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N The exce!llence of soldiers coming from the training base 1S
.:q wel | recognized throughout the U. S. Army. Not only are the
e soldiers well trained in their 1ndividual combat ana Military
it Occupational Specialty (MOS) skilils, they also have learned "how
?“ to be cohesive.” The Army recognized the value of this
v experience and moved to capture it with the COHORT 1nitiative.

This evolved to the Unit Manning System (UMS)> and 18 stil!l 1n a

period of decision regarding the final form. Intensive study

and analysi1s of COHORT units reveal that some I(eaders capture

and retain cohesion better than others. The UMS 13 a necegsary

put not sufricient condition tor deveioping more cohesive units.
Leader training must De geared to develop the bonding and
team-bullding sSkills which Jiead to cohesive wunits. Senior
leaders must provide the command climate to promote and reward
cchesion buillding. Leaders from throughout the Army could
benefit by learning from the "leadership lab" of Initial Entry
Traintng C(lET>. Leaders need to understand and appreclate what
their soldiers have experienced in One Station Unit Trainina
cosumt). More contact between the field and training untt
leaders will facilitate a sharing of 1nsights and promote bhetter
cohesion 1n small units. The UMS in a package replacement mode
18 the perfect vehicle to accomplish this, Better leader
training and changes 1n command climate, such as the initiatives
in "Leadership for the Nineties". can provide the necessary
ingredients to i1nsure the success of the UMS and better cohesicn
in the U. S. Army.
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INTROLUCT 1 UN

The vatue ot unit cohesion and esprilt to An Army € sSuccess

has been recognized throughout history. Clausew!itz writes:
Mititary spicil, then, 18 one of the most jmportant
nmoral elements 1n war. . ..HHow much has peen
accomptished hy this spicit. this sterting quatity, this
reftinement ot base ore i1nto precious metal, s

demonstrated by the Macedonians under Alexander. the

Roman Jegions under Ceasar, the Spanish i1ntantry under

Alexander Fornese, the Swedes under Gustavus Adolphus

and Charles XI[, the Prussians under Frederick the

Great, and the French under Honaparte.!l
In monern times, we See many Similar results. Shi1ls and
Janowitz correlate the success of the German Army in World War
{] with their superior small unit cohesion.? The dismal
experiences of the first U.S. Army units thrown into the Korean
War certainly demonstrated disastrous results when small unit
cohesion was one of the missing elements.3 Colonel Wm. Darryl
Henderson has shown that much of the success of the North
Vietnamese and Israeli Armies can be Ilinked with their unusually
cohesive small units.4

If there 18 general agreement that cohesion 18 a kev to

success in battle, there 13 not univ2rsal acceptance of how to

S |

build highly cohesive units. In fact the value of cohesion and,p y

ite attalnablility and necessity in a peacetime Army have bheen

aad

open to guestion. The purpose of this paper 1S to discuss the

=
-

|
|

cohesion bullding process n the U.S. Army today from the

perspective of Initi1al Entry Training <(IET). wootrtvution/ .
Availattlity Codes

-

' Avail aund
bist | spectal ”
v
{ TER Y

~— ‘
T




;:& Cohesion 18 the glue that holdas soldiers together |n units
{:f ={e) they accomplish missions under even the most tryling
: cilrcumstances., It 1s difticult to measure but none-the-less a
g& real phenomenon that bonds soldiers to each other and their
ﬁa leagers. The thoughts which follow are reflections following
;;z command of a One Station Unit Training (OSUTYS compat engineer
i:; battalion. This assignment had been preceded by a three year
.J; tour as an operations officer and executive officer in a Table
-ﬂQ of Organization and Equipment (TOE> combat engineer battalion.
&é The combination of these two assignments provided for a
Eiﬂ profoundly ditferent outlook on soldiers and the cohesion
{2: bullding process.

lig The thesis of thi1s paper 1s that soldiers first ltearn how
:;3 to be cohesive 1n the training base. OSUT 1s the IET moae
?,_ which teaches this best sSince the soldiers are together {onger
o

‘ﬂi while their foundational military vaiues are tformed. An
I

i:: integral! part of what the United States Army Training And
;%, Doctrine Command (TRADOC> calls “soldierization" 1S 1n ettect
f;i the soctalization process which builds cohesive units. Further.
s ".N

b&; many Acrmy leaders do not know or appreclate what the soldiers
;L have experienced in IET. Because the 0SUT graduate has learned
g& phonding skillgs, his expectations are higher than i1f he had been
3&' trained as a human "spare part." He truly hopes to find in his
g “gecond" unit the same kind of challenge, excitement, and close
E: bondling. The sad fact that he does not always find these has
f:; been well! estapblished by researchers and acknowledged by Army
,'3 leaders. In fact, this Situation contributed to the decision to
§§ impiement the Cohesion, Uperational Readiness., and Jfraining
?E (CUHORT) system 1n 981,
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Then Chiet of Statt. General Eaward C. Mever. 1n ment:ioning
rthe many factors of cohesion which were being violated in our
Army. quoted a report on why soldiers left the Army: “For the
vast majocrity ot those (nterviewed., baslc compat training was

the highlight ot their Sservice,. Hours were reported to pe long.

and the drill 1nstructors tough, but most said they (1ked the
structure 1mposed, ‘knowing what was expected of them evervy
minute, - the organization and obvious aocod planning, and the

feelinas ot accompllishment and camaraderie they hada teit,
Another otten mentioned (attributel] of basic training was the
concern ot dril!l i1nstructors that training be eftective and that
personal problems recei1ve immediate attentnon.”G

Soidiers were often disappointed with their rirst TOE
units. General Meyer concluded that at least part of the answer
was to 1mplement a replacement system which coula capture the
many positive aspects built in the training base. The ¢tirst
COHURT package was formed in March 1981 anda after Basic Training
was sent to Fort Carson and the 4th Mech Division for completion
of training in their TOE unit.?’ Since that time. COHORT has
evolved 1nto the Unit Manning System (UMS>. The UMS consists ot
COHORT - the unit replacement and deployment system, and the
Regimental System - pairing of |ike CONUS and OCUNUS battalions,
to provide soldiers assoctiations within a regiment ducing their
careers. {ln this paper 1 will refer to CUOHORT ana the UMS
interchangeaply while emphasizing the unit replacement part of
the UMS]. COHURT has done much to highitght the potential

benefits ot carrying over 0SUT-built cohesion to TOE units.
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.
%‘E Adyjustments have been made as the proplems 0Ot sSustalning the
%,: system have bpecome evident. Smaller package replacements (n
;*r various comblnations are peina consiqered.
:ti The Army 12 at a critical decision point. [s the MS
:Eé achieving 1ts tull potential to enhance cohesion? Is 3 new
h) personnel replacement system sufficient to 1mprove cohesion?
fhé What other changes need to be made? How has 0SUT contributed to
o
ﬁﬁ the success (or taitlure) of the UMS? Where do we look for the
- answers to these and other gquestions? Army sSenior leaders haagd
e
:ta the foresight to anticipate these kind of questions and have
SN
‘Eﬁ employed two Army agencies to do evaluation and follow-up. The
‘: J. 5. Army PResearch Institute (ARI)> and the Walter Reed Army
;;? Institute of Research (WRAIR) have provided many 1nsights 1n
.33 thelr extensive analysis of cohesion and research on the UMS.
:
i) The next section will outline results of some ot that research
‘E€ and attempt to answer some of the critical gquestions on cohesion
'%; and the UMS. The role of OSUT 1n the total eguation should
y emerge and help clarity the value of understanding the soldier s
S
;:; first cohesion-buliding experience.
A
o

COHESION RESEARCH AND THE UMS EVALUATION

Researchers have made 1n-depth 1nvestigations 1nto the
basic nature of cohesion 1n military units and particularly the
U. 5. Army. Dr. Guy L. Siebold of ARI has produced particularly

insightful writings on solidier pbonding. His definttions help us

to understand what cohesion really means. In comparing cohesian

M AT AT RT R |
o .‘l.‘f'!- .
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rith physStcal matter. he uses the dictionary qetinition ot

cohere: "the degree to wWhich the entity holds tngether AsS parrtrs

ot the same mass."8 e contrasts this simple definition with i
more preci1Se one which 1ncludes such jargon as “mechanisms ot
soclal control" and "structured patterns ot social relationships
between unit members individualily and collectively, necessarv to
achieve the unit‘s purpose."? Siebold feels that this latter
meaning 1s usetul pecause it helps to distinguish cohesion from
the closely related terms “morale" and "esprit de corp." He
relates the definition to three relevant areas: why men fight:
tirst term service member |life cycle: and the changing sStructure
of the military.!10

There 18 a very strong torce 1n a highly cohesive unit
motivating members to act because "I’l]l do it for my buddies." §
Srepold concludes that thi:s "normative influence" ot the group
1S one ot the sSocial control mechanisms which causes men to
fight.il Research on the total experience ot first term
soldiers 18 a lucrative area for the study of cohesion. Sieboid
writes that: "Recent investigations show within a few months of
arr:ving at their unit of assignment, the sService member s
attitudes, support for military values, and career iIntent
decline significantly."!'2 These researchers conclude three
possible reasons: unreasonable tnitial expectations by the
soldlers: lesser quality leadership 1n the TOE units: ana taoo
much freedom In the new units (compared to IET).!3 Sieboia
theori1zes as folliows: The decline may be because the new

soidiers are learning and growing but not being recognlized and
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:2 not being given status and rights. This causes bad feelings and
g? other negative reactions and the normative patterns aren t
i: changing as the soldiers mature.l#4
EE My own research And experilence relnforce Siebold s theary
%
::¢ In the sense that many TOE l|eagers are unaware of the Soidiers
ﬁb expertences 1n OUSUT. The soldierizaton process (or '"normative |
ﬁ; pattern") did change as they matured during the intense 13 weew |
ES
“é cycle., The solaiers learn to expect this continual recognition
;{ of thelr advancing maturilty. TOE leaders sometimes think tne
)
&E soldlers are trustrated because they are not receiving the
;E “close supervision" of [ET. It may be more the recognition ot
s growth soldiers are expecting and not receiving that 1s causing
o
;g the frustration. When unit leaders recognize this, cohesion is
Lﬁ higher and the first termer decline is8 not as sharp. Another
SJ‘ link with Siebold’s definition 18 the normative influence which
:ﬁ is such an 1mportant factor in OSUT. The combination of
§5 envircnment, leadership. and climate all combine to create 1deal
é conditions for positive peer pressure which yvields the strona
;B soldier-to-soldier and soldier-to-leader bonding 1n (SUT. The
:;E soldiers then come to expect this as normal for an Army untit.
t‘ An 1ncisive sStudy was completed by Students at the U.S.
“~
;ﬁ Industrial College of the Armed Forces (ICAF). Their report
4% entitled Cohesjon jn the U. S. Mititary defines military
.?’ cohesion as "the bonding together of members ot an organization
'
‘3 or unit In such a way as to sustain their will ana commitment to
:; each other. their unit. and mission."!5 This is very close to
’:i the simpie concept we used 1n explaining cohesion as “glue" to
2
.
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the solidiers 1n 0USUT. 'The authars argue that two <ystem:o
tactors - technoiogy Aand 1deas 1ot DUCPAUCrat o organization)
have 1ntluenced cohesion. "Managers® have replaced |eaders ang
catculative commitment" has replaced the morat commitment of i
caltin@. !  They conclude that U. S. Army leaders are not very
aware of the systemic factors which have aftected [negatively
cohesion 1n units,. They make 1mportant recommendations to
counter this and pellieve that cohesion needs to be explicitiv
sought: "The 1mportant point to be made 1s that each commander
shouid develop and !mplement a written plan tor developling
coheslion 1n his organization. The plan must 1ncliude provisions
tor preogram evaluation just as methodically as 1n trajning,
maintenance. and similar functions."17

ARI and WRAIR are piloneers 1n efforts to descrihe and finda
ways to measure cohesion in the U.S. Army. Their social
sclentists are respected in their protessiconal communities ana
have produced some useful products for Army leaders 1n the
tield. Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) has engagedq
ARl and WRAIR's considerable expertise 1n monitor'ng and
designing measures of effectiveness for the UMS.

WRAIR reseacrchers have completed the fifth ot a series of
UMS technical reports 1n which they focused on the experiences
of COHORT units in the Regimental system 1n both the Continental
United States (CONUS) and U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR). Field
Evaluation Technical FReport Number 5, completed 1n Septembher
1987, shows resulits ot the 7th Intantry Division (Light) over

the past two to three years as COHORT units tilled andg frhen
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matured. WRAIR published and distrihbuted an i1nsightful repoc:
“Evaluating the Unit Manning System: Lessons Learned to Date" 1n
August 1987, ARI also has produced a numper of 1liuminatinag
reports on the subjects of bonding and cohesion. The
conclusions which are most relevant to the thegis of this paner

are summari1zed below.

A Close Look at the COHURT Experience

WRAIR researchers have tound that horizontal bonding (that

between the sSoldiers) has generally remained better in COHOR?Y

untts then non-COHORT wunits. But vertical cohesion <(that
between soldiers and their eaders) has shown extreme
varlability and in general has decreased atter a few years under
COHORT . 18 While there are many complex reasons for this,
ieaders who are familiar with the horizontal and vertical
ponding the soldiers expect based on their O0OSUT experience are
more likely to succeed.

Researchers also found:

(1>, "COHORT is a necessary but not sufficient

prerequisite to unit cohesion and high human
performance." 19 CUMMENT: In OSUT the systemic

environment will not produce vertical bonding ana
superior unit results without the proper leadership
and command climate. It takes more than "total

control" to provide a highly cohesive environment.

2. In the American Army. cohesion 1S presumed

to be a byproduct, not a core goalﬁleaders need to

be trained to create and maintain.<9 COMMENT:

Because 1t was pursued explicitly the constant push for
better "soldierization" in OSUT really promoted and
taught unit cohesion.
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C.3), {he chalienges to 'eaders were tremendaous.

“Yery tew lteaders uNderstood. . .they were ¢eat Ing with
a new aAnad untami!li3ar phenomena - sOolarers whno wereé
selt-motivated, who neeced and wanted to ne tauaht and
quided. not ariven."< “His training nas not

prepared him tor these sSpontanecus!y mMotiviteq snidiers
aedicated to developing combat skills. He understood
tactics but mMIsSunQerstood group process. << "jin the
tirst place. NCO s and otficers were not prepared ror
the 1nterested, selt-motivated, horizontally bonded
soldlers coming out of osyT. v 23 CUMMENT: These
regsearch tindings are 1n direct support ot my thesis.
[.Leaders need to become 1mmersed 1n what happens to
thetr soldiers 1n 0OSUT so they can better provide the
leadership needaed for retalning the same splirtit Aand
cohesion.

4y, [n commenting on "what worked" 1n the 7th
Intantry Division (Light), WRAIR researchers

concluded: "Horizontal cohesion bullt

upon the CUHORT orgarizational principle and OSUT
training program (emphasis added). Eager to learn.
ready to help each other ana prepared to accept the
values of their new unit, the tirst-termer soidiers
were psychologically prepared tor 1ntegration into
their new unit. But vertical cohesion does not take
place automatically. Those officers and NCOsS who
successtully I1ntegrated their tirst-term soidiers aid
SO by meeting those soldiers: needs for competent
leadership, tocus on the mission and respect.“24
COMMENT: Thi1s 1s 1n perfect consonance with my thes:s.
WRAIR researchers seemed to observe the loglical
extengion of the climate and tough, carcing

leadership of OSUT carried cover 1n the best units.
Significantly, DSUT soldiers not only experienced
horizontal cohesion but also iearned the ski1ll of
titting 1nto a vertically cohesive group. Knowing
th1s 1s one of the secrets I1n re-capturing the 0OSUT
spirit and leading a high performance unit.

(5). Regarding command climate, WRAIR researchers
concluded: "“Interviews ana observations revealead
l1ttle appreclation by battalion staff, and no
apprecijiation on the part of company level leaders

for the 1mportance of military cohesion. The practice
of training incoming replacements as i1ndividuals rather
then as a cohesive group toc be kept together suggests
that the concept ot military cohesion has not

penetrated to the small unit level even now....Unless
this mindset 18 changed -- that cohesion 18 the
business of company leaders., not Jjust HQDA -- the whoie
UMS experience will melt back 1nto the i1ndividual

replacement system 1t was designed to eliminate."<Z9
COMMENT: Thi1s finding was based on the cumulative
evperience of resgsearch on CQOHORT units anad has
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disturbing implications. Even given that WRAIR may

present a sgslight “soidier biras" this finding 1S too

significant to he i1gnored. It 15 a tougher challenge

to 1ntegrate soldiers 1nto the unit 1In teams and maore

threatening to a leader who 1sn' 't sure ot himse|f.

What these leaders do not appreciate |1s the tremendous

combat multiplier that a highly cohesive unit has 1n

1ts superior bondling.

(6). LTC Robert Schneider trom WRAIR comments 1n a

stuay of how repliacements were i1ntegrated i1nto COHORT

companies. "The squads and sections did a surprisingly

good iob of accepting newcomers. Hori1zontal cohesion

was established quickly. At the same time, the budqday

team concept assured good mutual support to the

replacement. On the other hand. small unit |eaders did

littte to encourage the gevel|opment of vertical

cohestion. Most stated that given the cholce, they

would assign repliacements i1ndividualiy, even 1f 1t

meant breaking pre-formed groups (such as these bhuddy

teams).<6 WRAIR researchers warned 1n Technical

Report Number 4: "The whole UMS experiment 13 1n

jeopardy 1t battalion and company commancers cannot

capitalize on the cohesion potential of replacement

packets of soldiers who already know one another when

they arrive at the company or battery."27 COMMENT :

Leaders who know how the strong cohesion bonds are

developed in OSUT would be less likely to break up the |

buddy teams.

(7). Dr. Siebold trom ARI, 1n a "Report on Bonding 1n

Army Combat Units," described what Junior soldiers
thought was needed to buijld cohesion: "Junior enli1sted

solidlers saw their responsibliiity as one I1n which they

supported one another, worked as a team, pushed one

another to do things right to accomplish the mission,

accepted orders without complaining. From leaders
team, squad and platoon) they expected: A good role

model . an advocate for their subordinates, a

communicator and translator of accurate information,

ang one who ensures sSoldiers are getting a fair deal.

And from the company and battalion leaders: Setting

appropriate climate ot trust and openness, providling

challenging training, establishing and foliowing

policies consistent with building cohesion, fixing

any widespread problems diminishing the quality of unit
leadership."28 COMMENT: The perceptions ot these

soldiers 18 80 closely aligned with the environment,
leadership, and climate of 0OSUT that 1t cannot be mere

coincidence. The soldiers longed to recapture the
conegliveness they experienced in QSUT.

The extensive research just touched on above does glve us

tentat|ve answers to our tough questions. The UMS has improved

10




cohesion in compat arms units put the proaress :3 not un:ferm
and some disturbing trends are emerging. A package replacement
system 1n whatever form 1S necessary but not enough by 1tselt ro
improve cohesion. 0OSUT 1s a key 1ngredlient 1n the success of
the UMS because 1t 18 the starting point tor better cohesion.
Enitightened leadership and a positive command climate are the

other critical elements that are needed.

Leadershi1p and Cohesive Units

Close analysigs ot the UMS has also produced some
potentially fruitful insights in the area of more etfectilve
leadership. WRAIR“s LTC Larry Ingraham, who has studied
soldiers and their environment 1n great depth, wrocte an article

“from the heart" in the December 1987 Mjlitary Review. The

message entitled "Caring 18 not Enough: An Uninvited Talk to
Army Leaders" 18 a Jewe]l ot condensed wisdom from the soldier s
perspective. Ingraham's results are based on interviews ot
thousands of soldiers 1n more than a nundred companlies and
batteries by the WRAIR research team in their UMS evaluations
over the last six years.2? The bottom line 1s that real caring
leadership means communicating with soldiers and their families.

1t means focusing enough of our leadership energy downward to

make the unit a cohesive group and thi1s entails l13tening -- to
good and bad news. “Again, your Ssuccess depends on your
subordinates. 1f you are any good at all, your subordinates
will)l not shield you from the unpleasant. When they

-
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do 1t 18 because they are teartul. They nave rested vyour
courage to hear the truth., and touna vou want;ng.““J verai
trom the WRAIR research results to date: "The chlet intluence on

unlit conhesion 1S leader oehav:or."31

So what are we doing to train leaders who will be skiilec
enough to bulld cohesive units? ARI has tocused research 1nh 3
project entitled "l.eadership for the Nineties." The project.,

under the direction of Dr. Owen Jacobs and Masor Larry Boice,
has two major elements. They 1nclude a one week leadership
training package for company chains of command "which tocuses on
replacement assimilation and integration."3< This training
package 1ncliudes the following modules:

Leader as a Person:

Communicate with Others:

Team Building (Soldier Team Development):
Leadership/Followership:

Fole Clari1tication (By Position):

Unit Goal Setting:

Role Relationships:

Probiem Solving:

Actlion Ptanning and Problem Solving: and
Goals Revisited/Review and Critique.33

X &k X Xk ¥ %X ¥ x X X

The first 40 hour course was given by Six officers trom ARI.
Center ftor Army Leadership, and U. S. Forces Command (FORSCOM)
to 25 leaders from a company chain ot command 1n the 6th
Infantry Division (Light). The cadre recei1ved the i1nstruction 1n

Alaska Just before departing tor their four week [.1ght Leaders

Course at Fort Benning. They were scheduled to receive their
company f1ll from OSUT 1mmediately after ¢this. While this
tciral run was adapted to the COHORT unit. "its broader purpose !

was to provide the skill training needed for the rapid

12
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assimilation ot replacements, the pbopding ot replacements within
the unit. and the etficient development of collective skills. 9

This course 138 the |(oglical conclusion ot what researchers
have discovered from the extensive UMS studies. Leacder training
like thi1s 158 3 key 1ngredient needed tao make [UM5 a success.

“"Leadership for the Nineties" supports the thesis that our Acmy

can {earn apout cohesiveness from the training base. The ki1ndas
ot skills 1n the course are closely related to I|eadership
practiced 1n the QOSUT envircnment. Leaders throughout the Army

need to learn these kind of bonding and team-pulilding skills,

“Leadership for the Nineties" also iIncludes a focus on
command ciimate 1ssues and recommends a set of Division level
policy changes. These 1nclude:

Stablility Measures:

Unit Stabilization and Sustainment:
Senior-Subordinate Relationships:
Standards ot Performance;

Cohesion Measurement: and
Secend-i1n-Command Training.39

*x X ¥ ¥ %X X

l1f the policy changes test positive 1n a real world Division,
"these policlies can serve as a model for the following:
modification of the USR Personnel Readiness lIndex, to reflect
stability of small units and their leaders: replacement
assimilation practices, to facilitate rapid bonding and skill
development; and soldier assignments management within units, to
stabili1ze membership and enhance technical and tactical
proficiency. The 1mplementation ot these policies will enhance
operational effectiveness In all Army units. not Just COHORT."-36

in combination, the 1niti1atives ot "Leadership tor tne

Nineties" otfer an exciting possibility to materially 1mprove

13
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the way we harness our preclous human resources -- our soldlers
and their tamilies. These kinds ot dynamic new changes wi !
Insure the success ot the UMS in 1improving cohesion 1n our Army.
They also parallel closely the environment, leadershtip ana

climate which TRADOC has fostered 1n 0SUYl units.

A Comparastive Analys:s

[t seems clear that for Army leaders to achieve bhetter
cohesion with the UMS, they have to butild on the 0OSUT
toundation. Why 1s OSUT so difterent than the TUE Army? What
can Acrmy leaders learn by studying the IET environment,
feadership, and command cllmate? A great vehicle to answer
tnese ana related questions 18 hidden 1n the work ot Colone! Wm.

barryi Henderson. Colone) Henderson, the current commander ot

ARL, presents an 1ncisive analysis in his book (Cohesion: The
Human Eklement in Combat. He convincingily argues the
significance of small unit cohesion to the success ot an army
ANA then explores how cohesion 18 buillt. The real 1mportance of
hi1s work l1e8 in a comparative analysis of small unit cohesion

in tour current day armies: the North Vietnamese, the United
States, the Soviet, and the Ilsraelij. Henderson rates each ot
these armies against elements hi1s research has shown are
accurate measures of small unit cohesion. The results otter a
compelling argument that the successful armies achieved theic
success pecauge ot superior small unit cohesion. The U. S. Army

18 rated low in most ot the parameters which measure cohesion.

14
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Henderson's analysis 18 focused on TOE army unics. 1 w1t
v
'J outline higs results 1n each category of analysis tor the U, .
o Army and contrast them with my own subjective ratinas tor A
".
‘l trainee soldier 1n an USUT unit.
'
¥
Ba ¥
; »
-
) TABLE 1
> UNIT ABILITY TO PROVIDE FOR SOLDIER"S PHYSICAL,
[~ SECURITY AND SOCIAL AFFILIATION NEEDS37
n
k ELEMENT U. S. ARMY osuT
> (Henderson’s Rating) (My Rating)
?
Cal
- Unit meets pasic logistical ++ ++
v requirements
K, Unit 1s primary social group -- ++
R - Unit 1s masor source of egsteem - ++
O and recognition

ini1t protects soldier from + +
higher headquarters

Uni1t provides sense ot control + ++
over events

Uni1t causes solidier to i1dentity - ++
with leader and Army goals

LEGEND: Strong ++

E |
|

AR R *EM
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_ TARLE 2
SULDIER S PERCEPTIUNS OF SUCCESSFULLY

Legal!, moral, physical barriers
separating him from soclety

Difticulty 1n obtalining discharge
or transter

Signtitficance ot "bad paper" discharge
Penaities for AWOL-/discharage

Recogniftion-rewards for tour completion

TABLE 3
MAINTENANCE OF UNIT INTEGRITY AND

Smallest unit under 5 soidiers and
under positive control of leader
Replacement by unit rotation

Strong re-soclaltization process

High frequency of association through
policles, facllity design, and soclial

tunctions

Unit boundaries estaplished through
tradition and long time atfiliation

Control of soidier’s affiliation with
outside groups

Leave and pags policies controlled and

Control! over rewards -- pay, passes,
promotions, etc. at unit leve)
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AN TABLE 4 )
NN UNIT MOTIVATION AND CONTROLAU
i‘- ~
e Members bonded to unit through .- H+
o norms and values

., .
a')': >
»N Personal approach to small-unit - +

3 leagership, not managerial
1
ﬁj Leader-soidier 1nteraction on pasis - ++
Ag of trust. not contracts
; Normative "service' motivation, not - ++
. "economic man" utillitarian motivation

v limited

o

\
o

“

ol

f:.
. J‘I‘J
'y TABLE 10

CHARACTERISTICS OF LEADERSHIPA4!

;jt

J':'

{;{ Leadership priority tocused on small - ++
,}{ unlits, platoon and company
N Strict code ot professional ethics ++ ++
3 requires teaders share danger/hardships

15

ﬁﬁ Leaders utilize effects of clvic - +
?q education or indoctrination to
;; maximize leadership
Q" Smali-unit leaders have authority to - ++
%? control all events or actions i1n unit
4
)
hs Leader i1nfluence through power to
bﬁ reward or punish + L+
is : [.eader 1nfluence through expertse + ++
g anda as source of 1nformation
U

Ol
%ﬁ Leader 1nfluence through legitimate + ++
Ot power

0.
' : Leader i1nfluence through referent + ++
;3 power
)
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(2.
-:i Colonel Henderson s parameters provide a t3ascinatina
] l‘:n
o compari1son ftcom the perspective ot a cohegion putlarng
K.
> - :
‘:, environment. 'hat conditions can be soO difterent 1n sitan)ficant
Cailal
I\ -
}:, ways between O0SUT and TOE units 18 not cobvious uniess this ki1na
OV
.A -
Y Ot compar|1son 1S made. Many Army leaders might concluqge that
* U
Nt X
" superiac conesian 1n USUT results almost entirely from the tota!
-
\: control  exerted over the S&oldiers who all ltve 1n mostiy
'
Cal
%y
- open-nay or eight man rcoomg. The outside i1ntluences on the
_{{ moaern American Ssoldier I1n a typical TUE unit are certain:y
j; detractars trom coheslion. But how many leaders nave opursued
A .',-
y coheglion 3s a goal and not just a byproduct of good training?
" An 1nterview ot a senior Defense official 1n the National
-
. h\-l
fd [letense University study on cohesion addresses this point.
\{
.
h) ’ -~
q *“Times change. The Friday night Gl party no longer makes sence
O
A 1t three-tourths of the people live out of the barracks.
P .
o
-
:x Besides. [ question whether the barracks arrcangement. whatever
4
B
L)‘ 1t 18, aftects unit cohesion anymore, one way or another.... We
-:ﬁ can still have a focus tor unit and cohesion, but 1t will ne
ol
.
:3 elsewhere than !n the barracks. After ali, I don't think the
Ly
3 L]
Sl marrited percent In the ranks will ever bhe what it was 1n the
)
& past. [nstead of focusing on the barracks, then, let & give the
b,
]
A company a central place to assemble each day with |ockers,
v:
'b equipment, classrooms, orderly roomsg, A3and Aarms rooms. WwWhich
k would he equally important to all, regargless ot where they
q?
\g live."42 He sauggested that we need 1nnovative i1deas on how tn
v,
: create cohesion I1n the military “as 1t 13, not how we would like
B
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f i1t to pe."43 One place to loock for these 1nnovative 1deas 1s
.
o
;: the environment, leadership. and command climate 1n QSUT units.
M
S
A
o CONCLUSIONS AND RPECUMMENDATIONS
# INSIGHTS FRUM THE TRAINING BASE
L
55 My protessional experience conflrms what resgearchers
1)
s
-Q aitscoverea 1n thelir Studies on cohesion: the USUT graduate has
s
"
neen nurturea 1N A highly cohesive environment with ettective
-
S5 small unit leacership and a positive command climate. ARI ano
4 ‘-:
j- WRAIF researchers have aocumented the solidier's i{onging to
>,
;f experience this kind of unlit agaln. OSUT has pbeen described by
[ @
2 some leaders as a "leadership lab." This 18 1n tact a highly
.- accurate and useful adescription. The small unit leader
N essgentially starts over three or four times every vyear. The
{
Ay overwhelming portion of leaders’ efforts are 1nvested i1n leading
'.l
'i and caring for soldiers. Soldiers and leaders are stabilized
"-
Y -, .
L aAuring the cycle. Significant differences hetween 0OSUT and TOE
.- units make the achievement of cohesion much more difticuit n
[
t
'Q the field. But the current system does not promote and reward
~
9 .
Cn tield leaders learning cohesion bullding i1cdeas trom OSUT.
@
The UMS has made ma, or 1nhroads 1nto some of the most
)
ﬁf difficult chal lenges, but early results Indicate that A
fa4
: t“
w replacement gystem alone will not insure that units are both
4
N horizontally and verticalily bonded. Leadership and U. S. Army
b policies at high and low levels can still exert the primary
influence. As 1n many Aaspects of Army life, the actions ot
9] ieaders at the unit level (platoon., company. and battalion) can
¢
o
N
d
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nave the greatest Impact on the Soildier AnQ conalftiaons  tor

cohes|veness. The UMS wiiil providge soidiers In packages A'ready
rori1zontaliy bonded and eager to pDe verticaily bonded |i1ke they
were 1n UsSUT. Leaders who !earn thi1s secret canp molc conesive
units even given the conditions which researchers |ike Colone:
Henderson have described 1n U.S. Army TUOE units. une pilace to

!o0K tor 1nsights 1S 1n the U.S. Army training base.

FPecommendat!ons

l. Tralining and UDoctrine Command should pursue the goal ot
Increasing the numper ot [ET soldiers who train 1n an OSUT moae.

The measure of success must pe refated to eftectiveness as

opposed to pure effricrency. Soldlerization and learning
tnaiviaual skills tn a team environment need to be i1ncluded 3s
aiscernible etements 1n all IET Programs of Instruction. The

authors of the TRADOC I[ET Strategy Study completed 1n 1987
recognized that OSUT works and recommended 1t for the I1ET moae
of the future. The pottom line 18 that the current excellence
which TKRADOC has esgstablished should not be logt to the
"etficiency experts" who sSeek t0O pbrovige resources only tor the

strictly quantifiable elements ot IET.

2. Headquarters Department of the Army should retain ana ‘
g spread the Unit Manning System to more units. A small wunit
E: (tireteam. =quad, platoon) package replacement system otters the
FE most advantages from the cohesion bullding viewpoint wWwith A much
.

lower cost then COHORT at the company or battaiion level. This

concept wouild aliow many more AaActive 3andg even reserve component

20
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UNLitsS rQ nenerit ftrom the UMS. The 1nelgnts trom the cesearsr

underway by ARI ana WRAIR an unit ocohesion and the UMS sShourad ne

shared with small unit ana senior Army leaders.
3. HOUDA and TRADOC should impliement the iteadership improvement
proposal "Leaadership tor the Nineties" which tocuses an the
skills and apilities needed to foster more conesive unitsg, This
Initiative has areat potenti1al tor significant jesqer
. development and should be 1ntegrated 1n all leadership trainina
1n TRADOC. An exportable package should be designed tor use Dy
unit leagers. If the Army does not 1ncorporate Doth the

leadership training and significant climate changing poiilcies.

much of the value of the UMS will pbe lost.

4, TRADOC and HQDA should provide the sStructure for encouraaqing
greater ccontact petween small unit TOE leaders and the trainina
pase. Th1s 1s an obvious incentive 1f a2 small pPaCk 3Qe
creplacement system 1s implemented. TOE unit leaders. especiai:y
Junior otficers, can learn much about cohestion bullding trom
OSUT units. The vast potential of the IET “leadership lan”

needs to be harnessed and spread to the whole Army.

5. TOE unit leaders at battalion level and below needa to focus
on the attainment of small unit cohesion as a sgpecific goal. not
Just a byproduct. Reducing 1nternal turbulence (that which

never shows up on the Unit Status Report? can do much to toster

, cohesion. Leaders need to emphasize cohesSlon-bullding skijlls 1n
; their Otficer and Noncommissioned Otficer Protessionai
Development Programs, TOE leaders at brigade and apove need o
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estapiisn command ¢l imares aAnd policies Which toster and rewara

cohesion pulldling., Unly when leaders value bonging 3] 3 cOMpAar

mutrtipiier more highiy than they value the flexibility ot

rreating soldiers |li1ke gpare parts will the UMS meet 1t ful!
potent ! al ., sSenior leaders who nurture and rewara i(1nnovative
1e3s tor smatl unit cohesion 1n the environment of the eighties

are critically neeced.

We nave explored cohesion and the cohesion buliding process
'n the L. S, Armv trom an 0SUT commancer s perspective. Tre
soidlers who graduate from OSUT today are trained 1n 1ndividual
sk1lls put 1mmersed i1n a total team environment. We can Dbest
motivate these soladilers by i1ntegrating them 1nto cohesgive teams
in their TUE units, The bonding skillgs and cohesive ciimate
rhey absorbed in 0OSUT will then be carrled torward produclng i
maturinag untt that learns together, traing to progressively
higher <Srandards, and becomes a more cohesive, combat ready
team. The rommander who understands this wil!l be successtul 1In
harnesging the compat multiplier which Clausewitz called

"precious metal."
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