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1. Backgréund

8. This {s ‘ths cthird WRAIR - quarterly feport concerning research
activities in support of the HODA (ODCSPER-DAPE-PSB) New Manning System (NMS)
Field ‘Evaluation. It Coverz WRAIR research activities during the period 16

January through 15 April 1986,

b. This report is designed (1) to provide HODA (and other participating
agencies) with an update of WRATR'S current NMS research activities; (2) to
raise issues that warrant discussion among the agencies involved in the
ovefai.l evaluation; and (3) to forecast some of WRAIR's future MMS research
activities. .

2. CQurrent Activities
A. Soldier Survey (Appendix A)

underway. The finitial analysis of the second wave of data should be canpleted
by the end of the First Quarter of Fys7. The third jteration of the
questionnaire will be adninistered between May ard November 1986.

(2) The overall response rate for the first iteration was 78.3%. The
response rate for the second iteration was 71.0%. Both of these response
fates are the ratio of soldiers in the upit who tock the survey to the number
of soldiers assigned to the unit. These response rates do not reflect the
fact that there were units originally selected tc participate in this study,
which f(or a variety of reasons never received one (or both) of the
questionnaire iterations. This loss of units reduces our ability to
generalize same of our findings. .

. (3) Based on the Qurrent analysis of the full ti:rst iteration data, the
following findings and future issues are of note:

(a) “Soldier will" can be measured. Results showed that "soldier will®
can be reliably measured as:

~Carpany Cambat Confidence -
=Senior Command Confidence
=Small-Unit Command Confidence




~Concerned Leadership
—Sense of Pride .
=Unit Social Climate
~Unit Teamwork

personal well-being, less personal distress, less worzy and mervousness that
interfered with work and required medication, and expressed more
tostayinthelrunit,tostayinuwkmy,mdtom-enustthanthose
soldiers who scored lower o “soldier will.” Soldiers who reported higher
“soldier will" also hag fewer number of ADLs, mumber of days AWOL, ard
- nonjudicial punistments, “Soldier will® scales als: differentizted soldiers
by unit structure (line vs. headquarters), and by wit type (ammor, infantry,
field artillery), -

(€) OCHORT soldiers ang _units fared better on “soldier will® than did
POOCOHORT. CCHORT sol ers consistently scored higher on “soldier will® than
did nonCORMRT soldiers. These differences were the same even when personal,
unit ang camunity characteristics were considered (like age, rank, education,
marital status, type of combat arms unit, living arrangements, OCONUS/O0NUS
gieployuent). In addition, COHORT crpanies had greater "soldier will® than

QOHORT, Light Infantry COHORT, camonly trained OSUT COHORT, and COHORT units
in which personnel were only stabilized), greatest differences were between
the mdre general categories of COHORT and nOnCOHORT. These differences did
RO substantially change when line and headquarters campanies were treated
Separately.

(d) COHORT soldiers showed higher vertical and horizontal cohesion than
did nonCOHORT soldiers. Two scales were ceveloped to measure vertical and
]

hor cohesion.  COHORT soldiers Feported both greater vartical and

(e) What Do Results Mean: Differences in “soldier will" were found
between COHORT and nOnCOHORT soldiers and corpanies. Differances in "soldier
will® are not explained by systematic differences in personal characteristics




nd personnel stabilized, were very similar {n
"soldier wily® than that found in
made between Ccamparable corbat arms

Saveral alternative hypotheses may .explain why personne) stabilized
' ers have greater “soldier wili® than nonCOHORY soldiers: (1)
Personnel Stabilized CCHORT soldiars may expect that they will stay together a
r period of time than ROnCUHORT soldiers, increasing their comitment to

maintain that their military importance lies less with any single test of
statistical significance and father with predictable and repeatable pattsrng
da

(2) £ing “soldier will® Scales. Since the seven "soldier will®
scales are constructed with dif erent numbers of survey items, it is necessary

(a) Overall results show that "soldier will® scale means cluster
around the neutral line., being neither very high nor very low. - Howaver:,.'

Leadership, ocur factor analytic aporoxiation of vertical integration, in fact
has the t relative mean score of the seven scales {43.2), followed by
Unit Social Climate (47.1).

T— e e———






NENCOHORT-0O00NUS respondents in the current data base).

(s) The structure of this exercise and the corresponding graphs in
Appendix B will serve as a prototype for future analyses, both of the baseline
ta .

October and November (1986). A.t: that time ooonus nONCOHORT and the rotating
ONUS (to ConuUs) mmwiub‘addedto:hQMSsmscudysamph.

(2) WRAIR expects to publish {nitial information from the first
iteration Spouse survey data in the next quarterly report.

- (3 Analysis of data frem an earlier COHORT spouse study -is
continuing. An article on the relationship of military life stress and
marital stress with psychological wall-being (across an extended period of a
QOHORT unit's lifecycle) is being prepared and will be released under a
separate cover.




D. Battalion Rotation

(1) During this reporting period a team of WRAIR researchers has been
oollecting interview data in all the oonus rotating battaljons (and their

(2)  Similar interview daca will also be collected after the summer
Totations in both OCONUS and USAREUR. . '

(3) WRATR'S first technical report in FY87 will be devoted to issues
associated with Battalion Rotation. This will include information concerning
both unit (soldier) and family issues. - :

E. Unit Interviews

F.  7th Infantry Divisicn (Light)

(1) Data collection and analysis of the development of the 7ch ID(L)
contirues., In addition, pPlanning is underway for an assessnent of unit
reconstitution as part of the division certification exercise that will be
conducted this summer. .

(2) Considerable information has already been collected concerning
family issues related to the development and operation of the ID(L) (Appendix

Q). In Sumwnary:

(a) .Through the firut year in the life Cycle of COHORT combat arms
units, many enlisted families continue to experience adjustment problems.




the members of COHORT unit family members during the first Year, marital
saparations subtract members.

(b) Well-organized

ly Support and bond quite closal;r
Across ranks. However, enlisted spouse participation in Family Support Gemup
efforts is minimal, -Rumor control is an t

husband's unit. The key sources of inter-family social support: tend to
be througt, informally developed friendships

based on neighborhocd, child-care,
wamen’s work, and other don-military affiliations. '

(c) Spousal participation in Family Support Groups is limited by
socic~psychologionl factors such as husband and wife avoidance

'frat:cmization', status and class differences between households, and the

of awareness among unit Spouses ocn modes of family adaptation and
individual adjustment to the Light Infantry way of life.

(d) It is important ¢o recognize thate
&xperiences cited here are ot unique

‘wman dimension resmarch oversight

panel. 1This group met for the first time during the period 26-28 March

panel consists of distinguished military officers and civilian

chairs the panel which consists o

. M MG William s, Augerson, USA (RET), o©oOL

Michael Plumer, UsA, scm Tharas Ryan, USA (RET), CsM Walter Stock, USA (RET),
Professcr Charles Moskos, (Nortlwestern Universi

ty), Professor David Segal,
(University of Maryland), and Dr. T, Owen Jacchs (Ammy Raseacch Institute).

(2) The purpose of the panel is to provide a continual impartial
review of WRAIR's human dimensions research efforts, and to provide expert

critique. Specifically, the tasks of ths panel are: to review the NMS work to.
date, to

question assumptions, to call attention to unexplored research
possibilicies, and to suggest policy implications to the HQODA DCSPER, LTG
Robert Elton, who met with the panel during the last sessjion.

{3) The panel offered the following obsecvations and critique during
its firse meeting. i




(a) The WRAIR evaluation plan is unbiased and is as likely to reveal
regative aspects of the NMS as positive features.

(b) The evaluation Plan has the potential of not only speaking to
uhar.d(manddoesnotwork. but how and why as well.

(c) Moasures of unit rather than aggregated individual performance
would enhance the utility of the curzent "soldier will® survey, and efforts
should bs dimc:ed‘.t.o using National Training Center data to this end.
However, the panel membars felt very strongly that the value of military

{4) Sharp disagreement continues within the Ammy as to either the
ty or feasibllity of greater family-unit involvemert. The primary
mleotthe%tﬂmeamheﬁortmymtbesomchin reporting new daca and
insights, buc rather in describing the variety of different sats of
regarding unit-family relationships and making these assurptions

explicit so that their consequences can be known.

even create a percveption of favoritism) are resenced and will any
conclusions based on the evaluation. Again, a task for WRAIR may bes to
develcp concepts and analyses which make assumptions and their consaquences
explicit rather than implicit. .-

3. WRAIR has no administrative or technical issues for inter-agency

4. Future Research I_’ctivitia

In support of the HODA DCSPER's interest in "war time" applications of
QOHORT principles, and in conjunction with WRAIR's combat psychiatry mission,
this Department will participate in a HODA Sponsored evaluation of COHORT
replacemsnt during a combat training exercise. Planning for this evalvation
is underway. The exercise is scheduled to take Place this summer and will
involve newly graduatea OSUT trained COHORT soldiers used as replacements for
a line unit engaged in a combat training exercise. ,
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5. This overview was prepared by LTC James A.
for all mms research. i
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e Measurement of *Soldier wili,=
Horizontal Cohesion, and Verticsl Cohesion and
Their Relationship to Training Perofrmance and Unit ReplQ;amn: System!
(Summary of Findings from the First It:era:iton Questiocnnaire Data)

James Griffith, Pn.D., _ Mark Vaitkus, Ph.D.
Research Psychologist Research Scciologist
capmﬂo Uos. m = thain' U.S-
Medical Service Corps Medical Se:v_i.ce Corps
. with contributicns trom:

Matthew Chopper, M.A. Elizabeth Boover
Research Associate - Fesearch Associate

) Doris Bitler, M.A.

Research Associare

Department of Military Psychiatry
Division of Neuropsychiatry
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research

Washington, D.C. 20011 |

lsbecial thanks are extended to M:. Richard Oldakowski and Dr. James Martin

(both of the Deaprtmant of Military Peychiatry), and Dr. . Gregory Markus
(Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Researcn, Universzity of




Sunmary of Results of Firse Treration “solaier wil)" Survey Data

Regearch Qbjectives .
The U.S. is attempting to increase combat readiness through a series

of initiatives kncwn as the New Manning System (NMS). The tMS involves
changes in the structure, training, and deployment of ‘combat units. These

e expacted to alter ths soldier's will to fight and his ability to
survive the strese of ocombat  (collectively known as “soldier will"). The

mmwnammmldieumummm.

The sample was conprised of 93 campanies (N = 8,859), S7 CoHORP cnpanies
(N = 5,848) and 36 0CCHORT conpanies (N = 3,021). Of the 57 OOHORT
campanies, 10 were headquarters companies and 45 were line ccrpanies.  The
remaining two COHORT conpanies were combat service Support or combat support

Sm of Find&

vSoldier will® can b9 measured. Results showed that "soldier will® can
b= mmly mezsured as: - , '

l. Company Combat Confidencs

2. Senior Command Confidance

3. Small-Unit Camand Confidence
4. Concerned Leadership . .
5. Sease of Pride

6. Unit Social Climate

7. Uit Teamwork

Seven  attitudinal scales, corresponding to these concepts, were
daveloped, The scales showed "good” measuremant characteristics (i.e.,
internally consistent and generally unidimensional).

"Soldier will" tells us _scrething inportant.  Soldiers who reported
greater "soldier will® in their units also reported better life adjustment.
These soldiers also had preater life and Awmy satisfaction, exparierced
greater personal well-being, 1less personal distress, less worzy and
Nervousness that interfered with work and required medication, and expressed
more willingness to stay in their unit. stay in the Aomy, and re-enlist than
those soldiers who scored lower on "soldier will.® Soldiers who reported
greater “"soldier will" also had fewer number of ANOLS, number of days AWOL,




more interactive intensive units,
had higher “solidier will® than
ts, such asg headquarters cxpanies

OOHORT soldiers and 'unit:s farad better on “soldier will® than did
NONCOHORT.,  COHORT soldlers scored higher on “soldier will® than did nonQOHORT
soldlers. These dif . ven when personal, unit, and

What Do Resylts Mean?
-'—W

Diffeiences in "soldier will® were found between COHORT and nenCOBORT
80ldiers and companies.  Differences in “soldier will® are not explained by
Systematic differences in personal characteristics between COHORT and

Yy
soldiers did, in fact, have higher "soldier will®" than did personnel
stabilized COHORT soldiers. Personnel stabilized COHORT soldiers still had
greater “soldier will® than nOnCOHORT  soldiers, despite the fact that mean
number of months in the unit was less for these COHORT soldiers than for

soldiers: (1) Personnel stabilized QOHORT soldiers expect that they will stay
together a longer pericd of time than nonCOHORT soldiers, increasing their

ii




cormmitment to and involvement with their fellow soldiers and leaders; (2) as
& member of a labeled QOHORT unit, soldiers receive greater attention and
' encouragement to display cohesiveness; (3) Personnel stabiljized QOHORT units

“command climate.” These explanations are tentative, and factors that affect
“soldier will® will .beccms more clear when additional Survey, interview, and
. tional data are collected and analyzed. :

iii




The Measurement of "Soldier will,=
. Horizontal Cohesion, and Vertical Cohesion, and
Their Relationship to Training Performance and Unit Replacement System

1he purpose of this chapter is twofold: (1) to describe the status of
Questionnaire administration, data processing, and analyses of first, second,
and third iteration questionnaire data; and (2) to report major findings of

Questionnaire Administration, Questionnaire Data
Processing, and Analyses

Table 1 sumarizes the first, second, and third iteration questicnnaire
administration dates for the units under study. The first two pages show the
battalions under study, and the remaining three Pages the independent
companies (not organized within a CoHORY or a conparison nonCOHORT battalion).

Of the nineteen battalicns under study, two did not receive first
iteration questionnaires becauss of scheduling problems or late receipt of
Questionnaires

. Three battalions did not receive second  iteration
questionnaires, two because of scheduling problems and the other because a
“new" unit was substituted for an “old® unit participating in the Kew Mannirg
System Field Evaluation.

the remaining 15 companies were cleaned, keypunched, and verified. These data

Analyses of second iteration Questionnaire data will begin in mid- to
late~July 1986. In the meantime, questionnaires will be cleaned and
keypunched. ‘Ihe_tesu].tan:_data base will be checked for invalid data entriés,

Third iteration questionnaire administration dates have been established




and are reported in the far righthand column of Table 1. The third iteration
questionnaire will pe administered beginning in June 1986 and continuing
through November 1986.

Responze Rates

The overall response rate for the firse iteration Questionnaire
administration (ratio of soldiers in the campany who téok the survey to number
of soldiers assigned to the unit) wag 78.3% (8,531/11,395). Table 2 reports
response rates by unit status (COHORT and NOnQOHORT) and rank category. Table
2 represents response rates for only 42 of the. 93 capanies in the firsr
iteration data base; 51 companies did not report response rate by rank.

The overall response rate for units participating in the second iteration
was 71% (8,072/11,373). :

Third Iteration Questionnaire
M——*“_——-

nonCOHORT soldiers., NQOs, and officers, mest differences were attributable to
the large sample size (yielding a very small error term in the denaminastor).
The only substantive differences were between OOHORT and nonCOHORT E4s and
below: Far example, there were proportionally more married soldiers ang

Replication of Scale Construction

Cne analysis aim for the entire first iteration of questionnaire data was
to define those' social and psychological factors cwprising a unit's combat:
readiness. Operationally, this was carried ocut by examining whether the

Scales that were constructed using data obtained from the first 27 companies

(WRAIR's  New Manning System Technical Report  No. 1. Chapter 35, =Tne

Measurement of ‘Soldier Will,'® November, 1985) were evident in the larger
base




Results from the larger dats base were remarkably

ram the lnitial 27 companies. (Appendix I, Tables

ct results of reliability and factor analyses of the scales.) dgaia,
best represented by seven scales: “Carpany Combat

Commnand Cenfidence,* “Small=Unit Cormand Confiderice, "

® "Sense of Pride," "Unit Social Climate,* and *Unit

showed a high degree of internal consistency. Scales

or factor werm: Seniar Carmand Confidance,
and Unit Teamwork. Scales t:hacdmdtheprmmaof.mr:e

than one factor were: Canrpany Ceonbat Confidence, Small-Unit Comearx]
Conficdence, Concerned Leadership, and Unit Social Qimate. Corpany Combat
Confidence consisted of three factors: Qeneral combat confidence, cunfidence
in weapomy, and confidence in oneself. Srell-Unit Camand confidence was
represented by three factors in whem soldiers had confidences squad/plateon
leaders, officers, and crew rmembars/self. Concerned Leadership consisted of
two factors: concern for the soldisr's welfare and personal contast with

The “soldier will® scales identified above also showed a great degree of
concurrent validity., They were related to reliable and valid measures of the
soldier's general life and Ammy satisfaction. Soldiers who reported higher
levels of "soldier will® alwo reported greater personal well-being, life and
Aoy satisfaction, support for spousa, and greater psychological sense of
camunity (see Appendix I, Table 22). In addition, soldiers who repocted
greater “soldier will" worked fever hours per day, days per week, and weekends

Soldiers who want:ed.to stay in their unit, stay in che Army, and re-enlist
also Yeported Ligher levels of "soldier will.”

The "soldier will” scales were #1lso significantly related to traditicnal
measures of unis discipline. Ssldiers who went AWOL, spent more days AWOL, or
had more nonjudieial punishments, all reported lower levels of "soldier will"”
(see Appendix I, Table 24).

Differences in "Soldier Will" bstween
QOUHCRT and nonCOBOPT Soldiers

Individual (soldier)-level cerivarisons. Comparisons were made between
COHORT and norCOHOPT ‘soldiers on "soldier will* ssales as well as’‘on cother
relevant scales, such as gereral well-being, life and Aniny satisfactiorg;
spousal support, and sense of comunity. Separate comparisons were made for
respondents in line and headquarters companies (Appendix I, Tables 25 and 26,
respectivelv), and for only Ed4s and below (Appendix I, Tables 27 and 28,




respectively). Differences in “soldier will" between COHORT and ,PONCOHORT
soldiers for headquarters campanies paralleled those differences for line
carpanies. The exceptions wers on the Company Comtiat Confidence and Small~

Mean comparisons on "soldier will" were made with more detailed
cperational definitions of unit status (COHORT wvs. NONCOHORT) o Thesa
included: (1) Airborne COHORT; (2) Light Infantry CCHORT; (3) COHORT in which

training); (5) nontOHORT Airborne; and (6) all other nonCOHORT units (see

T, colum headings in Table 29). Two groups of units reliably and
substantively diffesred when camparing the ordering of means on each of the
“soldier will" scales. Units typically scoring highest across al) *soldier
will®" measures were: Airborne COHORT, Light Infantry QOHORT, commonly-trained
CSUT QOHORT, and COHORT units in which personnel wers stabilized. Units
typically scoring lowest across the scales were: nonCOHORT Airborne and &ll
othar nonCOHORT units. (For a more detailed analysis, see Appendix I, Table
30 in which pairwise camparisons on "soldier will® scales for the different
canbinations of COHORT categories are shown.) Variances o1 each “soldier
will® scale wers gimilar across the COHORT categories.

Hierarchical multiple regressions were performed to detect differerces
between COHORT and nonQOHORT units while holding personal, unit, and Sammunity
duncte;ui:itics. such as the soldier's age, race, education, maritai statys,
type of t, deploywent to Eurvpe, and living arrangements, constant (see
Appendix I, Tables 31-32).  Results showed that COHORT soldiers in line
capanies gcored significantly higher than nonCOHORT soldiers cn all “soldier
will® scales and that COHORT status accounted for the greatest amount of
variance on. four of seven scales. On the remaining three scales (Small-Unit
Command Confidence, Sense of Pride, and Unit social Climate), COHORT status
Zccounted for the greatest amount of variance in “soldier will® after rank or
ag&. In headquarters copanies, COHORT soldiers scored higher than nonCOHORT
soldiers on six of seven “soldiar will® gcales. However, the proportion of
variance accounted for by OOHORT status (in predicting the “soldier will®
scale score) was dramatically lower than that observed in the 1line
campanies. In fact, only on the Unit Teamwork scale did COHORT approach the
amunt of explained variance observed in line campanies. )

Unit-level comparisons. In previous analyses, measurements taken on
individual soldiers were used to derive means for OOHORT and nonCOHORT
Sroups. In the next series of analyses, measurements taken on individual

soldiers were aggregated by company, ard then, means on the "soldier will®
scales were derived. The mean of company means for OOHORT and nonCOHORT units




Line companies were first ranked from highest to lowest on each of the
seven “soldier will® scales. oOn all seven "soldier will® scales, unit statys
was significantly related to the arrangement of mean company scale scores.
That is, on the whole, COHORT companies had higher mean scores than did
NONQOHORT campanies (see Appendix I, Tables 33-39), a similar result was
found for headquarters carpanies. On four of seven “soldier will® scales
(Smali-Unit Command Confidence, Concernad Leadership, Unit Social Climate, and
Unit Teamwork), unit status was significantly correlated with the rank=- .
ordering of campany means, with OOHORT crpanies reporting higher scores on
':?Mierwm measures than nonCOHORT companies (see Appendix I, Tables 40-
4 Y : *

Mean “"soldier will® scale Scores for different cperatjonal definitions of
mmzrwithinlimmpanieswmmm. nmedeﬁmitiwmagaim
(1) Airborne COHORT; (2) Light Infantry COHORT; (3) COHORT units in which
soldhnhadcmumosur-tniningz (4) COBORT units in which perscanel are

reliably and substantively differed when of the ordering of means
on each of the soldiers were made. Units typically scoring highest across a1)
“soldier will® measures were: ‘2irborne ¢ Light Infantry COHORT,

Soldier Percention of the Comoon_Experience of Basie and
Advanced Individual Training (AIT) and Unit Personnel Turnover

In our investigations, it was apparent that units differed greatly in
terms of the way in which COHORT was cperationalized in the field. vhereas

scme (UHORT units were formed with soldiers who had been through Basic and AIT
together, others had only their unit persoanel stabiiized. Scme OOHORT

many scldiers in their Campany went through Basic and AIT together. mgé
ratings were surmed, and means were calculated for each campany. Compariies
were then arrayed from highest to lowest on this variable. For both line and




headquarters canpanies, COHORT soldiers reported having gone through Basic and
AIT with more members of their company than dig nerQOHORT  soldiers (see
Appendix I, Table 49 and 50). However, when ccmpanies were arrayed by a score
cbtained from summing responses given to questions asking about personnel
' turnover, no relationship was found between unit type (ComORT vs. nonCOHORT)

first-termers in COHORT units.

Relationship of Training Performance to "Soldier will®
and to Unit Status (COHORT vs. PONCOHORT) -

Categories, an cpposite trend was cbserved: Correlations became more negative
when going from COHORT to nOnOOHORT (see Appendix I, Tables 53-55). The same

QOHORT to nonCOHORT units occurred only in the lowest performance category,
i.e., marksman (see Appendix I, tables 56-58). Tnis pattern of results was
observed in the initial 27 corpanies and was reported in the second technical
report. Ul

These results Suggest that the effects of COHORT are more beneficial for
middle- to low-level performers . rather than for high-level performers.




Sterling (1986) provided an interesting interpretation of these results. He
explained that in highly coheciva units, soldiers do not want to be
“different® (that is, deviate fram the growp nomm) and labeled as an expart or
“prima-donna.” Rather, the stronger the morale and cohesion in a unit, the
less desire the soldier has to deviate from the group status quo by qualifying
&S an expert. Likewise, the soldier does not want to stand cut as a poor
performer, shooting so poorly that the soldier fajls to qualify. Hence, in
units: of higher cohesion, soldiers are more likely to achieve a.respectable
standard of performance, nemely marksman.

Borizontal and Vertical Cohesion Measures (Choppec, Griffith, and Vaitius)
Mm

- Scale items were chosen frem the first iteration questionnaire instrumant
by two groups of Ph.D.~level researchers with experience in miiitary

Horizontal cohesion was camprised of two factorss caring among soldiers
and provision of instrumental Support.  Although four factors emerged from the
vertical cohesion scale, vertical cochesgion probably is best represented by
three factors: leader caring for the soldiers, HOC involvement with soldiers,
and officer involvement with soldiers.

.

Soldiez:s who reported greater horizontal and vertical cohesion also
reported greater “soldiar will," psychological well-being, life and
satisfaction, spouse support, and psychological sense of cxmunity (see Table
8

-




Mean comparisons of horizontal and vertical cohesion were made between
OCHORT and nonOOHORT soldiers. In addition, the correlations between
horizontal cochesion and vertical cohesion were calculated for COHORT and
nOnQOHORT soldiers. Three operational definitions of COHORT are represented

in Table 9: (1) all line carpanies named COHORT; (2) all line capanies that |

were COHORT QONUS; and (3) line companies that were QOHORT in which soldiers
had conmon Osur training, Yhe latter two cperational definitions of COHORT
were used because insufficient time hae passed for the expected cchesicn
effects of COHORT to become apparent. (In fact, the mean mumber of months a
soldier had spent in the unit was higher for nonCOHORT than for COHORT units
in the saple.) mcmmtettectsofmmcohesionmndbeexpected
mmitsﬂnthadﬂnmexpo:imotaasicandm. OCONUS  QOHORT
campanies were operaticnalized by unit stabilization, rather than by common
GSUT training. Another way to ascertain the effects of COHORT on cohesion was
to examine COHORT CONUS units vis-a-vig nonCOHORT units,

Tables 9, 10, and 11 display means and standard deviations of horizontal
and vertical cohesion scales, and correlations between these scales for OOHORT
and nonCOHORT soldiers. Regardless of the operational definition of COHORT,
COXORT soldiers reported higher levels of both horizontal and vertical

substantially between COHORT and nonQOHORT wnits.

To ascertain relaticnships between horizrntal cchesion, vertical
cohesion, and combar: readiness, scores obtained on horizontal and vertical
cohesion wers used to predict the soldiers' perception of cambat readiness of
their company and of their camrades (see Table 12). Regardless of unit status
(COHORT vs. nonCCHCRT), vertical cchesion was a significant predictor of ‘both
soldier perception of the coambat readiness of the company and that of fellow
scldiers: The greater the vertical cohesicn, the greater the soldiers’
perception of cmbat readiness of both the company and that of their
fellows. Horizontal cohesion was a significant predictor of fellow soldiers'
carbat readiness in all units (both COHORT and nONOOHORT) but only a
significant predictor of campany combat readiness in QOHORT OONUS units {which
weras largely cawprised of soldiers who had gone through Basic and AIT
together). In summary, the greater the vertical cchesion, the greater the
soldier's perception that the carpany is combat-ready, and this relationship
held regardless of unit status (COHORT or nonCOHORT). On the other hand,
horizontal cohesion was only predictive of perceived. combat readiness among
fellow soldiers, except in COHORT QONUS units where it also predicted campany
canbat readiness.

What Do Results of the First Iteration Questionnaire Data Mean? °

“Soldier Will® Is Measureable ' .
—xcler will IS Measureable

-

Reliable and valid measures of cchesion have been developed. Cohesion
can be represented by seven scales: Company Combat Confidence, Senior Command

-




Confidence, Small-Unit Command Confidence, Concerned Leadership, Sense of
Pride, Unit Social Climate, and Unit Teamwork. Although intercorrelated.
these scales are viewed as tapping different conceptual aspects of the
Lroader, more unified psychological construct called unie cohesion. In part,
results supported this. On variables presumed to bes ocutcanes of cohesion,
“soldier will" scales accounted for different proportions of variance in these
variables. In the second technical report, the combined contribution of
“soldier wili® scales in predicting unit status (COSORT vs. NONCOENET) * was
dexonstrated. Scme *soldier will® scales were found to be more important
(i.e., Company Ccmbat Confidence, Sense of Pride, and Unit Teamwork) in

predicting unit status than were others (i.e., Senior Command Confidence and
Concerned Leadership). ’

*Soldier Will" Measures Cohesion

__Whereas differences in “scldier.will® were noted between COHORT and
nonCOHORT units, differences were less apparent when analyses were limited to
headquarters companies. This makes intuitive sense given the nature and

nm:mitshadhighet'saldierwin‘mnsoldiemtrmothertypsotembat
ams units (see multiple regression analyses). This is not surprising given
the nature of relationships in amor units: Tank crews are comprisend of four

Explaining Differences in *Soldier Will”

between CDHORT and nonCOHORT Units

Differences in the developed measures of cohesion are noted between
CCHORT and nonCOHORT units. Yet, what do these differences represent? It is
doubtful that difterences in “soldier will® reflected differences. in
individual characteristics; multiple regression equations in which these
characteristics were held constant showed COHORT soldiers ‘had higher mean
*soldier will" scale scores. - ‘

At present, only hypotheses can be given about the causes of same of the
differences between COHORT and nonCDHORT units. Data gathered frum interviews

and cbservations (see WRAIR's New Manning System Field Evaluation, Technical




Report No. 1, November, 1985) have shown that long term differences on some
"soldier will® dimensions result from the close bonding areated by the intenge
and camon experiences of OSUT training that continues throughout the unit's
life cycle. COHORT soldiers in the sample reported having been in their units
fewer number of months than did NONCOHORT scldiers (see Table 13, "Months in
Unit"). Perhaps, the greater “soldier will® among COHORT soldiers is, in
part, explaired by their recent experiences in Basic Training. Neverthaless,

. "soldier will" between cxmoaly~trained OSUT COHORT and personnel stabilized
OHORT became larger (see Table 14). Hers, camonly-trained OSUT soldiers
did, in fact, have higher “soldier will® than did both personnel stabilized
QOHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers. . -

will'abovothattminbothpemlstabnizedmzrandmm

presanted below:

members will be together for a leng periced of time, and perhaps, soldiers
increase their commitment to, and involvement with, their fellow soldiers und
eaders., :

(2) Having been‘ named a COHORT unit, unit members receive greater
attention and encouragement to display the intended effects of the New Manning
System, namely cohesiveness.

(3) COHORT units, having received “newer” personnel, sixw more positive
attitudes and higher morale characteristic of unirs ccrprised of recent
arrivals from training bases. . ’

(4) COHORT soldiers present themselves as mors cohesive because this is
what is expected of soldiers in COHORT units.

1c




- —

(S)  Personnel stabilized OOHORT units were comprised of just two

" battalions. Based on field observations and unstructured interviews, these

battulions appeared to have higher than average “"command ¢limate.® This more

These ardl potantially cther hypotheses are tentatively offered to explain
differances in “soldier will" between COHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers. Throuch
ollection of additional survey, intarview, and observaticnal data can those
Mmstmibhto:tbasgdiﬁmmesbemmied. .

Other Pactors of Interest

Although attempts have bern made to refine the cperational definitions of
(ORI to better untangle specific aspects of COHORT that give increased
cohesion, groups within the QOHORY’ category, and too, within the nOnCOHORT
‘categery showed few differences i “soldier will.® The most proncunced
differences i{n “soldiar will" wers observed between the more general

batween unit structure, tra.ining.deploymng,ammim

ﬁunhasbamanetﬁotthentaopentiomlizemﬂa:mﬁmsotwha:
makes an effective and cambat-ready organization, namely a unit that displays
min horizental and vertical cohesion. Vertical cohesion H:sm importanué
pmdicthagsoldierp:ceptiono:thccmbatnadirmo the corpany
fellow scldiers. Borizontal cohesion was significant in predicting the
soldier's perception of his comrades' carbat readinecs., Horizontal eohesica

- was a significant predictor of corpany canbat yeadiness in units in which wa

would have expected the COHORT “treatment® to be maximal, namely in COHORT
units cumrised of soldiers havingy had common OSUT training. :

Unit Cohesion: Issues for Qurrent and Future Research
’—__'-—'———-——-——-——“_m——

Methodolegical Issues

Two issues related to measurement are: What is the appropriate level of
measurement? And, what is ths appropriate level of analysis? Currently,
WRAIR takes measurements on individual soldisr attitudes regardiig
relationships among soldiers and among soldiers and their ieaders. These
individual-ievel measurements are then agregated by COHORT and nonCOHORT, and
corpared.  Another strateqy used was to aggregate soldiers by company and
derive a “soldier will" score for each campay.  While measurements from
individuals have been relied upon to assess intprpersonal processes, it is

11




highly unlikely WRAIR will change this method of daca collection, largaly
of the personnel required to assess t.hea nature of relationships

bet~een soldiers, such as socisl networking or the like, mmore, several
ctant remain: o aggregated measurements of individual soldiers
actually reflect interpersonal processes? A related involves the level

of analysis, por exanple, when aggregating measurements taken on soldiexs,
what is the appropriate level to aggregate? Squad?  Plaveon? Company?
agtalmn? The fundansnta) question here is: At vhat organizations1 level is

Another cuncezn is the appropriate statistics to use in coumparisons.
Should we examine mean “soldler will" scores, varlances, or both? Mean scores
are highly susceptible to extrems sccres, especially in cospanies in which few
otit:.sumbezshawbeensurveyed. Becausavarianoesmﬂectuadegmof
agrzement among soldiers in assigning mumbers tn the attitude statements,

aboat the unit's soctal <limate than soldiers from another cawpany with the

buffer the i1l effects of stress and straln associated with military life?
Pinally, do OOHORT and NCOOHORT soldiers give diffevent arswers ro thase
Questisng? froviding answers to these questions is an imoediate coacern_DE
fu




Important mediators of “soldier will® that were recognized by WRAIR
social scientists in the field, and by members of the WRAIR Research Oversight
Panel are: leadership, command climate, and the degree of horizontal and
vartical cohesion. The latter concepts have been initially explored and
repocted in this technical report. Future ressarch efforts should be directed
toward the identification of leadership styles and command climates that
positively mediate the COHORT experience to achieve enhanced szoldier will.
Consideration should be given to stidying critical links in the chain-of-
command, particularly at those points where leaders are most wulnerablas. It
mmmmmmlﬂulymmmmtm‘mw
mum«mummmmmmmq&mmm
Gdnlas,ye:atthesmtim. thisleader'sammimhlmely

tonemylyingui:h:equestsofmnsenicrludau,

Although differences between COHORY' and nonCOHORT soldiers were found
both at the individual soldier-level and coopany-level, a fundamental question
remains unanswered: What do these -differences mean in temms of substance?
Stated differently, what do these “soldier will" differences mean in terms of
behavioral cutcomes, wd:uminkzgpe:tomorcmbatperfm? To

for behavioral outcome neasures to effectively translate cur *soldier will“

‘measures is critical (see MRAIR'S New Manning System Field Evaluation,
Technical Report No. 2, er Wills' Status Report®). .

Anothec bothersame question is: How generalizable -are results cbtained
here? Even if COHORT units have greater “soldier will® because of their
organizational structure, training, and deployment, can similar results be
expected across time? What impact do political and historical events have on
soldier will? For example, what role might the perceived legitimacy of war
play in predicting a unit's readiness based on the “"soldier will® measures?
Most analysts of the Viet Nam War agree that saldiers® perceived legitimacy of
the conflict was an important ingredient in the eventual outcome of this

The last, and perhaps, most important issue of substance, is the need to
couch the “soldier will®™ measures within a larger conceptual frameworik:.
Without such a framework, the cohesion measures can be viewed as aither
antecedents, processes, or consequences of cohesion. For example, teamwork

. 13




can be viewed as a necessary requisite for cohesion, but then how is cohesion
operationally defined? what, then, are the effects of cohesion? A different
set of questions emarge when teamwork is viewed as cohesion (process/
throughput ) : What antecedent conditions are hecessary to yield greater
teamwork? What are the effects of teamwork (outcomes)? Finally, teamwork can
bs seen as an outcome measure in of itself. Whae, then, gives greater
teamwork, both as throughput  (process) and pre—existing conditions
(antecedents)? What is evident from these mental gyrations is the need for a
conceptual model that incorporates the antecedents, processes, and cutcomes of
cohesion. Without such a model, developed measures can be construed as
antecendents/inpucs, process/throughgut, or consequences/output, leaving both
the scientists, military leaders, and soldiers in a state of conceptual
befuddlement. In a cooperative effort, ARI and WRAIR (E. Spence, Personal
Cammunication; April, 1986) formulated a tentative conceptual model of
cohesion, incorporating antecedent conditions, processes, and cutccmes  of
cohesion in a causal framework. Figure 1 represents a simplistic version of
this model.

What underscores the importance cf the development of such a model are
the adverse consequences of using ddnsimmasumasamamwevaluate
effective unit functioning. A model that fajils to describe the presumed

f-events invites evaluation apprehension, particularly for those held
accountable for a unit's operation, namely unit camranders. A critical

prescription. ‘The unit is diagnosed as ailing on morale and cohesion. What

then is the "trecatmenc?” What can make a more effective functional and
combat-ready unit? -

14
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Table 2

Response Rares for

First—?eruers,

NonCOHORT Units
M\—

NCOs, and Offlcers within COHORT and

Response Rates
Rank
Category . COHORT noaCOHORT
'First-Termers 76.72 771.92
(E1-E4) (1568/2043) (118871525)
RCos 67.72 66.82
(ES-E?) (550/8i2) _ - (607/909) )
Officers 39.1Z 350,32
( 97/164) (777152)

Note. This table represents the 42 co

reported response rates. Thega tates are based on total aumber of soldiers
assigned to a unit with two exceptiong:

assigned and another used the number of

one battalicn used the averags
soldlers avallable fci dutye.

wpanies included in the analysis that

number
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Table &

Hierarchical (Soldier-leader) Cohesicn Scale Iteans

Iten No. Iten,

S0

Corrected Item~
Total Correletioa -

8.

F19.
F23.
Pll.
n

Pl7.

P26.

S6.

Queside uormal campauy
duties, soldiers in wmy
coupauy weuld do nost
saything for their
officers.?

Outside rormsal company
dutiss, soldiers in my
company would do wost
anything for thelir NCOs.

I often have good ideas
but my leaders uever coo-
sider them.

Whea I Zirst arrived,
leaders helped me a lot -
%0 get settled.

The officers in thiz com~
paay doa't speand enough
time with troops.

The NCOs 1a this coor-
pany don't spend enough
time with troops.

I would go for help with

a personal problen to people

in the company chafa~of-
comzand.

My superiors make a real
attempt to treat me as
a person.

Hy squad leader {3 often
included in after—-duty
activities of other squad
memnbers.

2.61

.o

2.78

2.97

2.64

2.81

2.66

1.10

1.12

1.02

r.24

1.04%

1.22

1.0%

51

31

<26

L&

-28

29

«50

~63

34

<« e




Table 4 (contipued)

Hiarsrchical (Soldiec~Leader) Cohesion Scale Iteas

Corrected Iteo

Itea No. Itea M sp Total Covrelation

Sil. My platoon sergeant talks
o we personally cutside

normal duties. 2.80 1.23 ._S i

S512. My platooc leader talks .-
€0 me persocally sutside
aotmal dutles. _— 2.66 l.19 35

S13. Yy coapany Gommander talks
to me parsonally suczide ‘ *
normal dutfes. 2.23 L.08 «51

Slé. My officers are incerested .
ia my persoaal velfare. 2.72 1.13 «66

Sl5. My NCOs are faterested )
.in my personal welfare. 3.03 1.14 +69

S16. My officers sre facerested in s
vhat I think aad hov § "feel

about chings. 2.65 ' 1.10 ' .69

S17. My NCOs are Lnterested {ia what
I think and hov I feel abeouc s
Chiﬂg!. . ’ - 2087 . l -1‘ ‘69

Ul8. How are relatiorships betveen
officers and the enlisted {a
your unic?® 3.30 1.01 . .53

Note. Rxspondent pool was E4s and below, N = $358. Cronbach alpha = .88. .
Respouse c¢atezories to all ftems except UlB ranged frow “stroagly disiagree
gl) through “cannot say™ (3) te “scroagly agree™ (S). . _ .
Response categocries to chis {tem ranged trom “very bad” (1) cthrough “so=-so” -
te> “very good”™ (5).°

-




Table S

Peer (Soldfer-Soldier) Cohesfvn Secale Ltens

R Cotrected Itam~
TItea No. Itex ' M $D Total Cacrcalatien

3. X spead my afeer—duty
hours with people fa this o
compauy.® 3.25 ° 122 . 38

P10. My closest friecdships
are wicth the peeple %

work withe 3.12 1027 -52
33.: I spent a 1ot of time with : °

members of my Squad afrer =7 .

du:y Mu:lo 2.97 1.25 «63

S4. I spent a loc o.l time wich
:ﬁ::gi:u:ﬁ.n, =agecs :f:ef 3.09 1.24 | 67
57. T can go to wost ‘people La
T v e perenat noorn.
like belng fin debe. 2.98 1.13 56

S9. Most pecple in wy squad
would lend me morey in an °
emergency. 3.45 1.05 o «60

S10. Host people in my placoon )
would lend me money in an "
energency. 3.31 1.04 «55

"F5. _There Ls a lor of tesmwork
and cotporation among .
soldiers {n cthis coampany. 3.05 1.13 «36

" Note. Respondent pocl wag Ebg and below, N « 5532. Cronbach's alpha = .83.~
Response cacegories ranged from “scrongly disagree™ (1) through “cennot say
(3 ts “scroagly agree™ (S). < .




Table 6

Factor losdings tor Hieracchilcal (Soldiec~Leader) Coheslon Scale Iteas

Item No. Item

Factor |° Factor 2

Factor 3 Factor &

Caring Officer

NCO Officer/NCoO

[avolvemc Iavolveat Iavolvemc

F8.

Fl3.

n:.

Pti.

Pla.,

PL7.

S6.

Perceat Vartnucn.kccoﬁnccd For:

Outside aormal compsny

" duties, soldiers 1a wuy

company would do most
anyching for their
offficers.

Outside norwmal coupany
duties, soldiers in my
coapany would do most
aaythlag for their NCOs.

L cften have good Ldeas
but my leaders aever con~
sider then.

When T ficrst accived,
lezders helped me a lot
to get sectled.

The offticers in chis com—
pany doa't spend cnough
time with troops.

The NCOs in cthis coor
pany don't spend enough
time with ccoops.

I would go for help wvich

2 personal prcoblem to people

in che company chgin"otﬁ
command.

My superiors wake a real
ACtempt CO ULresl me as

a person. .
Hy squad leader {s ofcen
tacluded fa afcer=duty
activicies of ocher squad
menders.

35.32 7.5%

74

76

48

&b

0‘9

.33

6.9 6.72

58

63

.sz




Tabla 6_ (coutinued)

Factor loadings for Hiecarchiecal (s::ldier-l.ender) Cohesion Scale Iteams

Factor 1 Pactor 2 Fictor 3 Pactor &
Itea No. Item - Caring Officer NGO 0f£Lce/NCO
Involveat Involveut Iavolveat

Percent Varizuce A;;eouuted Fors 35.32 7.3: 6-91_ 8.7

Sll. My platoon sergeant talks
te me personally outside
aorual dutles. ] ) -71

S12. My platoon leader talks

to me persoaslly ou:slde
© normal duties. ..«52 61

S13. Ny company commander talks
to we personally cutside

aotual dutfes. . -89
Sl4. My officers are interested
in my personal welfare. 72
S1S. My NCOs are f{aterested
in my personal velfare. <45 ) 57
Si6. My officers are Lnterested in .
vhat I chink and hov I feel .
about chings. 67

S17. My NCOs are incerested i{n whac
I thiank and how I feel about
: Chiﬂ‘l. <47 . .57

Ul8. How are relacloanships between ' -
. officers and the ealisted {a
* your unie? . . 48 .33

Hote. Respondent pdol was E4s «nd belov, N = 53SB.




Table 7

Factor loadings for Peer (Soldter-Soldier) Cohesfon Scale Iteas

Factor | Factor 2 -
Itea No. ICen . Iavolveat Instrumental
Support
Percent Varfaace Accounced For: 46.5Z 15.42

P9. I spend n} after—duty hours
wich people {a-this coapany. .82

PLl0. My closest friendships are
vith cthe people I work wich. 74

S$3. I speat a loc of tiwe wich
aeabers of my squad afrer

duty hours. 72
S4. I :penc.a lot of cime wich
. members of ay platoon afcer
duty hours. . 19

S7. I caa go to most people fa
g sy platoon for help vhea I have
& personal problem, like being
{n debe. 73

§$9. Mosc people in my squad
would lend we moaey in aa
emecrgencys .88

S10. Most people {n my platooa
would lend me mofiey in an
emergency. <84

FS5. There is a loc of Ceamwork
and corporation among
soldiers (n this_company. oLl

Note. Respoadent pool wvas E4ts aad belov, N « $532,
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Table 9

Hiersrchical aud Peer Cohesion Scales: T-Tests of Mean Scores betwaen
COHORT and NouCOHORT Soldiers in Line Companies

CORORT® NoaCOHORT
4 H ¥ ¥ K 3
* Rierarchical ) 49.56 11.17 2437  44.37 10.73 1038 12.67%*,
Cotesion
Peer Cobesion 26.13 6.34 2525 23.40 6.08 1082 12.00%*
t batween Hierarchical . i ) 2
Cohesion and Peer Cohesion I o= JA9uw ) E = S2%* -3 J00%*
B = 2370 b = 1890

Note. Listvise daletion vas employed. Higher scores indicate
mote of the coustruct, foér boch hierarchical snd peer cohesioca.
SCOHORT units included all COHORT units within Line Compaalies.
**p < .001, two-tailed.




Table 10

filerarchical and Peer Cohesloa s:-.J.u' T=Tegts ot Maan Scores bacveea
COHORT CONUS nu.d NoaCORORT Soldlers ia Line Compsafes

-

COHORT® ) NonCOHORT *

y 30 X ¥ s 03 £

Hiecarchical 49.89 11.22 1426 44.37 10.73 1038 12.270%
" Coheslon
Peer Cohesion . 25.99 6.08 1480 - 23.40 6.08 1082 * 10.65%=
X between Hierarchical ) : z
Cohesioa and Peer Cohesfon - HJue £ - LG ) 0.00
a = 1069 a= i0%8

Noce. Listvise deletion was euployed.
*COMORT CONUS units facluded all COHORT units daployed iu cthe Coutinencal U.S5.
*«sp { 001, two-talled.
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A MICROANALYTIC APPROACH TO THE "SOLDIER wWILL" SURVEY DATA
- WITH A FOCUS ON UNIT SCCIAL CLIMATE

(Vaitkus and Hoover)

Introduction

One caveat that TuUSt be confronted at the Cutset has to do with the
notion of statistical significance. We will be concentrating in the following
Pages largely on statiscically significant mean differences, which marely
indicate that the Weans are reliably different from one another at least 95
times ocut of 100, regardless of how small those differences ray be. Our large

to tlmccarriedmtbytrn.\my's Research Branchduringvbrldmrn tell us
that measures contained in our "soldier will® scales, for example, are relatad
to lower psychiatric casualties in combat, we do not know what level of
"soldier wiil" s necessarcy to achieve specified levels of combat readinesgs or
performance. Nevertheless, if we can show that differences in "soldier will®
follow predictable patterns, that these pattems repeat themselves in the

+ and that sych patterns are understandable ip terms of an underlying
theorstical argument, we are then in a position to draw powerful conclusions
concerning the nature of “soldier will® and therefore to assign more

Findings and Discussion
"Soldier will~ Scales in Contrast.

Before leaving the macro level of analysis, given all rhe time and enerqy
spent on developing reliable and valid "soldier wil)" scales, we may ask what
the '

in the Army. Thus far, we have attended mainly co explaining the variances of
the scales 1nd!.v£dua11y, without directly learning whether the message of crie
scale regarding the overall level of "soldier will* is similar to another. To
accamplish this, since the scales have different mi.nimums, maximms, ranges,




and midpoints (having been constructed with different numbers of items), we
corvert the seven scales to a common metric (0-100) and plot their means
siault:aneov.xsly. as in Graph 1.

The numbers on this graph become less mysterious if we stop to think what
the midpoint line, shown cutting horizontally across the bars at 50,

“strongly..." category choices, i.e. all "l1"s or "s*g respectively. The zero
to one hundred scale itself was selected solely for ease of pressntation and
is, of course, arbitrazy. what is imgortant to remember is that a mean scale
Score above 50 reveals an average positive assessment of soldier will in that
dimension, under S50 an average negative assessment, with 50 itself interpreted
as assessments averaging to neutral,

The seven grand means of the "soldier will® subscales are laid cut on
Graph 1 in order: Campany Canmand Confidence (CCC), Senior Camnand Confidence
(SCC), small-Unit Gammand Confidence (UCC), Concerned Leadarship (CL), Sense
of Pride (SP), Unit Social Climate (USC) and Unit Teamwork (UT). Generally
speaking, results show that "soldier will,* variously measured, is
reither very high ner very low, with scale means fairly well clustered arcund
the neutral point. ‘The sole exception is Senior Cammand Confidence, where
average responses are Closer to high than neytral or moderate. Confidence in
the tactical decisions of commanders from battalicn level on up clearly evokes
more positive responses on the whole than assessmencs of corpany level

The other scale mean that falls below the neutral line is that of Unit
Social Climate, which taps the perceived cchesiveness of bends within the .
campany and correlates .83 with the horizontal integration scale (of the
overview chapter). Unic Teanwork, perceptions of how well Campay members
cooperate with one another, fares only slightly better, though its mean does
register just over the neutral line. Finally, Sense of Pride, the mcat
egocentric of the subscales, looks much like the confidence in command scales




in terms of jts overall mean. twe can conclude from this graph that while the
"soldier will® subscales presen- a Somewhat. congruent picture of soldier
perceptions, there are distinct and meaningful diffacances among them that
deserve furthe;: attention,

mean is actually cleser to the low than the heutral category designation. wa -
Can 3tate that CCHORT has noteworthy effects across the range of "soldier
will" measyuras but, with the exception of Small-Unit Cammand Confidence, which
involves leadership confidence within the platoon and squad, the greatest
diZferences terc to be located where all Els through E4s score lowest, that is
on Unit Teamwork, Unie Social Climate, and Concerned Leadership.  OOHORT

A Rationals for Undeg_s_tandig Unit Social Climate.

We could continue to refine the "soldier will® means still further by
breaking the analysis down by other categories of interest, byt the work soon




turns unvieldy since every step is multiplied by seven. bhila admicting thae
we are being selective in limiting the remainder of this exercise to examining
Unit Social Climate, the choice of this scale isg far from randcu. Unie Social
Climate possesses high intuirive appeal with respect to the central
classificatica of . interest, i.e. OOHORT Versus ronCOHORT. It containg
questions directly addressing trust, closeness, socia? Support, and scope of

interaction within the company, platoon, and squad. These kinds of items are

analytically desirable due to its fairly normal distribution (vhich helpe mewst
the assumptions of statistical inference). all told, it would seem incumbent:
Upon us to understand the New Manning System with Lespect to Unit Socia)l
Climate bafore wonsidering any of the other "soldier will" subscales,

centripetal (center-seeking). Centripetal social fovces lead %o roup
cohesion, intimacy, sacrifice of 38lf, and i sense of belonging. Cantrifugal
social forces lead to wividuality, self-reliance, social alienation, and a
sense of being disconnected or isolated, Knowing the balance of these tvc
kinds of forces at any one point in time should “elp us undarstand differences
in responsas to Question sets Purpocting to measure horizontal cohesion, such

their decisions and s treated by them most often in temms of his ssan, rank,
and objectively recorded performance, rather than his personal jJualities.
With respecc to group cohesion, then, the Amy is organizationally its own
worst enemy or ceritrifugal force. Even the Ammy's advertising slogan, "Be all
that you can be,” where you is viewed only in the singuiar, theoretically
works counter to a group asis. .

If the soldier had to deal sccially with the Army as a monolith, group

-




cohesion wwuld be neaxt to zern.

Like other lecge organizations, Nowarvs:, the
Ammy can mitigate. if not

reverse, tha allenating effuctg Of the organixation
Group yeructures. These el ler

Us of group life and .bulfer e
depersonalization of the

total structize, while at tha
the whole. Te question of hoiw
Successful the Ammy is

&t fostering such gmup developmant motivates our st
of Unit Social Qlimate. uay

Results of a Groun Mean Analesi.s of Unit Social Climae.
m—-‘_

The develoment of supportive
3

represeriting averages to the "2" and 4" categories
Tespectively vig—a—vig the instrument. Only the Els on the ave
the

. is seen for nonCoHONT soldiers, albeit at a
starting point. '

Ommytoenplainmeetfectofrankismsayumt it i3 a form of
status or vertical differertiation and therefore a centsifugal social forve
that inhibits borizontal intimucy. Aiso, rank cbviocusly is correlated with
time .in service and, particularly at the lower ranks, this means rapid
axposure to che oxganization as a whole, a cantrifugal and 2lienating process
that may nagatively altcey eacly expectations of a

tighely~knit unie developed
An training. 1n fact, sven within the El group &

time in the unit On a month-to-month basis. Although
offers a ]

and individual Career funcei
unit, .

Another variable of theqretical interest for g impact on UsC, also
shown on Graph 3, is

assignment. There is a2 small but significant
difference hers, with conus (CON) soldiers reporting less negative responses
on USC than (OOON) soldiers. an oS i '

b In many respects, the soldier is
likely to view the USAREUR as a different Army than the one back home, even if
he

one The centrifugzl impact on a
cohesion measure like USC is therefore predictable.




With Graph 4 we arrive at unit structure per se. Wile the usc means
£xll below the neucral line for al) battalion and COMPEny types, the light
inCantry \LGHT), airborne (AIR}, and armorved (ARM) bactalions certainly score
less negacively on cohesion than field artillery (ARrY) units, with the
mechanized infantry (MECH) about halfway between the cwe extremes. Two
centripetal kinds of forces relating to group oohesion appear to be operating
here. The first is the high profile or “alite" ladeling associated with ehe
light infantry and airborne battalions. 1o the extent that soldiers see
themsalves ag special or have Internalized their group function a8 one of
unique or especially vital Lrportance o the ly mission, they will have an
adcitional and powerful source of group identity. Though it may be symbelic
in nature, thar identity, we would argue, should result in higher perceived
cohwsion. The angument is less strong for the iight infantry battalicas since
there iz a cenfounding overlap of the QOHORT lzbel for these units.

The second oentripetal foree relates to size of the effective work
roup. (uite simply, the sraller the size, the easier ic is to maintain
cohesive bonds betwesn PrOUpD members. Thig &ppears to be the case, for

machani

exarple, with the armored units, and to a lesser degree with the zed
nfantry. Thig principle carries over in Graph 4 where c<npany' types are
. re xeasing cohesion reported from combat support (CS)

leadership ang task structures within these organizations. In any aevent,
conclusions sbout oS and CSS companies must ba drawn Cautiously since data
Came from only a few companies wich these functions. :

: In Graph S, the mean difference cn Usc between COHORT (CCH) and NOnCCHORT
(NOH) soldiers: ig displayed. OoeoRT soldiers do not fal) 2bove the neutial
ine on perceived horizontal cchesion, byt they are jess negative on the
average by 4.5 points. The centripetal benefit of CoHorr for gruup cohesion
can sither be accounted for by the actual social bonds formed through the
cammon  training period that are carried over into the new unit, or by the
application and subsequent internalization of the distinguishing COHORT labe]
to groups of stabilized soldiers. The remainder of Graph S would Suggest that
both processes Ray be taking place, although with differing degrees of higher

soldiers as a whole. If the armor and infantry soldiers had common osuT-
trajning (asur), however, cheir USC mean rises an additional 1.5 points, ang

6




COHORT label continues to caccy the symbolic Meaning of group .cohesion and ?
Support within the Army.) Nevertheless, CONORT soldiers who have received .|
their basic and AT tralning together with menbers of their first vnit wil] -
wost 1ikely exhibit the highest lavels of horizonta) cohesion.

Graphs ¢ and 7 serve simply o present USC means by rark, deployment
status, Lateslion type, mnd COHORI' vg, VORCOHORT  status, but this time only
for members of ling companies in ordar &, provide for more direct ccnparisons

individual variables can be considered. To this end, Table ! rank-orders Unit
Social Climate swans by a three—way line copany classificaticn based on

counte.parts in similar units except for mechanized infantry nonOHORT
soldisrs, where there is no significant difference. The effect cf deployment
is especially severe tor AIMOr units. In genaral, armor, airborne, and light
infantry units turm up with higher cohesion Scores than mechanized infantry or
field artillery units, 8xcept for the light infantry wich respect to the

making conclusiorg of a definicive sSort, and certainly Puts a crimp in the
multivariate statistical modelling of these data. On the other .hand, the data
rhat are avajlable follow inteiligible and predictable patterns and,
tlwmfci:re. land preliminary credence to the theoretical notions advanced
therewith, .




(V) to COHORT onUS (CC}.  CoHORT conus units appear to show the
highest levels of perceived cohesion, although it is the CCHORT labe) which
the strongest effect, followed closely by battalion type. Graph 8a
campares mechanized infantry with the other general army units, i.e. ammor and

respect to the other infan ¢ l.e. light and airborne.  Again,
although the full predicted pattern isg realized only for armored units, the
full and results for the other battalion types lean heavily in the

pa
xpected directions.

Ralatigg the Findings Back to the Questionnaire. T e

éxtreme categories and a proclivity for Piling up on the neutral category, a
cawmon problem with pencil and paper Surveys of this nature, but that does rot

t the meaningful 233 percentage difference between the two groups on
the "agree® category. )

Reviewing another questionnaire item will suffice in applying our most
extreme group differences on USC. Respondents were asked to rate from very
low to very high their "unit's togetherness or how ‘tight' members of your
unit are.” One percent of armored OUHORT OQONUS soldiers said very low, 8%
low, 38% moderate, 37% high, and 16% said very high. On the other hand, of
field artillery nonCOHORT ConuUS soldiers, 1ll% said very low, 26% low, 43%
moderate, 17% high, and 3% very high. Thus, 20% of these artillery
respondents would rate their unit's togetherness as high or very high,
compared with S3% of the acmored unit respondents.




Conclusions 4nd Endnotes.
M_M

The Acmy faces a great handicap, due lacgely. to its institutiona)
Structure, with TeSpect to many measures that we have termed "soldier will,»

vertical and horizontal cchesion respectively. Theoretically, there are
certzin Army Structures that either mitigate or sxacerbate negative Unit

Social Climace. The COHORT system, especially when that means oommon QST - -

an additional way of increasing perceived cchesion. Deployment to USAREUR
results in a gmal} to moderate loss in Unit Social Climate, though it is
particularly noticeable in armorsd units. The findings demonstrate that these
effects are largely additive.

There are other variables, which Cperate on the individual level, that
also affect horizontal bording on USC. wWe considered rank as one such
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Table 11

Hierarchical and Peec Cohesfoa Scales: T-Tests of Hean Scarves
" COHORT OSUT Trained and NoaCOHORY Soldlers La Line Coapsales

betveen

]

NonCOHORT ..
" LR ) ¥ sN 3
]
| )
g Hieracehical $0.20 l1.1$ 44.37 10.73 1038  12.674«
Cohesioa -
Peer Cohesion ' 25.92  6.12 23.40  6.08 1082 . 12.00%*

£ between Hieracchical
Cohesion and Peer Coheslon

b

-
-

£
T m LQaw ¢.00
a ~ 1890

Noce. Liscwise delecion was eaplayed.

HORT OSUT crafned units ‘ace units chac have
Tralning togecher.
**p < .001, cwo—catled.

gone through Bagic and Advanced




Table 12

Multiple Regression analysis fu Which “Pecception of Combat Readiness”
Variables are Regragead on Pear and Hieracchical cone.£33“§Z:IEF;?‘“"

Lricerion Vacriables

Predictor Company's Readiness® Fallov Soldisrs’ Readineas®

NonOOHORT Uafts

Peer Cohesion 12 0364
Hiavarchical Cohesioa Q30* 027#
Tateractioca 000 000
F(3,1002) = 47.63%« F (3,1000) = 50.05%=
2
R Cusulacive = 116 2% Cumulacive = 131
. COHORY Units
Pear CQhesia; 1) I S 039a
Bierarchical Cotiesion 0254 Q24hx
Iaceraction 060 000
F(3,2362) = 103,564+ 153.2345).- 160 .SO*w
3.2 Cuculagive = {16 3..2 Cumulative = |14

COHORT CONUS Unlits

Peer Cchesion 035* * Q&Han

Hierarchical Cohesion N3IGk* 031 e

Inceraction b 19 000
F(3,.063) = 46.17%% jﬁB.lﬂSé) = 46 Q8%
_B}“Cnmlutive = 113 ;l'.‘z_c‘mulncive = 116

Notse. In rcpo::tgg acandardized beta weights and Rz decimals wers omicted.

As increxzencal R are of less impovcance than the explained vaciance .
due to cohesion messures as a ZZoup, they wvere not teporcted.

%The respoadent vas ssked, “Hov wuld you describe your Company's readiness
g;: combaut?® Response categories tanged froam | (“very low™) to 5 (“very high”).
. the respondent was asked, "How would you describe you fellow soldiars' readiness
co fighc {f and wvhea Lt Ls necessary?™ Responsec categories raanged froam

l ("very low™) to 5 (“very high~). :

*p < .05. :

#*p < .01,

e
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RANK ORDER OF UNIT SOCIAL CLIMATE
'MEANS BY (THREE—WAY) LINE COMPANY

ARMOR—-COHORT—CONUS ~ 51.2
ARMOR—~COHORT—OCONUS 48.8
MR —-CCHORT—CONUS  48.2
MECH —COHORT—CONUS  45.2
LIGHT—~COHORT—~CONUS  44.4
MECH —COHORT—OCONUS 44.0
ARMOR—NONCOH—CONUS  43.4
ARTY —~COHORT—CONUS  42.2
ARTY —COHORT—OCONUS 40.9
AIR —~NONCOH-CONUS  40.4
MECH —NONCOH-OCONUS 40.2
MECH —NONCOH—CONUS  40.1
ARMOR—NONCOH—OCONUS 40.0
ARTY —NONCOH~CONUS  38.2

. Tabie 1.
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Adaptation Processes and Problems of Combat Arms
Unit Family Members, 7th ID(L), Fort Ord, CA
{Joel M. Teitelbaum, Ph.D.)

year new wives and children of soldiers of all ranks add to resident
households, while marital sSeparations reduce family numbers. Well-organized
unit communications to most family merbers by company and battalion Family
Support Groups and pre—daployment briefings assist in providing essential
information for family well-being. Unit leaders' wives are active in Family
Support Groups. Active volunteers bond quite closely across ranks. However,
enlisted spouse participation in Family Support Group efforts is minimal and
their awareness of unitr activities is irprecise. Rumor control is an important
Systems need. Many first term wives experience periods of intense psycho~
social isolation. Sane lack useful social coping skills. Few have close
sociai bonds with Spouses from their hushands® unit. Their key sources of
inter-family social support tend to be through  informally developed
friendships based on neighborhood, child-care, employment, and other ncn--
military affiliations.

Spousal ‘participation in Family Support Groups is limited by socio-
psychological factors such as husband and wife avoidance of inter-rank
'fraternization', and status ardl class differences between households. Unit
Spouses genarally make individuz] adjustments without the benefit of sharing
modes of family adaptation to the Light Infancry way of life. Major sources
of information flow between unit and family that help alleviate family stress
are welcaming activities, family briefings, FsG telephone trees and FSG-unit
family newsletters and flyers, as well as word-of-mouth communication.

Problems of adaptation and family support occur throughout the Army and
are not limited to family adaptation conditicns in the 7th Infantry Division
(Light) at Fort Ord. The findings presented here are based on interviews and
cbservations frem a small sample of unit households. The results are
indicative rather than descriptive of overall family member forms of
adaptation to the 7eh ID(L) QOHORT unit way of life.




breakfast or lunch with their wives on a daily bagis. This practice appears
to enhance conjugal cohesion, to alleviate uncertainty and to reduce urors.,

3) In he first year at Fort Crd, 'the“enlisted households sampled (E2-E6)
averaged two residential moves within the local area. By the end of their
first year an increasing mumber of these married enlisted soldiers had

neightorhoods, or thase living in areas far away from other soldier families
with problematic transportation.

4) A majority of new family members in the sample arrived at the beginning
of the COHORT 1ife cycle. Eowever, many wiveg of recently married or
geographically separated soldiers have ‘trickled in' to set up households
months after their husbands Ccame to Fort Ord. The first group of families wasg
welcomed by each unit, but some newly arrived family membars are not routinely
welcomed by the husband's unit or its Family Support Group as they arrive.
Same new spouses are barely aware of the existence of the Family Support Group
and have not yet beccme known te their husband's unit FsG. . .




sSame households in each unit are difficult to locate because of their high
residential mobility. Several households in this sample do not have
telephones at hame. .

spouses at Rre-deployment meetings. There are high levels of attesadance by
Spouses at battalion-wide briefings concerning upcaning field absences,
especially deployment to overseas locations. Reasons for success in drawing
attendance include: gond publicity and advance notice to families by Unit and
FSG leaders; spousal concetns about deployment timing, unit field activitiag
ard family information needs during absences; provisicn of campensatory time—
off to married soldiers whose wives attend pre-deployment briefings;
persuasion by unit and psc leaders; provision of babysitting services by
single soldiers during the meetings; cpportunities for sociability (with
refreshments) for new soldier families; attention to ‘family member oconvenience
in arranging pre—deployment briefing times. Unit and FSG leaders have
developed innovative skills in drawing good attendance at these briefings.

enlisred wives ig minimal. Firse temm and junior NCO spouses in this sagple
State that their cwn shyness, or their husbands' fears of 'fraternization',
and a perception of rank-related daninatioq by senior cadre wives ars key

group fun as detractors to FSG mutual social support. A widespread
distinction has arisen between the active core of FSG caregivers {('WE') and
the majority of enlisted family recipients ('THEY'). Interperscnal friendship
and  unit-based cohesion among active volunteers across ranks is often

enlisted spouses within campany units is strikingly infrequent. There is
little evidence of non-formal mentocing of younger first term wives by rore
mature NCO wives in their husbands' unit. Scme FSG volunteers express
feelings of frustration about their unrequited efforts on behalf of unit
families. Also, scme cadre wives in the sample consider themselves to te




“obligatory volunteers® for unit FSGs, largely to help their husbands*
Careers.

9) Company Family Support Groups experience short cycles of intense
activity in response to military events facing the unit during which increased
efforts are expended by wolunteer leaders. Reduced Fsg functioning ig
associated with -lorger periods of garrison duty. The highest rate of Fsg
activity and irterest shown by family members occuts shortly before and
briefly after field training away frem post. However, during absences of zore
than & week FSG volunteers respond to an increased volume of individual
household preblems from enlisted households.  Scme volunteers experience
' 'burn-out’ from thess caregiving efforts.

10) Based on information from cur sample, many first term wives experience
recurrent periods of intense Psycho-social isolation stress during the firgt
Year of CCHORT unit life cycle. Youriy husbands and wives are usually quite

£ cn one another, but few spouses are closaly connected to other wives
of men in their husbands' units at the carpany lavel and below. They are
especially wvulnerable to rumors about unit mission dangers and fears about
their own and their childrens' personal safety Quring the husband's
absences. Most younger wives in the sample remain Closely attached to their

ng
associated with high residential mobility, rapid turnover in arrival and
departure of Aumercus enlisted households, and (especially) the strain of

husband 'g military duties, his unit demands and their effects on family well-
being, unit Family Supgort Group activities do not appear to be major sources
of cohesion or Supportive bending among most enlisted spovses. In contrast, a
shared sense of identification with the husbard's unit through its F3G is the
basis for many friendships among spouses of senior cadre in the sampla.
Spousal bonds across ranks appear to be restricted by fears of




'Eraternizat:ion', by segregated dwelling ar-as, by income, age and educational
differentials, and by life-style distinetions.

life stress in the Fort Ord area and have retumed to their home
camunities., Sape have traveled heme more than cnce, und raturned " to their
tiusbands, Marita)l separation is frequent., New marriages among OOHOR™
scldiers are also frequent. There ace significant levels of spousal distress
ard maladaptation amcng spouses in cur sample. Most recently-arrived wives go
through 2 trial-and-error adjustment process similar to that experienc:

Inolications

1) With the assistance of unit leaders, Family Support Group volunteers
shculd create cpportunites for horizontal bonding among spouses (and children)
of COHORT soldiers. Intra—-rank Gatherings focused on common  interssts of
newly arriving family members shoulc be fostered.  Symbolic rewards and

activities to generate 2 sense of family-unit psychological cammunity should

at Fort Oxd and in the Monterey area econamy,  finding support during
pPregnancy, childbirth, early childhood care and adjustnents to intemit me
husband absences. These and other houseold survival topics can provice
discussion and mentoring opportunties for first temm apd junior NCO wives as
well as cadrs.

2) At the campany level, FSGs should eéncourage L.e emergence of 'natural’
leaders from junior enlisted as well as senior cadre racks, as individual

below should be shared in a situational manner, pemitting number of

ividuals fram all ranks to circulate in leadership roles over a period of
months. Formation of 'We' and 'They' distinctions between voli.iteer activises
and other family members should be discouraged. Ad—hoc consultation to help




ys of handling and sharing group processes and skills in
developing mutually supportive network relationships. Lessons learned on the
limitations of FsG intervention on behalf of families as well as the benefits
of volunteering for volunteers as wall as vecipients should be explained with
many illustracive examples.

4) within each pattalica a huran problems facilitator should be designated
as the point of contact for Fanily Support matters. . This ecould be the Command
Sergeant Mzjor or Rear Datachment Cammander. [Lutiaes would include the role of
unit gatekeeper fcr family needs and referrals and liaison with che Fami ly
Support: Group. The battalicn Chaplain should be encoucaged to sarve as a
consultant to the facilitator and to unit Family Support Groups, without a
specific role in the orgar.ization.

5) At the brigede level an adbudsmar should be installed as a paid military
or civilian staff memier to act as family-unit officer and ramily Support
Group coordinator for each battalion ond its conpanies.  This individual
should be selected by designating a trainred, Army-wise, experienced individual
available locally for a period of at least a few years, e.g., a professional
Scziul Ywkap, At tra divizion and installation level family-comunity
concerns . At B0 i avocrded the positive interast, caring and
inter-ager. , . camant coordiiiccio. ?lready observable ac Fort Ord.
However, multiple, new councily and managemsot organizaticns at each unit
, level abcve the battalion shoald be wminimived o nrevent over-emphasis on
' Super structure at the expense of primary group &anily Sunz.Tt vAlnmteer
interaction. Welcaning of newly arriving family members and scldiers sieould
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Summary of WRAIR Research Oversight Parel Discussion
with
LTG Robert M. Elton
28 March 1986

l. The measuremen: of “soldier will" has now been attempted by a rumber
of organizations using a variety cf instrumerits. The scales available havae
internal validity and can be useful to comanders. The Panel suggested
developing a standardized instrument that could be used throughout the. Army.

Discussion focused on how to insure it was used for diagnostic assessment
and training Improvement, rather than as measure of cawmanders’ performance.

2. The panel emphasized that personnel stabilization undountedly creas
horizontal bonding, but that vertical bonding across ranks required increased
conceptual attention. The panel also noted that Stabilization and achesion
wers roi Synonymous with readiness. None the less, turbulence data are
presantly not being collected within the personnel reporting system, and such
information is as likely o bg as importart as equipment scatus.’

3. With respect to families, the panel wondered whether the recent
emphasis on married soldiers had not left single soldiers as second class
citizens. QL  Plummer cited the growing need to provide alternative
recreational outlets for single soldiers who can no longer consume alcoholic
beverages until age 2l. Without alternatives, single soldiers are either
driven off-post or into drug use as ways to structure their off-duty time.

both voluntary and work organizations? Camanclers need full-time family
services officers or ful] complements of chaplains, neither of which are
likely, given current end strengths.



Discussion centered on whether civilians might be employed as family

services officers. Dr. Segal noted the Army tends to de-value personnel

positions (especially civilian, but military as well), and:that the skills
needed for organizing voluntary groups were different from those needed to
cormand. QL Plumer disagreed, and argued the problem was ocne of
incorporating concerm for families within the cormand ethie. Yes, but how?
General Augerson cautioned against confining attention to immediate problems
to the exclusion of the role of families in the event of deployment or
evacuation. SGM Ryan wammed of the problems of managing cohesive family
groups within a military context, and wondered whether such family support
groups might not create more difficulties than they solve.

The panel made the following points regarding methcds ard research issyes.

1. The wmeasurement of "soldier will® is valuable in itself, given the
historical cucrelation between such indicators, combat performance, and
psychiatric breakdown. The utility of the Survey would te enhanced, however,
were there correlaticns with readiness. The missing link is good measures of
unit performance, and the best possibility for obtaining suchn messures is at
the National Training Center. <The panel recommended exploring the NIC data
base in future work. '

2. With respect to the Presumed link between command climate and family
stre:s, there are no convincing data; good ideas, yes, lots of talk, yes, but
no data. ‘Tuerefore, the presuved desirability of family support groups as
mediators »f stress requires documentation.

3. Tne research involving the 7th ID (L) is flawed by the absence of
appropriate comparisons, and by the special efforts that have been made to
insure success in the first light division, to include preferential personnel
sclection and high attention of senior Army Leaders. '

4. QOL Plummer expressed concern that the research reports too often seem
a defensive of the ODHORT concept. He reminded the panel that the cbject of
CCHORT is to create cohesion, and reccmmended a review of the original ARCOST
recomrendations in order to divorce cohesion, COHORT, and unit rotation
issues.

5. General Ulmer warned that the benefits of COHORT were being purchased
at the expense of the non-COHORT army. General Elton agreed that this was a
key have/have-not issue that must be defused. None~the-less, General Ulmer
insisted, "The bottom line ought to be a pramise that we will never transfer
soldiers as individuals; we mUSt sensitize the Army that individual
replacement is a disaster waitir,, to happen.” :




raplacements into tightly bonded units. ooL Plumer agreed, noting that we
are not taking full advantage of opportunities to examine. resilience and
tuplacement strategies that will inform us on manpower replacement policy.
Ceneral Elton Suggested the possibility of controlled experiments at NrIC,

The discussion again returned to the danger of confounding cohesion,
stabilization, and replacement policy. It is necessary to be clear whether
the evaluation is of one system or alternmative replacement strategies, lest we
conclude the present COHORT System must be abandoned becausa cne teplacement
scheme .was £1lawed.

Several commented that ncoody in the Army disputes that keeping soldiers
together as long as possible is ideal; the debate is on the cost. Must we rob
the noaCCHORT army to build stabilized units?

(OL Plumrer ccmmented on the sustainment problem. Sustainment is a small
unit leader issue that mst be addressed in the Ammy school system with the
cooperation of DCSCPS. Dy, Marlowe noted there must firse be a comitment to
creating leaders. Schonls can create movement and sustain expertise, if we
begin teaching leadership. .




