Training to Operational Readiness

Percent

All Leaders (All Services):
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Military leaders who responded to the survey indicated the “overall” quality of currententry-level
graduates has declined when compared to entry-level graduates 5-years ago (Marine Leaders
were less likely to indicate a decline compared to other Services) (Figures 12, 13, 14 and 15).
Leaders identified the qualities of discipline, accepting authority, and ability to adjust to mili-
tary life as having particularly declined in current entry-level graduates of all Services. The
same Leaders indicate, however, that entry-level graduates were similar to, or more intelligent
than past graduates, and generally as able in military skill proficiency as entry-level graduates
five years ago. Marine Leaders indicated, more than the other Services, that acceptance of
core values has stayed the same, or improved, over the past 5-years in entry-level graduates.

Figure 12. Army Initial Entry Graduate Evaluation — Overall

Percent

Army Leaders:
Over past 5 years, the overall quality

of entry-level graduates
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Figure 13. Navy Initial Entry Graduate Evaluation — Overall
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Figure 14. Air Force Initial Entry Graduate Evaluation — Overall
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Figure 15. Marine Corps Initial Entry Graduate Evaluation — Overall
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When combined, between 83%t088% of all military leaderswho responded tothesurvey indi-

cated that the primary purpose of basic training is to transform recruits into military group

members of cohesive military units.

Overall, leaders from the Army, Navy, and Air Force had mixed opinions about “which gender
format within basic training best facilitates the purpose of basic training.” Marine leaders,
however, predominately favored separate training for males and females (Figures 16, 17, 18
and 19).

Figure16. Army Viewson Gender Format

Army Leaders :
What gender mix within basic training best

facilitates the purpose of basic training?
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Figure 17. Navy Viewson Gender Format
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Army and Marine leaders generally agreed that “mixing males and females causes an unneces-

sary distraction in recruit training.” Opinions among Navy and Air Force leaders were
mixed.

When asked in another way, leaders predominantly indicated disagreement that “mixing males
and females in basic training is a hecessary distraction in recruit training.”
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. Army and Marine leaders indicated that they believed that the “quality of basic training
declined” when males and females were present in the same basic training units. Air
Force and Navy leaders’ responses were mixed.

Figure 18. Air Force Viewson Gender For mat
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Recruit Trainer Opinions:

. Recruit trainers who responded to the survey were not satisfied with the quality of entry-
level graduates or with the constraints that are placed on trainersin doing their job (Fig-
ure 12, 13, 14, 15 and Appendix A).8

. 62% of Air Force Recruit Trainers, 54% of Army Recruit Trainers, 67% of Navy Recruit
Trainers (including 67% of the female Navy Recruit Trainers indicating the same), and

6 See Miller and Januscheitis (1999), Content Analysis of Written Comments Provided on the Recruit Trainer
Surveys, Volume lll, “Research”, pages 372-373 and 375-376.
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84% of Marine Recruit Trainers indicated that “mixing males and females in basic training
causes unnecessary distractions in recruit training” (Figures 20 and 21).

Figure 20. Unnecessary Training Distraction — Males
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Figure 21. Unnecessary Training Distraction — Females
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Recruit Trainersin the Navy and Air Forcewere morelikely than other leader groups of their
Service to indicate men and women should train separately in basic training. Marine lead-

ers (male and female), by overwhelming percentages, supported their current policy of sep-

arate basic training for male and female recruits (Figures 17, 18 and 19).

48% of Army Recruit Trainers, 55% of Navy Recruit Trainers, 42% of Air ForceRecruit Train-
ersand 75% of Marine Recruit Trainers indicated that the quality of basic training declines

when male and female recruits are in the same units.

Overall, 73% of male Recruit Trainers and 68% of female Recruit Trainers indicated “that
female recruits need female trainers as role models.” Marines had the highest percentage
affirming this item with 96% of female and 86% of male Recruit Trainers. Air Force had
the lowest percentage affirming this item with 42% of female and 28% of male Recruit
Trainers.
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Graduating Recruit Opinions:

. Twice as many male graduating recruits, than femalerecruits, indicated basi c training should
have been tougher (Figure 22). Mae Marine graduating recruits responded more frequently
than recruits in other Services that they prefer recruit training be “tougher.” Graduating
recruits from the Army and Marines indicated that basic training was “easier than
expected,” while recruits from the Navy and Air Force provided more mixed responses

Figure 22. Recruit Training Toughness
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Fraternization and Adultery Opinions:

. Whenaskedif therearedifferent fraternization standardsfor officersand enlisted | eaders, offic-
ers tended to respond that there were “not different standards,” whereas enlisted leaders
tended to indicate “the standards favored officers” (Figure 23).

Figure 23. Differences Between Officer and Enlisted
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. Whenaskedif therearedifferent fraternization standardsfor malesand femal es, femal eleaders
were more likely to say that there were “no differences” or that “they favored males,”
whereas male leaders were more likely to indicate they “favored females” ( Figures 4-51 to
4-52).

. When asked if there are different adultery standardsfor officers and enlisted leaders, officers
tended to respond that there were “not differences,” whereas enlisted leaders tended to indi-
cate “the standard favors officers”.

. Nearly onehalf of theleaderssurveyedindicated that thestandardsconcerningadul tery wereno
different for males and females.

. A mgjority of leaderssurveyedindicatedthat adultery ruleswereapplied differently by different
commands within their Service.

. Military leaders overwhelmingly indicated they wanted asingle DoD policy for all Services
governing fraternization (Figure 24).

Figure 24. Single DaD Palicy for Fraternization
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. Military leaders overwhelmingly indicated they wanted asingle DoD policy for al Services
governing Adultery (Figure 25)

Figure25. Single DoD Policy for Adultery
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ASSESSMENT OF MEASUREMENTS

Graduating Recruit M easurements

The Army, Navy and Air Force graduating recruits scored similarly on the three cohe-
sion constructs: commitment, respect for authority, and group identity. Marine Corps gradu-
ating recruits scored significantly higher than the other Services on the three cohesion
constructs. In addition, female Marine recruits were the highest scoring recruit sample mea-
sured in this study for all three cohesion constructs. However, the reader is cautioned about
differences in each Service’s recruit training programs identified in Chapter 2 of this study
research report. Besides gender format differences among Services, the length of training, the
number and gender of Recruit Trainers assigned to recruits, and overall training objectives
and standards are, as a rule, Service-specific. In addition, even though this study was not lon-
gitudinal in terms of connecting the attitude scores of beginning and ending recruits, it is often
believed that some measure of self-selection occurs when a person first chooses to join one
Service over another.

Basic Training Gender Format

Recruits who experienced the mixed-gender recruit training formats in the Army,
Navy and Air Force scored similarly to male recruits experiencing a single-gender (all male)
training format within those same three Services. In addition, no adverse or positive effects
were measured in males of mixed-gender training formats versus males of single-gender train-
ing formats of the Army, Navy, or Air Force. In those three Services, gender format did not
appear to be a factor that helped or hindered male attitude scores.

Male and Female Differences

When all Services were combined by gender, graduating female recruits attitudes on
the cohesion constructs were higher than the same attitudes in graduating male recruits. Nor-
mative data on gender differences for cohesion constructs, as well as longitudinal data to track
changes in recruit attitude over the course of training, are necessary to determine with cer-
tainty whether female recruits are indeed gaining more from the recruit training experience
than male recruits are.

M eeting Service Expectations

For all Services, graduating recruit scores on “commitment” met, or exceeded, the
level expected by their respective E-6/E-7 Service expectation. However, at the same time,
graduating recruits for all Services scored significantly lower than their E-6/E-7 Service
expectation in “respect for authority.”

Military L eader Evaluation

Military leaders who responded to the survey perceived a decline in the overall quality
of entry-level recruit training graduates over the past 5 years. Consistent majorities of mili-
tary leaders indicated that discipline, acceptance of authority, and the ability to adjust to mili-
tary life have declined in current recruit graduates when compared to graduates 5 years ago.
Recruit Trainers particularly stand out in their frustration over the current recruit quality and
with the multiple complications of recruit training duty. On the other hand, leaders indicated
that military skill development and intelligence of current entry-level recruit training gradu-
ates had remained the same, or improved, over the last five years.
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Military L eader Consensus

With some exceptions, military leaders within a given Service gave similar views on
guestions posed to them. However, Recruit Trainers who responded were generally more
likely than other leaders to say the quality of training declines when men and women are
trained together. These same enlisted trainers were also more likely than other leadersto indi-
cate that mixing men and women in basic training causes an unnecessary distraction in train-
ing. Military leader opinions were not always exactly consistent with their respective Service
policy on the issue addressed. For example, approximately one-third of Army leadersindi-
cated that basic training should be gender-separate for all, approximately one-third indicated it
should be gender-mixed for all, and approximately one-third indicated they favor current
Army policy of gender-separate (OSUT) training for combat arms and gender-mixed training
for all others. Although inconsistencies existed, there were no inconsistenciesin Marine
leader views on current policy. The Marine leader samples were consistently and overwhelm-
ingly opposed to gender integration of recruit training.

Cross-Gender Military Policies

Military leaders responding to the survey perceived that military policies governing
fraternization and adultery are applied inconsistently between the genders, between grades of
officer and enlisted, and across different commands within their Services. These same leaders
overwhelmingly indicated the need for asingle DoD policy for all Services for fraternization
and asingle DoD policy for al Servicesfor adultery.

OBSERVATIONS

To “assess,” means to study the condition of the subject under review. In this
research, basic training of the four Services was the subject of assessment. The research
attempted to determine the condition of basic training by measuring graduating recruit atti-
tudes that were believed integral to military socialization: commitment, respect for authority,
and group identity. The data collection also included military leader opinions (E-6/E-7
Enlisted leaders, Recruit Trainers, O-3 Junior Officers, Operational Commanders and their
Senior Enlisted Advisors) concerning the quality of basic training graduates and other gender-
related issues. Finally, the written comments of 1,430 currently serving Recruit Trainers were
assessed in a content analysis (Appendix A) and the written comments of 2,980 graduating
recruits in a theme assessment (Appendix B).

There is evidence in the data to suggest that recruit training can and should be
improved and that such improvements are sought by military leaders. Even though “commit-
ment” measurements of graduating recruits were positive in relation to Service expectation,
the “respect for authority” measurements of recruits were significantly below what was
expected by their Service enlisted leaders. In addition, there is also indication in the differ-
ences in attitude measurements by gender, military leader opinion data, and in the Recruit
Trainer and graduating recruit written comments, to suggest that recruits may not be chal-
lenged in basic training to a level necessary for military socialization to optimally occur.
Finally, consistent majorities of military leaders indicated that there has been a decline over
the past five years in discipline, acceptance of authority, and ability to adjust to military life in
entry-level graduates.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Recruit Training Policy

Military policy should facilitate a positive command climate where leaders (as aresult
of that policy) are provided a higher probability of succeeding at assigned missions. Policies
that create unnecessary obstacles in that environment are inherently counter-productive to
mission success. The Services should assess whether, or not, current recruit training policies
create the “optimum training environment” for Recruit Trainers to succeed in the mission
transforming civilians into soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines.

PART 1

Recruit Trainer Success

The Officer Corps is the responsible body for military policy. However, the molding
of civilians into soldiers, airmen, sailors, and Marines is uniquely an enlisted expertise and
experience. That crucial transformation process is managed and supervised by the very best
enlisted leaders of each Service. The Officer Corps should take into full account the profes-
sional views of their enlisted leadership, and particularly their respective Recruit Trainers, in
developing policies that affect the recruit training process or environment. An argument can
be made from the data, to include the assessment of written comments by Recruit Trainers,
that trainers would benefit from policies that simplify, not complicate, the recruit training
environment.

Mitigate L eader Perceptions

This research indicated a perception among military leaders that rules and regulations
governing fraternization and adultery are applied inconsistently. Leaders indicated a strong
desire for a single DoD policy for all Services to apply to each of these respective cross-gen-
der areas. Whether a single DoD policy in each area will change leader perceptions of incon-
sistency is beyond the scope of this assessment. However, the leader perception of
inconsistency in the application of cross-gender policies is real and should be dealt with as
such until the perceptions are mitigated.

Ser vice-Specific Research

The time constraints in data collection precluded a longitudinal assessment of recruits
from their entry to graduation from basic training. A longitudinal design would have been
extremely valuable, revealing the “growth” of desired recruit attitudes, skills, and perfor-
mance over the course of the training cycle. There is every indication from the results of this
study that such a Service-specific assessment would provide critical information to decision-
makers concerning their recruit training policies, procedures, and priorities. An outline of a
longitudinal research design is presented in Appendix L of the study’s research report. The
purpose of Appendix L is to offer an option for review by Service leaders of a research design
that may help achieve and evaluate Service-specific goals for their graduating recruits.
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PART 1 Chapte’ 1
Research Background

PART 1

1.1 Introduction

The Congressional Commission on Military Training and Gender-Related |ssues was
created in 1998 by an Act of Congress under Title V, Subtitle F of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 98. The Commission was tasked with assessing the quality
of basic training in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps and to make recommenda-
tionsto Congress on improvements to those programs. The Commission was also tasked with
reviewing the effects and application of policies and regulations governing cross-gender rela-
tionships of members of the Armed Forces and with making recommendations on improve-
ments to those policies, programs, and restrictions. As part of their work, the Commission
generated a number of independent research projects in order to provide Commissioners rele-
vant data on the decision-making issues.

1.2 Premise

Recruit training is an institutional gateway from civilian status to a professional iden-
tity required by military leaders in order to serve the “higher good” of the profession. This
unique and powerful transformation process takes place at a singular point when an individ-
ual’s learning curve is initialized at ground zero and then maximized by the quality of the
basic training experience. Consequently, the preparedness of graduating recruits, and there-
fore their ability to contribute to the operational readiness of the Commands they join, is
extremely sensitive to any variations in the quality of the basic training they experience.

1.3 Research Objectives

The study had three basic objectives in measuring the attitudes of graduating recruits.
The first objective was to document the current state of inculcating desired cohesion attitudes
in graduating recruits of the four Services. The second objective was to analyze whether gen-
der-format within basic training showed itself to be related to either high or low attitude
scores. The third objective was to assess the difference between what graduating recruits
show in terms of cohesion attitudes and what is expected by their respective enlisted leader-
ship.
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The study also had two objectives in surveying military leaders of the four Services.
Thefirst objective was to document their perceptions concerning the quality of current Initial
Entry graduatesin the military, aswell astheir opinion on current policies of gender integration/
separation in basic training. The second objective was to assess leader attitudes on other cross-
gender policies in the military that were pertinent to the Commission’s charter.

1.4 Research Concept — The Military Profession

The measurement of desired attitudes within a profession leads one to ask: “How is the
military profession defined?”, and further, “How is a definition of a profession operationalized
for a researcher so that it might measure indications of professional attitudes among its mem-
bers?” In the next several subsections, a summary of the theoretical framework for the study of
desired attitudes will be outlined.

Samuel P. Huntingtontn 1957 Samuel Huntington described a concept that has been
termed the “traditional” approach to defining the military. He stated that the military exists
solely to serve the state and therefore “loyalty and obedience must be the highest military vir-
tues.” The military professional is not a mercenary or even a citizen soldier, but a professional
inspired by patriotism and a desire to serve. The military’s responsibility is to its client — soci-
ety. Its skill is the “management of violence.” The profession is characterized by its expertise,
responsibility, and corporateness. Huntington’s concept of the military is acknowledged as the
“traditional” definition of the military and the military professional.

Morris Janowitz: In The Professional Soldier (1960 & 1971) Morris Janowitz argued
that trends in modern America were moving the concept of military professionals away from the
traditional definition of Huntington and toward what he termed a “pragmatic professionalism.”
He cited trends away from authoritarian discipline toward a broader base of recruitment, and
toward an increased political sensitivity within the leadership. He argued in favor of a constab-
ulary force, constantly prepared to act, committed to the minimum use of force, and more con-
cerned with viable international relations than military victory. He saw the role of the officer
changing from “warrior” to “manager-technician,” and recommended that many traditionally
military functions not directly related to combat be civilianized. Janowitz maintained that the
military establishment should be controlled by the “the military manager” but should include
some “heroic leaders” whose primary responsibility would be to sustain the “warrior spirit” by
instilling it in the next generation of young officers and projecting a “martial image.” (pp.9-32)
Janowitz defined a military profession as an association of members with five essential charac-
teristics: (1) skill in the services they offer their clients, (2) trustworthiness to each other and to
their clients, (3) personal welfare subordinated to professional duties, (4) a high degree of self-
regulation, and (5) strong corporate cohesion. The Janowitz definition is referred to as “prag-
matic” military professionalism.

Charles C. MoskosIn 1977, Charles Moskos described the military profession from a
perspective differing from either Huntington or Janowitz. Instead of prescribing a lockstep def-
inition of the profession, Moskos noted that the military can be conceptualized by a continuum
between two models: institution and occupation (I1/0). Members view their membership in the
military as a “calling” to the extent that the military is an “institution” and as a “job” to the
extent it is an “occupation.” Movement between the two models differs by Service and individ-
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ual, and can be explained by both internal forces and policies and external forces not com-

pletely under the control of organizational leaders.” The distinctions between the institutional
and occupational models established the reference points from which to evaluate one’s prg
sional orientation at any one time.

In the Moskos model, an institution is legitimized in terms of the values and norms
that transcend individual self-interest in favor of a presumed higher good. Although remun
ation may not be comparable to what one might expect on the economy, this is often comy
sated for by an array of social benefits (including job satisfaction and peer esteem) associated
with the institution in terms of psychic income. The Moskos occupational model is defined in
terms of the marketplace and the prevailing monetary rewards for equivalent skill level per-
formance. Supply and demand and calculative benefits, rather than normative considerations,
are paramount. In the occupational model, employees enjoy some voice in the determination
of appropriate compensation and work conditions using a contractual process. The occupa-
tional model implies a priority of self-interest, rather than the interest of the organization or
the higher good it servés.

In the late 1970’s Moskos described a shift in the military from an institution that elic-
its moral commitment and self-sacrifice for the group welfare, to one whose members view
their relationships to the organization as contractual, expecting material benefits in exchange
for job performance. According to the thesis, an institutional model elicits the kind of orienta-
tion which may be termed a “calling,” which equates to “moral commitment,” whereas an
occupational model is based on a “calculative” or contractual orientation. The Moskos model
is a continuum where the military falls somewhere along the Institutional/Occupational (1/0)
dimension. The Moskos I/0O model includes the following concepts:

Calling: A pure moral commitment in which the values and norms of the military are “inter-
nalized” by the members and the military purpose transcends personal welfare.

Institutiont An organization whose membership is based on normative controls and which is
legalized in terms of values and norms that define a purpose transcending individual self-
interest in favor of service to a higher good.

Occupation An organization whose membership is based on remunerative controls and
which is legitimated in terms of contractual relationship of the marketplace.

Moskos was early to identify an occupational trend in the military and to operational-
ize variables describing his continuum so that the model could be studied with some degree of
empirical validity (Table 1.1). He saw the All-Volunteer Force, with associated increased pay,
retention and recruitment issues, increased scientific management techniques, civilian integra-
tion, increased reliance on technology, and cost-effective bureaucratic controls as reference

" Moskos, Charles C., “From Institution to Occupation: Trends in Military Organizatinmiéd Forces and Soci-
ety. 4, No. 1 (Fall 1977) pp. 41-49.

8 Johnson, Charles BSociety’s Occupationalism and Its Effect on the Professional Development of Junior Marine
Officers Doctoral Dissertation. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University, 1986.

37



PART 1

points pulling military decision-making toward the occupational model. With no concerted
effort to mitigate occupational influences, there is reason to fear the health of the military
institution as an ingtitution created for the defense of the state.

Table1-1. Moskos I nstitutional/Occupational (1/0) Model®

Variable Institutional Model Occupational Model
Legitimacy Normative values Marketplace economy
Role Commitments | Broad commitments to organization; diffuse | Segmental commitment to organization; specific
Compensation Much in noncash form Salary system
Pay Mainly by rank; partly by need Directly related to skill level
Residence Adjacency of work and residence locales Separation of work and residence locales
Spouse Integral part of military community Removed from military community
Societal Regard Esteem based on notion of service Prestige based on level of compensation
Reference Groups | “Vertical” — within the organization “Horizontal* external to organization

1.5 Research Concept — Unit Cohesion

Military historians have long marveled at the phenomena of tightly bound groups of
individual s capable of withstanding the most arduous battle conditions, and persevering in
order to accomplish amission. What makes their whole greater than the sum of each part?
What isit that holds the group together that makesit geometrically more effective? Cohesion
(rather than morale, esprit de corps, etc.) is the term used to describe “the relationship that
develops in a unit or group where (1) members share common values and experiences; (2)
individuals in the group conform to group norms and behavior in order to ensure group sur-
vival and goals; (3) members lose their personal identity in favor of a group identity; (4) mem-
bers focus on group activities and goals; (5) unit members become totally dependent on each
other for the completion of their mission or survival; and (6) group members must meet all
standards of performance and behavior in order not to threaten group sufivaidther
common definition for cohesion is “. . .the bonding together of members of a unit or organiza-
tion in such a way as to sustain their will and commitment to each other, their unit, and the
mission....This kind of commitment to each other is a moral commitment which results from
the internalization of the values and norms of the group and is sensitive to social sanctions of
other group members¥

Daryl Henderson, a cohesion expert and a Commissioner on thédesgential
Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed Forces, defined cohesion as a “strong
personal or moral commitment” to conform to group expectaﬂi%ntsccording to Hender-

9 Johnson, Charles B., Why We Serve, Quantico, VA: Marine Corps University, November 1992, p. 21.
10 presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed Forces, Report to the President, Novem-

ber 1992, p.C-80

1 Johns, John H., et. a., Cohesion in the U.S. Military. Washington, DC: National Defense University Press,
1984, p.ix.

12 Henderson, W. D., Cohesion: The Human Element in Combat. Washington, DC: National Defense University
Press, 1985.
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son, laying the foundation for unit cohesion is best accomplished upon initial training before
other norms form that are incongruent with service values.

“Creating a cohesive unit requires an intensive resocialization
process. The determinants of the new recruit’s day-to-day
behavior must be replaced by a new set of rules based on his
perception of what his new fellow soldiers and his leaders
expect. This type of resocialization is best created through a
rites-of-passage process that totally consumes the soldier’s
attention and efforts for an extended period and from which he
emerges with a new or adapted set of operating rules for his
daily living.”13

Henderson identified certain qualities or attitudes that members of cohesive units have
in common that help cement the group in adversity. Successful members of cohesive groups
must have the capacity to:

. share group norms

. demonstrate loyalty to others

. be committed to group welfare
. respect authority

. identify with group members

. trust

It was upon the above operational constructs that this research’s survey instruments
were constructed. The objective was to measure the predisposition of survey respondents to
these cohesion attributes.

1.6 Research Concept — Operationalized Research

In 1984, Dr. Johns, Research Director for Industrial College of the Armed Forces,
published a comprehensive study of cohesion in the Military. Johns’ study is noted here for its
inherent value but also for data collection instrumentality and analysis techniques that were
subsequently used by other researchers of the Moskos Institutional/Occupational (1/0) contin-
uum. The perspective of Johns’ study was that military cohesion, corporateness, and sense of
identity, especially in small units (primary groups), was essential to military effectiveness.
Men perform in combat not for bureaucratic rewards, but for the immediate superior they
respect, a peer willing to do the same, and the primary group norms that give purpose to their
sacrifice. This premise was drawn from the classic study by Janowitz and Shils on “Cohesion
and Disintegration in the German Wehrmacht” (1948), which found those same factors at
work in small German units in World War II. Johns saw the authority of the officer corps as
having two primary functions: (1) leadership and 2) the integration of primary group norms
with larger organizational norms. Therefore, he focused on the officer corps and their percep-
tions of duty in order to evaluate the shifting state of cohesion in the military.

Johns used the data received through his survey instruments in a unique fashion. The

13 ibid., p.18 39
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flag officer survey data was collectively used as a benchmark for other leader samples he sur-

veyed. He termed the flag officer data the “ideal medsirepecific attitude constructs of
professionalism he was measuring. The field grade responses were grouped by service and
military specialty and analyzed in relation to the “ideal measure.” The use of an ideal measure
by Johns was a new and effective instrument in offsetting a major research limitation of previ-
ous studies dealing with attitudes. The problem is knowing whether the attitudes of a given
group today are different than the attitudes of a similar group twenty, thirty, or forty years ago.
Johns was able, with this technique, to achieve a reference point in order to better understand
the relative strength or weakness of the actual groups he sought to assess. The technique of
employing an ideal measure has been used repeatedly since then, largely in Service specific
measurement of /O orientatidf.

The foregoing discussion was intended to summarize how some researchers have
come to operationalize the definitions of the military professional and of the attitudes associ-
ated with that professional state of mind. The Moskos Institutional/Occupational (I/O) model
as a continuum between two orientations opened up opportunities for those concerned about
the changing professional identity in the military to measure certain indicators of those seem-
ingly opposed states. The Johns 1984 study added a needed benchmark and method for find-
ings in 1/0O measurements. This research builds on the premise and focuses on graduating
recruits’ professional attitudes. The attitudes selected mirror the predisposition desired for
members of cohesive military units. The methods used to measure these desired attitudes are
summarized below and in detail in Chapter 3 of this report.

1.7 Research Methods

This research study assessed attitudes considered conducive to unit cohesion in begin-
ning and graduating military recruits of the four Services. In addition, the study surveyed mil-
itary leaders concerning their opinions on gender integration in basic training, the quality of
entry-level graduates, and other gender-related issues.

Table1- 2. Research Samples- All Services

Total Air | Marine
Number Survey % of Return | Army | Navy | Force | Corps
“N” Male |Female | Method | Population Rate “N” “N” “N” “N”
Begnning | 3971 | 2707 | 1264 | Onsite | 27%* N/A | 1,379 | 1,018 | 1,090 | 484
Graduate | 4088 | 3759 | 1,229 | Onste | 2.7% N/A | 2262 | 742 | 982 | 1,002
EoE7s | 4402 | 2953 | 1,449 | Mailed L7% 48% | 1,177 | 1171 | 1,073 | 981
Recruit .
Tranes | 2290 | 2002 | 288 | Onsite 62% N/A | 1008 | 225 | 132 | 835
0-35 3288 | 2023 | 1,265 | Mailed 7.7% 53% | 1,065 | 830 | 884 | 509
SNSQISD | 9126 | 1,037 | 89 | Mailed 61% 61% | 216 | 195 | 626 | 89
i | 1185 | 1001 | 94 | Maled 63% 63% | 251 | 273 | 539 | 122
Total 21,250 | 15572 | 5678 | NIA N/A B4% | 7,448 | 4,454 | 5326 | 4,022

* Based on FY98 and FY99 DoD Non-Prior Service accession data.

0 14 Johnson, Charles B., Why We Serve, Quantico, VA: Marine Corps University, November 1992.
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Samplesfor this research (Table 1-2) included nearly 9,000 active duty military recruits
(reserve recruits excluded) across all the Services and all basic training sites, as well as 2,290
Recruit Trainers from all Services. In addition to Recruit Trainers, other leader samples consisted
of over 10,000 officers and senior enlisted, to include stratified random samples of E-6/E-7 and O-3
leaders, and a majority (61% and 63% respectively) of all Battalion/Squadron/Ship-Level opera
tional commanders and their senior enlisted advisors. Table 1 provides a summary of the stu
research samples. A supplemental content analysis study focused on the open-ended writte
ments made by 1,430 Recruit Trainers on their surveys. The analysis of Recruit Trainer com
provided in-depth information on these leaders’ perceptions on the conduct of basic training by Ser-
vice (see Appendix A). Additional work on written comments included a thematic assessment of
open-ended comments made by nearly 3,000 graduating recruits on their surveys (see Appendix B).
Finally, open-ended comments from all other military leaders (approximately 10,500 wrote com-
ments) were transcribed for the record and included within the data set.

The research employed three survey instrumentBathe Training Survey, the Mili-
tary Leader Survey and theCommander & Command Sergeant Major Survey (see Appendix C).
The methodology of attitude construct measurement (multiple survey items relating to the same
attitude) required respondents to rate survey items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly
agree to strongly disagree. Initially, items for the surveys were drawn from studies of military
cohesion, organizational commitment and professional identity. Cohesion attitude constructs of
commitment, respect for authority, group identity, loyalty, trust, and the sharing group norms, were
the theoretical premise for desired attitudes. The remaining items of the survey instruments fell into
two categories: (1) background demographic items for recruits and leaders, and (2) military lead-
ers’ opinion items on the quality of current entry-level graduates, gender-integration in basic train-
ing, and other gender-related issues.

The instruments were reviewed and analyzed by six different focus groups representing both
senior enlisted and officer leaders of both genders from the four Services. The Commission Mem-
bers as a whole reviewed the survey instruments. The instruments were forwarded to an indepen-
dent survey consultant from the Department of Sociology at UCLA and to survey experts at
Defense Manpower Data Center. Modifications to the instruments were incorporated as a result of
feedback. The instruments were finally pre-tested on 400 male and female graduating recruits as
well as a statistically representative sample of both junior officers (O-3’s) and senior enlisted lead-
ers (E-6/E-7).

In the final instruments, 31 Likert-scaled survey items were selected to measure desired
cohesion attitudes. However, only 20 of the items were found to hold up consistently in factor anal-
ysis as fitting one of three cohesion attitude constructs: commitnespect for authorifyand
group identity The stratified random sample of Enlisted leaders (E-6/E-7s of all Services) provided
the weighting standard for each survey item. These factor weights were then applied to all recruit
and leader samples in the same way to measure the cohesion constructs under riéex.
scores of recruit samples were then compared by and within Service, gender, and gender-format of
the recruit training the respondent experienced. It should be noted, however, that not all cohesion
constructs appear to have the same degree of item reliability. It is acknowledged that the attitude

15 See Chapter 4 for an explanation of DoD E-6/E-7 weights.
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construct of “respect for authority,” like “trust” and “loyalty,” was a difficult attitude con-

struct to capture using a written survey. The reader is referred to Chapter 4, Table 4-2, to
review survey items for each cohesion construct, as well as their associated factor weights and
construct alpha coefficients.

1.8 Research Limitations

It is important to note that this study was not longitudinal. That is, the study did not
measure the “same” recruits at the beginning of training, and then again, at the end of their
training. Due to time constraints in data collection, it was necessary to measure different sam-
ples of beginning and graduating recruits. As much as one would like to relate the attitude
levels of beginning recruits with those measures of the ending recruits, it was not appropriate
to draw definitive conclusions from such comparisons.

There are both conceptual and methodological limitations to this work. Written sur-
veys that address a qualitative condition of the mind are useful, but not definitive. Attitude
surveys dictate assumptions. First, that the answers given on the survey represent the true atti-
tudes of the respondent. Secondly, that the respondent understands the questions in the same
way it was intended. Third, that the respondent knows the subject of each question and that
his opinion is clear to him at the time of survey completion. Keeping these assumptions in
mind, one should be cautious not to extrapolate beyond what the data represents.

Statistical limitations also exist in this research. The use of the E-6/E-7 enlisted lead-
ers as a reference in this research was one method to show similarity and variance. Even
though this technique was used successfully in Johns’ (1984) comprehensive study of cohe-
sion and by other researchers of the Moskos I/O, it is not without drawbacks. When you ask
respondents (enlisted leaders) to answer questions in the way “they would hope graduate
recruits would respond,” you are requiring them to perform a difficult conceptual task. Itis
not clear whether a person can perform that task purely without infusing to some degree how
they themselves would now answer the item.

Sampling limitations due to time and other resources may influence aspects of the
analysis. Statistical tests of variance assume the data is the result of randomly selected sam-
ples. However, in this study, only the E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders and O-3 officers were the only
random samples. Even though the recruit samples were statistically representative of Service,
gender and gender format, they were not purely random samples.

1.9 Definition of Sudy Terms

The report and its appendices sometimes refer to both research and military terms that
should be defined for the reader in this introductory section. Although there may be other
(perhaps even better) definitions of the terms shown below, for purposes of this research, the
study terms are defined as follows:

Adultery. The Manual for Courts-Martial, Article 134,

paragraph 62, specifies that adultery is punishable under the
Uniform Code of Military Justice if the accused wrongfully had
sexual intercourse with a certain person; that, at the time, the
accused or the other person was married to someone else; and
that, under the circumstances, the conduct of the accused was to
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the prejudice of good order and discipline in the armed forces or
was of a nature to bring discredit upon the armed forces.

Advanced I ndividual Training (AIT). Thefollow-on specialty
skill training that follows basic military training. AlIT completes
theinitial entry training period before the recruit entersthe field
in an operational unit.

Attitude. The posture of the mind. An attitude isamental state

of readiness, based on experience, exerting a directive influence
upon tfle individual’s response to all situations with which it is
related.

Basic Training (BT). Six to twelve weeks ahitial military

training and specialization in which civilians seeking to become
Service Members are transformed into soldiers, sailors, airmen,
and Marines.

Combat Effectiveness. The current and actual state of being
equipped, fit, and ready to succeed in combat.

Commitme_nt. To resolve_and dedicate one’s efforts and
resources in order to achieve a greater good.

Confidence Interval. A range of values around a sample mean
that is likely (at a given level of probability, called a confidence
level) to contain a population parameter. The interval that will
include the population parameter a certain percentage (i.e., 95%,
99%, etc.) of the timé’

Confidence Limits. The upper and lower values of a
confidence interval, that is, the values defining the range of a
confidence intervat®

Cohesion (Unit). The relationship that develops in a unit or
group where (1) members share common values and
experiences; (2) individuals in the group conform to group
norms and behavior in order to ensure group survival and goals;
(3) members lose their personal identity in favor of a group
identity; (4) members focus on group activities and goals; (5)
unit members become totally dependent on each other for the
completion of their mission or survival; and (6) group members
must meet all standards of performance and behavior in order
not to threaten group survivdal.

16 Allport, G W. Attitudes. J. C. Murchison (Ed.). A Handbook of Social Psychology. Worchester, MA: Clark
University Press, 1935, pp. 798 — 844.

17 \ogt, W. P. Dictionary of Satistics and Methodology. Newbury Park: Sage Publications, 1993.
18 ipi
ibid.
19 presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed FRepest to the President, November
1992, p.C-80
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Construct (Cohesion Construct). A necessary component of a
larger concept. In measurement, a construct represented by

multiple survey items related to different aspects of asingle

attitude (i.e., Commitment, Respect for Authority, and Group

[ dentity).

Factor Analysis. Any of several methods of analysis that

enable researchers to reduce a large number of variablesto a
smaller number of variables or “factors”, or latent variables.
Factor analysis is done by finding patterns among the variations
in the values of several variables; a cluster of highly
intercorrelated variables is a factor. Factor analysis is only
practical using a computer. Principle component analysis is
sometimes regarded as a form of factor analysis, although the
mathematical models on which the two are based are different.

Fraternization. The Manual for Courts-Matrtial, Article 134,
paragraph 83, states that fraternization is punishable under the
Uniform Code of Military Justice, if the accused was a
commissioned or warrant officer: that the accused fraternized on
terms of military equality with one or more certain enlisted
member(s) in a certain manner; that the accused knew the
person(s) to be an enlisted member(s); that such fraternization
violated the custom of the accused’s service that officers shall
not fraternize with enlisted members on terms of military
equality; and that, under the circumstances, the conduct of the
accused was to the prejudice of good order and discipline in the
armed forces or was of a nature to bring discredit upon the
armed forces. Notwithstanding this uniform definition, the
Services have issued Service-wide and local regulations that
define fraternization to include “unprofessional” or “improper”
relationships and conduct between officer and enlisted persons,
between enlisted persons of different ranks, or between officers
of different ranks.

Gender-Integrated Training (GIT). Males and females
training together in mixed-gender platoon/company units during
all components of basic military training and technical training.

Gender-Separate Training (GST). The separation of males
and females into different companies during all components of
basic military training and technical training.

Group ldentity. The state of viewing oneself as collectively
necessary.

Impression. An often indistinct or imprecise notion or
remembrance. An especially marked and often favorable
influence or effect on feeling, senge, or mind. A telling image
impressed on the senses or the nfihd.

20 \/ogt, W. P, Dictionary of Satistics and Methodology. Newbwey Park: Sage Publications, 1993.
21 Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictiongr¥enth Edition, Springfield, MA, 1998
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Initial Entry Training (IET). Training given to new enlistees,
which includes both basic training and the follow-on specialty
skill training. 1ET isdesigned to produce disciplined, motivated,
physically fit soldiers/sailors/airmen/Marines ready to take their
placein the field.

Knowledge. The fact or condition of knowing something with
familiarity gained through experience or association. A
certainty gained by acquaintance with or understanding of a
science, art, or technique.

Likert Scale. A widely used questionnaire format developed by
Rensis Likert. Respondents are given statements and asked to
respond by saying whether they “strongly agree,” “agree,”
“disagree,” “strongly disagree.” Wording varies considerably;
for example, people might be asked if they “totally approve,”
“approve somewhat,” and so .

Mean Score. The arithmetic average score derived by summing
the scores and dividing by the number of scores in the
distribution?*

Military Standard. An exact value that serves as a reference,
model, or rule in measuring quantities or qualities, developing
practices, or evaluating results.

Military Occupational Specialty (MOS). A formal

gualification to perform specific military duties as a result of a
period of training for a particular specialty. The Air Force
equivalent term is Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC).

Operational Readiness. The capability of a unit/organization,
ship, or weapon system to perform the military missions or
functions for which it is organized or designed to perform.

Operational Units. Those units whose primary missions are to
participate in combat and the integral supporting elements
thereof.

Opinion. Similar to belief but narrower in scope than what we
call an attitude, primarily cognitive rather than emotion-laden,
and not necessarily based on experience. Stronger than an
impression and less strong than positive knowledge._A person’s
judgement about the likelihood of events or relations?ﬁps.

Recruit Trainers. Senior Enlisted Leaders of each Service that

ibid.
23 \ogt, W. P, Dictionary of Satistics and Methodology. Newbury Park: Sage Publications, 1993.
24 Smith, George, W. Quantitative Methods of Research in Education, Washington: College and University Press,
1975, p. 14.
25 Oskamp, Stuart, Attitudes and Opinions, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1977, p. 12. Merriam-Webster's
Collegiate DictionaryTenth Edition, Springfield, MA, 1998
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train and act as role models to entry level recruits.

* Army - Drill Sergeant (DS): A Non-Commissioned
Officer who has successfully completed the prescribed
instruction in a U.S. Army drill sergeant school, has been
awarded the “X” skill qualification identifier and is
qualified to train and supervise IET soldiers.

* MarineCorps- Drill Instructor (DI): A Non-
Commissioned Officer who has been screened by HQMC,
present Commanding Officer, staff of the DI school, and a
qualified psychologist; successfully completed a 12-week
DI school qualifying for MOS 8511; is assigned to a DI
position at one of the Marine Corps Recruit Depots.

* Air Force- Military Training Instructor (MTI1): A Non-
Commissioned Officer who conducts military training for
nonprior service airmen, including those in the Air Reserve
Forces, and initial military training for cadets of the United
Sates Air Force Academy.

* Navy - Recruit Divisson Commander (RDC): Carefully
selected personnel (Non-Commissioned Officers) who
have completed a formal course of instruction and have
been awarded a Navy Enlisted Classification Code of 9508
which qualifies them to train and instruct in all aspects of
recruit training.

Recruit Training. A term synonymous with basic training.

Regression Analysis. (a) Methods of explaining or predicting

the variability of a dependent variable using information about
one or more independent variables. Regression analysis
attempts to answer the question: “What values in the dependent
variable can we expect given certain values of the independent
variable(s)?” (b) Techniques for establishing a regression
equation. The equation indicates the nature and closeness of the
relationship between two or more variables, specifically, the
extent to which you can predict some by knowing others, the
extent to which some are associated with others. The equation is
often represented by a regression line, which is the straight line
that comes closest to approximating a distribution of points in a
scatter diagrarf®

Respect for Authority. The willingness to be obedient to
military superiors based on the perceived need for accountability
and their inherent trustworthiness.

Satistical Significance. Said of a value of a variable when it is
(“significantly”) larger or smaller than would be expected by
chance alone. It is important to remember that statistical

46

26 \/ogt, W. P, Dictionary of Satistics and Methodology. Newbury Park: Sage Publications, 1993.
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significance does not necessarily imply substantive or practical

signifi cance.’’ A measure of the probability that the differences observed
between two or more mean scores is not due to random error. 1n other

words, if you repeated the test with a new but similarly situated sample of
respondents, you would have high confidence that you would find similar
differencesin their mean scores. Statistical significance does not infer
“importance” nor does it prove any cause and effect relationship among
variables?®

t-Test. A test of the statistical significance of the results of a comparison
between two group averages, or means, such as the average score on a
manual dexterity test of those who have and have not been given a caffeine
drink. At-test is a test statistititests are also used to test the statistical
significance of correlation coefficients and regression coefficfénts.

Variable. Any finding (an attribute or characteristic) that can change, that
can vary, or that can be expressed as more than one value or in various
values or categories; the opposite of a variable that is a constant. That
which is subject to change. A quantity that may assume any one of a set of
values. The “dependent variable” is the outcome, or that which is measured
(i.e., cohesion attitude mean scores). The “independent variables” are ones
that can be manipulated (i.e., gender, gender format, demographic%o, etc.).

Variance. A measure of the spread of scores in a distribution of scores, that
Is, @ measure of dispersion. The larger the variance, the further the
individual cases are from the mean. The smaller the variance, the closer the
individual scores are to the mean.

1.10 Study Abbreviationsand Acronyms

AF S C e Air Force Specialty Codes
AT e Advanced Individual Training

N e Army Physical Fitness Test
ASVAB ..o Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery Test

B T e Basic Combat Training
B T e ———————————————————— Basic Military Training
BT e Basic Training
G0 e Commanding Officer
3 PP PPPPPPPPRPPPP Drill Instructor
DOD e Department of Defense
DS e Drill Sergeant
Gl e Gender-Integrated Training
ST Gender Segregated/Separated Training
2" ibid.

2 Stanley, J. C., Hopkins, K. D., Educational and Psychological Measurement and Evaluation. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall, 1972.

2 \ogt, W. P, Dictionary of Satistics and Methodology. Newbury Park: Sage Publications, 1993.

30 gmith, George, W., Quantitative Methods of Research in Education. Washington, DC: George Washington University Press,
1975.
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LT s Initial Entry Training
M CT e Marine Combat Training
O I Marine Corps Recruit Depot
MEPS ... Military Entry Processing Stations
MOS . s Military Occupational Specialty
Y I Military Training Instructors
NCO e Noncommissioned Officer
OSUT s One Station Unit Training
O | Program of Instruction
RDC e e Recruit Division Commander
RTC e Recruit Training Command
SNCO i Staff Non-commissioned Officer
UCMU .. Uniform Code of Military Justice
U S A e United States Army
USAF e bbb United States Air Force
USMUC s United States Marine Corps
USN e United States Navy

1.11 Report Transition

The total research report is divided into five chapters. In Chapter 2, the reader will
find a narrative description of the recruit training continuum for each Service. Each training
continuum provides the context in which the recruit attitude measurements were taken and
highlights the differences in the Service training environments experienced by the recruits.
Chapter 3 then describes the data collection methodol ogies employed, and the technical
aspects of the research samples and data weighting. Chapter 4 presents the analysis and find-
ings of the study. It is important to note that when reviewing the Chapter’s mean score graphs
(Figures 4-3 to 4-6; 4-14 to 4-16; 4-20 to 4-22; 4-27 to 4-29) the reader should review three
definitions provided above in section 1.9: “confidence interval’, “mean score”, and “statistical
significance”. The mean score graphs in Chapter 4 show both the mean score for the sample
and its confidence interval (i.e., spread of the sample scores around the mean). If a mean
depiction has a spread that lies outside another sample’s mean depiction, it may be statistically
significant at the .05 level. If sample mean depictions overlap at any point, they are said to be
statistically similar. Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the findings in Chapter 4, and ends with
conclusions and recommendations drawn from the assessment of the data set.
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PART 1 Chapte’ ?
Recruit Training Environment

PART 1

2.1 Introduction

Each Service conducts basic training programs that act as a transformation phase of
new enlistees from civilian status to a professional membership status as a soldier, airman,
sailor or Marine. Though there are commonalties, each Service’s basic training programs are
also unique to that Service. In terms of gender format, the Services also have some
similarities, but also several distinct differences. The Navy and Air Force, for example, have
a single Program of Instruction (POI) for basic training designed for mixed-gender training.
However, because there are not sufficient women enlistees to incorporate in every recruit unit,
many recruit units in those two Services will have no females, by default. The Army has both
mixed-gender recruit training formats and a male-only format for combat arms specialties.
Finally, the Marine Corps conducts separate training for all male and female recruits. As a
general rule, it can be said that the Services’ basic training programs are currently designed
for a mixed-gender composition, except for the combat arms specialties in the Army and for
all recruits in the Marine Corps.

This chapter describes the initial entry training continuum of each Service. The
continuum starts from the recruit’s decision to join the military, continues through basic
training and then to the specialty training that normally follows basic training. Each Service’s
continuum is unique and their narrative description is included to provide an in-depth
understanding of how each Service operates. The foldout chart presented on the next page
depicts graphically the entire Initial Training Continuum of each Service. After the training
continuum chart, Table 2-1 summarizes the basic training formats used within the continuum
by each Service.
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Table 2-1. Recruit Training Formats by Service

Length
Designation Gender Sites | (weeks) Trainers POI Design Remarks
Basic Combat Mixed or BCT designed to be genr-
Army Training (BCT) male-only 5* 9 Drill Sergeants (DS's) der-neutral
One Station Unit | Mixed and Can be mixed, or male-
Training (OSUT) male-only 5* 12-18 Drill Sergeants (DS's)| only for Combat Arms
Mixed or Recruit Division Com- | BT designed to be gendef-
Navy Basic Training male-only 1 9.2 manders (RDC'’s) neutral
Air Mixed or Military Training Instruc- | BT designed to be gendef-
Force Basic Training male-only 1 6.4 tors (MTI's) neutral
Marine USMC designed to be
Corps Boot Camp Male-only 2 12 Drill Instructors (DI's) gender-separate
Boot Camp Female-only 1 12 Drill Instructors (DI's)

* There are 6 total Army basic training sites. However, thereisno OSUT at Ft. Jackson and no BCT at Ft.
Benning.

The Service-specific narratives that complete this chapter describe the Entry Level
Training continuum for each Service, and are divided into the following sections:

. Pre-Recruit Training Phase
. Recruit/Basic Training

. Specialty Skill Training

. Recruit Trainers

The Pre-Recruit Training section describes the methods of recruitment for each
Service including philosophy, administration of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery test (ASVAB), functions of the Military Entry Processing Station (MEPS), use of the
delayed entry program (DEP), etc. The Recruit/Basic Training section describes the Service’s
core values and the organizational structure of the basic training facilities, phases of the basic
training curriculum, setback policies, graduation standards, and leave policiespetiattys
ill Training section provides a description of the phases in the advanced specialty training
environment after a recruit successfully completes basic training. Also included are the
transition phases preparing the recruit for entry into the operational arena as a professional
military member. Finally, the selection, training, and assignmeReatiit Trainersis
presented in the final section of each Services’ narrative.

2.2 Army Initial Entry Training Continuum

2.2.1 Army Pre-Recruit Training Phase

Army recruiters use a variety of ways to identify potential recruits: telephone
prospecting, the voluntary high school Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery Test
(ASVAB); canvassing visits to high schools, colleges, and area businesses; telephone calls to
potential recruits whose names have been referred to the recruiters by students, parents,
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CORE VALUES OBSTACLE COURSE CONFIDENCE COURSE DEFINING EVENT GRADUATION REQUIREMENT
SUBJECTS LISTED ARE NOT ALL INCLUSIVE

INITIAL ENTRY LEVEL (IET) TRAINING CONTINUUM

ONE STATION UNIT TRAINING (OSUT) 13 weeks 3 days to 19 weeks 1 day (includes BCT Phase | - III) MOS training continues with the same DS and company. Infantry 11B, 11C, 11M; Combat Engineering 12B, 12C; Field Artillery 13B; Armor 19D; Chemical 54B; Military Police 95B, 95C. [OPERATIONAL FORCES/OJT |
BASIC COMBAT TRAINING (BCT) - 9 weeks of basic military subjects and fundamentals of basic combat skills training common to all newly enlisted active Army and reserve component personnel without prior service. ADVANCED INDIVIDUAL TRAINING (AIT) 4 weeks to 52 weeks (not including BCT) OPERATIONAL FORCES/OJT |
PHASE | PHASE I PHASE lII PHASE IV PHASE V
ARMY ACCESSION FILL WEEK WEEK 1 [ WEEK 2 [ WEEK 3 WEEK 4 [ WEEK 5 [ WEEK 6 WEEK 7 [ WEEK 8 [ WEEK 9 WEEKS 10 - 13 WEEKS 14 - COMPLETION
RECRUITING NOT GENERAL SUBJECTS WEAPONS TRAINING TACTICAL TRAINING MOS TASK TRAINING MOS TASK TRAINING
- MEPS (ASVAB) [CONSIDERED STD/CODE CONDUCT Nuclear, Biological and COMMUNICATIONS BASIC RIFLE MARKSMANSHIP BAYONET ASSAULT CRSE [IREI=S1N WARRIOR FTX OUTBRIEFING Introduction to MOS tasks Continued MOS task training. Reinforcement training of 36 BCT common skills, Values, traditions.
- MED EVAL PART OF JOINT ETHICS REG Chemical NBC D&C/INSPECTIONS D&C/INSPECTIONS PUGIL TRAINING NIGHT INFILTRATION CRS OUTPROCESSING Reinforcement training of 36 BCT common skills, Values, traditions Evaluation of MOS skills and behavior as being consistent with Army Core Values.
- CONTRACT TRAINING. CUSTOMS/COURTESY  |FIRST AID SAEDA PHYSICAL TRAINING PHYSICAL TRAINING US WEAPONS CORE VALUES End Of Course After Evaluate behavior as being consistent with Army Core Values Leadership environment simulating that in a field unit 72 - 120 hour scenario-driven tactical field training exercise integrating common skills
DELAYED ENTRY [USED FOR EO/POSH MILITARY JUSTICE LAW OF LAND WARFARE |CORE VALUES CORE VALUES NBC CHAMBER PHYSICAL TRAINING Action Review and MOS tasks. May include the End of Course Completion Test to enhance the training and testing value.
PROGRAM INITIAL MAP READING 10K FOOT MARCH CORE VALUES TA50 TURN-IN
-UP TO 365 DAYS [IN-PROCESSING  |D&C/INSPECTIONS CONFIDENCE COURSE HAND GRENADES END OF COURSE TEST D&C/INSPECTIONS
-ACTIVITIES PHYSICAL TRAINING D&C/INSPECTIONS D&C/INSPECTIONS HAND TO HAND PHYSICAL TRAINING
CORE VALUES PHYSICAL TRAINING PHYSICAL TRAINING D&C/INSPECTIONS CORE VALUES
MEPS (SHIP DAY) |Physical CORE VALUES CORE VALUES PHYSICAL TRAINING GRADUATION
-MED INSPECT |Fitness CORE VALUES
-ACCESS INTO |Assessment OBSTACLE COURSE
ARMY ITT
PHASE Il TEST
D&C - DRILL AND CEREMONIES SAEDA - SUBVERSION AND ESPIONAGE DIRECTED AGAINST THE ARMY  ITT - INDIVIDUAL TACTICS TRAINING
APFT - ARMY PHYSICAL FITNESS TEST
NAVY ACCESSION FORMING WEEK 1 WEEK 2 WEEK 3 WEEK 4 WEEK 5 WEEK 6 WEEK 7 WEEK 8 SEAMAN/FIREMAN/AIRMAN FLEET COMMANDS/OJT
RECRUITING NOT ACADEMICS ACADEMICS-TEST ACADEMICS-TEST ACADEMICS-TEST "SERVICE WEEK"  |ACADEMICS ACADEMICS-TEST GRAD WEEK APPRENTICE TRAINING (> 30% of all Recruit grads)
- MEPS (ASVAB) |CONSIDERED CORE VALUES CORE VALUES CORE VALUES CORE VALUES ASSIGNMENT IN CORE VALUES CORE VALUES ACADEMICS 2-3 WEEKS (GENDETS)
- MED EVAL PART OF RIGHTS & CONFIDENCE CRSE CONFIDENCE CRSE SERVICE WEEK GROUNDS, GYM WPNS FAMILIARIZATION CONDUCT ASHORE CORE VALUES FLEET COMMANDS/OJT
- CONTRACT TRAINING. RESPONSIBILITIES WATCHSTANDING REQ [PERSONAL MONEY INDOC PT TEST 1 OR POOL AREAS CONFIDENCE CRSE FIREFIGHTING LAB CHAPLAIN'S BRIEF APPRENTICE TRAINING (A-SCHOOL) (>50% of A-School grads)
DELAYED ENTRY |USED FOR FINANCE & MNMGT ASSIGNMENT FIRE FIGHTING LAB & FAMILY NIGHT 4 - 63 WEEKS SPECIALTY TRAINING (C-School ) FLEET COMMANDS/OJT |
PROGRAM INITIAL QUAL (3rd CLASS) SEAMANSHIP LAB CLASSIFICATION BASIC DAMAGE CNTRL PT TEST 2 PASS-IN-REVIEW (Average 10.7 weeks) 2 - 58 weeks (Average 7.2 weeks) (<50% of all A-School grads)
-UP TO 365 DAYS |IN-PROCESSING FIRST AID WATCHSTANDING CAPT'S CUP OLYMPICS |WATCHSTANDING GRADUATION NAVY MILITARY TRAINING - ALL SAILORS PARTICIPATE FOR FIRST 12 MONTHS OF SERVICE (CONDUCTED BY NAVAL TRAINING COMMANDS AND BY FLEET UNITS) |
-ACTIVITIES NAVY SHIPS & WATCH STANDING CHECK-OUT & TRANSFER
PT-0 AIRCRAFT MEDICAL EXAM
MEPS (SHIP DAY) |Physical ORIENTATION "FIT FOR FULL DUTY"
-MED INSPECT  |Fitness WATCHSTANDING COMPLETE INVENTORY
-ACCESS INTO [Assessment OF TAILORED UNIFORMS
NAVY DEMONSTRATE PROPER
PT SCHEDULED 6 DAYS PER WEEK EXCEPT GRAD WEEK. CLOSE ORDER DRILL EVERY WEEK EXCEPT SERVICE WEEK. WEARING OF UNIFORM
[ ARFORCE ACCESSION FORMING WEEK 1 WEEK 2 WEEK 3 WEEK 4 WEEK 5 WEEK 6 TECHNICAL TRAINING
RECRUITING NOT ACADEMICS ACADEMICS ACADEMICS ACADEMICS ACADEMICS RIRENEY PHASE | PHASE I PHASE lII PHASE IV PHASE V
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MEPS (SHIP DAY) |Conditioning FAM CARE PLANS HEALTH HONOR FLT DRILL MARKSMANSHIP QUAL
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relatives, teachers, and other positive centers of influence in their lives, and follow-up calls or
meetings with potential recruits who have requested information about enlistment. In the

initial meeting, the recruiter will evaluate the applicant’s qualifications, and, if appropriate,
schedule a visit by the applicant to a Military Entry Processing Station (MEPS). Testing wi
then be administered to applicants who have not taken the ASVAB. Applicants will also
undergo a medical exam, and meet with a guidance counselor who will determine the Militg
Occupational Specialty (MOS) that best suits both the applicant’s and the Army’s needs.
Upon completion of the contract documents, the applicant will then be placed in the Delayjs
Entry Program (DEP) from 14 days up to 365 days dependent upon the new soldier’s
educational status or the training start date they have been given.

Recruiters maintain contact with their recruits through DEP formations and individual
meetings. Recruits are encouraged to prepare for basic training by undergoing a physical
conditioning program and by studying Army materials. Before they leave for Initial Entry
Training (IET), MEPS will verify again their medical status, and then arrange their
transportation to one of the 5 military installations where IET begins. On arrival, they will
spend three to ten days in a Reception Battalion, where they will undergo further processing,
receive uniforms and ID tags, and take a fitness evaluation test. Recruits who fail to meet
fitness standards may be placed in a Fitness Training Unit for up to three weeks before starting
IET.

2.2.2 Army Recruit Training

The first day of actual IET, however, does not take place until the recruit is transferred
to a Basic Combat Training (BCT) organization, or to a One Station Unit Training (OSUT)
organization. BCT lasts nine weeks; upon graduation, recruits go on to Advanced Individual
Training (AIT) for their MOS training. Depending on the MOS, AIT lasts four to 52 weeks.
OSUT, which combines BCT and AIT training in a single unit, lasts 12 to 18 weeks. BCT is
primarily gender integrated while OSUT is predominantly male only. OSUT training for
Infantry and Armor Career Management Fields (CMF), a majority of Field Artillery MOS and
Combat Engineer MOS 12B is not open to women. OSUT training for Military Police,
Chemical Operations Specialist and Bridge Crewmember MOSs, however, is fully integrated.

All IET units, whether for BCT, OSUT or AIT, are similarly organized. Four platoons
make up a company, three to eight companies a battalion, and three to eight battalions a
training center brigade. Recruits are normally assigned to platoons averaging 50 members
and gender integrated platoons can have up to 25 females assigned. Each platoon has three
Drill Sergeants (DSs), one of whom is designated as Senior DS. Each company is authorized
a Company/Battery Commander (an O-3), an Executive Officer (an O-2), a First Sergeant, a
Training NCO, a Supply NCO, and an Armorer.

IET is divided into five “phases.” The first three phases, weeks one through nine, are

common to BCT and the BCT portion of OSUT. The last two phases are associated only with
AIT and the MOS portion of OSUT.
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Phase One, weeks one through three, is the “Patriot” phase. Training focuses on Army
values, traditions and ethics. At the same time, recruits begin to develop basic combat skills,
and undergo physical fithess training. The specific areas of training in this phase are
communications, first aid, military justice, drill and ceremonies, human relations, foot
marches and the confidence course. Recruits live in a completely controlled environment,
restricted to the company area, while under continuous cadre supervision. They are
prohibited from wearing civilian clothes, consuming alcoholic beverages, or using tobacco
products.

Phase Two, weeks four through six, is the “Gunfighter” phase. The transformation
from civilian to soldier continues with emphasis on weapons training. Soldiers receive
instruction in Army values, traditions, and ethics. They also receive U.S. weapons training,
basic rifle marksmanship training, nuclear-biological-chemical warfare training, bayonet
assault training, and foot march training. Self-discipline and team building are emphasized,
and as a reward for excellent achievement, special privileges may be earned. Passes may be
authorized for the brigade area; and, as determined by the battalion commander, recruits may
use recreational faciliti€stheaters, swimming podlsoutside the brigade area. Meanwhile
the restriction on using tobacco products and consuming alcoholic beverages remains in
effect.

Phase Three, weeks seven through nine, is the “Warrior” phase. Its aim is to develop
the IET soldier’s understanding of the importance of teamwork. The high point is a 72-hour
field training exercise (FTX). This FTX requires the soldier to demonstrate basic combat skill
proficiency in a tactical field environment, and operate as part of a team while being
physically and mentally challenged. The specific areas of training in this phase are individual
tactical training, hand grenade training, foot marches, and the field exercise. On-post passes
may be authorized during this phase. IET soldiers are still prohibited from using tobacco
products or driving a privately owned vehicle, but if of legal age, they are authorized to
consume alcoholic beverages while on pass after graduation.

To graduate from BCT, all soldiers must successfully complete the following:

. Passthe Army Physical Fitness Test with 50 pointsineach of threeevents: push-ups,
sit-ups, and two-mile run.

. Qualify with the M16A2 rifle — a minimum of 23 of 40 target hits.
. Qualify on the hand grenade course, and throw two live hand grenades.
. Pass all end-of-phase tests.

. Pass al end-of-cycle tests.

. Complete all obstacle and confidence courses .

. Complete bayonet and pugil fight training.

. Compl ete hand-to-hand combat training.

. Compl ete the Protective Mask Confidence Course.

. Demonstrate knowledge and understanding of the Army core values of Loyalty,
Duty, Respect, Selfless Service, Honor, Integrity, and Personal Courage.

. Completeall tactical field training, including foot marches(3, 5, 8, 10, and 10 km)
and field training exercises.
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No waivers are granted on the graduation requirements; however, the Army’s New
Start Program allows IET soldiers who fail to meet training standards to be reassigned to
another unit where training can be repeated. Based on the recommendation of the Drill
Sergeant and company commander, IET soldiers may be reassigned at any point in the
training cycle; however, they will remain in their original unit until they are reassigned. Thg
goal is to get the soldier back into training within one day of the reassignment.

In 1998, the Army recruited 99,132 civilians; 82,275 completed BCT/OSUT. Of the
17.6 percent who failed to complete BCT/OSUT the main reasons were conditions that
existed prior to service (EPTS), lack of motivation, and failure to adapt.

2.2.3 Army Military Occupational Skill Training

After BCT, the soldierization process continues in both AIT and the second part of
OSUT. The Army conducts specialty skill training at 23 different locations. This takes place
in Phase Four, weeks ten through twelve, and Phase Five, week 13 until the completion of
training. In these phases, there is an increased emphasis on technical MOS training and
reduced control over the training environment. The lessening of control, expansion of
privileges and focus on MOS skills are seen as part of the evolutionary process that transforms
a young civilian into someone who thinks, looks, and acts like a soldier. During Phase Four,
weekend off-post day passes may be authorized but IET soldiers must remain within 50 miles
of the post. They must also wear the proper uniform, and they are prohibited from driving
privately owned vehicles. If they are of legal age, they may be allowed to consume alcoholic
beverages while on pass, but cannot use tobacco products. Weekend overnight passes may be
authorized during Phase Five, but the requirement to wear a uniform is at the commander’s
discretion.

2.2.4 Army Drill Sergeants

The Drill Sergeants (DSs) who guide the recruits through training must typically serve
two-year tours of duty, with the option of a third year contingent on the approval of the
Installation Commanding General. BCT/OSUT DSs are assigned 12 to a company or battery,
or a 1:17-20 DS to trainee ratio, while AIT DSs are assigned on a 1:50 DS to trainee ratio.

All candidates for Drill Sergeant duty require a written recommendation from a
commander in the rank of Lieutenant Colonel or higher. The candidate’s Official Military
Personnel File, including the restricted portion, and Military Police and Criminal
Investigation Division records are screened. The Inspector General, Security, and Army
Central Registry (Family Advocacy Files) also screen their records for information on DS
Candidates. They also receive a Mental Health Evaluation to determine emotional stability.

2.3 Navy Initial Entry Training Continuum

2.3.1 Navy Pre-Recruit Training Phase
Navy recruits are accessed on a daily basis. After assembling at Military Entrance
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Processing Stations throughout the country, they are transported to Chicago’s O’Hare Airport.
Senior non-commissioned officers meet them at the airport’s United Services Organization
(USO), and escort them by bus to the Recruit Training Command (RTC) at Great Lakes,
lllinois. During the trip the NCOs explain the first-day schedule, and answer questions. On
their arrival at RTC, the recruits are assigned to divisions in the order they step off the bus:
The first 88 males are assigned to one division; the next 88 are assigned to another, and so on.
Inevitably there will be fewer recruits for the last division of the night. This last group will
begin processing, but will not form a division of 88 until more recruits arrive the next day.

Female divisions of between 60 and 88 are formed on the basis of weekly projections
from the Recruiting Command. Recruits seeking to join a performance hamid, choir,
state flags and staff unitare given try-outs, and their division size (75 at the minimum) is
determined by the number who pass the try-outs.

Each division is housed in a training barracks, which is referred to as a “ship.”
Typically, a ship has four compartments on each of its three decks, or floors. Female recruits
are berthed only on the third deck of each ship; males are berthed on the first and second
decks. In all, 14 ships are used for active training; an additional ship is used for interrupted
training, i.e., recycling. The ships are divided into three fleets, which make up the Military
Training Directorate.

Three Recruit Division Commanders are assigned to each division. They range in
rank from E-5 to E-9, although most are E-5 to E-7. Each ship has a Leading Chief Petty
Officer, usually an E-8, and a Ship’s Officer, O-2, O-3 or Warrant Officer. Each fleet has a
Fleet Commander, an O-4, who reports to the Director of Military Training, an O-5.

2.3.2 Navy Recruit Training

Recruit training lasts 9.2 weeks. The first week is given over to processing. The
recruits undergo medical and dental exams, and take basic courses on military policy.
Recruits who need additional help in meeting Navy physical fithess or academic standards are
identified. Actual training, however, does not begin until the second week, when the divisions
are commissioned. The first swim qualifications are held, and recruits begin courses on their
rights and responsibilities. Personnel and locker inspections start in the third week; the first
academic test is also given. The first graded personnel and drill inspections take place in the
fourth week. Recruits also start learning basic seamanship, shipboard communication, and
how to distinguish the different classes of ships and aircraft. The second academic test is also
given in the fourth week, as well as the first physical fitness test.

Training weeks five and six begin with Service Week. Recruits learn to fit into the
Navy environment and develop a team identity outside of their divisions by being exposed to
typical daily operations in the fleet. Working hours are lengthened and duties are added:
standing watch, serving food, and work details. The second graded personnel and drill
inspections are given, along with the third academic test. Recruits are also introduced to fire
fighting, damage control and the weapons simulator.
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The highlight of recruit training is Battle Stations. Its aim is to test the recruit’s
transformation from civilian to sailor through the practical application of Navy core values.
Battle Stations is conducted over a 14-hour period in the seventh week of training and is m
up of 12 fleet-oriented scenarios: general quarters, Forrestal escape scuttle, emergency sqils
firefighting, shaft alley rescue, repel boarders, abandon ship, search and rescue, mass cas
stores on load, magazine flooding and battle transit. Fifteen to 20 recruits take part in eac
event, and after each one they are debriefed. Facilitators emphasize safety issues and thg
teamwork aspects of the recruits’ performance.

Final graded inspections and academic testing is given during the seventh week.
Graduation, family night and pass-in-review takes place during week eight. On and off-base
liberty, depending on duty status, is allowed on the weekend after the pass-in-review. As
formally defined by the Navy, to graduate from recruit training, a recruit must:

. Beableto succeed in agender integrated, multi-racial, multi-cultural fleet environ-
ment.

. Have a basic military knowledge.

. Display military bearing.

. Display an understanding of the chain of command.

. Demonstrate proper wearing of the uniform.

. Be familiar with the procedures for small-armsfire.

. Demonstrate an understanding of proper watch-standing procedures.
. Demonstrate knowledge of customs, courtesies and rank recognition.
. Be introduced to the Uniform Code of Military Justice.

. Show an acceptance of the Sailor’s Creed.

. Emulate Core Values.

. Be introduced to shipboard life.

. Be introduced to fire fighting, damage control and seamanship.

. Have knowledge of the Navy’s heritage.

. Exceed the Fleet's minimum physical fithess standards.

. Demonstrate an understanding of the team concept.

. Pass a medical and dental screening.

. Pass third-class swim qualifications.

Recruits may face “setbacks” in training for academic or non-academic reasons.
Ship’s Officers can set back recruits for one week; Fleet Commanders can set them back two
weeks. Non-academic setbacks involve disciplinary or motivational cases. Academic
setbacks are primarily for double test failures. Recruits who do not meet physical fithess or
body fat standards are placed in special units until the standards are met, or until they are
separated from service. Injured recruits likely to return to training are placed in a medical
holding unit until they are found to be fit for duty.
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Attrition rates for the recruits seem to cycle, with the highest attrition in the winter and
spring months, and the lowest in the summer. During the 1996 fiscal year, the attrition rate for
drug abusel] principally marijuanal] was 4.6 percent. Since May 1, 1997, however, recruits
have undergone drug testing at the Military Entrance Processing Stations, and since then there
has been a decline in the drug attrition rate at RTC by about 1 percent. After drug abuse, the
next largest category of separationsismedical: a4.45 percent attrition rate in fiscal year 1998.
The vast mgjority of medical separations, though[l more than 98 percent(] resulted from
physical conditions that existed in civilian life and that the recruits did not disclose before
they entered training.

The other large category of separation is psychological, but, as with the medical
separations, alarge number of these separations resulted from conditions that existed before
training.

2.3.3 Navy Specialty Skill Training

No recruits report directly to their first duty station without first attending some type
of initial skill training. In FY 98, approximately 52,000 Sailors attended initial skill training.
25% attended apprenticeship training (seaman, airman, and fireman), 7% attended nuclear
training, 3% attended Seabee rel ated training, and 8% attended administrative related training.
Additionally, 25% attended training related to surface warfare related skills, 19% to air
warfare related skills and 14% to submarine warfare related skills.

Service School Command, Great Lakes, Illinois, received the largest share of students
(42%) of which 9.51% were enrolled in the Airman Apprentice Course, 9.50% in the Seaman
Apprentice Course, and 5.48% in the Fireman Apprentice Course. Additionally, 5.82% of the
students enrolled in the Engineering Core Course, 5.16% in the Advanced Electronics
Training Core Course, 3.80% in Radioman School, 1.26% in Gunner's Mate School, 0.62 in
Signalman School, 0.47% in Quarter Master School, and 0.41 % in Torpedoman’'s Mate
school.

The Naval Air Technical Training Center, Pensacola, Florida, received 16.66% of the
students with 5.22% enrolled in the Avionics Core Course, 3.16% in the Aviation Structural
Mechanic Course, 1.92% in the Aviation Machinist's Mate Course, and 1.81% in the Aviation
Ordnanceman Course. The remaining 4.5% are distributed among Aviation Warfare System
Operator (.95%), Air Traffic Controlman (.86%), Aviation Support Equipment Technician
(.68%), Parachute Rigger (.48%), and Aviation Boatswains Mate (1.58).

Of the 14% of the students enrolled in submarine warfare related training, 4% attended
Basic Enlisted Submarine School (BESS) and 5% attended Basic Submarine Damage Control
School in Groton, Connecticut. The remaining 5% were enrolled in similar coursesin
Norfolk, Virginia, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, Bangor, Washington, or Kings Bay, Georgia.

Generally known for its administrative support schools, the Naval Technical Training
Center in Meridian, Mississippi, received 5.88% of the students with 1.90% enrolled in the
Yeoman Course, 0.94% in the Storekeeper Course and .78% in the Aviation
Administrationman Course. The remaining 2.26% are distributed among the following
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ratings: Aviation Storekeeper (.58%), Ship’s Serviceman (.67%), Religious Program
Specialist (.25%), Disbursing Clerk (.32%), and Personnelman (.44%).

All Nuclear Power Field candidates (7%) attend school in Charleston, South Carolina.
Enrolleesin the Seabee related ratings (3%) are evenly distributed with students located in
Port Hueneme, California, Gulfport, Mississippi, Sheppard AFB, Texas and FT.
Leonardwood, Missouri. Cryptology (3%) rating schools are located at Corry Station,
Pensacola, Florida, and Monterey, California. The remaining 8.5% include a variety of
schoolslocated throughout the continental United States, i.e. Music Preparation - Little Creek,
Virginia, Postal Clerk - FT. Jackson, South Carolina, Lithographer - FT. Belvair, Virginia, etc.

PART 1

Percentages are not constant and will change on ayearly basis depending on the
recruiting command’s ascessions.

2.3.4 Navy Recruit Divison Commanders

The recruit trainers who oversee most of the recruits’ lives during their 9.2 weeks at
Great Lakes, RTC, are drawn from all Navy occupational fields, and represent all rates and
warfare specialties. The minimum requirements to be considered for candidates for training
duty are as follows:

. Performanceeval uations. High markson personnel forms, with asteady or improv-
ing trend in the previous 36 months.
. No non-judicial punishment, court-martial, civil conviction or significant involve-
ment with civil authoritiesin the previous 36 months.
. Strong traits in military bearing and leadership.
. For E-5s: A minimum of six years of active Service, with two years’ time in rate.
. Warfare qualification required, but waivers granted on a case by case basis.
. Minimum verbal expression test score of 50.

. Physical readiness: Ableto passthe Physical Readiness Test, including therun, for
their age group.
. Tattoos: Individuals with excessive or tasteless visible tattoos are ineligible.

A board then screens potential candidates who meet those standards whose chairman
isaCommander Master Chief. Other CMCsor Leading Chief Petty Officers make up the rest
of the board. The candidates must meet physical readiness standards as defined by the Office
of the Chief of Naval Operations Instruction series; they cannot have been under psychiatric
care or anger management care; they must not have had a history of alcohol abusein the
previous 60 months, and no history of drug use, possession or trafficking at any time; they
must be financially stable and free from financia problems as determined by a command
financial specialist; if married, they must show a stable family life.

Candidates are screened for the above 30 to 45 days before being enrolled in Recruit

Division Commander Advanced Technical Training at Great Lakes. The curriculumis 13
weeks in length, including the seven weeks in which the candidates “shadow” qualified RDCs
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and their trainees. The candidates also participate in Battle Stations, and undergo evaluations
by the Ship’s LCPO and the Ship’s Officer. On completing their training, the new RDCs will
serve a minimum tour of 36 months.

2.4 Air Forcelnitial Entry Training Continuum

2.4.1 Air ForcePre-Recruit Training Phase

Air Force recruiters use a variety of sources to find potential candidates for enlistment
and the initial contact is usually by phone. Few candidates simply walk into a recruiting
office, although some call the Air Force’s 800 number (1-800-423- USAF) and request
information. Often friends who already have joined inspire them. The best sources for the
recruiters, however, are the lists of students who took the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery test, or ASVAB, in high school. In the initial contact, the recruiter will ask potential
candidates a series of questidrtbeir age, whether they have violated the law, or have
medical problems, whether they are single parétdgudge their suitability. If the answers
are satisfactory, the recruiter will schedule an office appointment. If the candidate has not
taken the ASVAB test, the recruiter will then administer the 60-question Enlisted Screening
Test, or EST, to determine how well he or she might do on the ASVAB. Past history indicates
that applicants who score below 50 on the EST will not qualify on the ASVAB.

However, if an applicant does well on the EST, the recruiter will then schedule an
appointment to take the ASVAB at a military entrance processing station (MEPS) or at a
mobile test site. The applicant must then score at least aig@er than any of the other
Services requiré qualifying for Air Force duty. Applicants who do qualify are then given a
date on which they are to return to the (MEPS). They will spend the night before that at a
contract motel, and at 0600 hours the next day will undergo a physical examination and a drug
test. If they are found physically fit they will then meet with liaison non-commissioned
officers (NCOs), all of them former recruiters.

The liaison NCOs, using the ASVAB scores and physical profiles, will try to
determine which Air Force jobs best suit the applicants. At the same time, the applicants will
list at least four jobs and one aptitude area that interest them. Each day at 1000 and 1500
hours, the Headquarters Recruiting Service opens a job reservation opesatiomputer
booking system at Randolph AFB, TXand the liaison NCOs log on. Applicants are then
booked for one of their job choices; if none is available, an applicant will go on a waiting list
until one opens up. This may take from a single day to several weeks. Then, when a job
becomes available, an applicant will sign a contract guaranteeing the job in return for a four or
six-year commitment to service. The applicant will also take the initial oath of enlistment,
enter the Delayed Enlistment Program, or DEP, and be referred to as a Depper. Ideally, the
processing time from an applicant’s first contact with a recruiter to the applicant’s entry into
the DEP is seven to fourteen days. The processing time, however, is determined by the
applicant’'s eagerness to move ahead and by the recruiter’s success at selling the applicant on
the Air Force, as well as by the availability of jobs, and it may continue for months. DEP
status may then last from a week to a maximum of a year, depending on the availability of
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facilitiesfor technical training. While in DEP status, Deppers must contact their recruiters
twice amonth, and have one face-to-face meeting. The recruiters make sure the Deppers still
qualify for servicell no overweight problems, no new law violations and continue to
motivate them toward Air Force careers.

PART 1

Recruits ready for Basic Military Training (BMT), report to a processing station,
where they are given a height and weight check. Women take a pregnancy test. If thereareno
problems, the recruits take the enlistment oath, and then are flown to the civilian airport in San
Antonio, TX. Government buses transport them to Lackland AFB, TX. They arrive
Wednesdays through Fridays, and as they |eave the buses they are divided into groups of 50 to
58, and are assigned to flights. They also meet their military training instructors (M TIs) who
will remain with them around the clock for 72 hours. In accordance with the
recommendations by the Kassebaum-Baker committee, female recruits livein clustered
dormitory bays on the top floors of the recruit housing and training facilities to enhance their
security and privacy. On that first weekend, the recruits, now called “rainbows,” continue to
wear civilian clothes, although they are issued some gear, and begin to learn basic drill. Their
first day of BMT, however, will not begin until 0500 the Monday after they arrive.

2.4.2 Air ForceRecruit Training

BMT is conducted over 6.4 weeks, or 47 calendar days. As the primary BMT trainers,
the MTlIs instruct recruits in discipline, academics, military custom and courtesy, physical
conditioning (PC), and “warrior” training. The principal goal is to produce disciplined,
physically fit and academically qualified airmen who can then go on to Technical Training
(TT) schools and Air Force duty.

The BMT program of instruction is the same for males and females, although the PC
standards for the two-mile run, sit-ups and push-ups are different. The aim, though, is to
produce the same level of fitness for both men and women. PC is conducted six days a week
throughout the 6.4 weeks of basic military training. On an hourly basis, BMT breaks down as
follows:

» Administration (83.75 hours)clothing issue, job classification, medical
examination, and record keeping.

» Military studies (44.25 hours)kustoms and courtesies, financial manage-
ment, Air Force history and organization, human relations.

 Military training (183.25 hours)Dorm, drill (parade and retreat), core val-
ues, field training exercise (FTX), marksmanship, PC.

» Miscellaneous (143.25 hoursheals, tests and surveys, transit time.

Recruits are required to run a confidence course during their fourth and fifth weeks.
Rifle qualification and warrior training also take place during the fifth week. Warrior training
prepares recruits for Air Force expeditionary deployments by exposing them to field
conditions and basic encampment operations. Graduation parades are held on the last Friday
of the sixth week of BMT. On Saturday, recruits are given a town pass to visit San Antonio,
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TX or to spend time with their families.

For the duration of BMT recruits are restricted to the base. Base liberty is usually
granted on Friday in the third week of training, although it is considered a privilege, not a
right, and must be earned. Base liberty authorizes the trainees, who must be in uniform at all
times, to travel anywhere at Lackland AFB except to TT facilities. Base liberty ends at 2000
hours.

Recruits may also be granted emergency leave in the event of the death, or serious
injury or illness of an immediate family member. (Squadron commanders may also authorize
leave for other reasons, although instances of thisarerare). Recruits may take three days of
emergency leave without being recycled, or required to repeat atraining period; recruits who
take more than three days are considered for recycling, depending on the training time they
missed.

In FY 98, atotal of 35,873 recruits, including those from the Guard and Reserve,
reported to Lackland AFB, TX for BMT and of these, 24,204 males and 8,667 females
graduated. The attrition rate in the FY 98 was 9.07 percent; 3,002 recruits received entry-
level discharges.

Recruits, including those who have been assigned to a “transition squadron” pending
the findings of a medical or physical evaluation board, may be discharged for a number of
reasons. Reasons include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Failing the performance standards required for BMT graduation (i.e., drill,
reporting, dorm appraisal, end-of-course test, physical conditioning.)
Displaying a poor attitude toward the military environment.

Lacking self-discipline or respect for authority.

Committing disciplinary infractions.

Failing medical or psychological evaluations.

Pregnancy.

Admitted homosexuality.

Using erroneous or fraudulent information, i.e., failing to report drug or alcohol
abuse on enlistment papers.

9. Failing to meet Air Force weight and body fat standards.

ONoO G~ WN

In FY 98, male recruits had an attrition rate of 7.55 percent and female recruits had an
attrition rate of 10.57 percent. The following is the gender breakdown on attrition for reasons
of medical, sexual orientation, fraudulent enlistment, mental health, performance and other:

» Medicat Males, 2.99 % (782 recruits); females, 5.17 % (501)

» Sexual Orientation Males, 0.92 % (242); females, 0.80% (78)

» Fraudulent EnlistmentMales, 1.2%, (313); females, 1.40% (136)
* Mentat Males, 1.25% (327); females, 2.06% (200)

» Performance Males, 0.94% (246); females, 0.85% (82)

» Other Males, 0.26% (68); females, 0.28% (27)
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On the Monday after their graduation from BMT, the recruits, now airmen, leave
Lackland AFB, TX to undergo their second phase of training which is called Technical
Training (TT). BMT itself does not conduct TT, athough it attemptsto lay its foundation by
Introducing recruits to proper study discipline, familiarizing them with Air Force manuals and
directives, and acclimating them to Air Force testing programs and methodologies.

2.4.3 Air Force Specialty Skill Training

Thereare 178 Air Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs) within the enlisted career fields that
aretaught in TT. School lengths vary per AFSC, from 4 weeks to 83 weeks. Initial skillsTT
takes place at five mgjor sites. Lackland AFB, TX, Sheppard AFB, TX, Goodfellow AFB, TX,
Vandenberg AFB, CA, and Keeder AFB, MS. When airmen from BMT arrive a one of the Air
Force's TT schools, they begin the second step in a continuum of training. Each day they
spend eight hours in class receiving instruction from TT instructors who are experts in their
career fields. During the weekends, morning hours, and evening hours, Military Training
Leaders (MTLs) supervise the students. These individuals are in charge of ensuring the
students eat in the dining facility, receive physical and military training, and adhere to the
rules of TT.

PART 1

A central feature of the transition from BMT to the operational unit takes place in the
TT schools. A five-phase program bridges the closely controlled environment of BMT to TT.
In Phase |, privileges are limited and airmen must demonstrate the ability to accept
responsibility and be held accountable for their actions. Airmen must understand that
readiness is dependent on their ability to act responsibly. As they demonstrate this trait,
privileges are earned. In Phase Il, some freedoms are allowed for those who have
demonstrated the required military bearing expected at this point in training. Phase Il
continues to increase freedoms such as the use of a privately owned vehicle and the ability to
request permission to reside off base if one’s spouse is in the local area. In Phase IV, wear of
civilian clothes during non-duty hours is authorized. Phase V allows for the least restrictive
environment, one which mirrors the first duty station.

2.4.4 Air ForceMilitary Training Instructors

The MTIs are the primary trainers. All are volunteers, in grades E-4 through E-9, who
have attended Lackland’s 14-week Military Training Instructor School. As a prerequisite for
enrollment, the potential MTIs must be rated above standards in their last five evaluation
performance reports. Their current commanders must also certify that they are persons of
integrity and moral character, who observe high principles of military conduct, and have no
instances of disciplinary interactions or financial irresponsibility.

In their first three weeks at the instructor school, students are taught the professional
characteristics required of an MTI and the fundamentals of instructional methodology. Eight
hours of classes are devoted to human relations/individual differences and the tenets of Air
Force sexual harassment policy: zero tolerance, prevention through education, open
communication, and strong action against offenders. Six hours are devoted to counseling; this
includes instruction on dealing with recruits of the opposite gender. In their last eleven weeks
at instructor school, students serve as acting MTIs, working with recruits while under the

63



PART 1

supervision of certified MTIs and members of the school faculty.

Students who successfully complete instructor school are certified asMTls, and
assigned to the 737th Training Group at Lackland AFB, TX, and the Air Force’s only site for
Basic Military Training. They receive two hours of refresher training each month, as well as
an annual briefing on sexual-harassment policy. Twice yearly they also must certify that they
understand Air Force directives on professional and unprofessional relationships and conduct.
MTlIs are also required to undergo an annual psychological profile examination. Meanwhile
they serve four-year tours, although they may apply for a two-year extension.

2.5 MarineCorpslnitial Entry Training Continuum

2.5.1 Marine Corps Pre-Recruit Training Phase

Potential Marine recruits seem to be drawn toward enlisting principally by the idea of
being a Marine. Learning a skill, or saving money for college, is of secondary importance.
Some 10 to 15 percent of the recruits come from recruiter office “traffic.” The rest are
recruiter-generated through a variety of means. Recruiters screen potential recruits, and place
those they find qualified in a Delayed Entry Program that may last up to a year. They then
begin a voluntary physical-conditioning program that will prepare them for recruit training.
Meanwhile the recruiters stay in touch with them through office meetings or during
canvassing operations at their schools. The recruiters monitor their progress and behavior,
and drop those who use drugs, violate the law, fail to finish high school, or who do not, in the
opinion of the recruiters, have the “heart” to be a Marine.

Eventually all female recruits, as well as all male recruits east of the Mississippi River,
go to the Marine Corps Recruit Depot at Parris Island, South Carolina. All recruits west of the
Mississippi go to the Marine Corps Recruit Depot in San Diego, California. Except for the
differences imposed by geography and environment, the training is the same at both places.
The recruits will undergo twelve weeks of “boot camp” intended to change them from young,
and usually immature, civilians into basically trained Marines. The Marine Corps thinks of
this as a “socialization process” in which the recruits learn institutional values and are
inculcated with the Marine Corps’ “core values”: honor, courage and commitment. Although
the recruits will be taught basic military skilllose order drill, marksmansthiphey will
not be taught to fight in combat. That will come later, either in infantry training, or for those
Marines not designated for the infantry, in the 17-day Marine Combat Training program.

The organizational structure is the same at both recruit depots except for the existence
of a female training battalion at Parris Island. San Diego has three male training battalions
and no female battalion. Parris Island has three male training battalions and the one female
battalion. Meanwhile the battalions at both depots are separated into four training companies,
each commanded by a captain (O-3). Each company has two series, usually commanded by a
lieutenant, and each series has three platoons. The platoons, each with 60 to 80 recruits,
supervised by three or four drill instructors, are the primary training units. Drill instructors
are always the same sex as the recruits under their command.
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2.5.2 Marine Cor ps Recruit Training

After they arrive at either of the two depots, recruits spend four or five daysin which
they undergo physical exams, take classification tests, receive uniforms and equipment, and
begin their assimilation into the military environment. For most, it will be their first time
away from home.

PART 1

Their twelve-week training cyclel] standard for all recruits since 199601 may be
broken down to 489 training hours over a period of 64 training days. This does not include,
however, aforming period of one to three days, a seven-day service week (week nine),
marksmanship, field training and the crucible in transformation week (week eleven), and
transition week (week twelve).

The 489 training hours break down as follows:

[0 11 (= 100.5 hours
(DS 010101015 (= 11 0] ST 26.5
WEBBIPONS.......ooiiiieiireres s 80.0
Weapons, practical appliCation...........cccceeveeerereeieseieseseee e 138.5
(O g1 1o | o = 54.0
Performance eValUBLION...........cuiccueceeceecee e 46.5
AV gRn = A=Y= [0 o o 20.0
ACAEMIC FEVIEW ...ttt sttt st s s b e s sb e s s e e saaesbeea 23.0

In addition to the above, which the Marine Corps regard as academic hours, there are
157 non-academic hours: commanders’ time, 70 hours; administrative time, 87 hours.

Of the four Services, the Marine Corps alone conducts all of its basic training
separately for male and female recruits. It should be noted here that the male recruits greatly
outnumber the female recruits as the following table shows:

Male _Female
1992 27,008 1,273
1993 28,956 1,126
1994 26,354 1,384
1995 26,369 1,523
1996 26,898 1,657
1997 17,803 1,344

To graduate from boot camp, all recruits must pass a physical fitness test, qualify with
the service rifle, complete the combat water survival test, show academic proficiency, pass the
battalion commander’s inspection, and complete the “Crucible.” These is a 54-hour field
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exercise in the eleventh week of training, marked by food and sleep deprivation, and
conducted at an increased operational tempo. Recruits who fail to complete the crucible must
be recycled for additional training.

Recycling is aso authorized for recruits who fail to meet physical training standards;
show an inability to meet the desired level of general performance; lose three or more days of
training within any thirty-day period, no matter what the reason; or fail to meet weight
standards or to show satisfactory progress while following a weight-control program. Failing
academic testing three times will also lead to recycling; failure of one retest after recycling
will result in separation from the Marine Corps. In general, when all attemptsto bring recruits
to satisfactory levels of conditioning, behavior, discipline or skills have failed, they are
separated from the Service.

From 1992 through 1997, the attrition rate for all recruits, for al reasons, rose from
10.9 percent to 13.7 percent. This breaks down asfollows:

Male Female Overall

N/% N/% N/%
1992 3,692/ 10.5% 350/ 20.3% 4,042 / 10.9%
1993 4,826 / 12.4% 500/ 29.3% 5,326/ 13.1%
1994 4,453/ 12.4% 354/ 19.5% 5,326/ 13.1%
1995 4,663 / 13.0% 464/ 21.9% 5,127/ 13.5%
1996 4,615/ 12.6% 615/ 24.9% 5,230/ 13.4%
1997 3,304/ 13.1% 434 22.0% 3,738/ 13.7%

Recruits are granted liberty from 1300 to 1700 on Sunday after the Crucible at the
beginning of their twelfth week. Drill Instructors inform them of appropriate liberty conduct,
and identify the places they will be allowed to visit or patronize. They are not permitted to
leave the depot, use tobacco products or alcohol, or enter any personal quarters. However, if
properly attired, they may use depot recreational facilities: golf course, fitness center, bowling
aley, racquetball/tennis/outdoor basketball courts, softball fields, swimming pool, or
designated clubs. On the Thursday before graduation, recruits are granted afamily day liberty
from 1430 to 1900, unlessit is otherwise extended by the depot commanding officer. Recruits
may ride in the vehicles of friends, relatives or guests during liberty, but they may not leave
the depot, or operate any motor vehicles themselves. Accompanied by guests, they may use
the dining room in adesignated club; no acohol or tobacco products are allowed, however, at
recruit tables.

All recruits, other than those designated for the infantry, go to Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina, or Camp Pendleton, California, for Marine Combat Training after they have
completed boot camp. Female Marines go only to Camp Lejeune. Combat training, a 17-day
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exercise, Simulating an overseas deployment, seeks to provide the new Marines with the skills
needed to fight and survive in a combat environment. Meanwhile they will operate for the
first timein a partly gender integrated unit. Female Marines, although housed separately in
their own barracks, will be placed in asingle platoon in an otherwise all male company. The
platoon has female squad leaders, and a male infantry senior NCO as platoon commander.
The company-level staff is acombination of male and female officers and NCOs.
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2.5.3 Marine Cor ps Specialty Skill Training

On completion of combat training, all Marines report to “follow on” MOS specialty
schools; 62 percent of the schools are combined or shared with those of the other Services,
and their courses vary in length from weeks to months. Other than the combat arms MOS
schools, attended only by male Marines, the schools are fully gender integrated. Male and
female Marines become members of the same squads, the lowest organizational level.

Meanwhile Marine policy sees unit cohesion not as an end in itself, but as part of the
process in which the Corps makes Marines. It underscores the ethos taught at the training
depots. Cohesion begins with the formation of teams early in the entry level process, then
keeping the teams together in training, and finally assigning the Marines, as a team, to a unit.
The intent is to have the teams train, garrison, deploy and fight together. Commanders are
told to keep Marines in their original units as long as possible.

2.5.4 Marine CorpsDrill Instructors

Throughout their twelve weeks of training, Drill Instructors, or DIs, are the principal
figures in the lives of the recruits. Currently, 78.6 percent of Marine Dls are male; 21.4
percent are female; 47 percent are white; 43 percent are black; 7 percent are Hispanic. Their
average time in service is 8.96 years, and their MOSs are diverse: 15 percent are infantry,
followed by 10 percent in administration, and 8 percent each in communication and aircraft
maintenance, and 6 percent each in combat engineering, supply, and airfield services.

The job of Drill Instructor is coveted. For one thing, it enhances the chance of
promotion to a higher rank. The briefing instructions to Non-Commissioned Officer (NCO)
selection boards at Marine Corps headquarters stipulate that “a Marine who has successfully
completed an assignment as a drill instructor or recruiter will be considered highly qualified
for promotion to the next higher grade.” In the 1997 fiscal year, 95.7 percent of the students at
Drill Instructor School were volunteers.

Candidates for the school are screened first by their commanding officers, who must
respond to a detailed checklist. Their findings are then sent to Headquarters Marines Corps.
The candidates are drawn from the ranks of corporal to master sergeant. They must be at least
22 years old, but no older than 37, have a high school or general equivalence diploma, score
90 or above on the ASVAB, and consistently score a first-class on the physical fitness test.
They also must meet Marine Corps height and weight standards, and be current on annual
training requirements. Candidates may not have had a court martial in the previous five years
or a nonjudicial punishment in the previous year, or more than two in the previous five years.
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They are also disqualified if they have had any adverse recorded counselingsin their Service
Record Book in the previous five years or drug-related incidents in the previous five years or
alcohol-related incidents in the previous two years. Candidates must also have $550 in
available funds, and not be enrolled in a command-directed family advocacy program. Their
Commanding Officers also rate candidates on subjective criteriaz Do they have command
presence, for example, and good judgment?

On arrival at Drill Instructor School, the students’ records are reviewed again. The
depot’s mental health unit also screens the students. Drill Inspector School lasts 11.2 weeks,
and further screening takes place then. The ratio of students to instructors is approximately 10
to 1, and the supervision is close. Some 15 percent of male students and 25 percent of female
students do not complete the school. The DI curriculum, broken down by hours, is as follows:

General military SUDJECTS..........coociiiiiiiiieeee e 37.5hours
Close order drill............oooiiieeiiii e 108.0
Leadership ........oviiiiieeeieie e 61.0
Instructional technique...........coccoiiiiiii s 155
Basic warrior training..........cccvveveeeeiiiiiiie e e 6.5
Weapons and marksmanship.........ccccccceevvieeiiiieeiniineeens 12.5
Physical fIlNESS ......cooiiiiiiieee e 65.5
L= V1 11 o TSR 113.5
COre ValUES .......ooiiiie e 79.5
Total 499.0 hours

After graduation, the new DIs are assigned to three-DI teams responsible for training a
platoon of 60 to 80 recruits. The senior member of the team, or Senior Drill Instructor, is
usually a staff sergeant who, after demonstrating unusual proficiency, has been chosen by his
or her company commander, to attend the four-day Senior Drill Instructor Course. The Senior
DI's immediate supervisor is usually the Series Gunnery Sergeant, who is responsible for
three platoons of recruits and their Dls.
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PART 1 Chapte’ 3
Research Methodol ogy

This study was designed to measure beginning and graduating military recruit atti-
tudes considered conducive to unit cohesion. The focus of those measurements was on the
effects of different gender formats for recruit training used by the four Services. In addition,
the study also gathered empirical survey data from five separate military leader samples con-
cerning their opinions of the quality of entry-level graduates today, of gender formatsin basic
training and on other gender integration issues.

3.1 Survey Instruments

The data collection effort involved three written survey instruments: the Military
Leader Survey, the Commanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey (Battalion,
Sguadron and Ship-level Commands), and the Basic Training Survey. Each survey was
designed to collect information from a specific military population. All three surveyswere
developed with input from members of the Commission. Copies of these surveys and their
applicable mail-out cover letter or administration instructions are at Appendix C.

The three surveys collected a certain amount of background and demographic data,
and asked respondents for their opinions on topics related to military training. Survey items
on the Military Leader Survey, and the Commanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Sur-
vey (Battalion, Squadron and Ship-level Commands) were identical, except for the item iden-
tifying the response group (i.e., Commanding Officer, Senior Enlisted Advisor, Officer (O-3),
Enlisted Leader Recruit Trainer, or Enlisted Leader Not a Recruit Trainer). The Basic Train-
ing Survey contained several items where graduating recruits could provide information on
their training experience. All three surveys contained a 31-item scale measuring three cohe-
sion constructs. All three surveys also included a 19-item Value (importance for successin
the military) scale. The Military Leader Survey and the Commanding Officer and Senior
Enlisted Advisor Survey (Battalion, Squadron and Ship-level Commands) asked leadersto
complete the 31-item cohesion constructs scale, and several items related to successin the
military and the basic training (boot camp) experience, “as they would hope graduating
recruits today would resporid
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With the exception of respondent background and opinion sections within each survey,
all surveys included Likert scale (5 point “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”) survey items
initially drawn from the research with the purpose of quantifyegpondent attitudes in
selected areas. Individual attitudes conducive to cohesion acted as the theoretical premise.
The instruments were reviewed and analyzed by six different focus groups representing
enlisted and officer leaders of both genders from the four Services. The Commission Mem-
bers as a whole reviewed the survey instruments. The instruments were reviewed by an inde-
pendent survey consultant from the Department of Sociology at UCLA and also by survey
experts at Defense Manpower Data Center. The instruments were finally pretested by nearly
400 male and female graduating recruits, as well as a separate sample of both junior officers
(O-3s) and senior enlisted leaders (E-6/E-7s).

Each survey was printed as a separate survey booklet. The title page (cover) of each
survey booklet contained introductory information, instructions for completing the survey, and
the address and telephone number of the Commission. For both the mail-out and on-site group
administered surveys, respondents were directed to mark their responses in the survey booklet.
Further details and administrative procedures for specific survey instruments are presented
later in this section.

These survey instruments collected information from a total of 21,250 active duty Ser-
vice members. Table 3-1 lists the type of survey administered, the various target populations
and the mode of survey administration (e.g., mail-out vs. site-administered). Table 3-1 also
lists the data collection approach (e.g., random sample, census, convenience sample) and the
number of surveys included in the data analysis.

3.2 Military Leader Survey

TheMilitary Leader Survey collected data from military leaders in officer paygrade O-
3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7, as well as military enlisted
leaders currently serving as Recruit Trainers (i.e., Drill Instructor/Drill Sergeant/Military
Training Instructor/Recruit Division Commander).

Table 3-1. Data Collection Overview

Data
Type Target Survey Collection Number of Surveys
of Survey Population Admin Approach in Data Analysis
Recruits beginning
Basic Training and ending training Group/On-site Convenience Sample 8,959

Military Leader

E6/E7 and O-3 Lead-
E6/E7 and O-3 ers Mail Random Sample 7,690

Drill Instr, Drill Sgt,
Military Tng Instr,

Recruit Trainer Recruit Div Cdr Group/On-site Convenience Sample 2,290
Bn/Sqdn/Ship Cdrs

Cmdr/Sr Enl Adv and Cmd NCOs Mail Census 2,311

Total 21,250
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Data from military leadersin officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned
officersin paygrades E-6 or E-7 were collected (surveys that were filled out and returned)
from a survey mailing to arandom sample of military leaders across the four Military Ser-
vices (Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines). Table 3-2 provides alisting of the number of
surveys mailed and returned (usable) for each Service.

Table 3-2. Military Leader (O-3 and E-6/E-7) Survey

Surveys Surveys Male Female
Service Mailed Returned Returned Returned
Army 6,837 2,242 1,601 641
Navy 4,905 2,001 1,197 804
Air Force 4,182 1,957 1,053 904
Marine Corps 4,016 1,490 1,125 365
Total 19,940 7,690 4,976 2,714

Data from military leadersin officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned
officersin paygrades E-6 or E-7 were collected (surveys that were filled out and returned)
from a survey mailing to arandom sample of military leaders across the four Military Ser-
vices (Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines). Table 3-2 provides alisting of the number of
surveys mailed and returned (usable) for each Service.

Data from military enlisted leaders currently serving as Recruit Trainers were col-
lected almost exclusively during site visits to each of the Service’s basic training locations.
Most of these Recruit Trainer site administrations were scheduled to coincide with the on-site
administrations of thBasic Training Survey to recruits. A small number of Recruit Trainer
surveys were returned in the random sample of E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders. Such respondents
were included in the Recruit Trainer data tabulations and analyses. The survey of Recruit
Trainers was administered for the most part to a convenience sample at each training location.
Table 3-3 presents data on the number of Recruit Trainer surveys completed by each Military
Service. Unlike other Services, Army Drill Sergeants are also assigned to Advanced Individ-
ual Training (AIT) sites. One thousand nine hundred seven (1,907) represents Drill Sergeants
assigned to the six Army recruit training bases only. The total number of Army Drill Ser-
geants is 2,361, which includes AIT training sites.

Table 3-3. Recruit Trainer Surveys

Total Recruit Surveys Surveys
Trainers Surveys Completed Completed
Service Assigned Completed Male Female
Army 1,907 1,008 966 132
Navy 522 225 188 37
Air Force 280 132 108 24
Marine Corps 1,004 835 740 95
Total 3,713 2,290 2,002 288
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3.3 Commanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey

The Commanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey (Battalion, Squadron
and Ship-level Commands) was mailed to 3,803 Battalion, Squadron, and Ship-level Com-
manding Officers and the same number mailed to their corresponding Senior Enlisted Advisor
(e.g., Command Non-Commissioned Officer Sergeant Major) across al four of the Military

Services. The Commander/CMD NCO mailing was considered a census of all “operational”
commands at that level provided by the Military Services to the Commission. Table 3-4 pro-

vides a listing of the number @ommanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Surveys
mailed and returned for each Service.

Table 3-4. Commander and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey

Surveys Surveys Male Female
Service Mailed Returned Returned Returned
Army 760 467 445 22
Navy 802 468 451 17
Air Force 1,941 1,165 1,023 142
Marine Corps 300 211 209 2
Total 3,803 2,311 2,128 183

3.4 Basic Training Survey

The overall objective of thBasic Training Survey was to collect data from a represen-
tative sample of recruits for each of the four Military Services. The target populations were
active component military recruits beginning and finishing training in each of the Service’s
gender training formats (i.e., gender integrated and gender segregate&psi€hieaining
urvey was administered to a convenience sample of recruits across each of the four Military
Services. This survey was group-administered during site visits to the Services’ initial entry-
level training sites. Although the survey was targeted to active component recruits, the logis-
tics and administration of the survey was better facilitated by administering the survey to all
recruits in the scheduled group/training unit. Surveys of reserve component recruits were later
separated from the analysis dataset based on their response to the survey item asking if they
were entering the “Reserves/National Guard or Regular Military.” The survey administration
yielded a total of 10,814 completed surveys of which 8,959 were from active component
recruits. Table 3-5 presents data on the numbBa®€ Training Surveys completed by the
active component recruits of each Military Service.

Table 3-5. Basic Training Survey

Training Status
Service Beginning Ending Total Male Total Female Total
Army 1,379 2,262 3,641 2,934 707
Navy 1,018 742 1,760 1,223 537
Air Force 1,090 982 2,072 1,249 823
Marine Corps 484 1,002 1,486 1,060 426
Total 3,971 4,988 8,959 6,466 2,493
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3.5 Sample Design and Data Weighting

The target population (or population of inferential interest) was the group of individu-
alsfor whom conclusions were to be reached or about whom inferences were to be made
based on the survey data. To alow valid inferences to be made about the target population
from survey data, the survey sample must be selected so that it represents, or can be mathe-
matically adjusted (through weighting) to represent, the target population.

The Military Leader Survey (military membersin officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted
non-commissioned officersin paygrades E-6 or E-7) employed a sampling and dataweighting
procedure. The Military Leader Survey of recruit trainers (i.e., Drill Instructors/Drill Ser-
geantg/Military Training Instructors/Recruit Division Commanders), and the Basic Training
Survey of recruits, were administered to a convenience sample of recruit trainers and recruits.

These surveys were group administered on-site based on a schedule of visits to the variousini-

tial entry training locations across the four Services. The Commanding Officer and Senior

Enlisted Advisor Survey was administered as a census and mailed to al Commanding Officers

and Senior Enlisted Advisors (based on mailing lists of all “operational” commands provided
by the Military Service representatives to the Commission). The sampling and data weighting
procedures used in tivilitary Leader Survey (military members in officer paygrade O-3 and
enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7) are discussed in the follow-on
sections.

3.6 Sampling Procedures- Military Leader Survey

The Military Leader Survey (military members in officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted
non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7) utilized a single stage, stratified random
sampling design. Source information for constructing the sampling frame was obtained from
a Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) computer file of all military personnel in officer
paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7 with eight or
more years of service. This file listed a population of 301,159 (all military personnel in
officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7 with
eight or more years of service). A total sample of 19,940 was drawn from this file as a strati-
fied sample selected with unequal probabilities among strata. Stratification dimensions used
for sample selection included: Service (four categories); Status (officer or non-commissioned
officer); Years of Service (less than median or greater than median); Gender (male or female);
and, Occupational Specialty (gender restricted/male only or gender unrestricted). An outline
of the sample design, description and rationale is at Appendix D.

3.7 Weighting Procedures - Military L eader Survey

The analytic goals of thlilitary Leader Survey (military members in officer pay-
grade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7) called for esti-
mates at DoD-wide and individual Service levels (i.e., Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marines).
Since population members were sampled at different rates across and within strata,
unweighted data would not accurately represent the individual Service populations. Differing
response rates among demographic subgroups also made the survey sample unrepresentative
of the population. To restore representativeness, sample weights were needed. The process
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involved giving a mathematical weight to each sample member’s data depending on the
degree to which that person (e.g., an Army O-3 in a male-only MOS) was represented in the
survey versus the population. Analytic weights could then be constructed to generate unbi-
ased estimates of both total counts and proportions.

The weighting process began with the calculation of base weights. The base weight is
the reciprocal of the sample member’s probability of being selected into the sample. Next,
each base weight was adjusted to reflect survey nonresponse, then finally, post-stratified to
equal strata population counts. The final nonresponse-adjusted, post-stratified weights are
referred to as the analytic weights. The data weighting process fdilttey Leader Survey
(military members in officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in pay-
grades E-6 or E-7) is further described at Appendix E.

3.8 Survey Administration

Survey administration was accomplished using one of two formatsMiThary
Leader Survey of recruit trainers (i.e., Drill Instructors/Drill Sergeants/Military Training
Instructors/Recruit Division Commanders), andBasic Training Survey of recruits, were
group-administered during site-visits to recruit training locations. Mihigary Leader Survey
(military members in officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in pay-
grades E-6 or E-7); and ti@mmmanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey were
administered as mailed surveys.

3.9 Site-Administered Surveys

TheMilitary Leader Survey of recruit trainers (i.e., Drill Instructors/Drill Sergeants/
Military Training Instructors/Recruit Division Commanders), andBhgc Training Survey
of recruits, were administered to a convenience sample of recruit trainers and recruits. Recruit
surveys were administered to entire recruit training units in accordance with a schedule of site
visits coordinated between the Commission Military Service representatives and officials at
the individual Service’s training site. Recruit trainers were also surveyed during these site vis-
its. The recruit trainer survey was administered in a group setting as well as on a individual
“walk-in” basis. “Walk-in" administrations were used in those instances where the recruit
trainer’s work schedule could not accommodate attendance at a group administration. The site
visit data collection schedule is presented in Table 3-6. Table 3-7 provides data on the number
of Military Leader (Recruit Trainer) surveys completed at each site.
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Table 3-6. Site Visit Schedule

Date Location

3-Nov-98 Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio TX

4-Nov-98 Parris Island Marine Corps Recruit Depot, SC
Great Lakes Naval Training Center, IL

9-Nov-98 Ft. Jackson, SC

13- 16 Nov 98 Ft. Jackson, SC

15-16 Nov 98 Ft. Sill, OK

17 - 18 Nov 98 Parris Island Marine Corps Recruit Depot, SC

17-Nov-98 Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio TX

18-Nov-98 Great Lakes Naval Training Center, IL

22 - 23 Nov 98 Ft. Knox, KY

22 - 24 Nov 98 Ft. Benning, GA

22-Nov-98 Ft. Sill, OK

24-Nov-98 Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio TX

30 Nov - 1 Dec 98

2-Dec-98

2-3Dec 98

8 -9 Dec 98

8 - 10 Dec 98

Ft McClellan, AL
Ft. Leonard Wood, MO

Parris Island Marine Corps Recruit Depot, SC

Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio TX
Great Lakes Naval Training Center, IL

San Diego Marine Corps Recruit Depot and Camp Pendelton, CA

Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio TX
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Table 3-7. Survey Completion by Recruit Trainers*

Number Number Per cent
Service L ocation Assigned Surveyed Surveyed
Army Ft. Benning 355 229 64.51
Ft. McClellan 144 114 79.17
Ft. Leonard Wood 375 203 54.13
Ft. Knox 257 73 2841
Ft. Sill 240 132 55.00
Ft. Jackson 536 243 45.34
*Location Unknown 104
Subtotal 1,907 1,098 57.58
Navy Great Lakes 522 225 43.10
Air Force Lackland AFB 280 132 47.14
Marine Corps Parris Island 554 462 83.39
San Diego 450 373 82.89
Subtotal 1,004 835 83.17
Total 3,713 2,290 61.68

* Surveys were returned without |ocation codes.

3.10 Mailed Surveys

The administration of the Military Leader Survey (military membersin officer pay-
grade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7); and the Com-
manding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey included two mailings. an initial mailing
of a cover/notification letter and survey instrument, and afollow-up mailing of a second
cover/notification letter and survey instrument. Both cover/notification letters were printed on
letterhead of the Congressional Commission on Military Training and Gender-Related | ssues
and signed (using a reproduced signature) by the Commission Chairperson. Letter salutations
read “Dear Commanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisors” or “Dear Military Leader.”
TheMilitary Leader Survey was mailed to a specific individual (i.e., by name) at their military
unit address. Th€ommanding Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey was addressed to
the “Commander,” “Command Sergeant Major” or “First Sergeant” (i.e., not a named individ-
ual) using the unit mailing lists provided by the Military Services.

Initial mailings of theMilitary Leader Survey (military members in officer paygrade
0O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E-6 or E-7); abdnth@nding
Officer and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey were conducted November 11, thru November 18,
1998. Follow-up mailings were conducted, to non-returns of the first mailing, about two
weeks later. The data collection period for these two mail-out surveys closed on January 4,
1999. Response rates for these two surveys are presented in Tables 3-8 and 3-9.

31 Unlike other Services, Army Drill Sergeants are also assigned to Advanced Individual Training (AIT) sites. One thousand nine
hundred seven (1,907) represents Drill Sergeants assigned to the six Army recruit training bases only. Total Drill Sergeantsis
2,361, which includes AIT sites.
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Table 3-8. Response Rates for the Commander and Senior Enlisted Advisor Survey*3?
Total Returned Returned Response
Service Response Group Mailed Undeliverable Complete Rate
Army COMMANDERS 380 17 216 59.5%
CMD NCO'S 380 18 251 69.3%
Army Totals 760 35 467 64.4%
Navy COMMANDERS 401 195 49.5%
CMD NCO'S 401 7 273 69.3%
Navy Totals 802 14 468 59.4%
Air Force COMMANDERS 963 27 626 66.9%
CMD NCO'S 978 27 539 56.7%
Air Force Totals 1,941 54 1,165 61.7%
Marine Corps COMMANDERS 150 2 89 60.1%
CMD NCO'S 150 1 122 81.9%
Marine Totals 300 3 211 71.0%
All Services COMMANDERS 1,894 53 1,126 61.2%
CMD NCO'S 1,909 53 1,185 63.8%
Totals 3,803 106 2,311 62.5%

* Response rates are calculated by dividing the number of surveys returned complete by the result
of subtracting the number of surveys returned undeliverable from the total number of surveys

mailed.

82 see section 3.17 concerni ng the number of mailed surveys that were received after the data cut-off date.
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Table 3-9. Response Ratesfor the Military Leader (O-3 and E-6/E-7) Survey*33

Total Returned Returned Response
Service Response Group Mailed Undéliverable Complete Rate
Army 0-3s 2,916 845 1,065 51.4%
E-6/E-7 3921 953 1,177 39.7%
Army Totals 6,837 1,798 2,242 44.5%
Navy 0-3s 1,943 244 830 48.9%
E-6/E-7 2,962 373 1,171 45.2%
Navy Totals 4,905 617 2,001 46.7%
Air Force 0-3s 1,971 294 884 52.7%
E-6/E-7 2211 223 1,073 54.0%
Air Force Totals 4,182 517 1,957 53.4%
Marine Corps 0O-3s 1,105 201 509 56.3%
E6/E7 2911 540 981 41.4%
Marine Totals 4,016 741 1,490 45.5%
All Services 0-3s 7,935 1,584 3,288 51.8%
E-6/E-7 12,005 2,089 4,402 44.4%
Totals 19,940 3,673 7,690 47.3%

* Response rates are calculated by dividing the number of surveys returned complete by the result of subtract-
ing the number of surveys returned undeliverable from the total number of surveys mailed.

3.11 Receipt Control - Mailed Surveys

A receipt control system was used to monitor the administration of the two mail-out
surveys. The receipt control system is an automated database containing the mailing address
of each respondent, and in the case of the Military Leader Survey, a number identifying the
strata from which the respondent was selected. All respondentsin the receipt control system
are assigned a tracking number to monitor the status of their survey (e.g., have they responded
to theinitial mailing, have they responded to the follow-up mailing, was their survey returned
by the postal service as undeliverable). Returned surveys are logged in by their tracking num-
ber and their status recorded in the receipt control file.

The primary purpose of this receipt control system was to reduce the occurrence of
mailing a second survey to respondents who had already returned a survey. In the case of the
Military Leader Survey, it also allowed the tracking of response rates by sampling strata.
These sampling strata response rates are necessary to accomplish data weighting.

After theinitial mailing of these two surveys, the Commission received several
inquires from respondents about the receipt control markings on the survey they had received
(i.e., they questioned whether their responses were truly anonymous as stated in the cover let-

33 See section 3.17 concerning surveys that were received after the cut-off date.
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ter and introductory remarks printed on the survey booklet). Because of these inquiries, the
Commission requested all receipt control markings be removed from surveysin the follow-on
mailing. In addition, the Commission requested that the cover page of the survey booklets be
annotated to indicate that this was a second survey and that it contained no receipt control
markings. The cover page markings also asked respondents not to complete this survey if
they had returned a survey from the earlier mailing. The second-mailing cover letter con-
tained similar wording.

The removal of the survey receipt control markings made it difficult to insure a
respondent (to the Military Leader Survey) would be counted against their assigned sampling
strata. A total of 1,162 Military Leader Surveys were returned from the second mailing.
Because these returns had no receipt control markings to indicate their assigned sampling
strata, their sampling strata were imputed using their responses to individual survey items
(e.g., Service, years of service, sex, officer/enlisted status, and whether or not their primary
occupational specialty isrestricted to males only).

3.12 Sample Biases

The research included multiple samples of military leaders and service recruits. Even
though over 60 percent of currently serving Recruit Trainers, Battalion-level operational
Commanders and their Command NCO’s completed the survey, it was the E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader and O-3 Junior Officer samples that are considered the most representative of this pop-
ulation. The reason for their sample strength is the randomness with which the E-6/E-7 and
O-3 samples were selected and administered within the mailed survey. In addition, though
recruit samples were statistically representative, they remain nonetheless convenience sam-
ples that were not selected randomly among all military recruits completing training in 1998.
In the cases of non-random samples, sample biases are more likely to exist. Therefore, it
should be noted that not all samples in this research are equally representative of their respec-
tive populations.

3.13 Processing Returned Surveys

The processing of returned surveys involved three major steps: a preparation for key-
entry step; a key-entry step; and the processing of the key-entered data step. In the prepara-
tion for key-entry step the survey coding schemes and data-entry file layouts were developed.
In the second step, data were key-entered into the data set following the coding scheme and
file layout specifications. In the final step the survey key-entered data were processed.

3.14 Preparation for Key-Entry

As soon as the printed surveys were available, survey coding schemes and data-entry
file layouts were developed to capture the survey’s data. To test the coding schemes and data-
entry layout a “20 record check” was run with representative data (about 20 surveys) from
each survey. Some of these surveys in the “20 record check” were received from the key-
entry contractor. The “20 record check” also included surveys created by the data analysis
staff with intentional marking errors. The resulting dataset was reviewed to verify that the
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coding schemes and data-entry file layouts were correctly capturing the data. No revisionsto
the coding schemes or file layouts were necessary as aresult of this pretest.

3.15 Key-Entry - Creating the Scored Data Set

Key-entry was subcontracted to a separate contractor. To accomplish thistask the key-
entry contractor was provided an annotated copy of each survey form, a set of coding notes,
and afilelayout outlining al data-entry specifications.

To insure survey responses were being recorded accurately, the data-entry contractor
used a “double entry” verification process. The data from each survey were key-entered twice
by two separate data-entry clerks. The two sets of data are then matched for accuracy. Dis-
crepancies in the data for the two data-entry sets were reviewed by a data-entry supervisor and
resolved by referring to the paper copy of the survey.

3.16 Processing Key-Entered Data

A “50 record check” was run on the data from the first 50 returned surveys. Data from
the first 50 surveys received from the data-entry contractor were checked against the original
paper surveys to determine if there were any unanticipated problems in the coding or data-
entry procedures, or if respondents were consistently answering in an unexpected manner. No
corrections to these procedures were necessary as a result of this check.

Data cleaning and editing was greatly facilitated by the fact that none of the surveys
contained complicated skip patterns (i.e., responses to survey items that would direct the
respondent to “skip” particular survey items). Data editing focused on insuring recruit respon-
dents were properly identified as to the male/female mixture of their basic training unit.

An item on theBasic Training Survey asked recruits to indicate the male/female mix-
ture of their basic training at the unit level (Army/Marine Platoon, Air Force Flight or Navy
Division). Response options included: A. Male Only; B. Female Only; C. Mixed - Males and
Females Trained Together at the Unit Level; and, D. Do Not Know. There were 197 females,
and 303 males who answered “Don’t Know” to this item. In addition, there were 18 females,
and 22 males who did not answer this item. There were 7 males who responded “Female
Only” and 12 females who responded “Male Only.” For the Army, Navy and Air Force, there
were 181 females who responded “Female Only.” The following editing/re-coding conven-
tions were used to assign these respondents to the more appropriate response category. These
conventions are based on the assumption that respondent answers to those items regarding
Military Service, and Sex were correct:

« All Female Marines are coded as Female Only
 All Mae Marines are coded as Mae Only
« All Army, Navy, or Air Force Females are coded as Mixed

There was one editing convention for the Military Leader Survey (military membersin
officer paygrade O-3 and enlisted non-commissioned officers in paygrades E6 or E7). All
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femal e responses to the item regarding whether or not their primary military occupational spe-
cialty (MOS/AFSC) was restricted to males only, were re-coded as “No.”

3.17 LateReturned Leader Surveys

In this research, nearly 24,000 military leaders were asked to fill oMtithary
Leader Survey. In all cases, except for recruit trainers who were administered the survey o
site, the leaders were contacted by mail and asked to return a completed survey. In order
complete the analysis and the final report, a survey return cutoff date was established. Th
number of surveys returned and the response rates of the leader samples which made up the
data set have been presented in detail in this chapter. Table 3-10 provides the number of sur-
veys that were returned by mail but after the data cutoff date. The table also indicates the
hypothetical response rate that would have resulted if late surveys had been part of the data
set.

Table 3-10. Number of Leader Surveys Received Late

Command Total by Total by
Commanders NCOs 0-3s E-6/E-7s Gender Service
Army Men 62 61 140 159 422
Women 6 8 36 71 121 543
Navy Men 52 44 78 126 300
Women 1 2 64 72 139 439
Air Force Men 72 56 44 64 236
Women 8 6 47 47 108 344
Marines Men 20 16 59 99 194
Women 0 1 2 47 50 244
Total 221 194 470 685 1570 1570
Response Rate
with Late Surveys 73.2% 74.3% 59.2% 51.3% 58.0% 58.0%
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Part 1 Chapter 4
Results of Analysis

This section provides the results of the analysis of the survey data and the detailed
information on the analytical procedures used to derive the results. In presenting the analysis,
key findings are summarized. The reader isthen referred to the appropriate report Appendix
where more detailed analytical information can be found.

4.1 Data Tabulation

Data tabulation was the first step in the analysis. Table shells of all responses to the
survey sorted by Service, career-level, and gender were constructed. To fill the table shells, an
extract of the weighted leader data and the unweighted recruit, Recruit Trainer, and com-
mander data that contained all of the column and row variables necessary to fill each of the
table shellswas created. The extract file then served as the input source to WesvarPC®. Wes-
varPC® was used to compute the response category percentages for each table. The Wes-
varPC® output files were then processed by an Excel® macro that systematically filled each
table shell. These tables were provided in a separate volume enfitlewl ation Volume to
accompany the Sudy of Military Recruit Attitudes Conducive to Unit Cohesion and Survey of
Military Leader Opinions on Recruit Training and Gender-Related Issues.”

4.2 Profilesof Survey Respondents

This section presents profiles of the respondents to the surveys organized by grade/bil-
let. Information provided includes gender distribution, racial/ethnic distribution, and educa-
tional level. Readersinterested in more information can find Service breakdowns for the
information presented in this section as well as more descriptive information on the respon-
dentsin Appendix F.
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4.2.1 Military Recruits
Recruits responding to this survey were:

« Mae(73%), female (27%);

e Generally between 17 and 20 years of age, with Marine recruits being some-
what younger than Navy and Army recruits, and Air Force recruits slightly
older than the other Services;

«  White (57%) with 22% black, and 13% Hispanic; and

« High school graduates (82% of Marine recruits were high school graduates
only and 24% of the Air Force recruits had some college) and no more than 8%
in any Service have not completed high school .34

4.2.2 E-6/E-7 Enlisted Leaders
E-6/E-7 Enlisted Leaders responding to this survey were:

« Mae(67%), female (33%);

«  White (65%) with 21% black and 7% Hispanic;

« Holders of associate or technical degrees (24%) or had attended some college
(44%); and

- Veterans of 14 or more years of active duty (75%); %

4.2.3 Recruit Trainers
Recruit Trainers responding to this survey were:

«  Predominantly male (87%), female (13%);

«  White (47%) with 34% of the group black and 12% Hispanic;

e High school graduates (28%) or had attended some college (49%);

« Veterans of at least 11 years of active duty Service (64%).

« Varied in the amount of recruiting experience they reported (31% of the
Marines reported recruiting experience, 16% of Army RTS, 12% Navy, and
3% Air Force).

« Varied in their assignment to gender restricted MOSs (70% of Army DIswere
assigned to gender-restricted MOSs, 30% of Marine Dls, 5% Navy RDCs, and
5% Air Force MTIs).

34Appendix F also contains Service-level information on high school athletic experience, the number of drill
instructors assigned to the graduating recruits during their basic training, and the time spent in the Delayed Entry
Program (DEP). These charts indicate that about 65 percent of male Marine recruits and 83 percent of female
Marinerecruitsindicated that they had four or more DIs. On average, recruits from the other Servicesindicated that
they had three DIsin basic training. With regard to the DEP, Marine recruitsindicated that they spent longer in DEP
than the other Service recruits.

35A ppendix F also presents information about the following topics concerning E-6/E-7s and recruit trainers: recruit
training experience, recruiting experience, single parenthood, and military occupations/speciaties (MOS, AFSC,
etc.) restricted to males only.
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4.2.4 O-3 Junior Officers
O-3 Junior Officers responding to this survey were:

« Male (61%), female (39%);

«  White (81%) with 9% black and 4% Hispanic;

e College graduates (55%) or holders of graduate degrees (40%); and
« Veterans of 8 to 13 years of active duty Service (63%).

4.2.5 Battalion, Squadron, and Ship-L evel Operational Commanders
Commanders were:

« Male (92%), female (8%);

«  White (88%) with 6% black and 2% Hispanic;

« Holders of graduate degrees (87%); and

« Veteransof 17 or more years of active duty Service (89%).

4.2.6 Battalion, Squadron, and Ship-L evel Command NCO Sergeant Major

Command NCOs were:

¢ Male (92%), female (8%);

«  White (73%) with 16% black and 5% Hispanic;

« Holders of associate or technical degrees (37%) or had attended some college
(30%); and

« Veteransof 17 or more years of active duty Service (92%).

4.3 Development of Cohesion Constructs

The development process for the cohesion constructs consisted of three steps:

« Assessing the empirical support for the theoretical constructs and modifying
the constructs to reflect the patterns of interrelationships identified in the data,

« Determining the relative importance of the items contributing to a construct,
« Confirming actual constructs.

Developing empirically-based constructs grounded in the theory of unit cohesion was
acrucial first step because it would ensure defensible constructs for answering the research
guestions. Table 4-1 presents the individual survey items designed to measure six theoretical
cohesion constructs. sharing group norms, trust, group identity, respect for authority, loyalty,
and commitment. Once the data were collected, cleaned, and checked, all responses were

recoded so that higher scores would indicate a higher level of the Service-desired attitude.
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The degree to which the E-6/E-7 enlisted leader data support these six theoretical constructs
was then assessed. Using a procedure called confirmatory factor analysis,3 the interrelation-
ships among individuals’ responses to the survey items were examined.

Table 4-1. Hypothetical Assignment of Questionnaire Itemsto Construct Sructure

["'would rather be known as Star of the team than as a good team player.
| would rather work as part of ateam than on my own.

Sharing Group
Norms | prefer to be challenged beyond what others normally do.
Rankings on ability to commit and trust others, identifying with and sharing group goals, and
ability to accept authority.
Successful individuals are good team players.
Trust | would rather be successful through my own efforts than be a member of a successful unit.

When | work with others to get something done, they tend to slow me down.

Group |dentity

| would rather see my team receive praise, than for me to be praised individually.

| believe that if my unit fails, | have failed.

My unit's success is extremely important to me.

I am willing to make sacrifices in order that other members of my unit may succeed.
A leader can be successful even if the unit fails.

Respect For
Authority

People in authority tend to abuse their power.
What | do in my personal life should be of no concern to my superiors
| should not contradict leaders who have authority over me.

The military should take into account the needs of its members when it makes decisions

to operate.

Even though | have joined the military, | still expect to have the same rights as every otk

American.

on how

ner

Loyalty

I am more interested in whom | will work with than with the exact type of work I will do.
| would rather fail as an individual than see my group fail.

In order to succeed, it is often necessary to ignore the needs of other unit members.
Working with good people is more important than the type of work | do.

Rankings on technical competence, my own sound judgement, and willpower to succeed.

Commitment

| see Military Service as a calling to serve a higher purpose.

The military serves a higher purpose, more important than individual desires.

| believe personal needs must take second place to the needs of my Service.

I will perform my military duty, regardless of the personal or family consequences.
When someone criticizes my Service, | feel like it is a personal criticism of me.

| feel a strong sense of belonging in the military.

Right now, | feel committed to the military.

My values and the values of my Service are the same.

If asked today, | would discourage a close friend from joining the military

If necessary, | would willingly die for my Country.

36 The measurement model portion of PROC CALIS, the SAS procedure for structural equation modeling with
latent variables was used.
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The six constructs were hypothesized to be responsible for the way the survey items
covaried. If the constructs were indeed responsible for the covariation, there should have been
stronger relationships among an individual's responses to construct items than among the indi
vidual's responses to items that do not form a construct. For example, it would be expected
that two items that measure “commitment” would be answered more similarly by a single
respondent than two items where one reflects “commitment” and the other reflects “sharing
group norms.” The confirmatory factor analysis procedure examined all the relationships
among the variables looking for patterns in responses to determine if the patterns of relation-
ships were congruent with the hypothesis that six underlying factors were determining these
relationships.

The goal of the research model was to include as many of the items as possible, main-
taining a factor structure similar to that originally proposed, and having questionnaire items
associated only with a single factor. To determine modifications to the model to better fit the
data, analysts relied on the information provided by the PROC CALIS procedure in the form
of modification indices (i.e., Lagrange multipliers and Wald test results). These modification
indices estimate the extent to which the model fit would improve if a given link between ques-
tionnaire items and factors were removed or added. The model was modified iteratively,
examining the modification indices after each model change until a satisfactory model fit was
achieved.

The confirmatory factor analysis procedure suggested that there were three constructs
present in the data across all samples: commitment consasigéct for authority construct
and_group identity construgf These three constructs are composed of a total of 20 survey
items. Other items were excluded because they did not contribute to the constructs or because
they were not asked in a consistent manner across different surveys. Figure 4-1 presents a dia-
gram of the final cohesion constructs.

Once these factor analyses were completed, principal components analysis was con-
ducted to determine the relative importance of each variable to the constructs. Because the fac-
tor structure had already been confirmed, these principal components analyses were conducted
separately for each construct and were restricted to providing a one-factor structure for each
construct. These analyses were conducted solely to determine an appropriate weighting
scheme for combining specified items into the constructs and were not used to examine the
underlying factor structure present when all items are considered. Principal components anal-
ysis provides numerical indicators of the relative contributions of each variable to the underly-
ing construct. That is, the relative size of the factor loadings (weights) assigned by principal
components analysis to each variable indicates how important each of those variables is to
explaining the variation in the underlying construct. These weights (or factor loadings) were
then used to calculate three construct composite scores: Commitment, Respect for Authority,
and Group Identity. Table 4-2 provides the DoD and Service loading factors or weights for
the cohesion constructs. Table 4-3 provides cross-factor loading estimates restricting the
number of factors to three.

37 To determine the fit of this model with the data we looked at five indicators of model fit: Goodness of Fit Index

(.96), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (.95), Bentler's Comparative Fit Index (.93), Bentler & Bonnnet's Non-
normed Index (.91), and Bentler and Bonnet's Normed Fit Index (.92). We did not rely on the Chi-square value to
indicate model fit because of the large sample size (N=3935).
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Figure 4-1. COHESION CONSTRUCT
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leaders who have
authority over me

(LQ16)

What i do in my personal
life should be of no con-
cern to my superiors

(LQ15) REVERSED

I would

rather see my team

receive praise,
than for me

to be praised

individually(L

Q1)

| believe that if
my unit fails, | have
failed (LQ9)

| 1red
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Table 4-2. DoD and Service Loading Factorsfor Cohesion Constructs®®

DoD

Army

Navy

Alr
Force

Marines

Commitment: Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.81 standardized to

10 items

['See Military Service as a calling to Serve a
higher purpose.

.65

.68

.64

.68

.61

The military Serves a higher purpose, more
important than individual desires.

.60

.60

.56

.64

.56

I believe personal needs must take second
place to the needs of my Service.

.57

.58

.55

.57

.60

I'will perform my military dufy, regardless of
the personal or family consequences.

.57

.62

.56

.5(

[f asked today, T would discourage a close
friend from joining the military. (Reverse
Coded)

.58

.57

.59

.59

.56

[ feel a strong sense of belonging in the milir

tary

75

71

.76

.79

73

My values and the values of my Service are
same.

he
.69

.67

.66

73

.69

[T necessary, I would willingly die for my
Country.

.65

.68

.62

.69

.61

Respect for Authority: Cronbach’s Alpha is

0.64 standardized to 10

items

The military should take into account the needs

of its members when it makes decisions on
how to operate. (Reverse Coded)

.33

.37

.24

N
W

A(

People in authority tend to abuse their power.

(Reverse Coded)

g7

g7

.79

.79

.76

[ 'should not contradict leaders who have
authority over me.

.54

A2

.62

48

.57

What T do in my personal life should be of n
concern to my superiors. (Reverse Coded)

D
.70

72

Group Identity: Cronbach’s Alpha 1s0.74's

andardized

o0 10 items

'would rather work as part of a team than 0
my own.

n
.61

.58

.64

.63

.59

I would rather be successful through my ow

n

efforts than be a member of a successful unit.

(Reverse Coded)

.62

.64

.61

.63

.58

In order to succeed, it IS often necessary to
ignore the needs of other unit members.
(Reverse Coded)

.39

43

A4

A1

.29

I would rather see my team receive praise, t
for me to be praised individually.

han
.64

.64

.61

.69

.63

I believe that if my unit fails, I have failed.

.65

.68

.65

.63

.66

My unit’'s success is extremely important to
me.

73

.76

.66

.76

74

I am willing to make sacrifices in order that
other members of my unit succeed

.64

.63

.62

.62

.66

A leader can be successful even if a unit fai
(Reverse Coded)

.37

.33

.38

.37

42

38 The Cronbach alphais one measure of reliability that individual items fit the construct measure. However, the

value of Cronbach’s alpha is, in part, a function of the number of items in the scale with longer scales producing a
higher value than shorter scales. To make comparisons across scales of varying lengths, construct scales required
standardization, given inter-item correlations, to a 10-item scale rather than 8 or 4.
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Table 4-3. Cross-Factor Loadingsfor Cohesion Constructs 3°

32

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Commitment
["'see Military Service asacaling to serve a
higher purpose. 0.57889 0.11490 -0.08033
The military serves ahigher purpose, more
important than individual desires. 0.54188 0.17602 -0.19436
I believe personal needs must take second
place to the needs of my Service. 0.49415 0.40017 -0.34459
I"'wilT perform my miTitary duty, regardless of
the personal or family consequences. 0.47714 0.42021 -0.31039
[T asked today, T would discourage a close
friend from joining the military. (Reverse
Coded) 0.54537 0.14116 0.44232
[ feel a strong sense of belonging 1n the mili-
tary 0.72597 0.06971 0.17411
My values and the values of my Service arethe
same. 0.64063 0.13581 0.11742
[T necessary, T would willingly die for my
Country. 0.61290 0.06320 -0.02342
Respect for Authority
The military should take into account the needs
of its members when it makes decisions on
how to operate. (Reverse Coded) 0.05301 0.41230 0.13977
People in authority tend to abuse theiT power.
(Reverse Coded) 0.46562 0.10411 0.55546
[ should not contradict Teaders who have
authority over me. 0.38330 0.16014 0.07297
What T do in my personal Tife should be of no
concern to my superiors. (Reverse Coded) 0.42626 0.11165 0.47531
Group ldentity
'would rather work as part of ateam than on
my own. 0.54652 -0.23040 -0.10866
["'would rather be successful through my own
efforts than be a member of a successful unit.
(Reverse Coded) 0.48997 -0.35926 0.04056
I'n order o succeed, TS offen necessary to
ignore the needs of other unit members.
(Reverse Coded) 0.25418 -0.59640 0.25874
['would rather see my team recelve praise, than
for me to be praised individually. 0.50528 -0.32115 -0.29979
I believe that IT my unit falls, T have failled. 0.56004 -0.1/835 -0.29077
My unit’s Success is extremely important to
me. 0.67606 -0.22624 -0.15183
I'am willing to make sacrifices In order that
other members of my unit succeed 0.62062 -0.11289 -0.1284
ATeader can be successful even if a unit fails.
(Reverse Coded) 0.28048 -0.19282 0.05504

39 Cross-factor loadings in Table 4-3 were estimated using principal components analysis with no factor rotation

and restricting the number of factors to three.
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Construct mean estimates, regression analysis results and other statistical testsin this
research employed DoD factor loadings (weights). Because the research was designed from
itsinception to address all four Services, the DoD factor loadings were calculated using a data
set that contained all E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders’ responses to constructs. As portrayed in T3
4-2, weights associated with E-6/E-7 responses by Services were not substantively differe
for the 20 items making up the constructs. Service-specific factor loadings were used in
developing Appendix | where graduating recruits of each Service were compared to their S
vice E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders expectations.

Figure 4-2 below presents the mathematical formula used to calculate the cohesion
constructs.

Figure4-2. Formulafor Construct Score Calculation

Construct score = Weight yaiaer * Variable 1 value + Weight v aiae * Variable 2 value +

Weight vaianes * Variable 3 value + ...+ Weightuiaen * Variable value n

For each of the construct scales, a higher score indicates a stronger preference for that
construct. Table 4-4 below presents the “theoretical ranges” (i.e., possible high and low
scores given Service-specific weight) for each construct. The data in Table 4-4 are theoretical
values based on the Service differences among E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders on how important
they rated each item in the construct. The table does not represent the actual range of scores.
Table 4-5 provides the “actual ranges” for DoD and for each Service.

Once the constructs were created, tests for significant differences in mean scores (t-
tests) and a series of regression analyses were conducted to assess relevant subgroup differ-
ences in construct scores. Ordinary least squares multiple regression was selected as one ana-
lytical technique because it allowed assessment of subgroup differences absent (i.e.,
controlling for) the influence of other key covariates. Appendix H contains the regression
results for these analyses.

Table 4-4. Theoretical Construct Ranges by Service
(not based on actual recruit scores)

Commitment Respect for Authority Group |dentity
Low High Low High Low High
Army 4.70 23.51 2.29 11.46 5.10 25.49
Navy 4.61 23.04 2.32 11.61 4.95 24.77
Air Force 4.73 23.67 2.23 11.13 5.19 25.95
Marine Corps 4.57 22.84 2.39 11.93 4.96 24.80
DoD 4.66 23.28 2.34 11.68 5.06 25.31
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Table 4-5. Actual Construct Ranges by Service and Grade

Commitment Respect for Authority Group Identity
Low [ High Low [ High Low [ High
Army
Ending Recruits 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 6.91 23.28
Beginning Recruits 5.06 25.31 2.34 10.69 4.66 23.28
E-6/E-7 (nontrainers) 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 6.13 23.28
0-3s 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 4.66 23.28
Commanders 12.16 25.31 4.34 11.35 16.37 23.28
Command NCOs 6.22 25.31 2.34 11.68 8.36 23.28
Recruit Trainers 5.64 25.31 2.34 11.68 4.66 23.28
Navy
Ending Recruits 751 2531 2.3 9.91 10.62 23.28
Beginning Recruits 5.06 2531 2.3 11.35 4.66 23.28
E-6/E-7 (nontrainers) 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 9.43 23.28
0-3s 5.75 2531 2.3 11.35 5.30 23.28
Commanders 10.72 25.31 4.10 11.35 12.32 23.28
Command NCOs 8.81 25.31 2.87 11.68 10.14 23.28
Recruit Trainers 8.76 25.31 2.34 10.98 9.10 23.28
Air Force
Ending Recruits 6.39 25.31 2.34 10.69 8.50 23.28
Beginning Recruits 5.06 25.31 2.34 10.13 7.89 23.28
E-6/E-7 (nontrainers) 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 5.93 23.28
0-3s 7.68 25.31 2.87 11.68 6.32 23.28
Commanders 11.45 25.31 4.67 11.68 10.62 23.28
Command NCOs 7.05 25.31 3.64 11.35 8.94 23.28
Recruit Trainers 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 7.49 23.28
Marine Corps
Ending Recruits 6.44 25.31 2.34 10.69 9.97 23.28
Beginning Recruits 9.29 25.31 2.3 11.68 8.06 23.28
E-6/E-7 (nontrainers) 5.06 25.31 2.34 11.68 9.59 23.28
0-3s 11.95 25.31 3.03 11.68 10.10 23.28
Commanders 14.66 25.31 5.09 11.68 15.24 23.28
Command NCOs 10.74 25.31 2.34 11.68 10.95 23.28
Recruit Trainers 9.38 25.31 2.34 11.68 9.25 23.28
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4.4 Measurements and Assessments

The remaining subsections of this chapter (section 4.5 through 4.10) will present
research measurements and assessments. It may be useful before dataand analysisis pre-
sented to summarize the theoretical background of the survey instruments used in the research
and repeat several precautions to the reader that have already been noted in previous chapters.

The research employed three survey instruments. the Basic Training Survey, the Mili-
tary Leader Survey and the Commander & Command Sergeant Major Survey (See Appendix
C). The methodology of attitude construct measurement (multiple survey items relating to the
same attitude) required respondents to rate survey items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Initially, itemsfor the surveys were drawn from
studies of military cohesion, organizational commitment and professional identity. Cohesion
attitude constructs of commitment, respect for authority, group identity, loyalty, trust, and the
sharing group norms, were the theoretical premise for desired attitudes. The remaining items
of the survey instruments fell into two categories: (1) background demographic items for
recruits and leaders, and (2) military leaders’ opinion items on the quality of current entry-
level graduates, gender-integration in basic training, and other gender-related issues.

In the analysis of the final instruments, 20 Likert-scaled survey items were found to
hold up consistently in factor analysis as fitting one of three cohesion attitude constructs:
commitment respect for authorityand_group identity The stratified random sample of
Enlisted leaders (E-6/E-7s of all Services) provided the weighting standard for each survey
item. These factor weights were then applied to all recruit and leader samples in the same way
to measure the cohesion constructs under review. The construct mean estimates, regression
analysis and other statistical tests in this research employed these same DoD factor loadings
(weights). Because the research was designed from inception to address all four Services, the
DoD factor loadings were calculated using a data set that contained all E-6/E-7 enlisted lead-
ers’ responses to constructs. As portrayed in Table 4-2, weights associated with E-6/E-7
responses by Services were not substantively different for the 20 items making up the con-
structs. Service-specific factor loadings were used in developing Appendix | where graduat-
ing recruits of each Service were compared to their Service E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders
expectations.

Measurement results are depicted in three ways: sample mean estimates for cohesion
attitude constructs, regression analysis producing predicted mean scores by sample, and opin-
ion response rates from military leader samples and graduating recruit samples.

Sample mean estimates are depicted in the following subsection on restrictéff scales
to show the standard error of the sample and associated confidence ffitdaralconfidence
interval is a statistical measure of the spread of individual mean scores around the overall
sample mean. In viewing mean estimates, where confidence intervals between samples over-
lap their means are said to be “similar.” However, if confidence intervals do not overlap, the
difference in the means implies statistical significance at the .05 level. In such cases, statisti-

40 See Table 4-4 for theoretical ranges by individual cohesion construct.
41 See Chapter 1, section 1.9 for definitions of confidence interval and other study terms.
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cal significance impliesthat the differences in the meansis not explained by random error aone
and can be stated so with some level of confidence (e.g., 95% confidence interval represented by
the upper and lower bound plotted for each mean depiction).

Regression results will al'so be presented. Asexplained previously in this chapter, through
regression analysis oneis able to take separate samples of survey respondents and control certain
variables (i.e., race age, education...etc) so as to equalize them on those variables. The products of
regression analysis are predicted mean scores for theoretical samples (sample means after being
equalized in terms of the variables controlled for). Regression results are depicted as bar graphs
using s4%ales that are large enough to include the entire theoretical range of all individual con-
structs®

Opinion measurements depicted are response rates reflecting what percentage of surveyed
military leaders and graduating recruits answered different opinion items in their respective sur-
veys. It should be noted that military leader “opinions” do not necessarily imply direct experience
in all cases. Opinions are more than “impressions” and less than certain “knowledge.” It should
also be noted that the sampled leaders differ in experience level for their opinions. For example,
Marine Corps leaders and some portion of Army leaders (especially certain Recruit Trainers) may
have opinions on gender-integrated recruit training (GIT), but presumably lack the level of direct
experience that Navy and Air Force leaders may have in GIT since that is their current policy in
recruit training. In the same vein, Air Force, Navy, and some Army leaders certainly have opinions
on gender-separate recruit training (GST), but presumably lack the level of direct experience that
Marine and some Army leaders likely have with that training format. The reader should take into
account the differences in experience level that different leader samples surveyed in this research
represent.

4.5 Graduating Recruit Mean Scores
4.5.1 Measurements of Recruit Means

In this section of the analysis, graduating recruit mean scores were analyzed by Service and
gender. Figures 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5 present the construct means and standard errors for graduating
recruit subgroups. The upper and lower bound plotted for each mean in the figures represents a 95
percent confidence interval of individual mean scores around the overall mean.

42 Readers are referred to Table 4-4 for particular theoretical ranges of each cohesion construct.
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Figure 4-3. Graduating Recruits by Gender — Commitment

Army Graduating Recruits*
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Graduating Recruits*
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Graduating Recruits*
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Marine Graduating Recruits*
Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Miles  Air Force Fermales

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.

» Army graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.22 for males and 19.60 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was

19.15 (Figure 4-3).

» Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.53 for males and 19.50 for
females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was

19.15 (Figure 4-3).

» Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.37 for males and 20.07
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment

was 19.15 (Figure 4-3).

o Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 20.69 for males and 21.32
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment

was 19.15 (Figure 4-3).
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Figure 4-4. Graduating Recruits by Gender — Respect for Authority

Army Graduating Recruits* Navy Graduating Recruits*
Respect for Authority Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Males

Air Force Graduating Recruits* Marine Graduating Recruits*
Respect for Authority Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Males  Air Force Females Marine Males Marine Females

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.

e Army graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.90 for males and 6.17
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-4).

o Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.86 for males and 5.93
for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-4).

o Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.05 for males and
6.21 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-4).

e Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.36 for males and
6.51 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-4).
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Figure 4-5. Graduating Recruits by Gender — Group Identity

Army Graduating Recruits*

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Graduating Recruits*
Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Navy Female

Air Force Graduating Recruits*

Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Marine Graduating Recruits*
Group Identity
Meun Scores with Confidence Interval

I 19.80
1933 .

19.16 l” 20

188 - e —m e m e MRl - 1881

Air Force Male Air Force Female Marine Make Marine Female

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.

e Army graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.39 for males
and 18.80 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-5).

o Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 17.95 for males
and 18.41 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-5).

» Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18 02 for
males and 18.68 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-5).

e Marine graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 19.16 for males
and 19.50 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-5).

Figures 4-6 through 4-9 provide graduating recruit mean scores for each construct by
individual Service, using a single scale of 0 to 24. The scale depicted in the figures is large

enough to include the theoretical ranges of all individual constructs. See Table 4-4 for theo-
retical ranges for each construct.

97




Part I

Figure 4-6. Army Graduating Recruit Mean Scores*

Army Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

All Cohesion Constructs
24.00

21.00 +

18.00 4

15.00 4

12.00 1

Respect for Authority ...
5.90 6.17

Males Females Males Females Males

Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

* “Commitment” and “Group Identity” constructs are composed of 8 survey items each. “Respect for Authority”
constructs are composed of 4 survey items. See Table 4.2 for construct items.

Figure 4-7. Navy Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

Navy Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

All Cohesion Constructs
24.00 q

21.00 4
18.00 A
15.00 A
12.00 4
9.00 4
6.00 4
3.00 4

0.00

Males Females Males Females Males Females

Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

* “Commitment” and “Group Identity” constructs are composed of 8 survey items each. “Respect for Authority”
constructs are composed of 4 survey items. See Table 4.2 for construct items.

43 Scale used in depiction is large enough to include ranges of all constructs. See Table 4-2 for theoretical ranges

for individual constructs.
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Figure 4-8. Air Force Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

Air Force Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

All Cohesion Constructs
2400 - e e e nneaaas e

21.00 4 : 2007 ....... eeeiiiieieniioo.......GroupIdentity*
T . Ty
I T e T TP

12,00 4= -meememmmmeeeab

900 4-cercancaacan ....Respect for Authority.* ..

6.05 6.21
6.00 -nnnnnrenannn

300 4--crmceeenenn

Males Females Males Females Males

Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

* “Commitment” and “Group Identity” constructs are composed of 8 survey items each. “Respect for Authority”
constructs are composed of 4 survey items. See Table 4.2 for construct items.

Figure 4-9. Marine Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

Marine Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

All Cohesion Constructs
24.00 W Commitment*

21.00 1

18.00 - -mmmmemmmmman i L L oo

1500 F--mmmmmmmmeme- L e

12.00 F--mmmemmmmemmn i R e

9.00 - Respect for Authority ...
6.36 6.51

6.00 -

3.00 4

0.00

Males Females Males Females Males

Graduating Recruit Mean Scores

#* “Commitment” and “Group Identity” constructs are composed of 8 survey items each. “Respect for Authority”
constructs are composed of 4 survey items. See Table 4.2 for construct items.
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4.5.2 Assessment of Recruit Means

Regression analyses were conducted controlling for age, educational level, and race/
ethnicity within the graduating recruit samplesin order to assess differencesin recruit mean
scores. In addition, Tests for statistical significance (t-tests at the .001 level) supplemented
and confirmed the analysis (See Appendix G and Appendix H). The analyses indicated:

« Marine graduating recruits scored significantly higher on all constructs than
graduating recruits from other samples;

« Femae Marine graduating recruit scores were higher than all other recruit sam-
plesin the research for all three cohesion constructs;

« Army, Navy, and Air Force graduating recruits scored similarly on all con-
structs, and

«  When combined overall, female recruits scored higher on al constructs than
did malerecruits.

The reader is cautioned about differences in each Service’s recruit training programs
identified in Chapter 2 of this report. Besides gender format differences among Services, the
length of training, the number and gender of Recruit Trainers assigned to recruits, and overall
training objectives and standards are, as a rule, Service-specific. In addition, even though this
study was not longitudinal in terms of connecting the attitude scores of beginning and ending
recruits, it is often believed that some measure of self-selection occurs when a person first
chooses to join one Service over another.

4.6 Recruit AttitudesversusEnlisted L eader Expectations
4.6.1 Measurements of Service Expectation

The next analysis compared graduating recruit mean construct scores to their Service
expectations. Service expectations were represented by the E-6/E-7 enlisted leaders of each
Service when they answered the cohesion construct survey items “as they would hope graduat-
ing recruits would respond.” Figures 4-10, 4-11, and 4-12 show graduating recruit mean
scores (male and female recruits combined together by Service) together with each Service’s
E/6/E7 enlisted leader mean score for the same cohesion construct. The upper and lower
bound plotted for each mean on the figures represents a 95 percent confidence interval of indi-
vidual mean scores around the overall mean. Appendix | provides the same comparisons of
graduating recruits with their Service expectation using Service-specific E-6/E-7 weights.
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Figure 4-10. Graduating Recruits versus Service Expectation — Commitment

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Navy Graduating R'ecrults and E6/E7s
. g Commitment
Commitinent Mean Scores with Confidence Interval
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval ! ryiaence

Army E6/E7 Army End Recruits Navy E6/E7 Navy End Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Commitment Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force E-6/E-7 Air Force End

© Marine E-6/E7 ~ Marine End Recruits
Recruits

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.

e Army graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 19.28. The overall
Army E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 19.14 (Figure
4-10).

» Navy graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 19.52. The overall
Navy E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 18.66 (Figure
4-10).

» Air Force graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 19.69. The
overall Air Force E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was
19.36 (Figure 4-10).

e Marine graduating recruit mean score for Commitment was 20.80. The overall

Marine E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 20.16 (Fig-
ure 4-10).
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Figure 4-11. Graduating Recruits versus Service Expectation — Respect for Authority

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Navy Graduating Recruits ans E6/E7s
Respect for Authority Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Means Scores with Confidence Interval

AtmyEG/E7  Army End Recruits NavyE6/E7  NavyEnd Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Respect for Authority

Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force E-6/E-7 Air Force End Marine E-6/E7
Recruits

Marine End
Recruits

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.

e Army graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 5.94. The
overall Army E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority
was 7.10 (Figure 4-11).

o Navy graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 5.88. The
overall Navy E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority
was 7.20 (Figure 4-11).

o Air Force graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 6.12.
The overall Air Force E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for
Authority was 7.49 (Figure 4-11).

e Marine graduating recruit mean score for Respect for Authority was 6.38. The
overall Marine E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority
was 7.77 (Figure 4-11).
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Figure 4-12. Graduating Recruits versus Service Expectation — Group Identity

Army Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Navy Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s

Group Identity ’ Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Army E6/E7 Army End Recruits Navy E6/E7 Navy End Recruits

Air Force Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s Marine Graduating Recruits and E6/E7s
Group Identity Group Identity
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force E-6/E-7 Air Force End Recruits Marine E6/E7 Marine End Recruits

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.

e Army graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.45. The overall
Army E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.75
(Figure 4-12).

o Navy graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.07. The overall
Navy E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.71
(Figure 4-12).

» Air Force graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 18.34. The over-
all Air Force E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.78
(Figure 4-12).

e Marine graduating recruit mean score for Group Identity was 19.23. The overall
Marine E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 19.37
(Figure 4-12).

103



104

Part |

4.6.2 Assessment of Service Expectation

The analysisindicated that graduating recruits of both genders and all training formats:

e Areequal to, and sometimes significantly higher than, Service expectations for
“Commitment;”

« Are in all cases significantly lower than their Service expectations for “Respect
for Authority;” and

- Did not always meet Services expectations for “Group Identity.”

4.7 Beginning Recruits by Service and Gender

4.7.1 Measurements of Beginning Recr uits

Due to the time constraints within the data collection phase of the research, it was not
possible to measure the same recruits beginning their basic training, and then again, at the end
of their basic training. This research design is, therefore, not longitudinal. However, different
samples of beginning recruits from all the Services and training formats did complete the
Basic Training Survey. Figures 4-13 through 4-15 present the mean scores and standard errors
for comparison. The upper and lower bound plotted for each mean on the figures represents a
95 percent confidence interval for individual mean scores around the overall sample mean.
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Figure 4-13. Beginning Recruits by Gender — Commitment
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* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.

e Army beginning recruit mean scores for Commitment were 18.79 for males
and 18.57 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-13).

» Navy beginning recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.45 for males
and 19.15 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-13).

« Air Force beginning recruit mean scores for Commitment were 18.78 for
males and 18.73 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-13).

« Marine beginning recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.24 for males
and 19.70 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expecta-
tion for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-13).
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Figure 4-14. Beginning Recruits by Gender — Respect for Authority
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* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.

» Army beginning recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.76 for
males and 5.70 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-14).

« Navy beginning recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.30 for
males and 6.28 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-14).

» Air Force beginning recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.69
for males and 5.67 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-14).

e Marine beginning recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.69 for
males and 6.21 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader
expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-14).
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Figure 4-15. Beginning Recruits by Gender — Group Identity
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* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.

e Army beginning recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.98 for males
and 18.27 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation
for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-15).

» Navy beginning recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.73 for males and
18.95 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation for
Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-15).

o Air Force beginning recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.84 for males
and 19.01 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation
for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-15).

e Marine beginning recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.82 for males
and 19.35 for females. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted leader expectation
for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-15).

Figures 4-16 through 4-18 present the predicted means for each construct by Service and
gender for beginning recruits.
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Figure 4-16. Predicted Beginning Recruit Scores — Commitment
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Figure 4-17. Predicted Beginning Recruit Scores — Respect for Authority
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Controlling for Age, Education,and Race/Ethnicity

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Army Army Navy Navy Air Force Air Force Marines Marines

Beginning Recruit Mean Predicted Values

108



VOLUME IH - RESEARCH PROJECTS, REPORTS, AND STUDIES

Figure 4-18. Predicted Beginning Recruit Scores — Group Identity

Group ldentity
Controlling for Age, Education,and Race/Ethnicity

24.00

21.00 4

18.82 18.87 18.81 18.82 18.85 18.90 19.07 19.11

18.00

15.00

12.00

0.00

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male
Army Army Navy Navy Air Force Air Force Marines Marines

Beginning Recruit Mean Predicted Values

4.7.2 Assessment of Beginning Recruits.

When beginning recruits were examined using multiple regression, it was found that:

» Some Service differences in construct scores, controlling for age, education,
race/ethnicity, and gender, including:

o Navy and Marine beginning recruits scored significantly higher than recruits
from the Army and Air Force on Commitment;

e Marine beginning recruits scored significantly lower than the Navy recruits on
the Respect for Authority; and

o All Services were the same on Group Identity

» No differences between males and females on the constructs controlling for
age, education, race/ethnicity, and Service.

4.8 Comparing Graduating Recruits by Gender Format of Training

4.8.1 Measurements of Gender Format

In this section of the analysis, graduating recruits of the Army, Navy, and Air Force are
compared by the gender format of the training they had just completed. The purpose of the
analysis was to better understand the effect, if any, gender-mixed basic training would have on
attitude scores. Marine Corps recruit scores, however, were excluded from comparison
because the Marine Corps conducts only gender separate basic training. Figures 4-19 through
4-21 present the means for these subgroups. The upper and lower bound plotted for each
mean on the figures represent a 95 percent confidence interval around that mean.
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Figure 4-19. Male Graduating Recruits by Training Format — Commitment

Male Army Graduating Recruits Male Navy Graduating Recruits
Commitment Commitment

Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Army Mixed Army Single Navy Mixed Navy Single
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Commitment
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Mixed Air Force Single

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 19.15 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Commitment.

e Army graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.26 for mixed
format and 19.20 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-19).

e Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.91 for mixed
format and 19.30 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-19).

» Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Commitment were 19.44 for
mixed format and 19.34 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7
enlisted leader expectation for Commitment was 19.15 (Figure 4-19).
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Figure 4-20. Male Graduating Recruits by Training Format — Respect for Authority

Male Army Graduating Recruits Navy Graduating Recruits
Respect for Authority ' Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Army Single Navy Mixed Navy Single

Air Force Graduating Recruits

Respect for Authority
Mean Scores with Confidence Interval

Air Force Mixed  Air Force Single

* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 7.31 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Respect for Authority.

e Army graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.95 for
mixed format and 5.86 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-20).

o Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 5.82 for
mixed format and 5.88 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-20).

o Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Respect for Authority were 6.12
for mixed format and 5.96 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7
enlisted leader expectation for Respect for Authority was 7.31 (Figure 4-20).
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Figure 4-21. Male Graduating Recruits by Training Format — Group Identity
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* DoD weights applied to all mean scores. 18.81 represents E6/E7 DoD mean score for Group Identity.

e Army graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.39 for mixed
format and 18.39 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-21).

e Navy graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.29 for mixed
format and 17.73 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7 enlisted
leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-21). '

e Air Force graduating recruit mean scores for Group Identity were 18.17 for
mixed format and 17.90 for single format. The combined DoD E-6/E-7
enlisted leader expectation for Group Identity was 18.81 (Figure 4-21).
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