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musnmyrecmtlyimplmteditskwuanningwstem(NHS). Atwo . .
fronged approach to improving unit cohesion and affilating soldiers on a _
permanent basis to a unit, th~ New Manning System is progressing deliberately <’
mdi.mpactsmlymamllpoctimotthetotalforoe.'.meptoblemﬂmm,is .
how can units waiting for full implementation of the New Manning System build
their own cohesion now. A review was conducted on the contributions of mili-
uzyacholarlandhistorimtotmtopicofcotuimuafactormmilitary
wits. In addition, the Army's own attempts at building cohesion were inves-
tigated to include an analysis of the New Manning System. Furthermore, in
ade:todiacmwop;ntelymeyaysﬂntamitcangoaboutmﬂdmg
cohesion, the psychological aspects of group interaction and processes were
examined. Based on the research conducted and the author's personal experi-
ences, a formula was devised to build cohesion in military units. It was
concluded that wunits tiat provide for stability, employ stress, and insure that
achievement is rewarded with success will achieve cohesion.
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A FURMULA FOR BUILDING COHESTON

During the past five years, the US Army has taken several cautious ini-
tiatives in manning its forces that have ‘suocessfully' resulted in the milding
. of cohesion in a few of its small units. The success of these personnel
management initiations are Ire'flected in £he esprit de corps, high morale,
higher retention rates and increased combat readiness achieved by these wunits.
In the meantime, tnits which have not yet been affected by the new manning
initiatives can also build their own cohesion by providing for stability in
their structure, making for stress in training and insuring that achievement
is rewarded.’

‘ The need for cohesion in all our wnits is absolute as the pages of
history are replete with examples of the strength that it provides to military
‘ ‘units. History accords high mdrale, esprit de corps, the fighting spirit,
" elan and cohesiveness a long and distinguished place in its records of mili-
tary tho@ht and experience. Nearly every gteat military thinker and writer ‘
of combat and war who studied soldiets in combat, speaks of the advantages
" that accrue to an army that has cphesicn in its ranks. Clearly, an army tmt
| f£ails to heed the lessons of history will suffer for ‘its negligence.
Clausewitz spoke of the requirement for cohesion in Chapter 5 of Book
III, (n War, Entitled, *Military Virtues of the Army®, his comprehensive
nacrative cn the moral qualities ‘required of professional soldiete'end their
militazy epirit as oppoesed to a people under arms, set forth salient points on
the benefits that they would have if they had cohes:lcn.




An army that maintains its cohesion under the most murder—
ous fire; that cannot be shaken by imaginary fears and
resists well-founded cnes with all its mic.t; that, proud
of its victories, will not lose the strength to obey orders
and its respect and trust for its officers even in defeat;
whose physical power, like the muscles of an athlete, has
been stealed by training in privation and effort; a force
that regards such efforts as a means to victory rather
than a curse on its cause; that is mindful of all these
duties and qualities by virtue of the single powerful idea
of the honor of its aims—suchmkmyiainbuedwiththe
true military spir.

‘In other words, Clausewitz felt strongly that an army that has ~ilitary
spirit or esprit must first of all maintain its cohesion in order to wage war
successfully and be victorious. In short, to maintain cohesion, an army must
first of all have cohesion. | | |

Later on in the second half of the nineteenth century, French Colonel
Ardant du Picg, researched the behaviour of men in battle. His astute cbser
vations yielded several dividends that support the requirement for cohesion in
the military. . ‘

- Du'Piog advocated the military profession was unique because of its
requirement to transform men intc combatants contrary to human nature; that
is, to overcome fear and the matural instinct to preserve life and limb. He
felt this condition could only be accomplished through cohesion because it is
the prerequisite to acquiring the fighting spirit.2 o
" He postulated that only cohesive units will fight effactively and advance
an the enemy. A soldier's sense of duty to his trusted comrades will overcome
his natural inclination to avoid combat and fall back from danger.3 In other
words, cohesion will provide the soldier a‘ desire and cpmm:txﬁeﬁt to sug:ox:t -
his fellow soldiers in battle and crapensate for his own feats.

In addition, Du Piog felt cohesion increases the value of the individual
“soldier to the wit in that he will react and £ight without.cbservaticn of his

leaders because of the value that he places cn the opinions of his comrades.4
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Cohesion will make the inidividuay scldier fight because he is concerned his
peers will otherwise find him unworthy of their respecf. resulting in the loss
of individual ‘hon;ar and self-esteem. In short, the individual soldier who is
cohesed with his unit will possess motivation and individual initiative that
will not requiré the constant superviéim of superiors.

'moughtful reflections on the topic of cohesion can be found in the
writings of S. L. A. Marshall in, Mmhaamsthze. Like Atdant du Picg,
Marshall studied t..e behavior <. men in battle and contributed greatly to the
current boq of knowledge on cohesxon in military units. Undoubtedly his
racord of his observations in Hm.éaainst_&ze contains a wealth of supporting
evidence which mandates the acquiring of cohesion in the Army. _

In his ninth chapter, “Tactical Cohesion," Marshall criticizes those
writers of war that use the expression, "battle-seasoned troops,” as if to mean
that a soldier becomes callous or accustomed to battle. The individual sol-
 dier, Marshall contends, who has gained knowledge from his combat experiences

- will become steadier in battle in that he will be less susceptible to wild
imagining or misperceptions, but, over time, these will always bela steady
deteriorating of his mental and moral fiber.5 In short, Marshall felt sol-
diers will never adjust to the total climate of war because tiiey cannot ever
fully conquer the J.ndivid:al and natural human fear of death and wounds. .

Marshall further stated that what has been attributed to a "seasoning” in
troops is latgely a matter of soldiers leamj.ng to do a thing well as a group
as opposed to doing _:lt badly.. Horeover, as the individ:al soldier increases his
own awareness in battle which at first was completely strange and unfamiliar
but gradually becomes accentable and familiar "seasming" is mainly due to his
individual growth in the confidence of his buddies and comrades of hia mit.5 :

Until that k:lnd of confidence is born, there can be no
effective action. Green troops are more likely to flee the
field than others only becauae they have not leatned to




think and act together. individually, they may be as brave
and willing . . . but individuz . bravery and willingness
will not stand against orgar ized shock.

With the growth of experience, troops learn to apply the
lessons of contact and communicating, and out of these
things come the tactical cohesion which enables a group of
individuals to make the most of their wnited ittengt.h and
stand steady in the face of sudden emergency. ‘

In addition, the body of literature that refers to cohesion often
neglects to include the studies on psychiatric breakdown or stress casualties
in combat. However, these are certainly not unknown. These studies comple-
ment the importance of the cohesed primary group and its ties to the indivi-
dual soldier and his ability to face and hold up wnder stress in combat.

'Ardant du Fiog was aware that a relationship between unit cohesion and
' stress casualties existed. His observations of men in battle led him' to szy,

| In troops without cohesion . . . nﬁmbers enter the hospi-
tals without any other complaint than the lack of morale,

+ which very quickly becomes a disease. A Draccnian disgi—
pline no longer exists; cohesion alone can replace it. _

Stress casualties were again recognized in significant numbers in World
War I and accounts from World War II indicated that psychiatric battle casual-
ties represented one-fourth) of all medical evacuations.” |

E“or example, for a brief period during the North African Campaign during ‘
World War II, the Americans evacuated more casualties for psychiatric reasons

than theater replacements.l? and, following ten days of fighting on Okinawa,
it was revealed that one field hospital devoted its 1,808 bed capacity exclu-
' sively to the treatment of soldiers who were psychiatric or stress casual-
ties. 1 f | S o
Other noted military his“criang and scholars have produced works which
proclaim the factors of cohesion as being essential to military units. John
. Keegan focused on motivation and the peychological aspects of combatants in

his book, W12 In addition, behaviorial scientists Edward




Shils and Morris Janowitz studied cohesion in the German Army during World War
II. They concluded that cohesion gave the German Army extra combat power
which was obtained by keeping soldiers in the same wit as long as the unit
survived. These soldiers became the 'mit stabalizere wto built cohesion
because they knew the unit's history, its uniqueness and its unwritten
ru1e§.13
Therefore, the annals of the history of warfare and the study of men in’
battle provide strong evidence that morale, esprit and cohesion provide sol-
ldiers an advantage under ccaditions of extreme privation, fear and uncertainty
that soldiers encounter in combat. No thoughtful perscn could disagree after
being exposed to the literétute on this topic that soldiers require coheéion

to be effective in battle.

The recent initiatives taken by the senior leadership of the US Army to
build cohesion in the 1980's must have had other foundations besides the well-
documented history of warfare and man in battle. Larry Ingraham and Frederick
Manning, both psychologists in the Army, in 1981 ad‘lzocated three factors they
felt helped to move the Army toward launching the new initiatives to build

cohesion in its units. ,
- First of all, they {advocafted the same warning prevalent in the Army

" service schools dﬁtipq. the 1970's, of the next war being a, "come as you wa,r}"

which will not provide sufficient tine for the Army to s~-ese soldiers into
effective wits and ptepafe them for battle, Furthermore, because of the
rapid and almost immediate employment of combat trocps into battle, they felt
our ’hatim' will be unable to inite public opinion in the clvilian sector to
support the effort necessary to sustain military operati‘ms.n |




Secondly, they feli: the results of the Isreeli—Arab Wars which demon-
strated conclusively the deadly effects of modern warfare, as compared to
combat operaticns during World War II and Korea, would have a significant
impact on units which lacked cohesion. These results showed the rapid geriera-
tion of psychiatric breakdowns where previous],y casualties of this sort occuc~
red as a minimum in 25 to 38 days of combat exposure, now occurred in 24
hours. It was felt that md1v1dua1 soldxers in cohesed units would incur
fcwer stress casualties on the modern battlefield.}d

Ingraham and Manning further advocated that there apparently was a
time/intensity exposure féctor unique in modern warfare that compounds all the
elements leading to attle stress and eventual individual breakdown. They
felt the cause for this condition was the extreme lethality of the modern
weapons on the battlefield.16 in part, our own service schools in the 1978's
predicted the increased lethality of modern weapons will result in situations

where if you can be seen, you can be hit and if h:.t, you can be kﬂ led.

‘Consequently, soldiers would cnly be able to withstand so much terror over

time after which they would succumb to the nmatural tendency to flee or break
down in place. In short, cohesive small units which have esprit and high
morale will be in a better position to survive on the modern battlefield and
experience fewer psych1atric stress casualt:.es.

‘The third factor set forth by Ingraham and Harming concemed *he social
structure of the Army prevalent in the 1970's. It was felt the Army was not |

, hea.thy as evidenced by incessant reports hy the news media of the perceivecv

decline in leadership. the pcor quality of recruits, high resignation and |
first-term attrition rates, lack of job satisfaction, increased incidents of
illicit drug use aud alcohol abuse, compounded even further by racial and
sexual incidents. All cf these factors, it was felt, would result in an
increase in psyc.'ziatfic and ronbattle casualties. not to include the
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questionable ability of the Army to fight effectively should it be committed
to battled?

In addition to the three fa&.ors mentioned previously, Ingraham's and
Manning's own research cn personnel attriticn to drug use revealed additionzl
concerns to the type of cohesion found in artillery wnits in Germany. They
concluded that commonalties fosteteq by drug and alcohol vuse may be social
necessities in maintainin; the small group structure. 'mey also found that
soldiers leaving the command prematurely were mrt significantly different from
the general population in terms of demogcaphics. However, both Ingraham and
Manning were startled with their lack of attachment to buddies, their lack of
identification with their unit and their lack of involvement with their
jove.18 |

The studies conducted by Ingraham and Manning in Germany certainly added
credence for building cohesion in the Army, less alane the improvement of the
Army as an institutiton fully capable cf accomplishing its missiq;'

Another factor which contributed to the growing wave. of support to build

| cohesion was the personnel turbulence resulting from the end of the Vietnam

19

War, to include the end of the draft and the start of the volunteer Army.
The realization that a smaller, nondraft Army with its implicit ‘need for
retention favored a highly cohesive force capable of accomplishing its mis-

sion. Furthermore, with the advent of peace came a decrease in defense ‘dol-
lars and other resources which added impetus to search for and implement other

combat multipliers because clearly, modern eqdipumt alone would not be enough
for an Army to survive and win on the highly lethal modern battlefield.??
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The US Anny has had experience building cohesion in the past, with pro~
grams that were tied primarily to manning and sustaining its forces and moving
units. For one reason or another, all of these programs were overcome by lack
of resources, changes in structure, inefficiency or because it was just too

- difficult to do.

Units that were formed and fought in World War IT enjoyed cohesion.  The
majority of soldiers in that war served continuously in the same regiments
theyjoimdmdfwghtwith until themdctthewar. Those veterzns who were
able to survive the war sghare immenae pt:l.de in those experier.ces with their
comradea—i.n—ams.zl One nee«h only to be a casual cbeerver at a reunion of
‘veterans of a regiment or division that fought in World War 1I to feel the
txemendom outpouring of warmth, t:ien&hip. bonding and esptit that exist
among its members. They ha3 cohesion. ‘

In the Korean conflict however, soldiers earned points fot t:he mnnber of
days they were exposed to enemy fire, Once an individual soldier accumulated

‘thefixcdnnnberotmrypoints. he was allowed to go home.22 Thig

Eystem severely impacted on personnel stability, destroyed whatever: bonding had

occurred between members of a unit and consequently dognded m:lt bohesicn. "

After the Korean War, the Acmy tried a unit replacement system where
Oowpany through divilim-aized units rotated between the cantimm United
States and mtope. "Gyroscope” was implemented to improve morale. increase
combat effectiveness of wnits and reduce the cost of support and facilities.~3

Unfortunately, “Gyroscope” did not prodm the expacted cost savings nor

were the expected mprovema\ts in readimn achieved, Dupite enjoying suc-

cess in movmg mit.a at. the battalim and teqimtal level through this
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program, "Gyroscope" was concluded as being too complicated and expensive
especially at the division. level.24
. In the 19%8@'s, the Ammy expanded rapidly during the Vietnam War because
of its large-scale commitment. A cae year twur policy was established that
resulted in an infusion process to distribute individual soldiers among the
umnits to avoid mass rotations one year after the unit had arrived in combat.25
This system resulted in personnel turbulence and instability which
degraded cohesion. In addition, the majority of the commanders from company
to brigade level retained their commands for only six months or half of their
tour, which further exasperated stability and cohesion in combat units.
Lieutenant General Elton asctibed other grograms that have been tried by
the Army to man and sustain the force and presumably to provide for cohesive
units in his article, "Cohesion and Unit Pride Aims of New Manning System,"
which appeared in the 1984-85 Green Book of Army.
Other approaches—fron the "Depot Battalion" (1899-1912) to
' the "Platoon Experiment® (1953-1955) to "Long Thrust's”
rotation of three battle groups to Europe (1962-1963)—all
shared common threads with "Gyroscope.” They were limited
' experiments, had no long-range goals or analytic base and,
- most important, depended on 52; existing personnel replace-
ment system for sustainment. : ,
In the 1970's, the Army tried brigade level unit rotations between CONUS
and West Germany. “Brigade 75" and "76" were ptogrammed for aix month qclee.
however they eventually resulted in pernamnt deployments due to the m:m-

lence, and st:as expetiemed I:y their parent div:uiau in oans.z"

Inaddiuattothcptogrmdsig\edtommdminthefacemdat
th. same time p:ovide for wnit mu. other initutivu were tried by the
Army which were also clearly designed to build wnit cohesion. These initia-

tives also failed, primarily because of the bureaucracy in our penonnel‘ ,




management system which was geared to individual replacements and because of
the tampering by the higher headquarters that gained the wnits.

Colonel Dandridge (Mike) Malone's article, "Dear Army: You've Got Your-
Self a Real Winner®, in the September 1984 issue of ATy gave three examples

of initiatiyes that attempted to build cohesive wnits.

Malone pointed cut in his article an initiative that took place in the
late 1950's to build a cohegive brigade. The "Battle Group® concept started
with an officer and NOD cacre and was filled with rec:uits.} The entire wunit
then trained together in basic training, advanced individual training, basic
Wit training and advanced wnit training. This entire process took a year
with no turnover of persannel allowing unit cohesion to flourish. Unfortu-
nately, aithoush achieving a very high degree of cohesion, when the Battle
Group was deployed overseas, personnel were inadvertently reassigned to f£ill
personnel shcrtages in the division to which it was asgigned. Eventually,
within thtee months, the fiber of the Battle Group was wenkenedand as Malone
pointed out, * ... within a total of about six months after it arrived, it
was just ancther fat, lazy, dead-eyed cutfit.*28

The second example in Malone's article to form a cobesive tnit took place
in the early 1960's with the formation of “Davy Crockett® platoons. The "Davy
érockett' was a weapons m designed to provide tactical mclent fire
 support. smnutounaatuoempm the entire "Davy Crockett®
platoanmkqxtogather. t:a.tnad. mudaﬂmimdmtogcthu—-
speciauyduigmteduuuzmked,tom the weapons system. These platoons
enjoyed high espeit de corps and cobesion. | Unfortunately, like the experience
of the Battle Group, the Davy Crockett® platoons were 2'so split up and

shortly dinolved. locing all the cohesion that had heen mly built into
29
it.

19



The third failure to form cohesive units cited by Malone occurred in the

mid-1978's when the Army formed cohesive tank crews. .This initiative was
undertaken to provide trained cohesive tank crews to man to new M60A2 main
battle tank. The concept called for selecting and forming a complete tank crew
at Fort Knox, Kentucky, trained on the nsw M60A2. Upon completion of their
training, they would deploy together to Germany where they would pick up the;r
new tank arriving from Detroit. The crew would then serve tbgether with their
tank for ‘the entire period of their tour in Germany. Unfortunately, the tank
production lines in Detroit bogged down and crews trained and cohesed were
soon eplit up and used as individual replacements.’?

Inamatim. theAmyhashadaveuthduperiminattempungto
build cohesion ir its units. In nearly every situation, improved morale was
evident with the wnits selected to pu:ticipte in mit mvemem:s. sudiers
. stayed together longer and were able to develop a positive selt-imge and
identity with their wnit. In a@itiat. it was found that battalion and tegi;
mental size rotations were workable which resulted in cohesive units.

On the other hand, the failing of earlier attempts to build and sustain
cohesion in the Army provided valuable '1eucm' that st be considered and
fixed in any future c:dqgvg;g. First of an. the permul mgemmt system
of thekwnmbenutedtotulyamttﬂnmtd units rather than
individuals. Second. any lystem that will re-ult in the stability of person-
nel in units that vm rotate with units oveueu had to be fu.uy mppozt:able
mﬁnbanumttzmtmcinhothmmmginmgmrmmm
Finally, a feasible approach to manning the units had to be eqtablishe&n




In 1981, the Army decided on a fresh approach to manning and sustaining
its forces. Cogmzant of its own mut-based manning experiences to include
the turbulent events of the 1970's as vell as the lessan of history on the
benefits of cohesive units, the Army decided to alter its traditional reliance
on the individual replacement system and begin careful implementation of a New
Mamning System.32 | L | |
The New Manning System (NMS) consists of COHORT and the US Army Regimen-
tal Systen. The Cohesion, Operational Readiness and Training (COHCRT) tnit
- Movement system on cne hand, was designed to tighten cohesion in the Ammy
tnrough unit movements, as opposed to the individual replacement system. On:
the other hand, the US Army Regimental System would wnify our soldiers and
. their battalions in stable regiments in which they will be :*{liated
throughout their careers.33 | |
LTG Elton described the benefits of the system as such:
Each of the system's two parts could stand alone; they are
not mutually dependent. But when applied together, they
are a complementary and reinforcing approach to building,
and then sustaining, a more stable fighting force.
Together they will cut down on personnel turbulence, foster
Cf Cogechernesss sopcit onc bl i e e ense
CCHORT begins when soldiers enlist under the US Army Regimental/COHORT
* enlistment option. These recruits undergo their initial _én::y training (IET)
together and m.mnpletion are assigned to a COHORT unit where they join
their chain of command. They are stabalized and mnng‘eg:eu asa
company size unit. The COHORT 'nfc cycle of three years starts in CONUS where
,thcoﬁ:panytrqins@tomtdzeétivm Movement as a unit to an
‘Overseas station cccurs at the 18-nnth point for long tour locatiins, like
 West Germany and Italy, or at the 24-month point for short tour areas like

12




Korea. Upon completion of the 36 month enlistment option, its soldiers and
cadre membets‘ either separate from the Army or are reassigned as individual

replacements.

The results of the COHORT system have been spectacular based on the
fourteéen COHORT companies who have completed their life cycles. For example,
strong horizontal bonding among recruits existeddn:iné IET. This strong
banding is expected to continue throughout the life cycle of three years
because these soldiers will be kept together in the same wunit. On the other
hand, vertical bcading o the relationship between the soldiers and their
chain of command has not neen as high but is equal to non-COHORT units.35

_In addition, the main objective of CORRT, to keep soldiers and their
leaders stablized longer in the same wunit, was achieved. COHORT units in
mmjoyedaﬂpumimraseinmﬂntymrtheitsmﬂatm'
counterparts. Furthermore, oversess COHORT units surpassed similar non-COHORT
units with a 74 percent increase in the stability rate.36

Moreover, in skill qualification test scores, the armor COHORT units had
an 18 and 4 percent higher pass rate in common and armor tasks respectively,
over their similar nun-COHORT wnits. In addition, the artillery COHORT units
macoudunumpmuylzmmmum‘nmmﬁm
ﬁoldatt:lnetymn. Furthermore, reenlistment rates between ODHORT and
mmumwxm@mm.mmumumm,
more reenlistments than non—COHORT units.37 |
~ In.short, 'COHORT soldiers. are moce competitive, possess strong fﬁn.t:ly
- foelings in their units, have lower attrition utu-u-t:mgmumm
" bonding, CORORT units, like euu units, have a pumv. self-imege and their -
ndmogialtm‘tgchctrmlyMgh 8ix of eight battalion

13




commanders considered the QDHORT units the best in their battalions. They had
‘cohesiaon,38

| ‘MWiMaungotﬂnmmmmmmdisprmmg
stable, cohesive units. However, it does not by itself provide for soldiers
to align their allegiance to and sense of belonging with their wnits over the
long term. The US Army Regimental System was designed to provide the other
legctﬁmeuevmmmmmmmnhgmudesired. ,

Under the present individual replacement system, soldiers switch their
a.lleg:lance to battalions, regiments and divisions each time they change sta-
tions. Associations with units are by chame and short-1ived depending on
tour length pricr to reassignment and another permanent change of station.

‘The regimental system will provide the soldier with an affiliation to one
regiment in order to allow him a continuous association or identification
throughout his career.3?

- The regiment will aerveasabuefot agtwpdngcfbamlimcfthe
same kind with compatible missions, organizations and weapons systems. A
soldier aff:uiated with the regiment wul serve in one of its battalions
whqnve:heumigudtoabattaum Requirement for m:lgmnents such as
POIC, recruiting, dr:l.ll sergeant, bcig«h and division staff duty will result |
in a temporary break in the soldier's association with the regiment., However,
when the soldier hmig\edhacktoabttanmfcrdxty. 1tw111bew1thme'
of the battalions of the regiment with which he vas originally affiliated.? |

ﬂnregimlmthm. ptwi&lanldiuapmtmitidmtiﬁ- '
cation thzoughout hil career. He will be able to identifty with the rich
hecitage of his regiment going back to its formation be it the Revolutionary
War or Civil War. Purthermore, it is conceivable that he will alwvays serv‘é
' with other soldiers with whom he has served before because they will always be

N
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assigned to battalions belonging to the same regiment. The soldier will be
able to learn the history of his regiment, identify with the glory of its
battle s’cx:eamer,s its colors, its motto, insignia and combat honors.
The New Manning System provides for unit stability and a sense of belong-

ing among soldiers. I£ attempts to capitaliie on the powerful combat multi-
plier aE cohesion and well-bonded units, fostering a sense of pride, esprit de
corpe ard professionalism, ' |

~ However, the New Manning System is proceeding cautiously, and with good o
reason, given the shaky experiemes of previous atianpts at unit~based manning '
initiatives. The process, which is deliberate, 1; expected to take two to
three more years. E\raluatims will be cmtinpws.‘u
" Furthermore, competing major initiatives in the Army like "Civision 86%
the Light Infantry Division and force modernization dictates caution so the
benefits already realized frop the NMS will not be lost or' overcome by equally
important initiatives to make'our Army better. Consequently, NMS affects a
deliberately limited number of units with the majority of Army units yet to be
influenced or affected by its cohesion building properties.d2 The steady-
state of the New Manning System is not yet in sight.

CONESION: WHAT IS IT2
Therefore, those wiits and especially combat arms wnits, not affected by
the 1S, should not wait for NMS but, begin inmediately to do all that they
can & to build cohesion now. Suffice to say on the micface it somnds easy
but on deeper reflection it's one of those taskers that could easily be placed
in the "too hard to do box”. What is cohesion? i

, cohesion is defined in webste:'s Dictiomry as the act, qmlity or state
of cohering. a sticking togethet. wheteu cohere ig defined: to hold
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together firmly, solidly, stickily, with resistance to separation.43 These
formal definitions of the term are basic to our wnderstanding of what cohesion
means but to be fully useable, it should be defined or transformed into
useable militaiy terms,

Drawing on Ingraham and Manning again, they differentiate between cohe-
sion, morale and esprit as: ‘

The family of concepts—cohesion, morale, esprit—springs
from different intellectual traditions and refers to
different levels of analysis. Cohesion, as a descriptor of

. primary groups, derives from social psychology, whereas '
morale and esprit trace their roots to sociology and mili-
tary history. ' ‘

« + o we prefer 'individual morale' to refer to the indivi-
dual level of analysis as a psychological state of mind

characterized by a sense of well-being based on confidence
in the self and in primary groups. ‘Cohesion' in contrast,

we consider a property of primary grou;f and, therefore
belmgstotheg:wplevelofamlysia.‘ : ’

In other words, when we use the terms cohesion, morale and esprit, we are

really dealing with different levels of reference. Ind.i.vidml‘morale applies
~ to the individual soldiers self—cmceptcfhimselfmdthecmﬁdememathe

Places in the primary group of which he is a member. Cohesior: applies to
Primary groups or face-to-face relationships or even more appropriately, in
military parlance, to the tank crew, fire team, gun crew or squad and maybe

. the platocon. Qphesim represents the feéunq of belonq,ing with a smal; group

that results in "Wwe" as opposed to "them.” Therefare, cohesive groupe would

include mutual affection, interdependence, trust and loyalty to others in the

small group, as some of its characteristics. These characteristics should

apply ideally, in the formal setting us well as the informal off~duty environ-
Ingraham and Manning clarify esprit:

Esprit is generally reserved for large collectives above
the face-to-fact interaction, also characterized by pride
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in group membership, Iﬁ: especially by unity of purpose and
devotion to the cause. ‘

Mssuming the validity of Ingraham and Manning's description of esprit,
the company, battery or troop is where esprit first surfaces. It is applica- '
ble and relevant when referring to the battalion, brigade, regiment and divi-
sion which provides "purpose” or direction and mission. o

A discussion on the semantics of the ‘terms and the intellectual disci-
plines from wh.j.ch they surface is not appropriate for the problem that is '
being confronted here. The impcrtant distinction that should be made is that
when the terms are, used it is best to keep these levels of applicaticn con- |
ceptually distinct even though they tend to overlap.

_ The task is determining how these terms relate to each level in order to
obtain an effective military f;:tce. Ingraham and Manning state that two
contrasting models exist but that neither is totally adequate or predictive,
but that it is the state of our knowledge at present. |

The first model assumes a catalytic event (Pearl Harbor) where witb
minimum levels of bonding and primary group develcpment, the entire Army at
all levels are fuzed collectively by unity of purpose and esprit.47 'nus
model is shinned by the authors because it saves time and there is nothing to

'a:mtuﬂzéevaii;oocurs.

The second model an the other hand provides a scenario that is understand-
dab;e,' workable and relevant to our purposes of building military cchesion and
understanding the relationship of the terms morale, cohesion and espxit.

The second model assumes a building block analogy whereby A
individuals bond to buddies which then assemble into pri~
mary groups which, in turn, get welded into compenies,
battalions, brigades and divisions with esprit. Morale,

, cohesion and esprit can be 1linked to one another if 'group’
is not restricted solely tr the work group and if recogni-
tion is accorded the fact individuals are members of sev-
eral different groups simultaneously.48 . .
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In other words, the first step in the process of building cohesive wnits

. starts with the face-to-face relationships of two soldiers becoming buddies or
pals and friends. The relationship might involve three soldiers or even four
but more than likely, two. Their common interest might be in fast cars,
fishing, weight lifting or music. This relationship between buddies becomes
the primary group.

| Progressively, but more importantly, the members of these ptimfy groups
shouldmkeupatankcrew, fireteamorataminimum, be assigned to thesame
squad and platoon. Primary groupe then form the platoon and progressively the
company where esprit first surfaces. The individual soldier is by virtue of
his membership in the organization, a member of each progressive level of the
larger organization, from tank crew, to platom. to company, to battalion,
brigade and division. . ,

In addition, Ingraham and Manning used the link-pin concept of Rensis
Likert, which postulates that supervisors occupy positions in a heiraichy
between levels and at the same time are also members of small face-to-face ,
work groupe.3? These primary groupe of supervisors share similar purposes' and
goals for the larger group or collective, where esprit is present to a degreej‘
and where interaction takes place that is. sometimes negative and sometimes
positive, 50 | | . _

In ot:het wor&. it is possible to have cohesive ptimaty work groups such

as (ohesive squad or platoon lezders, cohesive company or battalion command-
'e:s, and cohesive battalicn. brigade and division sl:affa. The members of
these primary work groups interact with other p:imary wark groups and their
memberc at their own level in the hierarchy of the arganization, but also with
other menbers of the primary work group at several'ievel's above them. Ideally,
the individial members of the various primary work groups will share similar
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interests outside of the formal military. env:.tonment, like the PTA, church,
gourmet club or Army Youth Actxvity.
Thus, it is possible for espnt to be transmitted and
distributed throughout a sizeat .e collective made up of
many primary groups that are not coextensive in their
memberships, but are linked to one another embers who
occupy link-pin positions in several groups.

The important point that should be mafe here is that although the link-
pin concept is valid because the Army is b-.tilt on an ascending heirarchy of
units, those individuals that hold link-pin yositions are also key to foster-
ing ind:.vidml morale, cohesion and espnt. The degree ocE vertical bonding
that is established by members of the var:lcws primary work groups impacts
significantly on the larget mit's qsprit. These individuals must believe in
- the goals and purposes of the 1a£gex collective. Ideally, their relationships -
with other members in their primary work group as well as their comterparta
at the next higher level are positive. cooperative and supportive.

As an example, negative relat:.mshxpd between a battalion staff and their
brigade gtaff impacts in'a negative manner on the morale of the battalion and
has some dischling effects on the brigade collectively, Similarly, a division
G4 who is not supportive of the needs of the S4 in the brigades and battalions
of the division, creates mistrust, lack of confidence and fosters a relation
‘ship which lacks internal. cohereme and discipline which degrades esptit and
cohesion.

. Chtheother hang, a division @3 can hﬂependentlyconductc' “raining
' Meetings with the S3 office:s ftom the btigades and battalions, to equitably
distrih:tethetrainingareasmaninstanatimmdtosharethemmmnder'
trainingcomems. Becmusethisfor\mtobuildtrustamcmﬁdmce
between individuals who hold 'link-pin' positims in the utganization's train-

ing aieraxchy who shate similar goals and va.lur:s; that of good, effective




training. Furthermcre, if the G3 steers the discussions at these ineetings to
create a ccoperative, supportive and positive atmosphere, he fosters indivi-
dual morale, primary group cchesion and esprit within the division's training
comunity.

Therefore, face-to-face relationships which form primary groups are key
to establishing cohesion in small units like squads, tank crews and fire
teams. Furthermore, individual morale and esprit are enhanced when individual
members of primary work groups establish their own cohesion and interact in a
positive, supportive and cooperative manner in their relationships with mem-
bers from other similar primary work groups in the organization's hierarchy.

In the case of stable collectives or large organizations,
cohesive primary groups are crucial for maintenance ‘and
functioning. They provide the social referent in which
individual morale is anchored and the medium through which
esprit is transmitted. The fimal goal is esprit; we cannot
get there from here, though, without passing through cohe~
sion! Res.arch suggests that cohesiveness is an emergent
property of groups that results from sustained formal and

informal interactions, that it reg& on common exparience,
shared symbols and shared values.

COHESTON: HOW T0 DO IT
Baving discussed what cohesion is p,::,v'ide_S a frame of reference in
attempting to build cohesion. ‘E'urtherr;;o;e, the encouraging tésults of the New

Manning System is already paying ividends in cohesion building, especially
COHORT which provides for persomel stability, albeit for a small percentage

of the total active force. In addition, our Armr's experience in mdving units

and manning as well as sustaining the force has provided valuahle lessans
which should‘ not have to be relearned again. Moreover, military historians,
psychologists, sociologists and military scholars have amply recorded the

importance of cohesion to the military.
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Building a formula for cohesion then, can be very complex if all the
components previously cited are included in thek equation. The appiicaticn of '
the formula will also be challenging if the wnit for which it is being built
is as dynamic as all active duty units are prone to be in the Army.

Therefore, in simplifying the process three key and very major components
are proposed, which in an umbrella-like manner, should cover the subject
adéqmtely, and‘ptodwe it cohesion. Including more components or factors
will clutter the formula and distract from its intended purpose. Active duty

~ units have a full plate that is overflowing without adding more food to v)ha_t

already cannot be consumed. The three components, reduced to their simplest
forms, are stability, stress and success. '

Stability |

The French military writer, Ardant du Pia;, gave some perspective to the
first component in the formula for building cohesion when he said of stabil-
ity, "A wise organization (or leader) ensures that the petsomei of combat
groups changes as little as possible, go that comrades in peacetime maneu_\'rers
shall be comrades in war.”53| In other words, stability of personnel is para-
mount to building cohesion. Without stability of personnel, face-to-face

' relationships will be ineff ive and will not result in the bonding that
~ leads to the establishment of primary groups where trust, confidence and

loyalty is sc.ongest. Mox , although very important in the tank crew,

| fire team and squad, the ility of members in primary work gtdupi such as

the battalion ahd brigade staff is equally important in order to establish
vertical bonding which leads| to esprit. |

The Army's individual replacement system will always cause personnel
turbulence in non-COHORT wnits. However, commanders who continually reassign

ibordimte leaders and soldiers to ditferépt’ jobs also add to personnel
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turbulence. A worthy goal is to assign a soldier to cne job that he will have
mtilheleavesthemitorispromotedo(tofttat'positim

In addition, a newly assigned sergeant shouid be assigned to one squad
and remain in that squad until he leaves the wnit or is promoted. Commanders
wbomvemestablisbedtmmcross—levelﬁ:emitoctophcehimina

"softer” job as a reward fcrgoodaervicedest:qrthebm&ofrespect ttust

and confidence that the NID has built over time witt. hig soldiers,

Moreover, lieutenants should be assicned to one positicn and stabilized

& . for a minimum of 18 months, if not for their entire tour with the wit. The

i mtimtratalieutemnthasboleadaphtom.ﬂmsemasacmnpmyexear

tive officer and hold a position as an assistant primary battalion staff

offimaspecmmatomleadetmmhiaﬁrstbw:cfdltybogain
experimceisavorthygoalmlyfcttheueutmnt. However, itisnot
ccndxcivetotemnmndingormaintdningovuthelmgtem thegluethat
baxhdnaaldie:tohislendetwithcmﬁhee. trust and respect.
Similarly, company commanders lhmldle:vein their position for a mini-
mctlsmthb'mdideanyfotzlwm“mdurJemnycomﬂemmre
frequently, will signal a dangercus message that the officer will have only
‘- ne chance to do everything right the first time. Fotentially, this will
| . ammmummmummmmmwmm
' soldiers with him, ,

' mmqmmmmmnmmmmuly,-mﬁtym
Acwmannawmmmmmitytom Consequently, those
officers who are waiting on the staff fwmumdmmtaell themelvuasgood

o o candidates for cowmand and aggressively seek camand vherever the opportunity

presents .ltselt within his pntent bnttalicn. or elsewhere, ‘Moreover, ineffec-
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tive commanders should be removed from the position early. Cohesion cannot

. flourish under poor leadership.

In addition to stability of the perscnnel in a wnit, the component of
stability applies across the entire spectrum of vihat the unit does. There
should be a cdnsistency in the way tre wmit operates which approaches a steady °
state of being predictable. In other words, the unit should have consistent
standards, systems, procedures and a methodicalness in its operations where

* its members are fully knowlegable of how the wmit operates from day-to-day.

Therefore, a standard operating procedure (SOP) that is concise, and
workable with understandable standards for everything that the unit does is
mandatory. The SOP should be written and available to all the members of the
unit, not just the leaders. Moreover, a SOP is mandatory because perscnnel

" turbulence will always exist for non-COBORT units, where new members will join

the unit on a weekly basis. Every leader and soldier that joins the unit
should be taught the SOP as one of the major sgepstobeaccomplid:eddaxing
inprocessing. The goal is to have every soldier in the wnit serve his entire
tour with the wnit using the same SOP and being fully knowledgeable of how the
SOP applies to him and the accomplishment of his individual job.'

In essence, miutlutdumqeu'uwaymeymtraimngaminte

' pance or operations in the field every other month, create turbulenee. The
~ organization is by its very nature already complex with many variables and

competing priorities. The unit that resists change for change sake will allow
1&_mheu to be more knowledgeable, comfoctable and confident in the wnit and
its leaders. As experience and maturity is gained by individual soldiers '
because of stability in wnit ogeratibns. the unit will also mature, solidify -
and the accomplishment of tasks will become routine. Moreover, the unit's.
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standards, goals, and values will be understood by all its members because of
consistency and stability of operations.

~The SOP should not be interpreted as an obstacle to individual initiative
or implementing a ciearly more efficient procedure in performing maintenance
o field cperat;om. There is always room for change provided change results
in efficient,y and mproved combat readmess. However, leaders should be |
cautious in accepting change and carefully analyze the impact that change will

have on the units operational stability. Change must be implemented deliber-

ately, - md leachts should clearly commmiate to their soldiers why it is
being done. ‘

Having stabalized leaders and soldiers in'theie positions and conducting
operations in a consistent, routine and reqular manner, leaders should look
for frequent cpportmidee to bond soldiers in their primary work groups. The
literature available in our Anuy on leadership and training is replete with
exampleeot howﬂxiscanbeaccompum minpothtpointlnreisto
employ primary work groups such as crews, fire teams and squads in accomplish-
ing tasks rather than individuals or a detail of "Hey you,® soldiers. The
goalie;optwildenmwopportmiuesaaetﬂngsespossiblefotme
members of a peimary work 'group to share a common expe::lmee thet ideally

applies to the accomplishment of the primary work group's mission.

In garrison toc enmple, eoldiers should be biueted by lquad, crew or
section, mzthemote, gnzddutyﬂmldbemigmdboaqmduﬂmtmeed
on the Pirst chemt’- auty roster. ‘In addition, au details ehou.ld be
assigned to Crews or fire teams and not apportioned out: to the privates in the
company., m leaders of the primary mkmmndbegivmthemiuim
forawomplhh.ingttntukwtthhhmbo:dimm Be should be placed in

'_ charge. Likewise maintenance ‘should be conducted utilizing the entire squsd,
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Moreover, post support details should be accomplished by unit even though a

el
_;:‘ particular task might not require an mti;e tank crew of four or a squad of
> nine soldiers. ,
‘..;: | In other words, in the conduct of day-to-day military operations, leaders
.’; | should always avoid breaking up primary work groups to accomplish any task.
b Throughout the day, the crew, sguad or platoon should be together doing what-
?‘k 3 ever needs to be done. Moreover, leaders should discourage appointments or
ks . absences by members of the primary wock group and instead set aside an after-
:":5 | noon every other week for appointments or time for soldiers to take care of
‘ - Ipermlmsxmssmacasetycasebasis. ‘
,‘:' , ~ Stability as a factor in the equation for building cohesion not only
3 applies to the formal military side of a wnit's activities and functions, it
v} also has application and is equally important to the informal, off-duty activ-
ij ities of soldiers and their families. |
| #  Paceto-face relationships that evolve into buddies and increased bonding
o are enhanced in the informal envircament. The settings where soldiers can
‘% mto@nrwldiets‘aﬂbemﬁiaﬁundmmmmtermwm
during the off-duty hours. Imovative leaders who successfully create the
.;:,E ‘ envirmmt for these rehtimdtipu to occur enhance cohesion. Moreover, it
“ is 1deal to have' settings where soldiers of the unit can interact irrespective
i of rank or the formal superioc/subccdinate relat{enships in the rank struc-
| ‘.:% . ture. , B | .
:,‘ ‘. Intramural q:om requiring athletic teams provide an example where teams
‘Q'i can be organized under unit affiliations and where a private might outperform
"v’;: hisnrgeantmdteadshimaﬂxmgcttwo.s“ In the process, they will come
. } eokmwad:ot.he:buidutbeirto:m military association in the unit.
~ .

' Simuarly, the wmit can adopt an otﬁmge. sponsot a dspendent youth athletic

1
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team or take ad\ intage of the recreation services fishing trip which again
provides settings for increased interpersonal relationships. Furthermore, if
the company comnander elects to provide compensatory time for the company but

- cannot allow the entire unit to be gone at the same time, squads and crews or
Platoons should be given compensatory time together In short, the goal is to
encourage soldiersofprimtywctk grwpstostaytogethe:andplaytogeﬂxet
during off-duty hours. The more settings by which soldiers can weave the net |
‘of interpersonal relaticnships together more tightly the cloeer the wnit is to
cohesion.

Ingraham and Manning suggested that post commanders consider assigning
family quarters by unit to enhance the informal face-to-face telaticnshipe
between soldiers as well as families.55 Although beyond the capability of
mn unit leaders to influence where soldiers and their families reside, they
can create an environment thatbuﬂsﬂ:eaoldieraﬂhiaﬁmuybothemit
and other family groups in the unit.

For example, a wnit sponsored Easter Bgg Bunt, Halloween Party or
Christmas Party for the children will automatically involve families of sol-
diers. In addition, leaders will be wise to involve single soldiers in help-
ingtoorgmizéuﬂcuﬂactmmttyactiviuu. 'meparticipationct single
soldiers in acu.vitiu invelving famnies of soldiers in the unit results in
the mit_ being an extension of the family ctmcture_ for the single soldier.

Furthernore, the init can sponsor, A Day vith Dad Day,* and organize a
tour of the unit's facilities by platoons. In this vay, family members of the
same platoon will visit the motor pool, dining facility and barracks with
other family 8 of the platoon where face-to-£ace ot family-to-family
relaticnships  the opportunity to surface. Single aoldieul should be
members of ¢ touring group to meet and get acjuainted with family members.
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The familiar arganizational day pionic prwid;as an excellent opportunity
for face-to-fact reiationships to occur between soldiers as well as with
family members. All events should be based on the crew, squad or platoon's
ability to pull a truck, tug-a~-rope, pit&x a tent or win a race. Organi‘zingv
the events for crews, sections, aquach and platoons, rather than individuals
provides for neaningful experiencu to take place between members of the
Primary work group in an informal setting.

Moreover, a separate category should be established for family membérs. -
Instead of the familiar three-legged race with a husband and wife team, the
same event can be organized 1nto a two couple, five-legged race that will
enhance face-to-face relaticnships among family members from the same platoon
or company. The potatoe and spoon race can be conducted with an all wives
team, again providing an cprortunity for face-to-face interaction and bonding.

The same can occur for the potato-sack race.

The goal is to involve family members in the activities of the wit.
I-‘anﬁly members who are made to feel a patt of the wnit and its activities
result in service memburs who are more committed to the wnit, 1ts leaders and
its goals. The opgo:tmities to involve family members in the activities of a
nilitaty mit are numerous and can include cookie sales, pimica. family day

' in the £11d, welcome home from field parades, an awards review, a specialty

night at thedirmmgfacilitymde\mcluau for fam.uy membersm(‘.ﬂnand
Pirst Aid by mit medics.

In mtim. the component of mbuity in tho formula for building

cdmimamueaactouthomuumdﬂnmitmdm iumembets.

It requires perscnnel to be stabilized in their jobs. It involves the formal
military functions of the unit in performing its mission on a day-to-day basis
1namintmtmd¢ahlc manner. It appliu'equhllytomotf-mwm
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informal activities that a unit commander can devise to provide settings for
interpersonal relationships to flourish. Having p:ovided for face-to-face
relatimships to occur, which results in buddies and friends eventually leads
tobmd:l.ngmdemzancedmit cohesion. From the frequent interaction of its
members sharing common experiences, group norms and standards emerge, éccompa-
nied by feelings of loyalty, trust and commitment to the wnit, other group
members and their leaders. | |

 Stress

The second component in the formula for building cohesion is alluded to
intknwritingsofﬂausewitzuhdeec:ibedthemilituyvirmsofm army
and what he called military spirit.

There are only two sources for this spirit.... The
first is a series of victorious wars; the second, frequent
exertimsofﬂaehmytothemmostlimitsofitsstr
Nothing else will show a soldier the full extent of his
capacities. The more a general is accustomed to place
heavy demands on his soldiers, the more he can depend on
- their response. A soldier is just as proud of the hardships

hehaswercomasofﬂiedangershehasfaced. In short,

the seed will gtowguy in the s0il of constant activity
and exertion. . .

Clausewitz went on to say that. the milita:y spirit can be created only in
war, However, the dunenge conftmting our Army is to build cohesion. or .

' Clausewitz' military spit:lt. in peace in order to have the benefits of wmit

cohesim and esprit befcte the ﬁ:st sghot is fired in war. ,
’n'ereftxe. the second compment in the fomuh for building cohesion is

called stress. Stress appnes to the realiltic. naningtul and strenuous

manner in which we train our soldiers to accomplish their m:lnicns in war. 1t

alao applies to t.hc significant, emotional experiences leadeu can provide for
members within primary work gtoupl.
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In other words, leaders should devise their training programs to provide
their soldiers increasingly tough and challengmg experiences that approach as

- near as possible the conditions they will face under combat together. As

soldiers undergo the training and improve their skills and accomplish the
traihing objectives, they gain confidence as a group. Eventually, strong

. bonds of mutual respect, trust and caring evolve among unit members. In

additim, ‘communications among members of the ptinﬁty group improve which
further binds them to each other mentally and wmlly. Moreover, as the
primary group ga.i.ns confidence and improves its proficiency, it also improves

'it,s interaction and communications with other primary groups. This in turn,

enhances horizontal cohesion as well as its vertical cohesion with leaders and
higher levels in the hierachy of the larger unit.
| mepointthatmtbemdeatthisjmgtute'isthattheuainingéur

v ducted must be related to the unit's combat mission. As General George S.
‘Patton, Jr. said, ?factice those things in peacetime that you 1ntend' to do in

war.57 For example, training soldiers in an armor unit in white water raft-
ing may be fun for the soldiers but it iz not a function or combat mission for
tankers, Likewise, an artillery umit &at schedules rapelling for its sol-
diers is not making good use of the waliable time that is‘availa.b_le for

‘t‘tai.ning nor does it apply to the unit's cmni:at mission.

Furthermore, leaders should be innovative and provide for stress in all

'the elemeénts that make up the unit. For example, an infantry battalion that

conducts field training that involves force on force maneuvers, but allows the
medics to stand by for an actual casualty to occur is.not stressing the

medical platoon. Moreover, if the SI section is involved in the training but '

is not receiving casualty feeder reporis or conducting repheemmt, operations,. |
then the replacement and accomtabnityvof personnel syst is not being
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stressed or trained. In other words, training should be integrated and
invqlve every element that is participating or available for training.

In addition, when the element of stress is applied properly, it mandates
that every member of the wnit clearly understands what is expected. Unit
members should be told before the start of training what the standards are for
successful completion of the training., Furthermore, an explanation of why the
conditions are as rigorous and demanding as leaders have devised the training
is necessary. Soldiers who are told what is to take Place are not surprised
or misled and will perform in a manner to achieve ‘the training objective.
'Moreover, soldiers who are consistently informed in peacetime of their mis~
sion, will gain confidence and trust in their leaders whidx enhances vertical
cohesion and has potential benefits in time of war.

General Bruce C. Clarke's advice on training for battle in his paper,
"The Techniques Of Command,” said:

When in battle, units and men will do just what they did on

the last training maneuver. A critique is an essential

element of tggtical training after each wnit of
instruction.

Qur Army has institutianlized the After Action Review (AAR) process in
the conduct of training. It is a valuable and powerful training tool that all

* leaders should implement. Bowever, the component of stress in our formula for

buiiding cohesion has special application in that the After Actiar Review
should be exploited by small unit leaders to inu'ease the bnnds among primry

- groups members as well as the vertical and horizontal cohesion between units.

In of.her words, besides solely conducting an analysis of what hamened
duting a training exercise in order to improve the training, the leader

.conducting the AAR should provide opportunities for subordinate leaders and

soldiers to voice haw they would have condncted tbe same t:aining. Our junior
leaders and soldiers should be placed in the stressful positim of visualizing
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how they would lead a tank aection. vmar.neuver a squad or conduct a combat
patrol. |

The goal is to place our subordinates under stress during the AARR in
order that they may gain confidence and become self-reliant and act indepen-
dently. Providing the opportunity fbt junior members of the unit to contri-
bute to the improvement qf the unit's combat efficiency builds unit confidence
when promising subordinates rise to the challenge and provide workable solu-
tions that shows their knowledge in solving tactical problems. A cohesive
wmit is one where the members recognize that the whole is greater than tﬁe sum
of its parts and that no one is indispensable, not even the commander.>’

'metefote, the appropriate step for leaders to follow after the AR
process is over is to conduct the training event again, but eliminate the
actual leader in the process and allow the subordinate to take charge and
complete the mission.

In short, leaders should strive to develop a well-trained cadre of subor-
dinate leaders, fully capable }of assuming positions of responsibility at the
next higher level in the chain of command. In 80 doing, subordinate mit
leaders who hold link-pin positions will have the opportunity to enhance the
vertical and horizontal cohesion that lead to esprit. In additionm, mit'

members will develop confidence and trust in that their imit will always have
depth in leadership. |

'In sum. the element of stress apphes to conducting mission—related
training that is realistic, meaningful a.nd strenuocus. As General John A.

" Wickham, Jr. said: -

As all of us know from personal experience, good training
bonds units. Training involves shared experiences and
mutual challenges that develup and sustain cohesion.
Training generates confidence in the organization and its
é:‘d"éﬂ which in turn st:engtbens the morale of each sol-
er '
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Success

Having provided for stability and stress in our formizla for building
cohesion in our units, the third and final component that must be added is
success. The component of success in our formula is nothing more than the
timely recognition of achievement, but it also means leaders should Create
situations for success to occur. Pﬁrthermore, in rewarding achievement, the
emphasis should be directed at the primary work group rather than the indivi-
" In other worch, leaders should plan their training to p:ovide for situa-
tmns that result automatically in success and achievement for soldiers of
primary work groups such as Squads, crews, sections and platoons. The conduct
of ARTEP training provides an excellent means tb achieve this end. Whatever
forum is selected. the activities should be all achievable and inasmuch as
possible, provide for parncipation by all of the soldiers in the unit., Fur-
thermore, the events should be stressful, relevant to the combat mission, and
ideally provide for eanpgtitim

As a special yearly event, the conduct of military stakes is a perfect

~ example of leaders creating situations for soldiers to achieve: success.

Events that can be included in military stakes are wide-ranging and numerous.
The common soidier's tasks provide an excellent'mm from which to select
events. The goal is to select or devise tactical training events that are

_ measureable, stressful and achievable by the majority of the soldiers in the
unit, oriented on the squad, crew or section. .
~ General Bruce Clarke. in listing techiques ot commanders in world War

II who he felt were outstanding said, 'I‘hey did not fail to recognize out-
standing results produced by their subordinates. and to publicize them as
apptopziate.'sl
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The element of success can be achieved in several ways from a simple pat-
on-the-back to the awarding of a medal for achievement or meritorious service.
A short, 'but warm, personal and sincerely complimentary note is very &fw
tive. Furthermore, letters of achievement, congratulations and commendation
that are addressed through the recipient's chain of commanZ with distribution
for the soldier's Military Personnel Records Jacket, is another ﬁeclmique that

' is inexpensive and of value militarily. Certificates of Achievement are yet

another way to achieve the sume end.

How recognition is accorded fulfills only part of the requirement for
effective employment of the component of success in our formulé. Recognitisn
should be timely. Instantly where possible, but within a week in any case.
The way in which it is done is equally important. Whenever possible, recogni-
tion should be passed on to soldiers in ﬁublic among family, friends, supe- -
riors, peers and subordinates. Leaders who go out of their way to make the
occasion meaningful contribute to the element of succéss significantly. The
bresencé of a General Officer to make the presentation accompanied by a i:hoto-
grapher, the news media to record the event, and even a band makes the occa-
sion a memorable and cherished day in the life of a deserving soldier. It

. takes special effort, but in the final analysis, the dividends are significant

to individual morale, esprit, ptide and wnit cohes:.cn.

In summation, the element of success involves the ptemeditated act: of
creating ppportmitites for achievement to take place and recognizing that
achievement in a timely manner that is visible to the publié. In addiﬁion.
the ecmponent of success is our formula for eohesim buildmg favots the
tecognition of crews, squads and teams as opposed to individmls to further

cement the bonds thgt create cohesion.




QOHESION: S+ S+ S=C

The formula for building cohesion is a combination of three factors that
interact with -and complement each other. Standing alone, no one factor will
achieve the end. Likewise, emphasizing two components over oné will not
produce thg desired results. Each component must be balanced betause each has
equal weight =~d bearing on the final product. Stability plus stress plus .
success can lead to small unit cohesion.

There are .Iother variables that impact on building cohesion. Clearly, the s
most significant factor is tha*t of iéadetship. Ineffective leadership employ-
ing our formula for building cohesion in a unit will achieve a degree of wnit
cohesion, but no way near the success that effective leadership can bnng to
bear on the problem.

Effective leaders must constantly seek to do what is right and what is
needed in the application of the formula. They must provide focus and direc-
tion. In addition, leaders must devote their energy to executing and workmg
the formula. They cannot have a truly satlsfied feelmg that they have
achieved cohesion over the short term. Effective leade;s rust plan for the
long term and commit themselves for the duration. Furthermore, leaders should
- have very strong feelings -abcut the attainment of umt coheszon. They must
care deeply about ach;evmg the end product.

~ Cohesion in a wnit is characterized by pride, a shared unic- standing of =
common. purpose,- loyalty, mutual trust among members and, most importantly. R
collective confidence in itself.52 | L -
Cohesion has set into a unit when scldiers are eager to talk about their .
unit and their achievements. An observer in hearing distance of soldiers will




E:
:: hear, alot of "we® and "us" and "our."3 Without being asked, soldiers will
§: ‘alk about their leaders, in reverent tones often telling tall tales of

-“ 27.oits that may or may not have happened. The appearance of soldiers will
- v, cistinctively sharp Soldiers will walk around the nit area as if they

% were being marched; Salutes will be criép and greetings will be *hollered

..: out™ despite the distance involved. Nearly every soldier, if asked, wiii know ‘
‘ what is going on and what training events are scheduled for in the months to
E:‘ : come. Jody calls for soldiers marching or running in PT formt;an will be R ‘

2 . | diétiiactively oriented on the wunit, its equipment, present and past unit |

o - heros and even its present leaders. Unit areas will be well maintained,

S equipment lines Qm be straigtt and eyesores will be rare.

3; Unit members when approached with a novel idea for change, will question
8 what is being proposed and say, "I don't think so, we don't need that,” or,

:‘3 “It's not us.,” Soldiers itrespectivé of rank are more cutgoing among other

?: soldiers from other units to talk about what ‘they have accomplished. Soldier:
s will be quick to defend their unit's achievements and leaders when challenged
:::: Crew members will talk about their equipment as if they had souls and feel-

X : ings, Vehicles will be neatly painted with names like "Big St:lck' or ‘mg

Gun" or ‘the driver's home state. |

..;‘;5 A eohesive wnit will be visited by statf officers from higher headquar-
" ters, not for inspections, but just to visit and see what is going on.’ Soldie
,' . from other wiits will ask how they can transfer in and join the wnit. Newly

’ I C ‘- migned officers and NCOs will ask for mignmt to the unit by name. The

post newspaper wi.ll somehow focus on the mit more than others.
mesm,aleaderofamitattanpungtowsuremdmlmtecd\e-
- . }nmwulbotogaugecbjectivelyﬂtetempoothismitbywhathcseesmd
| ‘hears. The feedback systems that he employs can be the staff of€icer or
\mmmmgemtmjuamﬁnmitduplm Whatttnleadetobtaxnsin

AN

35‘




.
¥,

oMM 1

-
PEPRC W

CaN ."n' S
BN

1Ay

2
D
]
3

~
4
..Q
N

-
Al

! | SRALLALA

o,

the feedback must be weighed instimtively against his experience and know-
ledge of what is actually going on in the unit. Other feedback systems
include the families of soldiers, superior commanders and peers.

In addition, the Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officer (OESO) is a .

valuable asset that can be e:hployed to measure cohesion. The OESO will work:

for the commander and provide trends that the commander can focus emphasis on
to maintain and improve unit cohesion. .

The US Army's New Manning System holds promise to man and sustain the
force which will result in cohesive combat units, capitalizing on the powerful
combat multiplier of the human spifit. Its éliberate course is understand-
able based on ttxeArnly'sownex‘z:erim‘mmitbaaemming. In the mean-

‘time, wnits which are not affected by COHORT and the US Army Regimental System

can build cohesion by employing a formula that in an umbrella-like manner,
provides for the key and essential factors that result in enhanced spirit and
morale in units. Stability added to stress, added to success can lead to
cohesive units with concerned and effective leadership. As Clausewitz stated,
"An Army that maintains its cohesion under the most murderous fire; . . . such
an Army is imbued with the true military spirit,"64 |
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