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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is the third of 12 quarterly reports describing the programs and findings
frcm participation by the Walter Reed Ammy' Institute of Research (WRAIR) in

the Headquarters, Dspartment of the Army (HODA) New Manning System (N4S) Field
Evaluation. This report contains a detailed OVERVIEW of current research
activities as well. as associated research findings. It also includes
APPENDICES that contain specific information about various aspects of WRAIR's
NS Human Dimensions Evaluation.

mtoncwimisabriefamryofﬂwmstinportmtimesnisedinthis
technical report.

1. Results from the analysis of the entire first wave of data (collected
between May and December 1985) show QOHORT soldiers and units faring better on
“soldier will® measures than nonCOHORI. For example, COHORT soldiers showed
higher vertical and horizoantal oohesfon than did nonCOHORT soldiers.
Meaningful interpretation of these differences must await the collection and
analysis of succeeding waves of survey and interview data.

2. Informetion from WRAIR's NMS family research suggests that formal Family
Support Groups (FSGs) do not replace the need for strong informal
relationships among unit families. The critical role of the FSG is to respond
to unit based issues (e.g., welcoming and orienting new unit family members,
preparing and helping unit~fauily members to cope with lengthy husband-father
absences, preparing unit-family members for OOCNUS rotations). The critical
rols of informal mmall-unit relationships is to provide the soldier and his
family with social support at times of individual crisis (e.g., birth of a
child, injury ar death to a family member etc). Participation in FSGs should
be encouraged (as a way of building informal relationships) but indzvidnals
should not be pressured to participate in these organizations.

3. WRAIR has established a human dimensiocn research oversight panel chaired
by LIG (RET) Walter F. Ulmer, USA. This group of distinguished military
- officers, nonccmmissioned officers, and civilian scholars has reviswed WRAIR'S
initial research efforts. Among their many comments, the panel emphasized
that the value ‘of military cohesion for effective cambat cperations rests on
historical experience, and need not be correlated with measures of garrison or
training performance in order to comand the continued attention of Army
leaders. The panel accepted as fact that military cohesion is an important
inhibitor of psychological breakdown in Dbattle. They emphasized the
importance of this relationship above and beyord the scientific community's .
ability to demonstrate statistical relaticaships between cohesion and unit
training performance. .-




a. This s ‘'ths third WRAIR ‘quarterly report concerning research
activities in support of the HQDA (ODCSPER-DAPE-PSB) New Manning System (NMS)
Pield ‘Evaluation. It coverz WRAIR research activities during the period 16

January through 15 April 1986.

b. This report is designed (1) to provide HQDA (and other participating
agencies) with an update of WRAIR'sS current MNXS cescarch activities; (2) to
raise issues that warrant discussion among the agoencies involved in the
miai.limluation: and (3) to forecast some of WRAIR's future MMS research
activities.

2. CQurrent Activities

A. Soldier Survey (Appendix A)

(1) The first iteration of the "Soldier Will" data collection has been
xxpleted and considerable data anaylsis has been accomplished. The second
iteration questionnaire has also been administered and data preparation is
underway. The initial analysis of the second wave of data should be campleted
by the end of the First Quarter of FY87. The third iteration of the
questionnaire will be administered between May ard Novenmber 1986.

(2) The overall response rate for the first iteration was 78.3%. The |
response rate for tha second iteration was 71.0%. Both of these response
rates are the ratio of soldiers in the unit 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 ariginally selected tc participate in this study,
which (or a variety of reasons never received one (or both) of the
questioniaire iterations. This loss ot units reduces cur ability to
generalize sare of our findings.

(3) Based on the current analysis of the full titst iteration data, the
following findings and future issues are of notes

(a) "Soldier will" can be measured. Results showed that "soldier will"
can be reliadbly measured as: ‘

-Canpany Coambat Confidence
=Senior Cammand Confidence
-Small-Unit Command Confidence




~Concerned Leadership
~Senge of Pride .
-Unit Social Climate
~Unit Teamwork

Seven attitudinal scales, ocorresponding to these oconcepts, were
daveloped. These scales showed good messursment qualities, i.e., internally
consistent and generally unidimensional. It is important to emphasize that
measurerent issues including additional scale refinements, will continue to be
critical aspects of WRAIR's NMS research efforts.

(b) "Soldier will® tells us scmething important. Soldiers who reported
greater "soldier will" their units also reported better life adjustment.
Thase soldiers had greater life and Amy satisfaction, experienced greater
personal well-being, less personal distress, less worry and hervousness that
interfered with work and required medication, #nd expressed more willingness
to stay in their unit, to stay in the Army, and to re-enlist than those
soldiers who scored lower on "soldier will.® Soldiers ww reported higher

"soldier will®" also had fewer nunber of AWOLs, mumber of days AWOL, ard
.nenjudicial punistments. “Soldier will® scales alsc differentizted soldiers
by unit structure (line vs. headqiarters), and by unit type (anomr, infantry,
field artmer.y). .

{c) CCHORT soldiers and units fared better on “soldier will" than did
Nen(OHORT.  (CHORT soldiers consistently scored higher on “soldier will® than
did nonOHORT soldiers. These differences were the same even when personal,
unit arxl coomunity characteristics were considered (like age, rank, education,
marital status, type of cocmbat arms unit, living arrangements, OOONUS/CCONUS
deployment). In addition, COHORT ccnpanies had greater “soldier will® than
did nonCOHORT canpanies (when data were aggregated by coogpany). When COBORT
units were broken down into four more refined categories (i.e., Airburne
COHORT, Light Infantry COHORT, cammonly trained OSUT COHORT, and COHORT units
in which personnel were only stabilized), greatest differences were between
the mdre Ceneral categories of CQOHORT and nonCOHORT. These differences did
no: substantially change when line and headguarters coampanies were treated
separately.

(d) COHORT soldiers showed higher vertical and horizontal cohesion than
did nonCOHORT soldiers. Two scales were Geveloped to measure vertical and
horizontal cohesion.  COHORT soldiers reported both greater vertical and
. horizontal cohesion than did nonCOHORT soldiers. Soldiers in both COHORT and
nonCHEORT uriits who reported greater vertical cchesion also said that the
canbat. readiness of their fellow soldiers and their carpany was greater.
Horizontal cchesion was only related to soldiers' assessments of the ccmba:
readiness of their fellow soldiers. ‘

>
’-

(e) wWhat Do Results Mean? Differences in “soldier will® were found
between COHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers and corpanies. Differsnces in "soldier
will® are not explained by systematic differences in personal characteristics




{like age, race, education etc) between COHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers, as
these characteristics were considered in analyses. Both types of OOHORT
units, commonly trained OSUT and personnel stabilized, were very similar in
“soldier will,” and both had greater “soldier will®™ than that found in
nOnCOHORT units. Wwhen corparisons were made between camparable combat arws
units across the two (DHORT categories, commonly trained OSUT soldiers did, in
fact, have higher ®“soldier will® than did COHORT soldiers who ware merely
stabilized. Personnel stabilized COHORI soldiers still had greater “soldler
will® than nonQUEORT-soldiers, despite the fact that the mean number of months
in the unit was less for these CUHORT soldiers than for nonCOHORT soldiers.

Saveral alternative hypotheses may explain why personnel stabilized
COHORY scldiers have greater “soldier will® than nonCOHORT soldiers: (1)
Personnel stabilized COHORT soldiars may expect that they will stay together a
longer pericd of time than nonCOHORT soldiers, increasing their conmitment to
and involvement with their fellow soldiers and leaders; (2) As a member of .a
labeled COHORT unit, soldiers may receive greater attention and encouragement
to display cohesiveness; (3) Personnel stabilized COHORT units may have been
ccmprised <of soldiers with more pesitive attitudes ard higher xorale
characteristic of soldiers just completing OSUT; (4) Soldiers in personnel
stabilized COBORT units may present themselves as move cohesive because it is
oxpected of OOHORT soldiers; and (S) Personnel stabilized COBORT units
represent just two battalions that may have had better than average "command
climates.” These hypotheses will be tested as additional survey, intsrview,
and observational data are collected and analyzed.

B. “Soldier Will" Survey Data with a Focus cn Social
Climate (Appendix B).

(1) l:%a_& WRAIR has begun a series of brief and straight-
forward data yses with the intent of focusing intansively on selected
questicns of interest. In interpreting results froan these analyses, we
maintain that their military importance lies less with any single test of
statistical significance and rvacher with predictable and repeatable pattsrns
within the data.

(2) Comaring “soldier will® scales. Since the seven "soldier will®
scales are constructed with different numbers of survey items, it is necessary
to convert them to a camon metric before making comparisons. We select a O-
100 szale here, with 50 as the neutral breaking point between. mean positive
and mean negative assessments of “soldier will® on any particular scale.

(a) Overall results show that “soldier will® scale means cluster
around the neutral line, being neither ve:y high nor very low. "~ However,
confidence in leadership, whether at the company or senior command level,
averages ocut on the positive side. The perception that leaders ara interested
in what soldiers think and feel produces a net negative score. Concerned
Leadership, cur factor analytic approximation of vertical integration, in fact
has the lowest relative mean score of the seven scales (43.2), followed by
Unit Social Climate (47.1).




(b) By limiting the analysis to the junior enlisted ranks, the means.
for Campany Command Confidence, Senior Command Confidence, Sense of Pride, and
Unit Teanwork are lowered, but only Unit Teamwork falls below the neutral
line. For El-E4s in line companies, COHORT scldiers have higher means than
nonCOHORT soldiars on all seven scales, with the greatest differences found
with Unit Teamwork, Unit Social Climate, Small-Unit Comwand Confidence, and
Concerned Leadership. COHORT soldiers score beneath the neutral line oa two
of seven scales, compared to five of seven for nonCOHORI soldiers. On
Concerned Leadership for nonQOHORT soldiers, the mean scare is closer to a low
average than a moderats or neutral average.

(3) Focus on a single “"sbldier will" scale. Unit Social’ Climate .
(USC) is selected for further analysis because of its intuitive appeal via the
COHORYT versus ronCOEORT classification.  Specifically, it includes survey
items directly addressing trust, closeness, social support, and scope of
interaction within the coapany, platoon, and sguad. These are itews normally
associated with horizontal group cohesion.

(a) Only Els report net positive levels of cohesion on Unit Social
Climats, with a significant drop occurring with E2s and again with E4s. The
same pattern is noted for botihh OOHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers, although COHORT
soldiers bhave higher starting points. Currently, we are not sure what
everyday life experiences in the progression in rank from E2 to E4 contribute
to a perceived loss of cohesion.

(b) OONUS assigmneat has a small but significant negative impact on
repartad cohesion levels. The attenuation of CONUS social ties, the
difficulty of establishing coneself socially in a foreign country, and the
exposure of the soldier to a new Amy “worid” may account for this inpact.

(c) Smaller work group size, such a3’ in armored units, allows for
more intensive social interaction, and therefore for higher levels of reported
cohesion. HQ and combat service support companies display lower USC means
than line and combat support companies, possibly because the leadership and
task structure of rhe latter may be claar—cut or delimited. Light infantry
and airborne units respond with relatively higher levels of USC, it is
hypothesized, hecause of their specialized or “elite" status wirh ths Army.
Such labeling, to the degree it is intermalized, provides an additional scurce
of group identity.

< (d) As obsarved earlier, COHORT soldiers reveal higher levels of
. horizontal bonding than nonCOHORT soldiers. COHORT identity itself, and the .
expectations surrounding it, seem to consistently translate to higher (less
negative) levels of perceived cohesion as measured by USC. However, comop
OSUT-trained soldiaors, and not just OOHORT scldiers who are stabilized, have
highest USC. (Note: all conclusions regarding persomml in COHORT stabilized
battalions must bs regarded with caution since only two such bactalions are in
the first wave data base). Further analysis, concentrating on soldiers’
perceptions of comon training and personnel stability levels, as well as




utilizing both baseline and longitudinal data, must be carried out before any
trends can be accepted as coaclusive.

(e) By limiting the Unit Social Climate analysis to line companies
only, no new findings were discovered, except that for armored uiits the scale
mean now registered positive (over the feutral line). The remaining findings,
however, refer to El-E4s in line corpanies only.

(£) If we . .array battalions with respect to USC means while
identifying battalion type, COHORT vs. nonCOHORT, and CONUS vs. OQOWUS
statuses simultarecusly, we find that these individual -effects are largely
additive. Thus, if we know a unit's type and its COHORC status and its
locaticn, we can more correctly predict the unit's level of perceived cohesion
khan if we only know one or tw of these unit gualities. In this first wave
of data the greatest difference on USC was found between armor-COHORI=-CONUS
soldiers (well above the neutral line) and field artillery-nonCOHORT-CONUS
soldiers (well below the neutral line). (There were no field artillery-
nonCOHORT-OCONUS respondents in the current data base). .

(4) Relating findings back to the survey gquestions. The analytical
exercise is brought to a close by examining how soldiers in the two extreme
groups notsd above answered two of the USC camponent questionnaire items. On
*People in this company feel very close to each other,” 44% of armored-COHORT-
CONUS soldiers agreed or strongly agreed compared to just 12% of field
artillery-nonCOHCRI-CONUS soldiers. Similarly, when asked to rate from very
low to very high their “unit's togetherness or how ‘tight' menbers of [their]
unit are,* 53% of armored-~COHORT-OOXNUS soldiers said high or very high versus
208 of field artillery-nonCOHORT-CONUS soldiers. Nevertheless, on both
questions for both groups there was a tendency to avoid the extreme categories
and to choose the middle ones.

(s) The structures of this exearcise and the corresponding graphs in
Appendix B will serve as a prototype for future analyses, both of the baseline
and longitudinal data. . ‘

C. Spouse Survey

(1) Pirst iteration data collection has been completed (June 86) and
data analysis has been started. Second iteration data will be collected in
October and November (1986). At that time OCONUS nonCOHORT and the rotating
COONUS (£o CONUS) COHORT spouses will be added to the NMS spouse study sample.

(2) WRAIR expects to publish initial information from the first
iteration spouse survey data in the next quartorly report.

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




D. Battalion Rotation

(1) During this reporting pericd a team of WRAIR researchers has been
collecting interview data in all the CONUS rotating battalions (and their
nonCOHORT comparison units). At the same time, a WRAIR staff member has been
conducting a rore limited interview survey of groups of OOOWUS wives with
husbands assigned to the battalions rotating from USAREUR to OONUS.

(2) Similar interview data will also be collected after the Summer
rotations in both OCONUS and USAREUR. . '
(3) WRATR's first technical report in FY87 will be devoted to issues

associated with Battalion Rotatiocn. This will include information concerning
both unit (soldier) and family issues.- .

E. Unit Interviews

(1) The. next series of unit interviews will take place during July
and August 1986 as part of WRAIR'sS participation in the BQDA Battalion
Rotation Assessment Visits (currently Leing coordinated by HODA). These
interviews will include a sampling of cadre and soldiers from all of the
rotating battalions, and they will focus on rotation issues.

(2) Beginning in October 1986 WPAIR scientists will begin ancther
series of limited soldier-cadre interviews with all the COHORT and nonCDHORT
battalions participating in the NMS evaluation. These interviews are designed
to enhance ocur understanding of the longitudinal efifects of the COOHORT
experience as well as any impact of the battalion rotation experience.

F. 7th Infantry Division (Light)

(L) Data collection and analysis of the development of the 7th ID(L)
continues. In addition, planning is underway for an assessnrent of unit
reconstitution as part of the division certification exercise zhat 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
C)a In Sumnary:

(a) .Through the first year in the life cycle of COHORT combat arms
units, many enlisted families continue to experience adjustment problems.
Heavy field training demands and unpredictable garrison duty hours impact
adversely on family life and conjugal cohesion. Newly established households
often experience severe financial strain and high rates of residential
mobility during the first year at Ft. Ord. 1ln each battalion a cluster -of
family members arrives with the cadre, followed by a similar surge of families
arriving with their first-term COHORT hushands. However, many family members
‘trickle in' during the following twelve months. About half the first-term
Spouses are newlyweds. As wives and young children of COHORT soldiers add to




the members of COHORT unit family members during the first year, marital
smparations subtract members. -

(b) Well-organized unit communications to most family members by
corpany and battalion Family Support Groups (FSG) and various pre—deployment
briefings assist in providing essential information for family well-being.
Unit leaders' wives are active in Family Support Groups and bond quite closely
across ranks. However, onlisted spouse participation in Family Support Grmup
efforts is minimal. -Rumor control is an important systems need. Many first-
tem wives experience periocds of intense psycho-social isolation. Sane lack
useful social coping skills., Few have close social bonds with spouses from
their husband's unit. The key sources of inter-family social support tend to
be through informally developed friemdships based on neighborhood, child~care,
wanen'’s work, and other fdon-military affiliations. '

(c) Spousal participation in Family Support Groups §s limited by
socio-psychological factors such as husband and wife avoidance of incer-rank
‘fraternization’, status and class differences between households, and the
lack of shared awareness among unit spouses on modes of family adaptation and
individual adjustwment to the Light Infantry way of life. Major sources of
family—-unit information £low that help alleviate fanily stress are welcoming
activities, family - briefings, FSG telephone trees and FSG-unit family
newsletters and flyers, as well as word-of-mouth communication.

(d) It is important to recognize that many of the issues and
experiences clted here are not unique to the 7th ID(L) and Fort Ord. Rather,
they ars Ammy-wide concerns and experiences. It should also be noted that
!‘oct“ Ord probably has one of the Army's most develcped cormand-wide FSG
efforts. ¢

G. WRAIR “"Research Oversight Panel”

(1) WRAIR has aestaulished 2 hwman dimension ressarch oversight
panel. This group met for the first time during the period 26-28 March
1986. The panel consists of distinguished military officers and civilian
scholars. LIG Walter F. Ulmer, USA (RET), chairs the panel which consists of
LTG Julius W. Becton, USA (RET), MG William S. Augerson, USA (RET), OOL
Michael Plumer, USA, SGM Tharas Ryan, USA (RET), CSM Walter Stock, USA (RET),
Professcr Charles Maskos, (Northwestern University), Professor David Segal,
(University of Maryland), and Dr. T. Owen Jaccbs (Army Rassacch Institute).

(2) The purpose of the panel is to provide a continual impartial
review of WRAIR's human dimensions research efforts, and Lo provide expert
critique. Specifically, the tasks of tha panel are: to review the NMS work to.
date, to question assumptions, to call attention to unexplored ressarch
possibilities, and to sugjest policy implications to the HODA DCSPER, EIG
Robert Elton, who met with the pansl during the last session.

{3) The panel offered the following observations and critique during
its first meeting. :




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

(b) The evaluation plan has the potential of not only speaking to
what. does and does not work, but how and why as well.

(c) Measures of unit rather than aggregated individual parformance
would enhance the utility of the current “soldier will® survey, and efforts
should be directed  to using National Training Center data to this end.
However, the panel membars felt very strongly that the value of military
cohesion for effsctive combat operations rests on historical experience, and
need not be correlated with measures of garrison perfommance to command
continuing attention at the highest leveis of the Army. The panel accepted as
fact that ui.litary cohesion is an important inhibitor  of psychological
breakdown in battle. They enphasized the importance of this relationship
above and beyond the research cammunity's ability to demonstnt:e relationships
between cohesion and unit training perfoomance.

{4) Sharp disagreement continues within the Army as to either the
desirability or feasibllity of greater family-unit involvemert. The primary
roule of the HRAIR rvesearch effort may not be so much in reporting new data and

insights, buct rather in describing the variety of different sets of

assumptions regarding unit-family relationships and making these assurptions
explicit so that their consequences can be known.

(e) Sharp disagreement also continues within the Ammy as & whether
success of either the NMS cor the new light infantry divisions nay be at the
expense of the non-COHORT, conventiocnally crganized Apmy. Perscnnel policies
that either intenticnally or unintentionally favor some units over others (or
even create a perveption of favoritism) are resenced and will cloud any
conclusions based on the evaluation. Again, a task for WRAIR may be to
develop concepts and analyses which make assumptions and their consequences
explicit rather than implicit. -

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

discussion at this time. Of note, WRAIR staff members have had extensive
“wetings with representatives of the Army Research Institute (ARI) concerning
our future NMS research activities and we expect to continue the development.
oL a collaborative’ relationship between WRAIR and :m ccnceming many
important issuves emerging from the ms research.

4. Future Research Pctivitxes

In support of the HODA DCSPER's interest in "war time" applications of
OOHORT principles, and in conjunction with WRAIR's combat psychiatry mission,
this Department will participate in a HODA sponsored evaluation of COHORT
replacement duri.ng a combat training exsrcise. Planning for this evaluation
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. .

9




S. This overview was prepared by LIC James A. Martin, Ph.D., MSC, WRAIR POC
for all NMS research. LIC Martin (and his alternate LTC Ingraham) can be
contacted via commercial phone (301) 427-5210/5366 or Autovon 291-5261/5312.
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Summary of Results of First Iteration "Soldier Will" Survey Data

Recearch Qbjectives

-

The U.S. Army is attempting to increase combat readiness through a series
of initiatives kncwn as the New Manning System (NMS).  The tMS involves
changes in the structurs, training, and deployment of 'combat units. These
changes ave expacted to a2lter the soldier's will to fight and his abllity vo
gurvive the stress of combat (collectively krown as “soldier will®). The
research objectives of this report of results obtained froam the Soldier Will
Survey -veras: (1) to develop mesasures of “soldier will:” and (2) to compare
(OHCRT and nonCOHORT soldiers on these measures.

Sample Description

‘The sample was carprised of 93 companies (N = 8,88%), 57 COHORL companies
(N = 5,848) and 36 nonCOHORT conpanies (N = 3,021). ©Of the 57 COHORT
canpanies, 10 were headquarters companias and 45 were lins companies. The
remaining two COHORT campanies were combat service support or cambat support
canpanies. Of the 36 nonCOHORT, 6 were headquarters companies. Types of
combat arms units represented in the 77 line companies were airborne, light
infantry, mechanized infantry, armored, and field artillery. 73.3%
(8,931/11,395) of ths soldiers in the 93 corpanies weore surveyed

S of Pindings

“Soldier will® can bo measured, Rasulca showed that "soldier will" can
b= reliably measured as:

1. Campany Caubac. Confidencs

2. Senior Command Confidence

3. Small-Unit Command Conﬂdence
4. Concerned Leadership

S. Sease of Pride

6. Unit 3Sccial Climace

7. Unit Teamwork

Sevin attitudinal scales, corresponding to these concepts, were |
daveloped. The scales showed “good" measuremant characteristics (i.e.,
internally consistent and generally unidimensicnal).

“Soldier wili®" teils us scmething important. Soldiers who reported
greater "soldier will® in their units also repocted better life adjustment.
These soldiers also had greater life z2nd Aumy satisfaction, exparienced
greater personal well-being, less parsooal distress, less worry and
nervousness that interfered with work and required medication, and expressed
more willingness to stay in their unit. stay in the Army, and re—enlist than
those soldiers who scored lower on "soldier will.” Soldiers who reported
greater “"soldier will" also had fewer number of AWOLS, number of days AWOL,




and nonjudicial punishments. Soldiers froum wmore interactive intensive units,
such as line companies and armor units, had higher “soldier will* than
soldisrs from less intaractive intensive units, such as headquarters companjes
and other combat arms units.

COHORT soldiers and units farad bstter on "soldier will® than 4aid
nonCCHORE.  OOHORS. soldiers scored higher on “soldier will® than d1{d nonCOHORT
soldiers.” These differences were the same even when personal, unit, and
cormunity “characteristics were considered (such as age, rank, education,
marital status, typs of combat amms unit, living arrangemencs, OCONUS/CONUS
deployment). . In addition, when data were aggregated by campany, COHORY
corpanies had higher “soldier will® than did nonCOHORT campanies. hen COHORT
units were broken down into four, more refined categories (i.e., Airborne
CCHORT, Light Infantry COHORT, camonly-trained OSUT COHORT, and COHORT units
in which only personnel were stabilized), greatest differences were between
the rmore general categories of QOHORT and ntnCOHORT. Thess differences did
ot a::iunt:ially change when line and headquarters campanies were treated:
separately.

COOHORT soldiers showed higher vertical ard horizmtal cohesion than did
nonCOHORT_soldiers. Two scales were developed to measure vertical and
horizontal cotesion. (OHORT scldiers - reported both greater vertical and
horizontal cobesion than did nonCOHORT soldiers. Soldiers in bocth COHORT and
nonCOEORT units who reported greate- vertical cohesion also said the combat
readiness of their fellow soldiers and their company was greater. Horizontal
cohesion was only relsted to soldiers' assessrents of the combat readiness of
their feliow soldiers.

that Do Results Mean?

Diffarences in "soldier will” were found between COHORT and nonCOEORT
soldiers and companies. Differences in “soldier will® are not explained by
systematic differences in personal characteristics bstween COHORT and
norCOEORE soldiers, as thess characteristics were considered in analyses.
Both types of OOHORT units, cormonly trained OSUT and personnel stabilized,
were very similar in "soldier will," and both had greater “"soldier will® than
that found in nonCOHORT units. When comparisons were made between conparable
canbat amms units across the two COHORT categories, commonly OSUT trained
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
mumber of months in the unit was less for these COHORT soldlers than for
nonCOHORT soldiers.

Several tentative explanations are offered o explain why personnel.
stabilized COHORT solidiers have greater “soldier will®™ than nonCOHORT
scldiers: (1) Personnel stabilized COHORT soldiers expect that they will stay
together a longer penod of time than nonCOHORT soldiers, increasing their
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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. :
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The Measurement of "Soldier Will,*
Horizontal Cohesion, and Vertical Cohesion, and
‘me:.r Relationship to Training Performance and Unit Replacement System

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

Update on Administrative Aspects of the Survey

Questionnaire Administration, g.xestionnain 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 ramaining three pages the independent
companies (not organized within a COHORT or a caxparison nonCOHORT battalion)e.

Of the nineteen battalions 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 New Manning
System Field Evaluaticon.

Of the 38 independent companies, 16 companies received the first
iteration questionnaire so that data could be included in the first iteration
Questionnaire data base. Of the remaining 22 companies not included in the
first iteration data bass, seven campanies never received first iteration
Questionnaires due to either scheduling problems, not having received
questionnaires, or not having received USAREUR clearance. Data obtained from
the remaining 15 companies were cleaned, keypunched, and verified. These data
will be included in the first iteration data base when first and second
iteration data are compared (early Fall 1986).

- Looking at sscond iteration questiocnnaire administration dates, seven
copanies did not receive questionnaires because.  of either scheduling
problems, problems with USAREUR clearance, or unit rotation. Four campanies
were disestablished before second iteration questionnaires oould be
zdministered.

Analyses of second iteration questicnnaire data will begin in mid- to
late~July 1986. In the meantime, questionnaires will be cleaned and
keypunched. The resultant data base will be checked for invalid data entries.

Third iteration questionnaire administration dates have been established




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

Response Rates

The overall response rate for the first iteration questionnaire
administration (ratio of soldiers in the company who took the suzvey to number
of soldiers assigned to the unit) was 78.3% (8,531/11,395). Table 2 reports
response rates by unit status (COHORI and nonCOHORT) and rank category. Table
2 represents response rates for only 42 of the 93 companies in the first
iteration data base; 51 conmpanies did not report pesponss rate by rank.

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

Third Iteration Questionnaire

The questionnaire to be used in the third iteration administration is
being printed by Soldier Support Center and will be fielded scmetime in May,
1986. Since there wers relatively few problems in field-testing the second
iteration questicnnaires, this instrument served as the basis for the third

iteration questionnaire with a few questions added relating to battalion
identification, buddy relationships, and battalion rotatica.

Report of Analyses from Pirst Ireration Questionnaire Data

Table 3 summarizes the mumber of companies and soldiers represented in
the first {teration questionnaire data used for the analyses. Units not
included in this data basa are described in Table 1 for reasons summarized
above, in addition to reasons summarized in the second technical report
(WRAIR'sS New "Manning System Field Evaluation, Technical Report No. 2,
*TSoldier Will:' Status Report,” March, 1986). {Append I, Tables 1-5
summarize demographic :characteristics of respondents.) Although sigrnificant
differences in sociodemographic characteristics were found between COHORT and
nonCOHORT soldiers, NCOs, and officers, most differences were attributable to
the large sample size (yielding a very small error temm in the denaminator).
The only substantive differences were between COHORT and nonCOHORT E4s and
below: For example, there were proportionally more married soldiers and
soldiers living off-post in nonCOBORT than in COHORT units.

Replication of Scale Construction

Cne analysis aim for the entire first iteration of questionnaire data was
to define those social and psychological factors comprising a unit's combat
readiness. Operationally, this was carried cut by examining whether the
scales that were constructed using data obtained from the first 27 conpanies
(WRAIR's New Manni System Technical et No. 1, Chapter 5, “The
Measurement of ‘'Soldier WLill,' " November, 1985) were avident in the larger
data base.




Factor analytic procedures used here were identical to those outlined in
the first technical report. Results from the larger data base were remarkably
similar to those cbtained from the initial 27 companies. (Appendix I, Tables
6-21 report rasults of reliability and factor analyses of the scales.) Agaia,
“soldier will" was best represented by seven scales: “Campany Combat
Lontidencs,” “Senior Command Confidence,” “Small-Unit Cormand Confiderncs,®
*Concarned Leadership,® “"Sense of Pride,” "Unit Social Climate,” and “Unit
Teamwork.” The scales showed a high degree of internal consistency. Scales
that represented ond dimensicn or factor werm: Senior Coammand Coafidence,
Sense of Pride, and Unit Teesmwork. Scales that showed the presence of more
than one factor wers: Company Conbat Confidence, Small~Unit Command
Confidence, Concsrned Leadership, and Unit Social Climate. Corpany Combat
Confidence cousisted of three factors: general combat confidence, confidence
in weapomy, and confidence in oneself. Small-Unit Comand confidence was
represented by three factors in whom soldiers had confidence: squad/platoon
leaders, officers, and crev members/self. Concerned leadership consisted of
two factors: concern for the soldier's welfare and personal contact with
leaders. Unit Social Climate was comprised of three factors: trust and |
caring smong soldiers, avallabilicy of instrumental. support, and friendships
among soldiers.

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®™ also reported greater personal well-being., life and
Army satisfaction, support for spouse, and greater psychological sense of
camunity (see Appendix I, Table 22). In addition, soldiers who xeported
greatar “soldier will" worked fewer hours per day, days per week, and weekends
per month, had more time to take care of personal and family needs, reported
seelng a doctor less often, and did not repurt rnervousness and worzy that
interfered with work or required medication (see Appendix I, Table 23).
Soldiers who wanted to stay in their unit, stay in the Army, and re-enlist
also reported hiigher levels of "soldier will.”

The "soldier will” scales were rlso significantiy related to traditicmal
reasures of unit discipline. $oldiers who went AWOL, spent more days AWOL, or
had more nonjudicial punishments, all reported lower levels of "soldier will”
(see Appendix I, Table 24).

Differences in "Soldier Will" bstween
COHCRT and nonCOHOPT Soldiers

Individual (soldier)~level coriparisons. Comparisons were made between
COHORT and norOOHOPT 'soldiers on “soldier will® scales .as well as’on other
relevant scales, such as gereral well-being, life and Anmy satisfaction,
spousal support, and sense of community. Separate comparisons were made f£Or
respondents in line and headquarters companies (Appendix I, Tables 25 and 26,
respectivelyv), and for only E4s and below (Appendix I, Tables 27 and 28,




respectively). Differences in “soldier will" between COHORT and nonCQOHORT
eoldiers for headquarters companies paralleled those differences for line
corpanies. The exceptions wers on the Company Combat Confidence and Small-
Unit Command Confidence Scales where differences between ODHORT and nonCOHORT
soldiers observed in line companies were smaller in headquarters cxpanies.
Limiting comparisons to E£4s and below did not appreciably change the nature of
previcusly noted differences between COHORT ard norXOHORT soldiers.

Mean conparisons on "soldier will® were made with more detailed
cperational definitions of unit status (COHORT vs. nonCOHORT). These
included: {l) Airborne COHORT; (2) Light Infantry OCHORT; (3) COHCRT in which
soldiers have comon OSUT-training (yet not Airborne or Light Infantry); (4)
COHORT units in which personnel are stahilized (but did not have common OSUT
training); (5) nonCOHORT Airbornme; and (6) all other non(OHORT units (see
Appendix Y, column headings in Table 29). Two groups of units reliably and
substantively differed when comparing the ordering of means on each of the
*soldier will” scales. Units typically scoring highest across all "soldier
will® measures wsre: Airborne COHORT, Light Infantry COHORT, commonly-trained
OSUT COHORT, and (OHORT units in which personnel were 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 cowarisons on "soldier will® scales for the different
canbinations of COHORT categories are shown.) Veriances on each “scldier
will® scale were gimilar across the COHORT catego:is.

Hierarchical multiple regressions were perfomad to dJdetect differences
between CCHORT and nonCOHORT units while holding personal, unit, and ccmmunity
characteristics, such as the socldier's age, race, education, marital status,
type of unit, deploywment to Eurvpe, and living arrangements, constant (see
Appendix I, Tables 31-32). Results showed that COHORT soldiers in line
campanies scored significantly higher than nonCOHORT soldiers on 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
accounted for the grestest amount of variance in "soldier will® after rank or
age. In headquarters conpanies, COHORT soldiers scored higher than nonCOHORT
soldiers on six of seven "soldisr will" scales. However, the proportion of
variance accounted for by COHORT status (in predicting the “soldier will®
scale score) was dramatically lower than that observed in the line
companies. In fact, only on the Unit Teamwork scale did COHORT apptoach the
anount ot explained variance cbserved in line companies.

Uni.t,-level comparisons. In previous analyses, measurements taken on
individual soldlers were used to derive means for COHORT and nonCCHORT
groups. 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 QQHORT and nonCOHORT units
were conpared.




Line companies were first ranked from highest to lowest on each of the
seven “soldier will™ scales. On all seven "soldier will" scales, unit status
was significantly related to the arrangement of mean company scale scores.
That §is, on the whole, COHORT companies had higher mean scores than did
NOn(OHORT companies (see Appendix I, Tables 33-39). A similar result was
found for headquarters companies. On four of seven “soldier will® scales
(Sali-Unit Command Confidence, Concernad Leadership, Unit Social Climate, and
Unit Teanmwork), unit status was significantly correlated with the rank-.
ozda:ingofcmpanymns, with COHORT ccrpanies reporting higher scores on
?ﬂi«@‘mmmmnies (ses Appendix I, Tables 40-
46).

Mean “"soldier will® scale scores for different cperational definitions of

CORORT within line cowpanies were ooxpared. These definitions were again:
(1) Airborne COHORT; (2) Light Infantry COHORY; (3) COOHORT units in which
soldiers had common OSUT-training: (4) COBORT units in which personnel are
stabilized without having the benefit of common OSUT training: (S) nonCOHORT
Airborne; and (6) all other nonCOHORT (see Appendix X, Table 47). As cbserved
when data were run on the individual soldier level (see above), two guooups
reliably and substantively differsd when ccuparisons of the ordering of means
on each of the soldiers were made. Units typically scoring highest across all
“soldier will®” msasures were: 2irborne COHORL, Light Infantry COHORT,
comonly-trained OSUT ODEORT, and COBORT units in which personnel were
_stabilized. Units typically scoring lowest across the scales were: nonQCOHORT
Alrborne and all other nonlCHORT units. (For a more detailed snalysis, see
Appendix I, Table 48 in which pairwise comparisons on “"soldier will® scales
for the different categories of COHORT are displayed.) Variances were
mbstantively the sume across the CORORT camgor:ies on each "soldier will®
scale.

Soldier Percention of the Common Experience of Basic and
Advanced Individual Training (AIT) and Unit Personnel Turnover

In cur investigations, it was apparent that units differed greatly in
terms of the way in which COHORT was cperationalized in the field. Vhereas
scome CCHORT units were formed with soldiers who had been through Basic and AIT
together, others had only their unit persoanel stabiiized. Scme COHORT
battalions were comprised of both types of COHORT units. To refine and
validate the different cperational definitions of OOHORT vis—-a-vis another
standard, the relationships of both soldier perception of the number of
soldiers in the company who had gone through Basic and ALT together, aid the
nunber of soldiers, NCOs, and officers who had newly joined the campany fo
unit status, either COHORT or nonCOHORT, were examined.

Soldiers were asked two questions relating to their perception of how
many scldiers in their company want through Basic ard AIT together. These
ratings were summed, and means were calculated for each company. Cempariies
were then arrayed from highest to lowest on this variable. For both line and




headquarters cumpanies, OOHORT soldiers reported having gone through Basic and
AIT with more members of their company than did nonQOHORT soldiers (see
Appendix I, Table 49 and 50). However, when campanies were arrayed by a score
cbtained from summing responses given to questions asking about personnel
' turnover, no relationship was found between unit type (COHORT vs. nonCOHORT)
and perceived personnel turnover in line companies {see Appendix I, Table
S51). In addition, contracy to expectation, COHORT headquarters companies had
higher perceived personnel turnover than did nornCOHORT corpanies (sae Appendix
I, Table 52). A possible explanation of these seemingly contradictory results
between the unit personnel turnover questions and the Basic and AIT questions
is that a COHORT soldier, having just arrived as part of a new unit—in most
cases, as part of an Iintact group assembled eight weeks previcusly—views
himself and others as new personnel. In other words, despite having gone
through Basic and AIT together, soldiers. view themselves as new personnel. A
confound of these results is the higher turnover among officsrs and NCOs than
first-termers in COHORT units.

Relationship of Training Performance to "Soldier Will”
and to Unit Status (COHORT vs. nonCOHORT)
Data on training performance were collected and repdrted to WRAIR by the.

TRAIOC Cambined Arms Testing Activity. (See WRAIR's New Manning System Field
Evaluation, Technical Report No. 2, - “'Soldier Will:* Status Report,” March,
1986, for a ption of this daca base and the method of reporting results
to WRATR.) Relationships between the percent of ccmpany personnel passing in
each marksmanship category (expert, sharpshooter, and marksman) and "soldier
will® measures were examined for all units in the sample, in addition to
examining these correlations for OCOHORT units and nonCOHORT units
separately. When campanies were pooled, no substantive trend was observed in
relationships between “"soldier will* and percent passing as experts,
sharpshooters, and marksmen. However, when ccopanies were separated into
COHORT and uwondOHORT and corralations between “soldier will® and percent
passing in each marksmanship category were calculated, a consistent pattern
emerged. .

In the expert category, correlations became rore positive when going from
the QUHORT 2o nonCOHORT conpanies. In both the sharpshooter and marksman
categories, an opposite trend was cbserved: Correlations became more negative
when going from COHORT to nonCOHORT (see Appendix I, Tables 53-55). The same
genaral pattern of results was found for headquarters companies, though' the
shift in relationships between “"soldier will" and markmanship going from
COHORT to nonQOHORT units occurred only in the lowest performance category,
i.e., marksman (see Appendix I, tables 56-58). This pattern of results was
observed in the initial 27 conpanies and was reported in the second technical
report. Lo

These results suggest that the effects of OOHORT are nore 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 ocoheciva units, soldiers do nct want to be
“different” (that is, deviate from the group norm) 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 £rem the group status quo by qualifying
as an expert. Likewise, the soldier does not want to stand cut as a poor
performer, shooting so poorly that the soldier fails to qualify. Hence, in
units: of higher cohesion, socldiers are more likely to achieve a.respectable
standarxd of performance, namely marksman. ,

Horizontal and Vertical Cohuio'n Measures (Chopper, Griffith, and Vaitius)

A recurrent issue in the military psychology literature and at the
meetings of the WRAIR Research Oversight Panel has been the ccxmparative nature
of .relationships among soldiers (cammonly called “horizontal bording®) versus
relationships between soldiers and their platoon/company leaders (commenly
called “vertical bonding”). These dimensions of cohesion were not readily
apparent in the factor analyses of responses given to scale items. Bowever,
since these two concepts are recognized by military leaders and ressarchers as
important in predicting a unit's combat readiness and combat performance, two
measures tapping each concept were developed. .

. Scale items were chosen from the first iteration questionnaire instrumant
by two groups of Ph.D.~level researchers with experience in military
psychology. Scale items were chosen to tap aspects of horizontal and vertical
bonding or cohesion. The overlap between the items chosen was considerable,
88% overall (7 of 8 horizontal cohesion items were the same for both groups,
ard 15 of 17 vertical cchesion items were identically chosen.) (The terms,
“peer cohesion™ and “"hierarchical cchesion,” are used interchangeably in %he
tables for “horizontal cohesion® and “vertical cohesion," respectively.)
Reliability and factor analyses were performed on items cunprising each
scale. Tables 4~5 report the results of the reliability analyses, and Tables

© 6~7 show results of the factor analyses. Bochi scales had high intermal

cnsistency (for horizontal and wvertical cohesion scales, .83 and .88,
respectively) and modarately high item~total correlations, ranging from .36 to
.67 on the horizontal cohesion scale, and from .26 to .69 on the vertical
cohesion scals. : )

Horizontal cohesion was camprised of two factors: caring among soldiers
and provision of instrumentzl support. Although four factors emerged from the
vertical cchesion scale, vertical cohesion probably is best represented by
three factors: leader caring for the soldiers, tKXC involvement with soldiers,
and officer involvement with soldiers.

Soldiez:s who reported greater horizontal and vertical cohe'sion also
reported greater “soldier will,” psychological well-being, life and Aty
satisfaction, spouse support, and psychological sense of camunity (see Table
8).




Mean comparisons of horizontal and vertical cohesion were made between
QOHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers. In addition, the correlations between
horizontal cochesion and vertical cohesion were calculated for OOHORT and
nonCOHORT soldiers. Three operational definitions of OOHORT are represented

in Table 9: (1) all line campanies named COHORT; (2) all line companies that .

were COHORT QONUS:; and (3) line companies that were QOHORT in which soldiers
had cawon OSUT training. Yhe latter two cperational definitions of COHORT
were used because insufficient times had passed for the expected cohesion
effects of CCHORT to beccme apparent. (In fact, the mean nmumber of months a
soldier had spent in the unit was higher for nonCOHORT than for CCHORT units
in the sarple.) The greatest effects of COHORT on cohesion would be expected
in units that hacd the camron experience of Basic and AIT. OCONUS COHORT
conpanies were operationalized by unit stabilization, rather than by coowon
OSUT training. Another way to ascertain the effects of QOHORT on cohesion was
to examine OOHORT OCNUS units vis-a-vis nonCOHORT units.

Tables 9, 10, and 11 display means and standard deviaticns of horizontal
and vertical cohesion scales, and correlations between these scales for COHORT
and nonCOHORT soldiers. Regardless of the operational definition of COHORT,
COHORT soldiers reported higher levels of both horizontal and vertical
cohesion. The relationship between the two measures did not differ
substantially between COHORT and nonCOHORT units.

To ascertain relationships bstween horizrntal cochesion, vertical
cohesion, and comba: readiness, scores obtained on horizontal and vertical
cohesicn weres used to predict the soldiers' perception of canbat readiness of
their company and of their comrades (see Table 12). Ragardless of unit status
(COHORT vs. nonCCHCRT), vertical cohesion was a significant predictor of ‘both
soldier perception of the combat readiness of the company and that of fallow
scldiers: The greatsr the vertical cohesion, the greater the soldiers'
perception of cumbat 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 nOonCOHORT) but only a
significant predictor of campany combat readiness in COHORT QONUS units (which
wers largely cemprised 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 company is combat-ready, and this relationship
held regardless of unit status (COHORT or nonCOHORT). On the other hand,
harizontal cchesion was only predictive of perceived. combat readiness among
fellow soldiers, except in COHORT QONUS units where it also predicted company
canbat readiness.

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

"Soldier Will® Is Measureable ' .

-

-

Reliable and valid measures of cchesion have been developed. Cohesion
czn be represented by seven scales: Campany Combat Confidence, Senior Cammand




Confidence, Small-Unit Command Confidence, Concerned Leadership, Sense of
Pride, Unit Sccial Climate, and Unit Teammork. Although intercorrelated.
thess scales are viewed as tapping different oonceptual aspects of the
broader, more unified psychological construct called unit cohesion. In part,
results supported this. On variables presumed to be outcones of cohesion,
“soldier will® scales accounted for different proportions of variance in these
variatles. In the second technical report, the ccmbined contribution of
“soldier willi® scales in predicting unit status (COHORT vs. nonCOHOET) was
denonstrated. Scme “soldier will® scales were found to be more important
(i.e., Conpany Ccmbat Confidence, Sense of Pride, and Unit Teamwork) in
predicting unit status than were others (i.e., Senior Command Confidence and
Concerned Leadarship).

"Soldier WillY Measures Cohesion

_ Whereas differences in “soldier.will® were noted between COHORT and
nonOOHORT units, differences were less apparent when analyses were limited to
headquarters companies. This makes intuitive sense given the nature and
extent of limited interaction between members of headquarters units compared
to line comanies. LDuring recent interviews of corpany commanders, one
capany camander who had previcusly headed -a line conpany emphasized the
Aifficulty in simply assembling all his scoldiers in his headquarters ccmpany

_ to d&o physical tzaining or the like. Soldiers in the same unit also expressed -

especially in multiple regressions. Noteworthy also is that soldiers from
aumor units had higher “"soldier will®™ than soldiers from other types of coabat
arms units (see multiple regression analyses). This is not surprising given
ths nature of relationships in ammor units: ’rankcrmmcnupdscdot four
men who eat, sleep, and fight in very close prerimity, and as a result,
typically display a high degree of bondadness. The fact that “soldier will®
scales detect these differences in interpersonal relixtionships attests that
these scales are useful measures of small-unit cohesion.

Explaining Diffemnces in *"Soldier Will"
between COHORT and nonOOHORT Units

Differences in the developed measures of cohesion are noted between
CCFORT 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 shcwed CCHORT soldiers -had highez mean
“soldier will® scale scores.

At present, only hypotheses can be given about the causes of scme of the
differences between COHORT and nonODHORT units. Data gathersd from interviews
and observations (see WRAIR'sS New Manning Svstem Field Evaluation, Technical




Report No. 1, November, 1985) have shown that long term differences on some
"soldier will" dimensions result from the close bonding created by the intenge
and cammon experiences of OSUT training that continues throughout the unit's
life cycle. COHORT soldiers in the saaple reported having been in their units
fewer number of woaths than did nonCOHORT scldiers (see Table 13, "Menths in
Unit®"). Perhaps, the greater “soldier will® among COHORT soldiers is, in
part, explaired by their recent experiences in Basic Training. Nevertheless,
we note that commonly-trained OSUT soldiers did not differ much from soldiers
in COHORT units that only had their personnel stabilized (see msan "scldier
will" scale scores in Table 13).

If we linmit the comparisons between commonly-trained OSUT and personnel
stabilized COHORT units, a different pattern of results emerged. To make more
accurate comparisons, Table 14 limited both commonly-trained OSUT QOHORT and
personnel stabilized UDHORT units to mechanized infantry and amor units.
(Light Infantry, Fleld Artillery, and Airborne units included in Table 13 were
exciuded fram both C(CHORT categories in Table 14.) Mean differences in

_"soldier will®" between cummonly-trained OSUT COHORT and perscnnel stabilized
(OHORT became larger (see Table 14). Hers, cormonly-traired OSUT soldiers
did, in fact, have higher “soldier will® than did both persomel stabilized
COCHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers.

The common experiences of OSUT training may, !:he:aﬁoma, bolster “soldier
will® above that found in both personnel stabilized CCHORT and nonCOECRT
units. ‘Personnel stabilized CORORT units also had higher "soldier will,*®
though at the same time, scldiers reportsd less months in the unit and
camarable turnover rates, than did nonCOHORT soldiers. At present, the
labels of personnel stabilized COHORT and ronCOHORT units or other phercuwens
associated with these labels are apparently the only explanations for observed
differences in “"soldfer will.® with this in mind, several hypotheses are
presanted below:

(1) Behavicral and attitudinal expectancies influenced by the fact umit
perscanel are stabilized. Soldiers in these units might anticipate that unit
members will be together for a leng pericd of time, and perhaps, soldiercs
11ncrease their camitment to, and involvement with, their fellow soldiers and

eaders.

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

(3) OOHORT units, having received "newer® personnel, sixw more posirive
attitudes and higher morale characteristic of units ccrprised of recent
arrivals from t.raining bases. .

(4) COOHORT soldiers present themselves as mora cohesive because t:hi.s is
what is expected of soldiers in COHORT units.

1c
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(S)  Personnel stabilized OOHORT units were conprised of just two

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

battalions appeared to have Ligher than average “command climate.® This more
positive command climate found in the personnel stabilized COHORT units may
explain why these units scored higher than nonCOHORT soldiers in the sample.

These and potentially other hypotheses are tentatively offered to explain
differances in “soldier will" between COHORT and nonQOEORT soldiers. Through
collection of additional survey, intarview, and cbservational data can those
factory most responsible for these differences be identified.

Other Factors of Interest:

Although attempts have been made to refine the cperational definitions of
CCHORT to better untangle specific aspects of COHORT that give increased
cohesion, groups within the COHORY category, and too, within the nonCOHORT
‘categery showed few differences in “"soldier will.” The most proncunced
differences in “soldisr will" were observed between the nmore general
catsgories of COHORT and nonCOHORT.  Bowever, it is expected that the
differsnt operational definitione of COHORT (e.g., personnel stabilization vs.
common BASTIC and AIT training) will have differential effects on unit morale
and cchesion. Bence, these definitions will be maintained, and further
refined in an effort to more clearly understand the nature of tha relationship
batween unit structure, training, deployment, and cuhesion. .

There has baen an effort here to operationalize ropular notions of what
makes an effective and cambat-ready organization, namely a unit that displays
both horizontal and vertical cohesion. Vertical cohesion was wore important
in predicting scldier perception of the cocbat readiness of the comparny and
fellow socldiers. Horizontal cohesion was significant in predicting the
soidier's perception of his comrades® combat readinecs. Horizontal eohesion

. was a significant predictor of corpany’ canbat readiness in units in which wa

would have expected the COHORT “treatment® to be maximal, namely in COHORT
units comorised of soldiers having had comen OSUT training. -

Onit Cohesion: Issues for Current and Future Research

Methodological Issues

Two issues related to measurement are: What i{s the appropriate level of
measurement? And, what is ths appropriate level of analysis? Currently,
WRAIR takes measurements on individual soldisr attitudes regardiiyg
mslationships amorg soldiers and among soldiers and their leaders. These
individual~ievel measurements are then aggregated by COHORT and nonCOHORT, and
conpared. Another strategy used was to aggregate soldiers by company and
derive a "soldier will" score for each compasy. While measurements from
individuals have been relied upon to assess interpersonal processes, it is

11




highly unlikely WRAIR will change this method of data collection, largaly
because of the personnel required to assess the nature of relationships
betw~een soldiers, such as socisl networking or the like, Furthermore, several
important issues remain: Do aggregated measurements of individual soldiers
actually reflect interpersonal processes? A related issue involves the level
of analysis. For example, when aggregating measurements taken on scldiers,
what is the appropriate level to aggregate? Squad? Plazcon?  Company?
Battalion? The fundanental question here is: At what ozganizationzl lavel is
the variance in “scldier will® best accounted for? An earlier attewpt to
ansver this question indicated no relacionship between the unit level and the
amount of explained varizsnce in cohesicn (Sterling & Williams, 1982). WRAIR
(employing a variance-components model of analysis) is currently attespting to
address this question. . .

Another ooncezn is the appropriate statistics to use in cocmparisons.
Should we examine mean “soldier will® scores, varlances, or both? Mean scores
are highly susceptible to extreme scores, especially in companies in which few
of its members nave been surveyed. Because variances reflect the degree of
agrzement anong soldiers in assigning murbers to the attitude statements,
perhaps loth means and variances for units should be closely examined. For
examhle, two conpaniss might very well have tis same mean "soldier will.® To
conclude that both unles have aimilar levels of cchesion without reference co
their "scldier will" variancns would he inappropriste. One conpany, having a
lower variamce than the other, shows that soidiers are in greater: agreement
abcut the unit's social climate than soldiers from another caspany with the
sue mean score; yet having a greater variance. .

Anccher ‘methcdological concern in the field evaluation is the need to
directly assess charging patterms of interperscnal relationships among
soldiers and between soldiers and their leaders in COHORT and nonCOHORT units
(ses WRAIR’s Naw Manning System Field Evaluation, Technical Report Mo. 1,
Chapter S, "Ihe Measurement of ‘Scidier Will”).  Differences were noted
batween CCHORT and ronCOHORT soldiers on che develcped measures of cohesion.
The inclirazion ig to attribute these differences to differsntial patterns and
quality of intsrpersonal relations amcng soldiers. However, as pointed cut in
the first tochnical report, it is nuvcessary to directly assess whether these
emacted changez in interpersonal mmlations actually occur. Questions that
remain uranswered for future ressarch are: Who are soldiers’ bast buddies?
What kind of support and help do thesa buddies give? How satisfying are these
bukly celationships? Is thore mutual cacing and helping among soldiers? Do
buddy relatlorships contribite to individual trainisng pecrformsnce? To unit
craining perfommance? To enhanced psychological well~being? Do buddics
tuffer the 11l effects of stress and straln associated with military life?
Finally, do COHORT and nonOOHORT soldiers give different arswers rn these
questics? Providing answers to these questions is an immediate concern BE
future researcih at WRAIR.




Important mediators of “"soldier will® that were recognized by WRAIR
social scientists in the field, and by members of the WRAIR Ressarch Oversight
Panel are: leadership, command climate, and the degree of horizontal and
vartical cchesion. The latter concepts have been initially explored and
repocted in this technical report. Future research efforts should be directed
toward the identification of leadership styles and comand climates that
positively mediate the COHORT experience to achisve enhanced soldier will.
Consideration should be given to studying critical links in the chain-of-
coxmand, particularly at those points where leaders are most vulnerable. It
can be argued that perscnnel most likely to experience cambat stress are those
having to buffer their men from undue stress and strain coming from higher
echelons, yet at the same time, this leader's career progression is largely
depandent on camplying with requests of more senior leaders.

Substantive Igzsues

Although differences betwsen COHORI and nonCOHORT soldiers were fourd
both at the individual soldier-ievel and ccnpany-level, a fundamental question
remains unanswered: tWhat do these .differences mean in temms of substance?
Stated differently, what do these "soldier will® differences mean in terms of
behavioral cutcomes, such as training performance or cormbat performance? 7o
say that the daveloped cohesion scales represent a measure of cambat readiness
vithout a more direct reference to cambat conditions is speculstive. The need
for behavioral ocutcome neasures to effectively translate cur “soldier will*

‘measures is critical (see WRAIR's New Manning System Field Evaluation,
Technical Report No. 2, “* er Wills' Status Report®). ]

Another botherscme question is: How generalizable -are results cbtained
here? Even if (OHORT 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 rocle 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 soldiers® perceived legitimacy of
the conflict was an important ingredient in the eventual outcome of this
conflict. Gal (1984) addressed this when speculating differences in cohesion
between soldiers involved in the 1973 Yom Kippur War and soldiers who invaded
Lebanon in 1982. The fact that perceived legitimacy of the conflict was one
of eight factors to emerge from a cohesion scale given to soldiers, and that
this factor was moderately correlated with soldier “confidence in leaders’
dec:isions demonstrates the importance of this concept in affecting unit
cohesiveness. :

The last, and perhaps, most important issue cf substance, is the need to
couch the “"soldier will® measures within a larger cenceptual framework:.
wWithout such a framework, the cohesion measures can be viewed as oither
antecedents, processes, or consequences of cohesion. For example, teamwork
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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 emergye when teamwork is viewed as cohesion (process/

throughput):  What antecedent conditions are necassary to yield greater
teamsork? What are the effects of teamwork (outcomes)? Finally, teamwork can
bs seen as an outcome measure in of itself. fWhat, then, gives greater
teamwork, both as throughput (process) and pre—existing oconditions
(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 measurss can be construed as
antecendents/inpucs, process/throughput, .or consequences/ocutput, leaving both
the scientists, military leaders, and soldiers in a state of conceptual
befuddlement. In a cooperative effort, ARI and WRAIR (E. Spence, Personal
Camunication; April, 1986) formulated a tentative conceptual model of
cohesion, incorporating antecedent conditions, processes, and cutcomes of
m:his fon in a causal framework. Figure 1 represents a simplistic version of

mdel.

What underscores the importance of the development of such a model are
the adverse consequences of using cohesion measures as a means to evaluate
effective unit functioning. A model that fails to describe the presumed
chain—of-events invites evaluation apprehensiocn, particularly for those held
asccountable for a unit's operation, namely unit commanders. A critical
component in evaluating a unit's morale and cchesion is “treatment®
prescription. .The unit is diagnosed as ailing on morale and cohesion. What
then is the “"treatment?® What can make a more effective functional and
cambat-ready unit? .
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Table 2

Response Rutes for Flrst-Termers, NCOs, and Offlcers wilthin COHORT and
NonCOHORT Units )

Response Rates

Rank
Category . . COHORT nonCOHOET
'First~Termers 76.7% T 71.92
(E1-E4) (1568/2043) (1188/1525)
RCOs 67.7% 66.82
(ES-E9) (550/812) ) - (607/909)
Officers 59.1Z2 50.3%

( 97/164) (77/153)

Note. 7This table represents the 42 companies included in the analysiz thaag
reported respoase rates. These rates are based on total aumber of soldliers
assigned to z uult with two exceptions: one battalicn used the averags number
assigned and sunother used the number of soldliers available fc¢i dutye.
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Table &

Hierarchical SSoldict—tandarz Cohesion Scale Tteas

§ et e e o

Corrected Item—
Iten No. Tten. M S0 Total Correletion -

, F8. Outcside uormal csmpany
§ duties, soldiers in my
K company would do most
: : anything for their ,
officers.”® 2.61  1.10 51

F9. Outside normsl company
- - . duties, soldiers in my
N ) company would do most
L : anything for their NCOs. 2.78 1.12 31

F19. I often have good ideas
) but my lesdersz never coo~ . :
’ . gider them. 2.97 1.02 <26

F23. Whea I f£irst arrived,
leaders helped me a lot - ¢

o get settled. 3.21 I.24 . A
Pll. The officers ir this com .

pany dou't spend enough :
f time with troops. 2.72 1.09 . -28
| Pl4. The NCOs La this comr
: ' pany don't spend enough .
é_ time with troops. 3.26 7 1.04 «29
-

P17. I would go for help with

. a personal problea to people

| in the company chaln-of- o

) comzand. 2.64 1.25 «50

P26. My superiors make a real
acrempt to treat me as
a4 parson. 2.81 122 -63

S6. My squad lesder is often
. included fa arter—duty
' sctivities of other squad
' maembears .« ) 2.66 1.0% ) o3

<« "




Table 4 (contipued)

Hiarsrchical (Soldiec~Leader) Cohesfon Scale Iteas

Caorcected Item~

Iten No. Iten M SH Tocal Corvrelation

Sitl. My platoon sergeant talks
te we personally cutside
noraal duties. 2.80 1.2 -5t

S12. ¥y platooc ieader talks -
to me persocally sutside
aormal dutles. - 2.66 1.19 «35

S13. My coapany commander talks
to me parsonally suctaide ‘ :
norxal dutlec. 2.2) £.0% 51

Slé. My officecs ate interested .
ia wmy persaanal velfare. 2.72 1.13 66

Sl5. My NCOs are L{acerested .
.in ay personal welfare. 3.03 t.14 «69

S16. My officers zsre iacerested in o
what I cthink sad hov I “feel

about chings. 2.65 ' 1.10 ' .69

S17. My NCOs sre interesCed Lia what
T think and how I feel abeuc .
chi“g’. N . - 2087 . l -1‘ ‘69

Ul8. How are relationrsblips betveen
officers and cthe enlisted {a
your uaic? 3.30 1.01 . <53

Note. Ruspondent pool was E4s and below, N = 5358. Cronbach alpha = .'88. -
Respouse ¢acezories to all L(tems except WiB canged froe "stroagly disagree
gl) through “cannot say” (3) te “scroagly agree™ (5). . -
Response categories to Chis {tem ranged trom “very bad” (1) chrough “so=so -
te “very good” (5).°

-




Table $

Peer (Soldfer-Soldier) Cohesfun Scale Ltews

. Cotrected Iten-
Itea do. Ttex ' M $D Total Coctralation

?3. I spead my after—duty
hours with people {a this L
coapany.® 3.25 ° 122 . <56

P10. My closest friscdships
are with the peeple %

work with. 3.12 1.27 52
$3.- I spent a 1ot of cime with : °

members of my squad afrer = .

duty houcs. 2.97 1.25 =62

S4. X speat a lot of time with

members of my platoou after
duty bhours. ) 3.09 1.26 ‘ «67

57. 1 can go to wosT pevple ia
ay platoon for help when
I have & personal problem,

like beling in debe. 2.98 1.13 56
59. Most people in wy squad

would lend me motey i{n an *

emergency. 3.45 1.05 o +60
510. Most people L(n wy platoon y

would lend me money in an ..

enetgency. a.n 1.04 <55

‘FS. _There Ls a lor of tesawotk
aad corporation among _ . =
soldiecs ({a this company. 3.03 1.13 «36 -

" Note. Respondent pocl wag E4s snd below, N = 5532, Cronbach's alpha = .83.u
Response categorier ranged from “strongly disagree™ (1) through “cennot say
(3} ts “scroagly asgree” (S5). < ‘




Table €

Factor Losdings for Hieracchical (Soldier—~Leader) Cohesion Scale lteas

. Pactor | Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor &
Icten No. Iten Caring Officer NCO officer/NCO
favolvemg Tavolveac  Iavolvemt

Percent Vartnucn.kccoﬁnccd For: 35.3% 7.5% 6.92 6.72

F8. Outside normal compsny
' duties, soldiers la wy
company would do most
aayching fot their
officers. 74

F9. Outside norwmal coupany *
duties, soldiers in my )
company would do wmost
saythiag for their NCOs. 76

Fl9. I often have goad Ldeas
but amy leaders aever con-
sider them. . 158

F23. When I ficrst acrived,
lesders helped me a lot
to get settled. 48

Pli. The officers in chis com~
pany doa't spend cnough

time with troops. ‘ &b 63
Pl4. The NCOs {n cthis coor ’

pany don't spead enough .

time with croops. i ' - W12

PL7. I would go for help vich
2 personal problem co people
ia che company chain—of-
command. ‘ -49

P26. My superiors make a real
sccempt €O CCeat wme as .
a petson. . <53

$6. Hy squad leader is often
tncluded L{n afcec~duty
acetivicies of ccher squad
mendetrs. ) .52




Table 6_ (coutinued)

Faccor lLoadings for Hietarchical (Soldier~Leader) Cohesion Scale Ltems

Factor | Factor 2 Fictor 3 PFactor &
Item No. Iten - Caring Officer NCO of£ice/HCo
Involvemt Involveat Iavolvemt

Percent Variance A;:couu:ed Fors: 35.32 7.32 6.9 $.7Z

Sll. My platoon sergesat talks
te ms personally outside
normal ducies. , ) 71

S12. My platoon leader talks
to me persoaally ou:stde
- normal duties. =32 «61

$13. My company coumazader talks
to we persoaally outside

notwal duties. . «69
Sl4. My cfficers are interested
in my personal) velfare. 72
$15. My NCOs ace Latecested
in my personazl velface. 4S8 ) 57
516. My officers ave {nterested inm .
vhat 1 cthink and hov I feel .
about things. 67

Si7. My NCOs are fncerested im whacg
I think and hov I feel about
* chings. oy . =37

Ul8. How are celationships berween ' -
 officers and che enlisted tu
" your unft? . 48 35

Hote. Respondent pdol was E4s snd below, N = 5338.




Table 7

Factoc loadlags for Peer (Soldter—SoLdier) Cohesion Scale ltems

Factor | Factor 2 -
Itea No. Item . Iavalvent lastrumental
Support
Percent Varfance Accounted For: 46.52 15.42

P9. I spend n} afcer—duty hours
with people ia-this coapaay. «82

Pl10. My closest Eriendships are
vith the peopla I work with. .74

S3. I speut a loc of tiwe with
meabers of ay sgu-d afeer
duty hours. 72

S4. I :penc & lot of time with
. members of nyAplncoon after
duty houvs. 19

57. I caan go to most people in
. my platoon for help vhea I have
a persoaal problem, like being
in debe. ¢73

$9. Mosc people in uy squad
would lend me money in an
emecrgencys .88

S10. Most people in my placaon
vould lend me moriey in an
emecrgency. -84

F5. There is a lot of teamwork
and corporation among
soldiers i{n this company. olh

Note. Respoadent pool wvas E4s aand below, 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

- w

Hierarchical aad Peer Cohesloan SQn.lu' T-Tegts ot Maan Scores bacveeu
COHORT CONUS nud NonCORORT Soldlers {2 Line Compsafes

-

COHORT® ) NonCOHORT *

¥ S0 X 4y so0X £

Hiecazchical 49.89 11.22 1426 44.37 10.73 1028 12,278«
" Cohesion
Peesr Cohesion . 25.99 8.08 1480 - 2340 6.08 1082 . 10.65%%
E between Hierarchical ) ' z
Cohesioa and Peer Cohesioa I = 49w E - LGee ) 0.00
a = 1069 a~ 1032

lloce. LisCwise delecion was euployed.
FCOHORT CONUS uaits fncluded all COHORT units deployed La the Continencal U.S.
**p { 001, two-talled.
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A MICROANALYTIC APPROACH TO THE "SOLDIER WILL" SURVEY DATA
- WITH A FOCUS ON UNI'T SOCIAL CLIMATE

(Vaitkus and Hoover)

Introduction

As is the case with most surveys of the New Manning System's scope and
camplexity, the volune of reportable data can quickly clog the analytical
senses of even the most sophisticated consumer. While macro (werviews of the
data, such as we have presented to this point, are important so that cne can
draw unbiased conclusions, to the extent the reader remains more overwhelmed
than informed, the potential utility of the data is harmed. In this secticn,
therefore, we begin what i3 hoped will be a series of camplementary

microanalytic exercises, with a mind to answering stzaightforward questions of
the data in easily interpretable ways.

One caveat that must be confronted at the ocutset has to do with the
notion of statistical significance. We will be concentrating in the following
pages largely on statistically significant mean differences, which merely
indicate that the means are reliably different from one another at least 95
times ocut of 100, regardless of how small those differences may be. Our large
saple size enables us to claim that wany small differences found are not
likely due to chance, but we cannot equate that kind of statistical
significance with military importance. Although morale studies that go Dack
to those carried out by the Army‘s Research Branch during World War II tell us
that measures contained in cur "soldier will” scales, for example, are related
to lower psychiatric casualties in combat, we do not know what level of
"soldier will" is necessary to achieve specified levels of combat readiness or
performance. Nevertheless, if we can show that differences in "soldier will®
follow predictable patterns, that these pattenis repeat themselves in the
data, and that such patterns are understandatle in 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

confidence in its projected military importance. Thess assumptions lie at the
very heart of all the analyses conducted herein. '

Pindings and Discussion
“Soldier Will" Scales in Contrast.

Before leaving the macro level of analysis, given all the time and energy
spent on developing reliable and valid "soldier will” scales, we may ask what ~
the scores on these scales mean in terms of the current state of soldier will -
in the . Thus far, we have attended mainly to explaining the variances of
the scales individually, without directly learning whether the massage of ctie
scale regarding the overall level of "soldier will® is similar to another. To
accanplish this, since the scales have different minimums, maximms, ranges,




and midpoints (having been constructed with different numbers of items), we
cornvert the seven scales to a common metric (0~100) and plot their means
simultanecusly, as in Graph 1.

The numbers on this graph beccme less mysterious if we stop to think what
the midpoint 1line, shown cutting horizentally across the bars at 50,
represents. Because all the scales were built on questions containing an
ordered set of five- response choices, a grand mean of SO on any one scale
would mean that the responses to all the questionnaire items on that scale for
all soldiers answering those questions averaged cut to the "3* category, which
was variably' labeled “can't say,” "so-so," or “moderate” depending on the
jtem. [ikewise, a grand mean of 25 on the converted scale indicates that the .
responses averaged cut to the "2" category ("low," "bad,” or "disagree®), so
that 75 would be a "4" category average (“high," “gocd,* or "agree*). Zero
and cne hundred are the ocbvious average designations for the "very...” and
"strongly...* category choices, i.e. all "l"s or "S"s respectively. The zero
to one hundred scale itself was selected solely for ease of presentation and
is, of course, arbitrary. What is imgortant to remember is that a mean scale
score above 50 reveals an average positive assessment of soldier will in that
dimension, uncder 50 an average negative assessment, with 50 itself interprated
as assessments averaging to neutral.

The seven grand means of the “soldier will" subscales are laid cut on
Graph 1 in order: Campany Cammand Confidence (CCC), Senior Cammand Confidence
(SCC), Smvall-Unit Gammand Confidence (UCC), Concerned Leadership (CL), Sense
of Pride (SP), Unit Social Climate (USC) and Unit Teamwork (UT). Generally
speaking, these results show that “soldier will," varicusly measured, is
reither very high nor very low, with szcale means fairly well clustered arcund
the neutral point. The gole exception is Senior Camand Confidence, where
average responses are closer to high than neytral or moderate. Confidence in
the tactical decisions of commanders from battalicn level on up clsarly evokes
more positive responses on the whole than assessmencs of company level
phencmena. Nevertheless, confidence in leadership, whether at Che company
level (CCC) or balow (lICC) still averages out on the positive side, whereas
tha perceptions that =hese leaders are interested in what the soldiers
themselves think and feel (CL) ccmes cut on the negative side. Concernad
leadarship, in fact, has the lowest relative mean {43.2) of ail seven
subscales, an important finding given the high correlation (.94) of this scale
with our mores purposive measure of vertical integration (discussed in the
survey overview), vwhich was found to ba related to perceived combat readiness.

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




in terms of its overall mean. We can conclude from this graph that while che
"soldier will" subscales presen- a scmewhat congruent picture of soldier
perceptions, there are distinct and meaningful differances among them that
deserve further attention.

It could b2 argued that it really is not proper to compare the means cf
the seven scales since not all the scales apply across all ranks. votably,
Saall-Unit Command Confidence, Concerned Leadership,- and Unit-Social Climate
included responses from the junior enlisted ranks (E1-E4) cnly. In Graph 2A,
this situation is corrected by excluding the senjor enlisted and the officer
ranks from the other four scales. This has the general effect of lowering the
grand moans for these latter scales by a couple points, though only one point
for Senior Cammand Confidence and nearly four points for Sense of Pride. Cur
carlier observations of the scales with respect to one another remain intact,
with the additional note that Unit Teamwork falls beneath the neucral mean
line. The lesson here is that the inclusion of the higher ranks on CCC, SCC,
SP, and UT tends to inflate those means, especially for the scale focused on
the soldier himself (SP), but not so much so that the relative ordering of all
the scale means is appreciably disturbed.

We can further refine cur knowledge of these subscale means vy limiting
our =alculations to the El-E4 ranks in line companies only and comparing
COHORT soldiers with ncaQOHORT soldiers (Graphs 2B and 2C respectively). We
knew already that COHORT soldiers score significantly higher than their
nonCOHORT counterparts on all the "soldier will® subscales. However, the
greatest relative differences (more than eight points) are found with Unit
Teamwork, Unit Social Climate, Small-Unit Cammand Confidence, and Concerned
Leadership, with the snallest difference cn Senior Coomand Conficdence (four
. points). Furthermore, (COHORT soldiers score on the negative side of the mean
scale on two of seven subscales Ly as much as 4.5 points, whereas nonCOHORT
soldiers score beneath the neutral line on five of seven subscales by as much .
as 12.6 points, so that for Concerned Leadorship among nonODHORT soldiers the
mean is actually clcser to the low than the neurral category designation. We -
can state that COCHORT has noteworthy effects across the range of “soldier
will" measures but, with the exception of Small-Unit Cammand Confidence, which
involves leadership confidence within the platoon and squad, the greatest
differences terd to be located where all Els through E4s score lowest, that is
on Unit Teamwork, Unit Social Climate, and Concerned Leadership.  COHORT
alone, hcwever, is cbvicusly not enough to raise scale means above the neutzal
line 150:' our factor analytic approximations of vertical and horizontal
cohssion.

A Rationals for Undergtanding Unit Social Climate.

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




turns unvieldy since every step is multiplied by seven. while admitting that
we are being selective in limiting the remainder of this exercise to examining
Unit Social Climats, the choice of this scale is far from randen. Unit Social
Climate possesses high intuitive appeal with respect to the central
classificatica of interest, i.e. COHORT versus ronCOHORI. It containi
questions directly addressing trust, closeness, social support, and scope of
interaction within the company, platoon, and squad. These kinds of items are
precisely those one classically associates with the concept of group cohesion,
which we have also called horizontal honding or integration. The CQOHORT
System, with its joint Qoals of stabilizing personnel and keeping scldiers
together throughout training and into their first unit assigmment, shovld
logically be expected to have the greatest impact on just the kind of primary
group perceptions elicited hy the USC scale. In addition, the scale is
analytically desirable due to its fairly normal distribution (vhich helps mest
the assumptions of statistical inference). All told, it would seem incuvbent
upon us to understand the New Manning System with respect to Unit Social
Climate before considering any of the other "soldier will" subscales.

We do mot have th2 space here to develop a full-fledged theoretical
framework in which tc interpret the USC findings ahead. Tharsfcre, our
discussion must be viewed as a preliminary one that incorporates at least the
following core ideas. It is useful tn think of the soldier as an individual
at the center of a set of simuitanecus and contradictory social forces, some
of which generally enhance the soldier's ability ro identify with his unit,
and others that diminish that ability. Borrowing from physics, we may label
the forces that “pull” thn soldier away from a group orientation or axis as
centrifugal, (center-fleeing), and those that "push® him toward such axis as
centripetal (center—seekirxy). Centripetal social fouces lead %o group
cohasion, intimacy, sacrifice of self, and 4 sense of belonging. Centrifugal
social forces lead to individuality, self-reliance, social alienation, and a
sense of being disconnected or isolated. Knowing the balance of these twc
kinds of forces at any one point in tiwe should help us understand differences

in responses to question sets purpocting to measure horizontal cohesion, such
as UsC.

It is a social psychological fact of life that joining & bureaucratic
institution of the Army's size, with its panoply of divisioni., depavtments,
agencies, and offices and their arsenals of impersonal forms amvi procedures is
an inherently alienating experience. Most membars of the Army wiil remain
strangers to the new soldier, yet he will firncd that ne is subject to many of
their decisions and is treated by them most often in terms of his SSAN, rank,
and objectively recorded performance. rather than his personal jualities.
With respecc to group cchesion, then, the Amy is organizationally its own
worst enemy or centrifugal force. Even the Army's advertising slogan, "Be all

that you can be,” where you is viewed only in the singular, theoretically
works counter to a group 2ris. "

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




T

cohaesion wwuld be naxt to zern- Like other lorge crganizations, howaver, the
Anny can mitigate. if not reverse, the allenating effects of the organization
as a whole by establishing supportive small group scructures. Thase smler
unit structures, then, act as the focus of group life and .buffer fhe
individual from the depersonalization of the total structure, while at tha
same tixl mlm!ulil;j ln?.grating hin into the whole. T question of how
success Axmy et tering such g devel nt motivates our st

of Unit Social Climate. o e uy

Rasults of a Groun Mean Analfsi.s of Unit Social Climate.

The develomnent of supportive group structures, and the horizontal
cohesion hypothesized to result from them, are not facilicated by rank, at
laast. at the El-Ed level. Graph 3 clearly shows that with each increase in
grade from El to E4, the percepticn of cohesion within a unit dzops. The
scale for this and subsequent graphs is that of the USC scale itself, which
ons from 15 to 75, with the nautral midpoint line running across at 45, and l
scores of 30 and 60 representing averages to the "2" and "4" catesgories
vespectively vis-a-vis the instrument. Only the Els on the average,
therefore, report positive levels of cohesion on USC. The negative glide is
most severe between E3 ard E4 with only a statistically insignificant drop of
a half-point between E2 and E3. Most of the Els in ocur sample are COHORY
soidiers, but the sane pattern is seen for nOnCOHORT soldiers, albeit at a
lower starting point. '

One way to explain the effect of rank is ue say that it {s a form of
status or vectical differertiation and therefore a centcsifugal sccial forve
that inhibits horizoutal intimacy. Aiso, rank cbviously is correlated with
time .in service and, particularly at the lower ranks, this means rapid
expusure to che organization as a whole, a csatrifugal and zlienating process
that may negatively alter early expectations of a tightly-knit unit developed
in training. In fact, sven within the El group z decline is noted in USC by
time in the unit on a month-to-month basis. Although rank theoretically
offers a group of built-in rocial partners, it chiefly serves a bureaucvatic
anrij. individual career function, as opposed to increzsing tonding within the
m t. N

Another variable of theuretical interest for its impact on USC, also
shown on Graph 3, is OCONUS assignment. There is a small but significant
difference hers, with QONUS (QON) soldiers reporting less negative responses
on USC than OCONUS (OCON) soldiers. An OCONUS assignment involves the turmoil
of reestablishing oneself in a foreign country far away from at least some
social ties important to the soldier. More importantly perhaps, it introduces
to the soldier a whole new Army world. In many respects, the soldier is
likely to view the USAREUR as a different Arzmy than the one back home, even if
he has spent tius on more than one CONUS post. The centrifugzl impact on 2
cohesion measure like USC is therefore predictable.




With Graph 4 we arrive at unit structure per se. While the USC means
£x11 below the neuzral line for all battalion and company types, the light
infantry \LGHT), airborme (AIR), and srmored (ARM) battalions certainly score
less negacively on cohesion than fleld artillery (ARCY) units, with the
mechanized lafantry (MECH) about halfwey betwsen the two excremes. Two
centripetal kinds of forces relating ta group colresion appear to be operating
here. The first is the high profile or "elite* labeling associated with the
light infantry and aixborme battalions. To the extent that soldiers see
themssalves as aspecial or have internalized their group function as one of
utiique or especially vital lmportance to the Army mission, they will have an
adcitional and powsrful scurce of group identity. Though it may be symbelic
in nature, thaz identity, we would argue, should result in higher perceived
colwsion. The amgument is less strong for the light infantry battalicas since
thers iz a confounding overiap of the COHORT label for these units.

The second centripetal force reletes to size of the effective work
group. (uite simply, the swaller the size, the easier ic is to maintain
cohesive bonds betwesn group members. This appears to be the casa, foc
exarple, with the armored units, and to a lesser degree with the mechanized
infantry. This principle carries over in Graph 4 where company types are
corpared. There is decreasing cohesion reported from cambat support (CS)
to line o HQ to combat service support (CSS) companies. With the ) and CSS
corpanies, the loss of perceived cohesion may have less to do with the literal
size of the effective work group and rore with ' the diffuseness of the
leadership and task structures within these organizations. In any event,
cenclusions sbout CS and CSS oompanies must be drawn cautiously since data
came from only a few companies with these functions. :

: In Graph 5, the mean Qifferen~e on USC between COHORT (COH) and nonCCHORT
(NCOH) soldiers is displayed. OQHORT soldiers do not fall above the neutial
line on perceived horizontal cochesion, but they are iess negative on the
average by 4.5 points. The ceatripetal benefit of COHORT for gruup cohesion
can esither be acoounted for by the actual social bonds formed through the
carmen training period that are carried over into the new unit, or by the
application and subsequent internalization of the distinguishing COHORT label
to groups of stabilized soldiers. The remainder of Graph S would suggest that
both processes may be taking place, although with differing degrees of higher
perceived cohesion as a result. Conparable data are available cnly for
mechanized infantry and armored battalions, and here we see that beiny
personnal-stabilized alone (NMMNL) gives us 2 (+)4.4 point USC difference
caovpared with nonCOHORT uniks, which is what we would expect for COHORT
soldiers as a whole. If the armor and infantry soldiers had comron OSUT-
trajning (OSUT), however, their USC mean rises an additional 1.5 pointe, and
rests more clearly above the nesitral line. We may tentatively arque that as
lor; as the C(CHORT label is available in a largely nonCOHORT Army, it can
serve as a machanism for expectations resulting in higher cohesion, even when
applied under different circumstances. (This assures, of ccurse, that the ~




COHORT label continues to carry the symbolic meaning of group .cohesion and
support within the Army.} Nevertheless, COHORT soldiers who have received
thoir basic and AIT training together with menbers of their first unit will
rost likely exhibit the highest levels of horizonial cohesion.

Graphs ¢ and 7 serve simply to present USC means by rark, deployment
status, battolion type, mnd COHORI vs. onCOHORT status, but this time only
for members of line companiez in ordar to provide for more direct camparisors
within canbat units. The difference be:-wesn OO0NUS and CONUS soldiers is a
little lesa, and that betwaen COHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers a little greater
(with the COHORT soldiars averaging cut az neutraiity), but the results are
not practically discinguishsble from those of the total datasst. The most
noteworthy diffecence is the 2.4 peint rise in porceived cchesion for the
ammored line compeny soldiers that puts this group over the neutral line,

a result not observed for ths other battalion types.

It makes sense at this juncture to put our one-way variable results

together into a higher order acheme so that the additive effects of the
individual variables can be consideved. To this end, Table ! rank-orders Unit
Sccial Climate swans by a three-way line campany classificaticn based on

battalion type, COHORT vs. nonCOHORT stitus, and deployment status. Whereas
in lecoking at the variables of interest separately., we could find a maximm
diffarence of only atout six points, in putting these geveral variables
together we discover a thirteen point difference from the gronp reporting the
highest level of horizcutal cohesion (armor-COPORT-CONUS) to the lowest (field

artillerynonCOHORD-CONUS).  Noteworthy too is that the top group is well

above the neutral vziue of 45 and the low group ig well below. Based on these
cesults, we would feel ommfortable in saying the centirifugal and centripetal
social forces discussed harein are generally additive, that is they contribute
independently to perceived cchesion.

The patterns in these cdata are fairly oconsiscent. The QOHORI qroups
always report higher levels of USC than their nouQOHORT counterpacts in
similar units. Likewise OCONUS groups display lower USC than theirx CONUS
counte:parts in similar units except for mechanized infantry nonOHORT
soldisrs, where there is no significant difference. The effect cf deployment
is especially severe for armor units. In genaral, arwor, airborne, and light
infantry units turn up with hicher cohesion scores than mechanized infantry or
field artillery units, except for the light infantry with respect to the
mechanized infantry. Obvicusly we could make a stronger argument for the
ordered effacts of the three variables on USC if we had a more balanced
desiin. The absence of any light Infanrry non(CHORT or OCCNUS unics, of
airborme OCONUS units, and of field artillery nonCOHORT OCONUS units precludes
making conclusiorns of a definicive sort, and certainly puts a crimp in the
rultivariate statistical modelling of these data. On the other .hand, the data
rhat are available fcllow intelligible and predictable patterns and,
therefors, lond preliminary credence to the theoretical notions advanced
therewith.




The results of Table l are put into visual perspective in Craphs 8A and
8B. The numbers have been rwarranged to show effects within battalion type
and we note for armored units most clearly the predicted pattern of increasing
grow cohesion frem nonOOHORT OCONUS (NO) to nonCOHORT CONUS (NC) to COHORT
OCONUS (Q0) to CCHORT (ONUS (CC). COHORT CQONUS units appear to show the
highest levels of perceived cohesion, although it is the CCHORT label which
has the strongest affect, followed closely by bhattalion type. Graph 8A
campares mechanized infantry with the other general army units, i.e. armor and
artillery, while Graph 8B re~presents the mechanized infantry groups with
respect to the other infantry groups, i.e. light and airborne. Again,
although the full predictsd pattern is realized only for armored units, the
full and partial results for the other battalion types lean heavily in the
expected directions.

. a— - e e mm—— s

Relating the Findings Back to the Questionnaire.

Now that we have a gcod idea of how USC means can be ordered with respect
to sane of the more important variables of the New Manning System study, we
may well ask how such results translate back to the actual questions answered
by the soldiers in the survey. There are two questionnaire items that capture
particularly well the literal meaning of the horizontal cohesion aspect of
USC. The first item asks respondents to agree or disagree on the five point
scale to this statement: "Pecple in this company feel very close to each
other.® For those soldiers in acmored COHORT QONUS units, 2% said they
strongly disagree, 12% disagreed, 42% could not say,, 33% aqreed, and 6%
strongly sgreed. For field artillery nonCOHORT OONUS soldiers, however, 15t
sald they strongly disagree, 35% disagreed, 38% cculd not say, 10% agreed, and
2% strongly agreed. There is an obvicus reluctance for soldiers to choose the
extreme categories and a proclivity for piling up on the neutral category, a
camron problem with pencil and paper surveys of this nature, but that does rot
discount the meaningful 283 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 QUHORT CONUS soldiers said very low, 8%
low, 28% moderate, 37% high, and 16% said very high. On the other hand, of
fiald artillery nonCOHORT CONUS soldiers, ll% said very low, 26% low, 43%
moderate, 17% high, and 3% very high. Thus, 208 of these artillery
respondents would rate their unit's togetherness as high or very high,
compared with 53% of the armored unit respondents.




Conclusions and Endnotes.

The Army faces a great handicap, due largely. to its institutional
structure, with respect to many measures that we have termed “"soldier will."”
This is particularly true of the Concerned Leadership and Unit Social Climate
scales, cur two best available factor-analytically generated indicators &t
vertical and horizontal cchesion respectively. Theoretically, there are
certsin Army structures that eithsr mitigate or sxacerbate negative Unit

Social Climate. The COHORT system, especially when that awans -common OSUTw

training, is one such mitigator. Membership in army work units that are small
in size or have clear leadership and limited organizational functions, such as
in armored units and combat support units, is another. Specialized or “"elite"
status force inclusion, such as in airborne or light infantry units, becomes
an additional way of increasing perceived cchesion. Deployment to USAREUR
results in a small to moderate loss in Unit Social Climate, though it is
particularly noticeable in armorsd units. The findings demonstrate that these
effects ave largely additive.

There are other variables, which cperate on the individual level, that
also affect horizontal bonding on USC. We considered rank as one such
variable that is negatively correlated fram El to E4 with USC. Further
investigation is needed to better understand how perceptions of cohesion ercde
atter entering a unit and again upon receiving the rank of corporal.

Other variables such as macital status, rsligicus and voluntary group
associations, and other affiliations also need to be examined with respect to
their role as possible competing forces for unit group cohesion.

N.B. Statistically significant results reported here are based on
multivariate analyses. (P values, coefficients, and Ns available on request.)
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Tahle 11

Hieravchical aad Peec Cohesfon Scales: T=Tests of Hean Scates betveen
" COHORT OSUT Trained and NoaCOKORY Soldiets Lin Line Caupsules

]

CoHoRT* Moacouoer -

. RN ') BT 0 M I3

Hieracechical 30.20 Ll.15 1098 64.37 10.73 1038 12.674#

Cohesioa -

Peec Cohesion 25.92  6.12 1139 23.40  6.08 1082  12.00%*

£ bacween Hierarchical . £
, Cohesion and Peer Cohesfon ¢ = .49+ £ mobqan ¢.00
i v a = 1047 a ~ 1890

Noce. Liscwige deletion was emplayed.

HORT OSUT crained units 'ace units thac have goae through Basic aad Advanced
Tratlning togecher.

*¢p < .00, cwo-caflled.




Table 12

Multiple Regression Analysis Lu Which " Peccepcion of Combat Readiness®
Variables are Regresead on Pear and Hieracchical coue.£33“§Z:IEE;?‘""

Cricurion Vaciables

Predictor Company’s Resdiness® Fellov Soldfers’ Readfueas®

NonCOHORT Units

Pear Coheslon 12 0364*
Hiavarchicsl Cohesioa Q30* 027%
Iacersction 000 000
jﬁJ.lOOZ) w 47.63%% j[(3.1000) w 30.05%%
2
L3 Cuzmulacive = 116 33 Cumulative = 131
' * COHORT Unics
Pear Cohesion o7 0394*
Bierarchicsl Cotiesioa Q250 024hn
Iaceraction 000 000
j§3.2362) - 103.5464 '353.2345).- 160 50ww
R? Cummlacive = 116 22 Curulacive = 114

COHORYT CONUS Ualts

Peer Cchesioun 03s5* * 04&9aw

Hierarchical Cohesion NG 031 e

Inceraction A0 900
‘353.1063) - 4B 177% 133.1656) = 46 08u*
B2 Cumulacive = 115 ®2 Cumulacive = 116

Nots. In rcpo::tgg acacdardized beta weights and RZ decimals wers omitted.

As ilncrezeucal R? ars of less impovcance chan the explained vaciaace .
due to cohesion measures as a Z7oup, they vere not teporced. .

%The respondent vas ssked, “Hov would you describe your Company's readiness
g;; combaut?™ Response categories tranged froa | (“very low™) to 5 {~“very high”).
SThe respondent was asked, “How would you describe you fellow soldiars' readiness
co fighe {f gnd vhea Lt L& necessary?”™ Respoase categories canged froa

1 (“very low™) to 5 (“very high”). )

*p < .05. .

*#%p < .01L.
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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 Amms
Unit Family Members, 7th ID(L), Fort Ord, CA
{Joel M. Teitelbaum, Ph.D.)

Surmary

Through the first year in the life cycle of 7th ID(L) COHORT combat ams
units many enlisted families continue to experience adjustment problems while
living in households on and arcund Fort Crd. Heavy field training demands and
unpredictable garrison duty hours impact adversely on family life and conjugal
cohesion. Newly estshlished households often experience savers financial
strain and high rates of residential mobility during the first year. In each
new battalion a cluster of family members arrives with the cadre, follocwed by
a smaller surge of families arriving with their first term COHORT husbands.
Yowever, many family members ‘'trickle in' during the following twelve
months. About half the first term spouses are newlyweds. Ouring the first
year new wives and children of soldiers of all ranks add to resident
households, while marital separations reduce family numbers. Well-organized
unit cammunications to most family members by company and battalion Family
Support Groups and pre-deployment 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 awarsness of unit activities is imprecise. Ruror control is an important
systems need. Many first term wives experience periods of intense psycho-
social isolation. Sace lack useful social coping skills. Few have close
sociai bonds with spouses from their husbands' unit. Their key socurces of
inter-family social support tend to be through informally dJeveloped
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 and class differences between households. Unit
spouses genarally make individuzl adjustments without the benefit of sharing
modes of family adaptation to the Light Infantry way of life. Major sources
of information £low between unit and family that help alleviate family stress
are welcoming 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 7¢h Infantry Division
(Light) at Fort Ord. The findings presented here are based on interviews and
cbservations frem a small sanple of unit households. The results are
indicative rather than descriptive of overall family member forms of
adaptation to the 7th ID(L) QOHORT unit way of life.




Findings

A review of unit family -rosters and a series of household interviews were
prrfoemed with three dozen first term and junior NOO spouses and husbands in
saveoral ‘COHOKT unit companies, and with a few of their cadre during a period
of 10 months in 1985-86. This data collection was not drawn from a random
sample of households. It was selected to obtain information across echelons.
The results show: 1) Wives (and husbands) express upset and resentment about
frequent and lengthy. absences from one another resulting from Light Infantry
field training and deployment exercises over the past year. They anticipate
continued heavy field duty demands. Spouses are uncertain about the timing of
near term unit departures and length of training pericds away frem peost.
Garrison duty hours remain unpredictable for many scldiers and their wives.
However, during recent pericds of routine garrison duty many married enlisted
soldiers (first temn and ¥OO) have estabiished a pattern of going homa for
breakfast or lunch with their wives on a daily basis. This practice appears
to enhance conjugal cohesion, toc alleviate uncertainty and to reduce rumors.

2) Families in households off-post are quite wulnerable to financial stress.
Heavy indebtedness associated with household budgeting problems is a serious
destabilizing factor for a large proportion of the younger first term families
in this ssmple, especially those houscholds with young children., Same of
these families depend on Army fooxd and loan services during recurrent
firancial crises. BHBowever, few spouses are aware of the range of Ammy and
civilian sarvices available to them to better cocpe with woney problems.

3) In whe first year at Fort Crd, the enlisted hcuseholds sampled (E2-E6)
averaged two residential smoves within the local area. By the end of their
first year an increasing mumber of these married enlisted soldiers had
obrained nn-post accummodation either in sub~standard housing or in the
recent-1y opened mobile hame park on Fort Ord. Those residing in post housing.
are gensrally more satisfied than residents of the new iobile hame arsa. The
least satisfied are residents of off-post housing in crime-ridden
neightorhoods, or those living in areas far away from other soldier families
with problematic transpcrtation.

4) A majority of new family members in the sample arrived at the beginning
of the COOHORT 1ife cycle. However, many wives of recently married or
geographically separated soldiers have ‘trickled in' to set up households
months after their husbands came to Fort Ord. The first group of families was
welcomed by each unit, but some newly arrived family members are not routinely
welccmed by the husband's unit or its Family Support Group as they arrive.
Scme new spouses are barely aware of the existence of the Family Support Group
and have not yet beccme known tc their husband's unit FSG. . .

S) Family Support Group telephone tree cormunications and newsletters are
major information channels reaching most resident unit family members in this
sampla. Newsletters are not routinely mailed to gecgraphically separated
spouses. Family Support Group leadscs try to update current addresses and




telephone numbers of enlisted soldiers' households every few months. But,
same households in each unit are difficult to locate because of their high
residential mobility. Several households in this sample do not have
telephones at have. .

6) Battalion and FSG leaders organize well-planned briefings for soldiers and
spouses at pre-deployment meetings. There are high levels of attendance by
spouses at battalion—wide briefings ooncerming upcoming £ield absences,
especially deployment to overseas locations. Reasons for success in drawing
attendance include: good publicity and advance notice to families by Unit and
FSG leaders; spousal concerns about deployment timing, unit field activities
and family information needs during absences; provisicn of campensatory time—
off to married soldiers whose wives attend pre-deploymant briefings;
persuasion by unit and FSG leaders; provision of babysitting services by
single soldiers during the meetings; cpportunities for sociability (with
refreshments) for new soldier families: attention to family member convenience
in arranging pre-deployment briefing times. Unit and FSG Jeaders have
developed innovative skills in drawing good attendance at these briefings.

7) Family Support Group volunteers are usually well-meaning wives of wunit
leaders at company and battalion level. Active participation by junior
enlisred wives is minimal. First tem and junior NCO spouses in this sample
state that their own shyness, or their husbands' fears of ‘fraternization',
and a perception of rank-related damination by senior cadre wives ars Kkey
reasons for avoiding Family Support Group meetings at the company level.
Scme express concern adcut increased organizational business, over-emphasis on
rank’ differences, obligations to provide baked goods, and absence of relaxed
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
strong. But, among currently inactive enlisted spouses in this sample there
is little evidence of a psychological sense of identification with Family
Support Group or strong horizontal bonding with other unit wives. This
contrasts with the close horizontal bonding observed among first term COHORT
unit soldiers.

8) Many spouses of enlisted soldiers interviewed have grown accustomed to
seeking personal assistance directly from their company or battalion
cawmander's wife as a key form of Family Support Group help. This type of
one~to-one assistance is assymetric and non-reciprocal in nature.  Scme
enlisted wives beccme more dependent and do not develop better coping skills
in this context: FSG~sponsored exchange of services and friendship betwsen
enlisted spouses within company units is strikingly infrequent. There is
little evidence of non-formal mentoring of younger first term wives by mcre
mature NCO wives in their husbands' unit. Soe 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 be




"obligatory volunteers” for unit FSGs, largely to help their husbands’
careers.

9) Carpany Family Support Groups experience short cycles of intense
activity in response to military events facing the unit during which increased
efforts are expended by wvolunteer leaders. Reduced FSG functioning is
asscciated with .lorger periods of garrison duty. <The highest rate of FSG
activity and irterest shown by family menbers occuks shortly before and
briefly after field training away from post. However, during absences of more
than & week FSG wolunteers reapond to an increased volume of individual
household prcblems from enlisted households. Same volunteers experience
'burn-out.’ from these caregiving efforts.

10) Based on information from cur sample, many first term wives experience
recurrent periods of intense psycho-social isolation stress during the first
year of CCHORT unit life cycle. Youriy husbands and wives are usually quite
dependent cn sne ancther, but few spouses are closaly connected to other wives
of men in their husbands' units at the company lavel and below. They are
especially wvulnerable to rumors about unit mission dangers and fears about
their own and their childrens' personal safety during the husband's
absences. Most younger wives in the sample remain closely attached tc their
families of corigin and their hametown ways of lifs. They phone home
frequently, accumulating large monthly long-distance phone expenses. Non—
payment of phone bills sametimes causes loss of plne service. Scme wives and -
© children make one cr more visits home for periods of weeks or months. A few
vives go hane during pregnancy and return to Fort Ord only after the baby is
born, or remain gecgraphically separated. In the sarple studied, friendship
networks of most enlisted spouses have changed kaleidoscopically over several
months during the first year of COHORT unit life cycle at Fort Ord. Most of
thass ties are loosely-knit. Churning and feelings of lomeliness are often
associated with high residential mobility, rapid tumnover in arrival and
departure of numerous enlisted households, and (especially) the ustrain of
husbarnd absences while on field assignment.

A B However, many spouses interviewed demonstrated their acquisition of
informal friendship networks with wives of similar rank through cammon
neighborhood location and shared daily life activities and needs. Spontaneous
support networks among spouses and children develop thruugh employment
cpportunities, babysitting and transpoctatioca arrangements with neighboring
spouses, 3chool, religious or ethnic affiliations and individual

recreationzl interests. RAlthough each spouse expressad concern about her
husband's 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 bonding amorg most enlisted sporses. In contrast, a
shared sense of identification with the husbard's unit through its FSG is the
basis for many friendships among spouses of senior cadre in the samplé.
Spousal bonds across ranks appear to be restricted by fears of




‘fraternization', by segregated dwelling arzas, by income, age and educational
differentials, and by life-style distinctions.

12) During the tirst COHORT year some enlisted wives were unable to adjust to
life stress in the Fort Ord area and have returmed toc their hone
conmunities. Saoce have traveled home more than once, und raturned to their
husbands. Marital separation is frequent., New marriagus among COHOR™
scldiers are also frequent. There are significant levels of spousal d.siress
ard maladaptation among spouses in our sample. Most recently-arrived wives go
through 2 trial-and-error adjustment process similar to that experienci Ly
earlier arrivals. The majority o not appear to benefit signifi~»r_.; from
matual coping support by more settled wives in their husbands' unit.
Nevertheless, many rew wives receive a variety of information and assistance
delivertd by unit Family Support Group volunteers.

Inplications

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 rewaxrds and
activities to generate a sense of family-unit psychological community should
be develcped at the company FSG level as well as the battalien level. The
sharing of experiences involved in the life transition of becoming an ‘Army
wife' wculd be a valuable theme, i.e. how to cope with moving to Fort-Ord,
finding housing, dealing with medical facilities and human services agencies
at Fort Oxrd and in the Monterey area aconomy, finding support during
pregnancy, childbirth, early childhood vare and adjustrents to intemuit »nt
husband absences. These and other household survival topics can provide
discussion and mentoring opportunties for first term and junior NCO wives as
wall as cadre.

2) At the comwpany level, FSGs should encourage ti.e emergence of ‘natural’
leaders frem junior enlisted as well as senior cadre racks, as individual
spouses demonstrate incerest in building rapport among enlisted families.
Elected representatives at each unit level shculd include wives of enlisted
soldiers. Guidelines should not exclude them. Direct linkage of FSG
leadership positions to the unit chain of oomand should be avoided. The
taboo on ‘'fraternization’ among wives across ranks should be explained as a
relic of the past. Leadership in primary FSG groups at the campany level and
below should be shared in a situational manner, permitting number of

ividuals from all ranks to circulate in leadership roles over a period of
months. Formation of 'We' and 'They' distinctions between voli.iteer activists
and other family members should be discouraged. Ad-boc consultation to help
wives learn how to handle these rvies should be sought through ACS and other
auspices.

e et e




3) Training of all family members willing to participate in the Family
Support Group functions should be performed via a workshop appreach, teaching
informal ways of handling and saaring 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 bunefits
of volunteering for volunteers as well as vecipients should be explained with
many illustrative examples.

4) within each iattalich a human problems facilitator should be designated
as the point of contact for Family Support matters. . This could be the Conmand
Sergeant Mzjor or Rear Datachment Cammander. [utiaes would include the role of
unit gatskeeper for family needs and referrals and liaison with che Family
Support. Group. The battalicn Chaplain should be encoucaged to serve as 2
consultant to the facilitator and tn unit Family Support Groups, withcut a
specific role in the orgarization.

S) At the brigzde level an awbudsman should be installed as a paid military
or civilian staff memier to act as family-unit officer and Family Support
Group coordinator for each battalion ond its conpanies. This individual
should be selected by designating a trained, Army-wise, experienced individual
available locally for a period of at least a few years, e.g., a professional
Séaiul Ywrver, At tre divizion and installation level family-comuinity
concerns . Atiac: B i acocrded the pesitive intersst, caring and
inter-agen. , < caman? ooordiscocio. 2lready observable ac Fort Ord.
However, mxltip‘e. new councils and managoment organizaticns at each unit
level abcve the battalion showld be minimized w nrevent over-emphasis on
" super structure at the expense of primary group &snily Sung.Tt vhin~teer
interaction. Welconing of newly atriving fanu.ly members and scldiers sl.ould
be accamplished imtially at the in-processing center ly wolunteers sponsored
by Army Coomunity Services and Family Support Group representatives in
coordination with commanders and Family Support Groups at the unit level.
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Summary of WRAIR Research Oversight Panel Discussion
with
LTIG Robert M. Elton
28 March 1986

The panel made me toflowmg chservations regarding policy and potential
utility of the ressarch findings to date.

1. The measurement of “"soldier will" has now been attempted by a number
of organizations using a variety cf instrumerits. The scales available have
internal validity and can be useful to commanders. 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 ilwprovement, rather than as measure of commanders' performance.

2. The panel emphasired that personnel stabilization undountedly created
horizontal bonding, but that vertical bonding acrnss ranks required increased
conceptual attention. The panel alsc noted that stabilization and cohesion
werz rot synonymous with readiness. None the less, turbulence data are
presantly not being collected within the perscnnel reporting system, and such
information is as likely to beq as importart as equipment scatus.’

Leadership deficiencies in non—turiulent units were noted in the
discussion, as well. The key questions are what can we teach in Aoy
schools? What are the relevant leacdership behaviors? CSM Stock contended the
central issue was the meaning of fraternization. OL Plunmer argued that
coampetency was the basic issue. Dr. Marlowe argued the fundamental difficulty
was thinking about leadership in personality rather than in transactional
terms. He suggested present leadership policies are personality dependent
rather than normative within the institution.

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

4. The panel also wondered whether the recent emphasis on families might
not have raised expectations which could not be realized because of resource
constraints. [or exanple, the data show commanders who are not skilled .in
organizing family support groups, but can they reasonabiy be expected tc lead
both wvoluntary and work organizations? Carmanciers need full-time family
services officers or full 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, btut military as well), and-that the skills

needed for organizing wvoluntary groups were different from those neaded to
carmand. L Plumer disagreed, and argued the problem was one of
incorporating concern for families within the command ethic. ¥es, 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 warmed of the prublems 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 methcods and research issues.

1. The neasurement of “"soldier will® is valuable in itself, given the
historical cucrelation between such indicators, oombat performance, and
psychiatric breakdown. The utility of the survey would te enhanced, however,
were there correlations with readiness. The missing link is good measures of
unit performance, and the best possibility for obtaining such measures is at
the National Training Center. %The panel recammended exploring the NIC data
base in future work. '

2. With respect to the presumed link between command climate and family
st.recs, there are no convincinyg 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
apprepriate comparisons, and by the special efforts that have been made to
insure success in the first light division, to include praferential per:sonnel
salection and high attention ¢f senior Army Leaders.

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

S. General Ulmer warned that the benefits of (DHORT were being purchased
at the expense of the non-COHORT army. GCeneral 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 pranise that we will never transfer
soldiers as individuals; we nmust sensitize the Army that individual
replacement is a disaster waitin, to happen.” .




Gerieral Augerson raised the possibility of research into how to insert
raplacements into tightly bonded units. (OL Plummer agreed, noting that we
are not taking full advantage of opportunities to examine. resilience and
rwplacement strategies that will inform us on manpower replacement policy.
Ceneral Elton suggested the possibility of controlled experiments at NIC.

The discussion again returned to the danger of confounding cochesion,
stabilization, and replacement policy. It is necessary to be clear whether
tha evaluation is of one system or alternative replacement strategies, lest we
conclude the present COHORT systen: must be abandoned becauss cne replacement
scheme was flawed.

Several cammented that nciody in the Ammy disputes that keeping soldiers
together as long as possible is idea); the debate is on the cost. Must we rob
the nonCOHORT army te build stabilized units?

(OL Plumrer ccmmented on the sustainment problem. Sustainment is a small
unit leader issue that must be addressed in the Army school system with the
cocperation of DCSCPS. Dr. Karlowe noted there must f£irst be a camitment to
creating leaders. Schools can create movement and sustain expertise, if we
begin teaching leadership. .



