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POLICY CONCERNING HOMOSEXUALITY IN
THE ARMED FORCES

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 31, 1993

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

THE ROLE OF UNIT COHESION IN DEVELOPING
COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m. in room SH-
216,_§§art Senate Office Building, Senator Sam Nunn (chairman)
presiding.

Comm%ttee Members present: Senators Nunn, Exon, Levin, Ken-
nedy, Bingaman, Glenn, Shelby, Robb, Lieberman, Thurmond
Warner, Cgohen, McCain, Lott, Coats, Smith, Kempthorne,- and
Faircloth.

Committee staff members present: Arnold J. Punaro, staff direc-
tor, Andrew S. Effron, general counsel, Richard D. DeBobes, coun-
sel, Madelyn R. Creedon, counsel, and Elizabeth I. Solomon, re-
search assistant.

Professional staff members present: John J. Hamre, David S,
Lyles, and Frederick F.Y. Pang.

Minority staff members present:. Anthony J. Principi, minority
staff director, Romie L. Brownlee, deputy staff director for the mi-
nority, William H. Wisecarver III, minority counsel, Charles S.
Abell, Ronald P. Kelly, George W. Lauffer, and Durwood W. Ringo,
Jr., professional staff members.

Staff assistants present: Barbara L. Braucht, Menge Crawford,
Debra W. Crnkovic, Melinda M. Koutsoumpas, Mary J. Kyle, Cindy
Pearson, and Diane E. Schratz.

Committee members’ assistants present: Andrew W. Johnson, as-
gistant to Senator Exon; David A, Lewis, assistant to Senator
Levin; Gare A. Smith, assistant to Senator Kennedy; John P,
Gerhart, assistant to Senator Bingaman; Phillip P. Upschulte and
Suzanne M. McKenna, assistants to Senator Glenn; Terence M.
Lynch, assistant to Senator Shelby; Melvin G. Dubee and Lisa 'W.
Tuite, assistants to Senator B{(rd; Jeremiah J. Gertler, assistant to
Senator Robb; Thomas R. Parker, assistant to Senator Lieberman;
Dale F. Gerry and James M. Bodner, assistants to Senator Cohen;
Anthony H.,gordesman and Christopher J. Paul, assistants to Sen-
ator McCain; Samuel D. Adcock, assistant to Senator Lott; Pamela
G.D. Sellars, assistant to Senator Coats; Thomas L. Lankford, as-
sistant to Senator Smith; and David S. Sullivan, assistent to Sen-
ator Faircloth. - . :
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM NUNN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman NUNN. The committee will come to order. The Armed
Services Committee meets this morning to continue our hearings
on the Defense Department’s policy with respect to the service of
gay men and lesbians in our Nation’s Armed Forces.

At Monday’s hearings, 1 indicated that the committee’s primary
focus and concern should be, in my:opinion, on the implications of
any changes in the current policy on the effectiveness of our Armed
Forces to carry out their mission to defend our Nation’s security.

Historians and social scientists agree that one of the key ingredi-
ents of combat effectiveness of military units is cohesion—the es-
tablishment of close relationships of trust among soldiers that
make the combat capability of a unit greater than the sum of its
individual parts. - .

Our witness at Monday’s hearing pointed out that these relation-
ships of trust—what one of our witnesses today calls, “the need not
to let your buddy down,” are a critical element in a unit's ability
to fight. Experts tell us that if you degrade or destroy a military
unit’s cohesion and discipline, you degrade or destroy the fighting
effectiveness of that unit. -

Our hearing this morning will give the committee a better under-
standing of the importance of cohesion and discipline in developing
and maintaining ‘combst effectiveness in the Armed Forces. Each
of t())ur three witnesses brings impressive credentials to discuss this
Suje‘ct.» S R

Dr. Darryl Henderson is the former commander of the Army Re-
search Institute and the author of the book, “Cohesion: The Hunian
Element in Combat.” Before turning his efforts in the Army to the
study of combat effectiveness through research on the training and
development of soldiers, Dr. Henderson served as an infantry pla-
toon and company commander in Vietnam, where he earned the
Bronze Star, the Purple Heart, and the Combat Infantryman’s
Badge. He was also seriously wounded in' the throat by North Ko-
rean soldiers in the DMZ in 1975. - o

When Dr. Henderson speaks of the importance of morale, dis-
cipline, and cohesioni in combat effectiveness, he speaks from per-
sonal as well as academic experience. .

Dr. Lawrence Korb is well-known to this committee, and Dr.
Korb, we welcome you back this morning. You have been helpful
on many occasions before this committee. During President Rea-

an’s administration, Dr. Korb served as Assistant Secretary of De-
ense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics from 1981 to
1985. He served 4 years on active duty as a naval flight officer, and
retired from the Naval Reserve with the rank of captain.

Dr. Korb is a recognized expert on military manpower and readi-
ness issues. He currently serves as director of the Center for Public
Policy Education and senior fellow in the foreign policy studies pro-
gram at the Brookings Institute.

Dr. David Marlowe is the chief of the department of military psy-
chiatry at Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. Dr, Marlowe is
one of the Nation's leadinF experts on the study of stress, adapta-
tion, cohesion, and psychological readiness for combat. He has car-
ried out extensive field studies of morale and cohesion in the Army,
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including most recently among Arm units deployed to the Persian

Gulf during Operation Desert Shield and Desert Storm.

We welcome each of you here today to the committee, and we
have asked  each of our witnesses to discuss the recent social
science research carried out in the area of unit cohesion. We have
longer statements of each of our witnesses that we will incorporate
in the record, and I understand they are going to present their
statements somewhere in the 20- to 30-minute time frame, so that
would give us a chance to have plenty of time for questions.

We have also asked each of them to give us their views on the
importance of cohesion to the effectiveness of combat units, and on
the factors that contribute to or detract from that unit cohesion,

Before hearing from our witnesses—I do not see Senator Thur-
mond here. I am sure he is coming in a few minutes—but Senator
Warner, if you have any opening remarks—— : ,

Senator WARNER. I would allow the ranking member to give the
statement, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NUNN. Before we get started on this, we have, of
course, a need to confirm as many people as we can before we go
for recess, and all of us have been waiting anxiously getting con-
firmations over in the Defense Department, which have been rath-
er slow coming. .

We have an opportunity this morning, with a guorum being
present, to confirm Dr. John Deutch of Massachusetts to be Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition.

Senator KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to make the
nomination for Mr. Deutch. He is well-qualified for that position.
Senator WARNER. I second the nomination. ,

Chairman NUNN. A motion by Senator Kennedy, seconded . by
Senagor Warner. All in favor, signify by saying aye. [A chorus of
ayes. '

Opposed. [No response.] ’

The motion carries. The FBI report I have reviewed, I believe
that Senator Thurmond has, but we will make sure he has before
we send the nomination to the floor. :

We also have a nomination of Vice Adm. Roger Bacon, U.S.
Navy, to retire, Senator Warner, would you like to make the mo-
tion on that? ’

Senator WARNER, So moved.

Chairman NUNN. Is there a second?

Senator GLENN. I second. o

Chairman NUNN. All in favor, signify by saying aye. [A chorus
of ayes.] ) :

Opposed. [No response.]

The motion carries. Thank you.

Dr. Henderson, we will start with you, and if you could just
speak right into the mike—take your time. We have got plenty of
time. Do not feel rushed, and speak directly into the microphone
and we will be able to hear you. o
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM DARRYL HENDERSON, FORMER
COMMANDER OF THE ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE, AUTHOR
OF “COHESION: THE HUMAN ELEMENT IN COMBAT”

Dr, HENDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee. It is a pleasure for me to appear here today.

I have been asked to appear before you and discuss cohesion and
and its significance for combat motivation and unit effectiveness.
Much research has been accomplished on cohesion, My statement
on why soldiers fizht summarizes much of what this research has
found. In the .ﬁna&f’.ana]ya‘;is, the nature of the relationship among
soldiers in combsit is a critical factor in combat motivation. It is
also a critical quéstion for the issue before this committee.

Because my statement is necessarily brief, I have included a bib-
liography and will be prepared to answer questions.

The analysis of modern warfare in terms of who wins, who loses,
and why, has traditionally been divided into four broad elements:
strategy, weapons and materials, technology, and 4) the human ele-
ment—that is, soldiers, their numbers, quality, and their motiva-
tion.

Of these four broad factors, the human element has long been
considered the most crucial for wining wars. Military strategists
from Clausewitz to Napoleon to Ho Chi Minh recognize the impor-
tance of the’human element in winning wars,

The real question is"why soldiers fight. What causes soldiers to
repeatedly expose themselves to the most lethal environment
knowl;xl, ()inste‘ad of taking cover or leaving the area as quickly as
possible?

Combat motivation is not a mythical force that emerges on the
battlefield. It must be developed and maintained well in advance
of any war. Beginning with World War II, the complexity of combat
motivation began to be realized, and earlier references to morale,
elan, and esprit de corps, gave way to the concept of cohesion.

Cohesion may be defined as the condition that exists in a unit
when their primary values and day-to-day goals of the individual
soldier, of the small group with which he identifies, and of unit
leaders, are congruent, with each giving his prima ioyalty to the
group.so that it trains and fights as a unit, with all members will-
ing to risk death and achieve a common objective. '

Research by Shils and Janowitz on the Wehrmacht. .and by
Stouffer, et al., on the U.S. Army during World War II began an
intense research effort that has found the concept of cohesion to be
?N centIraI factor in explaining outcomes of most wars since World

ar II.

Cohesion research in Korea, Vietnam, and the Falklands War,
for example, as well as extensive research in Israel affirms the
overriding importance of the human element in cohesion in deter-
mining which side wins the war. Most recently, extensive and de-
tailed research done at the U.S. Army Research Institute and at
the Walter Reed Institute succeeded in measuring and evaluating
cohesion in the U.S. Army and the U.S. Army combat units, 3

A quote by S. L. A. Marshall illustrates the findings and signifi-
cance of cohesion: “I hold it to be one of the simplest truths of war
that the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep going with

i i A
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his weapon is the near presence or the presumed presence of a
comrade.”

Another quote by Alexander George summarizes soldier motiva-
tion durinﬁ the Korean War: “The most significant persons for the
combat soldier are the men who fight and share with him the or-
deal of trying to survive.”

A central ﬁndin of cohesion research is that the nature of mod-
ern war dictates that small-unit cohesion is the only force capable
of causing soldiers to expose themselves repeatedly to enemy fire
in the pursuit of unit objectives.

The confusion, danger, hardship, dispersion, and isolation of
modern war requires that soldiers, sailors, and airmen in combat
be controlled and led through an internalization of soldier values
and personal operating rules that are congruent with the objective,
goals, and values of the organization. For this reason, the signifi-
cance of the small group or unit to which the soldier belongs can
hardly be overst,ateg.T .

The small group develops ¢ “rong rules of behavior and expecta-
tions about individual conduct on the basis of dominant face-to-face
relationships, and becomes the immediate determinant for the sol-
dier's behavior. The soldier's loyalty to the small group and the
group’s expectation that he will advance under fire is the only reli-
able force on the battlefield capable of causing the soldier to expose
himself repeatedly to the dangers of war. '

This behavior represents the internalization of strong group val-
ues and norms that causes the soldier to conform to unit expecta-
tions even when separated from the unit. The soldier with a strong
moral commitment to his unit sees himself in battle or in day-to-
day routine as part of a small, intimate group, represented by a
few buddies on his left and right, or in the same vehicle, or in a
crew compartment with a sergeant or junior officer who is near.

The normative power of the group causes a strong personal com-
mitment on the part of the soldier to conform to group expecta-
tions, that doing so is the responsible thing to do, and that con-
formity is expected in spite of the fact that the soldier would per-
sonally prefer to be elsewhere doing something else.

Such commitment is common in well-led and trained units. The
need not to let your buddies down is the strongest type motivation
t};at allows sold)i’ers to endure the repeated dangers and hardships
of war.

The internal small-group process that results in this type of sol-
dier motivation is complex. It is requisite that the small unit be-
comes a soldier's primary social group which dominates all other
influences on the soldier, and controls the soldier’s day-to-day be-
havior. In addition to providing security, the unit is also the major
source of esteem and recognition for the soldier as well as provid-
ing a strong sense of mutual affection and attraction among unit
members. -

Numerous researchers have found out that the creation of a co-
hesive unit with these characteristics is significantly influenced by
broad cultural values, norms, and characteristics that are the re-
sult of a common socialization process and basic agreement among
unit members about cultural values. ,
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A significant characteristic about a cohesive unit is the constant
observation and evaluation of the behavior of unit members. Any
deviation from unit norms, values, or expected behavior brings im-
mediate and intense group pressures to conform to group norms. If
the behavior is not corrected, then cleavage results in the group
and cohesion is weakened. If the situation occurs in combat, where
survival is threatened, then the group can be expected to expel or
somehow separate or isolate the nonconforming individual,

In brief, research indicates that the soldier will be strongly
bound to the primarg group or unit so long as it is capable of satis-
fying the soldier’s physical, ‘security, and social needs and there is
broad agreement witg,in the group -about basic cultural and politi-
cal values. :

Cohesion is often characterized and described as having two com-
ponents: horizontal cohesion and vertical cohesion. Horizontal cohe-
sion refers to the strength and characteristics of the bonding
among the soldiers of a unit, while vertical cohesion refers to the
bonding between soldiers and leaders,

Core soldier values that dominate soldier behavior and control
the soldier’s day-to-day actions in a cohesive unit are the results
of an intense military resocialization process. Fighting skill, phys-
ical fitness, stamina, and self- discipline, teamwork, duty or selfiess
service, and loyalty to unit.and leaders are the primary -core soldier
values and can be used to assess the strength of horizontal cohe-
sion in a unit,

To understand vertical cohesion and the bonding that occurs be-
tween soldier and leader in a cohesive unit, one must answer the
question, why do soldiers follow leaders into combat?

Much of the answer rests on the personal qualities of the leader,
whether he.is a noncommissioned or a commissioned officer. Mili-
tary leadership involves .enduring and primary personal relation-
ships between leader and soldier, :

In combat, few personal relationships surpags the close and in-
tense relationship that develops between the leader and soldiers in
a high-performing cohesive unit. Soldiers in danger when survival
is threatened become acutely aware of the qualities of their leaders.
Soldiers desire strong leaders who are capable of dealing with dan-
gerous situations.

The successful leader has many sources of power that cause the
soldiers to follow. Leaders have coercive power, reward powers, and
power that comes from the control of information, as well as indi-
vidual expertise in military skills.

The most potent source of a leader’s power, however, ig the lead-
er's ability to cause that soldier to identify with the leader. This
_ is often referred to as a leader’s referent power. Successful officers
and noncommissioned officers in cohesive units relay a strong sense
of personal care, competence, and security to their soldiers which
relieves soldier anxiety and gains a degree of influence and control
over members of their units often associated with charismatic lead-
ers.

To quote from research published in 1985, “The key to achieving
this quality of leadership is similarity of values among soldiers an
leaders. Such powerful ?eadershi is most dependent on close per-
sonal relationships between leaders and subordinate soldiers. Its
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great influence stems directly from the intense identification of the
soldier with his immediate leader. .

"Often, the leader approaches the stature of a loved and re-
spected parent, or of the charismatic leader who demonstrates con-
sistently the Weberian quality of %Tace, or the ability to consist-
ently handle difficult situations well. “Such referent power is based
on t{le satisfaction of the soldier’s personal need for affection, rec-
ognition and security through strong identification with a respected
leader who has successfully led his unit through situations of dan-
ger and hardship. In cohesive armies, the formation of such close
ties between soldiers and leaders is not a matter of individual ini-
tiative or change, but of official policy.”

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I would be happy
to answer questions later,

[The prepared statement of Dr. Henderson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. WiLLIAM DARRYL HENDERSON
WHY SOLDIERS FIGHT

The analysis of modern warfare in terms of who wins, who loses, and why, has
traditionally been divided into four broad clements. 1. Strategy 2. Weapons and Ma-
terials 3. Technology, and, 4. the Human Element: that is, soldiers—their numbers,
quality, and motivation. Of these four factors, the human element has long been
considered the most crucial for winning wars. Military strategists, from Clausewitz
and Napoleon to Ho Chi Minh, recognized the importance of the human element in
winning wars.

The real question is why soldiers fight? What causes soldiers o repeatedly expose
themselves to the most lethal environment known instead of taking cover or leaving
the area as quickly as possible? Combat motivation is not a mythical force that
emerges on the battlefield. It must be developed and maintained well in advance
of any war, Beginning with World War II, the com lexity of combat motivation
began to be realized and earlier references to morale, elan and espirit de corps, gave
way to the concept of cohesion. Cohesion may be defined as the condition that exists
in @& unit when the primary values and day-to-day goals of the individual soldier,
of the amall Eroup with which he identifies, and of unit leaders are congruent—with
each giving his primary loyalty to the group so that it trains and fighte as a unit
with all members willing to risk death to achieve a common objective. Research by
Shils and Janowitz on the Wehrmacht and by Stouffer et al. on the U.S. Army dur-
ing World War II began an intense research effort that has found the conoe;%:vof
cohesion to be a central factor in explaining outcomes of most wars since World War
11, Cohesion research in Korea, Vietnam, and the Falkland’s war, for example, as
well a8 extensive research in Israel affirms the overriding importance of the human
element and cohesion in determining which side wins the war. Most recently, exten-
give and detailed research done at the U.S. Army Research Institute and Walter
Reed, succeeded in measuring and evaluating cohesion in U.S, Army combat units.

A ciuote by S.L.A. Marshall illustrates the findings and significance of cohesion.
“I hold it to be one of the simplest truths of war that the thing which enables an
infantry soldier to keeg’ ioin%with his weapon is the near presence or the presumed
presence of a comrade.” Another quote by Alexander George summarizes soldier mo-
tivation during the Korean war, e most significant persons for the combat soldier
are the men who fight and share with him the ordeal of trying to aurvive.”

A central finding of cohesion research is that the nature of modern war dictates
that small-unit cohesion is the only force capable of causing soldiers to expose them-
selves repeatedly to enemy fire in the pursuit of unit objectives. The confusion, dan-
ger, hardship, dispersion, and isolation of modern war requires that soldiers, sailors,
and airmen in combat be controlled and led through en internalization of soldier
values and personal operating rules that are congruent with the objectives goals,
and values of the organization. For this reason, the significance of the small group
or unit to which the soldier belongs can hardly be overstated. The small-group de-
velops strong rules of behavior and expectations about individual conduct on the
basis of dominant face-to-face relationships, and becomes the immediate deter-
minant for the soldier’s behavior. The soldier's loyalty to the small F'roup and the

up's expectation that he will advance under fire, is the only reliable force on tile
attlefield capable of causing the soldier to expose himself to the dangers of war,

67-701 0-94 -9
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This behavior represents the internalization of strong group values and norms that
causes the soldier to conform to unit expectations even when separated from the
unit. The soldier with a strong moral commitment to his unit sees himself in battle
or in day-to-day routine as part of a small intimate group, represented by a few bud-
dies on his right and left, or in the same vehicle or crew comlpartment with a ser-
geant or junior officer who is near. The normative power of the group causes a
strong personal commitment on the part of the soldier to conform to group expecta-
tions, that doing 8o is the responsible thing to do, and that conformity is expected
in spite of the fact that the soldier would personally farefer to be elsewhere doing
something else. Such commitment is common in well-led and trained units, The
need to not let your buddies down is the strongest type of motivation that allows
soldiers to endure the repeated dangers and hardships of war,

The internal small-group process that results in this t!\;pe of soldier motivation is
complex. It is requidite that the small-unit become's the soldiers rimary social
ﬁmup which dominates all other influences on the solders, and controls the soldier’s.

ay-to-day behavior. In addition to providing securit{, the unit is also the major
source of esteem and recognition for the solder as well as providing a strong sense
of mutual affection and attraction among unit members.

Numerous researchers have pointed out that the creation of a cohesive unit with
these characteristics is significantly influenced by broad cultural values, norms, and
characteristics that are the result of a common socialization process and basic agree-
ment among unit members about cultural values, A significant characteristic about
a cohesive unit is the constant observation and evaluation of the behavior of unit
members. Any deviation from unit norms, values, or expected behavior brings imme-
diate and intense group pressures to conform to group norms. If the behavior is not
corrected, then cleavage results in the group, and cohesion is weskened, If the situa-
tion occurs in combat, where survival is threatened; then the lg'r'oup‘can be exgected
to expel or somehow separate the non-conforming individual. In brief, research indi-
cates that the soldier will be at,ron%} “bound to the primary group or unit as lon
‘as it is capable of satisfying the soldier’s physical, security, and social needs, an
there is broad agreement within the up about:basic cultural and political values.
Cohesion is-often characterized and described as having.two components: horizontal
cohesion and vertical céhesion. Horizontal cohesion refers to the strength and char-
acteristics-of the bonding among the-soldiers of a‘unit, while vertical cohesion refers
to the bonding between soldiers and leaders.

Core soldier values that dominate soldier behavior and control the soldiers day-
to-day actions in-a cohesive unit, are the result of an intense military resocialization
process. Fighting skill, physical fitness, stamina, and self-discipline, teamwork, duty
or-selfless service, and loyalty to unit and leaders-are the primary-core soldier vales
and can be used to:assess the strength of horizontal cohesion in-a unit,

To understand vertical cohesion and the bonding that .occurs between soldier and
leader ina cohesive unit,-one must answer the question: Why .do soldiers follow
leaders into combat? Much of the answer-rests on the personal qualities of the lead-
er, whether he is a non-commissioned or'a commissioned officer. Military leadership
involves enduring and primary personal relationships between leader and soldier.
-In combat, few personal relationships surpass the close and intense relationship
that develops between the leader and soldiers in a high performing cohesive unit.
Soldiers in danger, when survival is threatened, become acutely aware of the quali-
tiés of their leaders. Soldiers desire strong leaders who are capable of successfully
dealing-with dangerous situations.

The successful leader has many sources of power that cause soldiers to follow.
Leaders have coercive and reward powers, and ‘power that comes from the control
of information as well as individual expertise in' military skills. The most potent
source of a leader's power however, is the leader's ability to cause the soldier to
identify with'the leader. This is often referred to as a leader’s referent power. Suc-
cessful officers and non-commissioned officers in cohesive units relay a strong sense
of personal care, competence, and security to their soldiers which relieves soldier
anxiety and gains a degree of influence and control over members of their units
often associated with charismatic leaders. .

To quote from research published in 1985, “the key” to achieving this quality of
leadership, “is similarity of values among soldiers and leaders . . . such powerful
leadership is most dependent on close, personal relationships between leaders and
subordinate soldiers. lts’ great influence stems directly from the intense identifica-
tion of the soldier with his immediate leader. Often, the leader approaches the stat.
ure of a loved 'and respected parent, or of the charismatic leader who demonstrates
consistently the Weberian quality of grace, or the ability to consistently handle dif-
ficult situations well, Such referent power is based on the satisfaction of the sol-
dier’s personal need for affection, recognition and security through strong identifica-
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tion with a respected leader who has successfully led his unit thmuﬁh situations of
danger and hardship . . , in cohesive armies, the formation of such close ties be-
tween soldiers and leaders is not a matter of individual initiative or chance, but of

official policy.”
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Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Dr. Henderson. Dr. Korb.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE J. KORB, DIRECTOR OF THE CEN-
TER FOR PUBLIC POLICY EDUCATION AND SENIOR FELLOW
IN THE FOREIGN POLICY STUDIES PROGRAM AT THE
BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

Dr. Kors. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure
to appear before you once again.

I do appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you the critical
question of whether changing the policy on gays in the military will
undermine unit cohesion. I commend you f%r addressing this com-
plex and emotional question in an orderly and scientific manner.

Since this subject has become an important public policy issue
there have been too many wild and unsubstantiated cfaims on -all
sides of the debate. Regardless of their position on this issue, no
responsible person, Farticularly one who has served on active duty
in the military, would desire to take any step which he or she knew
would permanently undermine the unit cohesion or fighting effec- .
tiveness of our armed forces. ’

However, I believe the burden of scientific proof must be on those
who wish to exclude gays from the military. In our system of Gov-
ernment, we cannot infringe on the right of any American to serve
his or her country unless we can convincingly demonstrate that the
presence of that person in a unit would prevent the development.
of cohesion even with the most competent and highly motivated
leadership.




x4
[

256

All my research and experience on this issue tells me that the

uestion of whether the presence of openly gay men and women in
the armed services would undermine fighting effectiveness cannot
be answered definitively until the policy is actually changed. In
some ways, the situation we face today is analogous to that which
we faced two decades ago when we made the transition to an all-
volunteer force and allowed women to move into nontraditional
areas of military service. _

During my days in the Pentagon there were some in Congress
and in the think tanks and in the universities who argued that a
force of volunteers supposedly attracted only by market incentives
would not fight because théir main motivation ‘was money, not pa-
triotism. In fact, the volunteers were often derided by some as mer-
cenaries.

Similarly, there were those who said that the presence of large
numbers of women in the operational theater would undermine
military effectiveness and that if women were captured and killed
in battle, popular support for the conflict would be eroded. :

It was not until the Persian Gulf war that these myths were de-
bunked. »

Now, much has been made in the media about my supposed
change of position on the issue of gays in the military. There is,
indeed, a basis for these stories, but I would like to point out a cou-
ple of things. '

This policy that is in existence, as Senator Nunn pointed out in
his speech on the Senate floor, was not-developed by ‘the Reagan
administration. It was developed by the Carter administration and
promulgated by Deputy Secretary of Defense Graham Claytor in
January of 1981, shortly before we took office. Our job was to codify
or,l if you will, develop implementing instructions to that particular
policy. :

Now, it is indeed true that my opinions on this have evolved over
the last decade, and in many ways the process is similar to the way

_in which my attitudes toward the all-volunteer force and women in _
combat evolved.

There was a time when I felt that all able-bodied men should be
made to serve the country, and to be honest, to this day I still have
very strong feelings about those in my generation who beat the
draft. Similarly, there was a time when I did not believe that my
sisters and daughters ought to be allowed to go in harm's way.

However, I have come to the conclusion that in a country that
has never figured out who shall serve when not all shall serve, a
volunteer professional military is the least worst alternative, and
that despite my own biases, there was no good reason to prevent
women from being, as the army would say, all that they can be.

I might add that two men who have served as Secretary of the
Navy in Republican administrations have also recently changed
their opinion on the issue of gays in the military.

Those who are opposed to the change in current policy cite sur-
veys of active duty personnel which show that a vast majority of
them are opposed to the change. Given the cues they have received
from their top leadership and the innate conservatism of the mili-
tary institution, that should not be surprising. '
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But research also shows that, while in 1943 approximately 80
percent of the whites in the armed forces oppose integration, by
1951, 3 years after the policy change, that number had dropped to
44 percent, and I would like to say I am by no means equating the
integration of the armed forces with this proposed change. I am
merely citing surveﬁs. I do think it is a different type of change,
and I agree with those who say that it is an affront to African
Americans to make direct comparisons between the two.

Moreover, recently some 80 percent of the Canadian armed forces
opposed dropping the ban before the Canadian military decided it
had no empirical or rational basis to fight that ban in court. Since
the ban was dropped, the Canadians have not reported any morale
or significant morale or cohesion problems. There is no scientifiz -
reason to suppose that if the ban against gays is lifted in this coun-
try, opinion in the military on this-issue will not change,

People opposed to the ban also cite specific cases or anecdotal
evidence to support their position. I have no reason to doubt the
validity of these cases, but there are plenty of case studies on the
other side as well. -

One needs only to look at the recent articles in our major news-
papers by people such as Gen. Lucian Truscott IV, who 1s a West
Point graduate, Robert Goodwin, special assistant to Presidents
Kennegr and Johnson, and Colbert Kinﬁ of the Washington Post
editoria¥ staff, to see specific evidence that openly gay men have
served valiantly in battle without undermining unit cohesion. In
addition, court papers reveal that Sgt. Perry Watkins served with
distinction in the army as an openly gay man for some 15 years
in the 1960s and 1970s, :

In terms of research that bears on the issue, there exists a body
of empirical data from militaries around the world as well as police
and fire departments in this country. For the most part, these stud-
ies reveal that dropping the ban has not undermined morale or co-
hesion in a way that could not be handled. :

Countries that allow homosexuals to serve in the military include
such as Israel, Canada, the Netherlands, and Australia, and the
say that they have not experienced problems that cannot be solved.
The Genera{ Accounting Office reported the same ﬁndindg when’
they surveyed police and fire officials who. have admitted homo-
sexuals into their departments. .

There is in galleys right now a book called “Gay Cop” that is
based on interviews with 41 named members of the New York Po-
lice Department and over 100 individuals who choose not to reveal
their identities. This book, which is being published by Rutgers
University Press, finds that the police department in New York has
been able to deal with openly gay cops. This book even delves into
the issue of privacy because the officers must change in their locker
rooms,

Now, there are those who will argue that these case studies are
irrelevant, that the U.S. military is sui %‘eneris. As some have said
to me, compared to the United States these other militaries—and
this is not my word; it has been said to me—are Lilliputian, and
of course U.S. police and fire departments do not go on overseas de- -

loyments. Certainly there is some truth to this point of view, but
Fd{) not think that the experience of other militaries can be dis-
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c?lténted completely, as they do have some empirical bearing on the
subject.

oreover, as Professor Theodore Sarbin, who is the co-author of
the 1991 PERSEREC study for the U.S. military, has stated, there
is no data linkinghgays to lower morale or cohesion. Rather, he
noted that where there is good leadership there is high morale, and
let us remember that several of the foreign forces who fought and
died alongside our men and women in the Gulf—allow gays and
lesbians to serve openly. ' - o

More recently, in March of this year we had the strange situation
of Captain Pamela Mint of the Minnesota National Guard, who was
in the process of being discharged as an admitted homosexual,
called back to deal with an emergency situation. °

Is there a probability that morale and cohesion may be under-
mined temporarily if this policy is changed? Unfortunately, re-
search and experience says the answer is probably yes. Ks we
know, unit cohesion problems existed for many ‘years after Presi-
dent Truman’s executive order integrating the services.

Unit cohesion in fact broke down completely on board the U.S.S.
Kitty Hawk on its way to the Tonkin Gulf in 1972, As a result, 46
sailors were injured in a 15-hour race riot. At about the same time,
130 sailors on theConstellation charged their captain with “cal-
culated racism.”

During my 5 years at the Navy War College, we had the student
officers analyze these cases over and over to see what lessons they
could learn. I think the racial situation in the Navy improved
markedly partly as a result of that.

Finally, as we know, we had the wrong kind of unit cohesion
among many male navy aviators at the annual Tailhook conven-
tions during the eighties and early nineties; ‘

Research tells us that the more dissimilar the group, the more
difficult will be the task of trying to create cohesion. I do not think
there is any doubt about that. These dissimilarities can be based
on such things as race, creed, color, gender, philosophy, and sexual
. orientation, S

But research also shows that proper leadership and training can
surmount these impediments. Since our armed forces already are
and are likely to be composed of people with different backgrounds
and values, its leaders have had and will continue ‘to have to adjust
to this diversity in building cohesion.

As Prof. Riciard Kahn of the University of North Carolina and
president of the Military History Society has stated, cohesion is the
result of that bonding that occurs under the shared experience of
strict authority and harsh discipline, and may be more difficult to
achieve without all the traditional methods of male bonding, but
that hardly means it cannot or should not be achieved.

I might also refer the committee to the recent statement of Gen.
Carl Mundy, the commandant of the Marine Corps, in the upcom-
ing issue of Leatherneck Magazine, in which he says the marines
will be able to maintain unit cohesion even if President Clinton
changes the policy. . e ~

Research also shows us that changing the policy will not result
in wholesale changes of bchavior in the ranks. The recent experi-
ence of the Canadians and Australians attest to this, as does the
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experience of the Dutch since 1974, Therefore, the short-term costs
of maintaining unit cohesion caused by changes in the policy are
likely to be minimal.

Obviously there are considerations other than unit cohesion that
must go into your deliberations on the issue. However, based upon
my own military service, policy research and Pentagon experience, _
I find no convincing evidence that changinﬁ the current policy
would undermine unit cohesion sny more than the other social
changes that society has asked the armed forces to make over the
past 50 years. In fact, this change is likely to have less short-term
impact on cohesion if we learn the lessons from past changes.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

[The prepared statement of Dr. Korb follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LAWRENCE J. KORB ON HOMOSEXUALS IN THE MILITARY
AND UNIT COHESION

Mr. Chairman, members of the cornmittee, it is & pleasure to appear before you
once again. | appreciate the opportunity to discuss with f'ou the cntical question of
whether changmf; the policy on gays in the military will undermine unit cohesion.
I cormnendryou or addressing this complex and emotional question in an orderly
and scientific manner. Since this subject has become an important public policy
Lssg:e, Lhere have been too many wild and unsubstantiated claims on alrsides of the

ebate.

Regardless of their position oa this issue, no respongible person, particularly
someone who has served on active duty with the military, would desire to take any
step which he or she knew would. permanently undermine the unit cohesion or fight-
ing effectiveness of our Armed Forces. However, the burden of scientific proof must
be on those who wish to exclude gays from the military. We cannot infringe on the
rights of any American to serve his or her country unless we can convincin ly dem-
onstrate that the presence of that person in a unit would prevent the development
of cohesion even with the most competent and hiﬁhly motivated leadership.

All my research and experience tells me that the question of whether the presence
of openly gay men and women in the armed services would undermine fighting ef-
fectiveness cannot be answeved definitively until the policy is actually changed. In
many ways, the situation the Nation faces today is analogous to that which we faced
two decades ago when we made the transition to an All Volunteer Force and allowed .
women to move into non-traditional areas of military service. During mg days in the
Pentagon, there were some in the Congress and in the think tanks and universities
who argued that a force of volunteers, supposedly attracted only by market incen-
tives, would not fight because their main motivation was money, not patriotism.
fact, the volunteers were often derided by some as mercenaries, Similarly, there
were some who said that the presence of large numbers of women in the operational

. theater would undermine military effectiveness and that, if women were captured
and killed in battle, popular support for the conflict would be eroded. It was not
ontil the Persian Gulf war that those myths were debunked.

Much has been raade in the media about my supposed change of position on the
issue of gays in the military. There is indeed a basis for these stories. As a result
of my research aad experience in this area, my opinions have indeed evolved over
the last decade. This process was similar to the way in which my attitudes toward
the All Voluntzer Force and women in combat evo ved. There was a time when I
felt that all sble bodied men should be made to serve their eountry. To this day,
1 have very ntrong feelings about those of m{l generation who beat the draft. Simi-
larly, there was time that I did not believe that my sisters and daughters ought to .
be allowed to go “in harms way.” However, 1 have come to the conclusion that in
a country that has never figured out who shall serve when not all shall serve, a
volunterr professional military is the least worst alternative. And that despite my
own biages, there was no good reason to revent women from being “all that they
can be.” 1 might add that two men who have served as Secretary of the Navy in
Republican_administrations have also recently changed their opinion on the issue
of gays in the military. ) -

ose who are opposed to changing the current policy cite surveys of active duty
personnel which show that a vast majority of them are o posed to the change, Given
the cues that they have received from their top leadership and the innate conserv-
atism of the military institution, this ghould not be surprising. But, my research
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shows that, while in 1943 approximately 80 percent of the whites in the Armed
Forces opposed integration, by 1951, 3 years after the ‘policy change, that number
had dropgreod to 44 percent. Moreover, some 80 percent of the Canadian armed forces
opposed dropping the ban before the Canadian military decided it had rio empirical
or rational basis to fight the ban in court. Since the ban was dropped, the Canadi-
ans have not reported any morale or cohesion problems. There is no scientific reason
to suppose that, if the ban against gays is lifted, opinion in the military on this
issue will not change. '

People opposed to lifting the ban also cite specific cases or anecdotal evidence to
support their position. I have no reason to doubt the validity of these cases, but
there are plenty of case studies on the other side as:well. One needs only to look
at -recent articles in our major newspapers by Gen. Lucian K. Truscott (West
Point graduate), Roberl Goodwin (special assistant to Presidents Kennedy and John-
son), and Colbert King (Washington Post's editorial staff), to see specific eviderce
that olpenlg' gay men have served valiantly in battle without undermining unit cohe-
sion. In addition, court papers reveal that Sgt. Perry Watkins served with distinc-
tion in this army as an openly gay man for some 15 years.

In terms of research that bears on the issue, there exists a body of empirical data
from militaries around the world as well as police and fire departments in this coun-
try. For.the most part, these studies reveal that dropping the ban has not under-
mined morale or cohesion, Countries that witow homosexuals to serve in the military
such as Israél, Canada, the Netherlands, and Australia, say that they have not ex-
perienced problems that have undermined morale and cohesion. The GAO reported
the 2ame finding when they surveyed police and fire officials who have admitted ho-
mosexuals into their departments. However, there are those who will argue that
these studies are irrelevant, that the U.S. military-is “sui generis.” Compared to the
United States, these ather militaries are “lilliputian” and of course, U.S. police and
fire departments do not go on overseas deployments. While there is some truth to
this_point of view, the experience of other mililaries cannot'be discounted completely
ag they have some’ bearing on the subject. Moreover, Professor Theodore Serbin, co-
author of 2 1991 PERSEREC study for the U.S. military, has stated that there is
no data linking gays to lower morale ‘or cohesion. Rather he ‘noted that where
there’s -good 'leadership, ‘there’s ‘high morale. Finally, lét us remember that the
French, Dutch, and ltalians who fought'and died alongside our men and women in
the Gulf allow gays and lesbians to serve openly. .

More recenkl‘y, in March of this year,’ we have had the strange situation of Cap-
tain Pamela Mindt, of the Minnesota National Guard, who was in the process of
being discharged as an admitted homosexual, being called to active duty by her unit
to-deal with an-emergency situation. ‘ .

Is there a ‘probability-that-morale and cohesion may be undermined temporarily
if this policy is changed? Unfortunately, based upon past experience, the answer is
yes. Unit cohesion problems existed for many ‘years'after President Truman’s execu-
tive order integrating the services. 'Unit ‘cohesion 'broke down completely aboard the

"U.8S8: Kitty Hawk on its way to the Tonkin Gulf in 1972. As a result, 48 sailors

were injured-in a 15 hour race riot. At about the same time, 130 sailors on the Con-
stellation charged their captain with calculated racism. And we had the wrong kind
of unit cohesion among many male naval aviators at the annual Tailhook Conven-
tions during the 1980s-and 1990s.

Research tells us that the more dissimilar the group, the more difficult will be
the task of trying to create unit cohesion. The dissimilarities can be based upon
such things as race, creed, color, gender, philosophy and sexual orientation. But re-
search also shows that;mper leadership and trainin% can surmount these impedi-
ments. Since our Armed Forces are composed of people with different backgrounds
and values, its leaders have had and will continue to have to adjust to this diversity
in building cohesion. As Professor Richard Kahn of the University of North Carolina
and president of the Military History Society has stated, cohesion is the result of
that bonding that occurs under the shared experience of strict authority and harsh
discipline, and may be more difficult to achieve without all the traditional methods
of male bonding—but that hardly means it can’t or shouldn’t be achieved.

Research also shows that changing the pdlicy will not result in wholesale changes
of behavior in‘the ranks. The recent experiences of the Canadians and Australians
attest to this, as does the experience of the Dutch since 1974, Therefore, the short-
term costs of maintaining unit cohesion caused by changes in the policy are likely
to be minimal, _ o

Obviously, there are considerations other than unit cohesion that must go into
your deliberations on this issue. However, based upon my military service, policy
research, and Pentagon experience, I find no convincing evidence that changing the
current policy would undermine unit cohesion any more than the other social
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changes that society has asked the Armed Forces to make over the past 50 years.
In fact, this change is likely to have less short-term impact on cohesion.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Dr. Korb. Dr. Marlowe.

STATEMENT OF DAVID H. MARLOWE, CHIEF, DEPARTMENT OF
MILITARY PSYCHIATRY, WALTER REED ARMY INSTITUTE OF

RESEARCH

Dr. MARLOWE. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I
would like to thank you for the pleasure of appearing before you
today to talk abut the ve?' important issue of military unit cohe-
sion. The concept of small, tightly bonded, highly interdependent
groups is the foundation and essential building block of modern ar-
mies. .

The core issue has always been the controlling role played by
group relationships at the primary group level, and effectiveness,
sustainability, and the maintenance of soldier performance and, in
my business, soldier mental health.

This was underlined by the conclusions of the Commission of Ci-
vilian Psychiatrists sent by the War Department to investigate the
problem of combat fatigue in 1945 when they said, “. . . we mean
to emphasize the fact that the organized pattern of the unit and
its emotional bonds constitute the dominant, constructive, and inte-
grative force for the individual soldier in his fighting function.”

This group life is his inner life. When an individual member of

such a combat group has his emotional bonds of group integration
seriously disrupted, then he as a person is thereby disorganized.
The disruption of group unity is, in the main, a primary causal fac-
tor, not a secondary effect of personality disorganization.

We have been primarily concerned with those aspects of group
cohesiveness that enable the soldier to deal with the untoward

~ stresses of combat and dangerous -deployments, Our concern has

been both to define and hopefully to enhance both military unit co-
hesion and those particular aspects of it that buffer and mediate
the effects of acute and chronic stress.

From the latter period of the Vietnam conflict through the late
1970s, both the line army and army ‘medical researchers expressed
profound concerns about the level of cohesiveness in U.S. units.
Some units in Vietnam had been polarized and riddled by compet-
ing subgroups committed not to their squads, platoons, or compa-
nies, but to others who behaved in an extramilitary fashion,
“Heads” (drug-using groups) contended with “juicers” (alcohol
users), “hawks” with * oves,” “lifers” with “J.S.’s” (draftees), Afri-
can Americans contended with whites. : :

Polarization and adherence to group identities and structures
that were rooted outside the unit and the primary soldier group led
to rapid rises in the incidence of fragging, In 1970 and 1971 and
of very rapid rise in the incidence of psychiatric admissions despite
the fact tﬁat combat was at a low level, and many of these were
for behavioral and character disorders.

From 1981 on, we have been carrying out an extensive program
looking at the cohesiveness of military groups, how it is formulated,
how it is put together. In great part, this was articulated to the
Army’s COHORT program, a special program developed at the be-
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ginning of the decade of the eighties to try to develop more cohesive
units.

In the course of this, we evaluated over 225 companies using
both interview and questionnaire assessment techniques. We have
also been involved in debriefing and looking at issues of cohesion
in 13 battalions that served in combat in Panama, and we have fol-
lowed extensively cohesion and issues of stress adaptation and mo-
rale in five brigades that served in Operation Desert Shield and
Desert..Storm both in Saudi Arabia and since their return, as well
as looking at a great many other soldiers, some 25,000.

Cohesion-is not a thing or a single factor, but partly a state, part-
ly a process comprised of ongoing interactions, judgments, percep-
tions, sentiments and relationships within the squad through com-
pany or battery. '

In our work, as Dr. Henderson has indicated, we divide cohesion
into two general categories, horizontal and vertical. Major compo-
nents of horizontal cohesion are a belief that members of the pri-
mary group have the skills and abilities to successfully carry out
their military tasks; belief that members of one’'s own group will
fully participate in organizational tasks and pull their own weight;
belief that .the group can functionally organize itself for effective
optimum performance because of its members’ extensive knowledge
of each other’s strengths and weaknesses; affective emotional ties
between soldiers as friends or buddies characterized by mutual
trust and confidence, and belief in the group members’ personal re-
liability;_si?iﬁcan-_t openness of relationships and expectations that
support will be provided by other soldiers to help group members
deal with personal, familial, and organizational stress and mini-
mize its effects; belief that members of the primary group are, first
and foremost, committed to :takin% care of each other, and that in
situations of stress, pressure, challenge or danger will look out for,
protect, and aid each other. :

Vertical cohesion, we see with t‘he,fdl]‘owi‘nﬁ factors: perceived
technical and tactical competency of leaders; the perceived degree
to which leaders are seen as concerned about the personal hves,
needs, and dignity of their subordinates, including perceived equity
and a lack of favoritism on the part of leadership; the perceived de-
gree of predictability of leader actions, decisions, time manage-
ment, prioritization of soldier activities and needs, particularly as
it reflects upon the soldier’s personal life; the perceived level and
accuracy of leader-soldier communication; and leader abilities to
impart skills to soldiers and E’rov‘ide effective training.

Horizontal and vertical cohesion do not exist as an isolated set
of personal perceptions. They are the product of a set of powerful
contextual factors that estab{ish the environment and conditions in
which perception takes place. These contextual factors shape and
order the perceptions and acts that we measure as cohesion.

The contextual factors necessary to create small-unit cohesion in
army organizations are derived from such wider patterns as (1) a
shared organizational culture and values, (2) common status and
the common primary identity as soldiers for all members of the
unit, (3) a commonly shared language, constructs, metaphors, et
cetera, characterizing members of the primary group, (4) experi-
ences in which the group collectively undergoes a series of chal-
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lenges and stresses and successfully achieves a set of goals in
which the members of the group see themselves as having mas-
tered a set of skills and demonstrated their competency executing
these skills, (5) minimal unnecessary turbulence and continuity of
tenure within units,

The primary mechanism and process utilized by the U.S. Arm
for socializing soldiers into a common organizational culture wit
common values and language and a common identity is initial
entry training. It consistently proves to be the most powerful cre-
ator of the contextual bases for cohesion as well as the single most

owerful bonding experience and model of the behavior required to
Ee part of the military group. .

The individual undergoes a positive identity transformation from
civilian to soldier. This new identity establishes the soldier’s new
status position and creates that set of expectations and cultural
norms about the bounds and content of soldierly behavior that are
to be expected of himself and of others.

This pattern of events and experiences in training and the con-
tinuing and consistent support and help that trainees must give
each other develops powerful ties between the members of the
group. It also creates the anticipation that such ties are critical to
the maintenance and sustenance of all future primary military
groups that the soldier will enter.

Imtially, the ties are primarily instrumental and operational—
you help me, I will help you—but they also develop significant af-
fective and emotional content. The content is expressed through the
g:loncept of the primary group as being like a family, or being a fam-
ily. :
Initial entry training does not replace the previous personality or
“values brought into the army by the new soldier. Rather, it adds
a new role with new behaviors and standards to be exhibited and
expected of others while serving as a ‘soldier and as a member of
a squad, team, or crew.
~ These new role perceptions and the new and powerful knowledge

that the group and its members’ behavior are critical to one’s own
performance and potential survival have important consequences, .
In the forging ground of the training company, one’'s behavior
comes under a searching scrutiny that seldom, if ever, exists in
civil life. Both gross behavior and nuances are continually evalu-
ated by other trainees.

The poor performer, the nonadapter or nonlearner, the probable
delinquent, the individual who places his or her own immediate
needs above the welfare of the group and others who impress their
peers over time as potential ineffectives, come to be seen as long-
term dangers to the group. Ultimately, the group will reject the in-
dividual who appears to embody a threat based upon his or her be-
havior, That person will be extruded and isolated, and often left to
fail by himself.

Each time a soldier enters a new unit, he or she will again be
the object of a quiet but searching assessment by those already
there. Our data 3emonstrate two phases to the incorporation proc-
ess. The first involves assessment of the soldier as a member of the
group in garrison. It usually takes between 2 and 5 weeks for sol-

iers to ﬁet,ermine whether a new squad or platoon member is
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trustworthy, meets standards, and shares enough of a common cul-
ture to be bonded into the group.

The process is more intense for those who live in the barracks,
where off- duty as well as on-duty time is shared, and it is more
focused on duty performance and behavior for the married soldier
who lives off post,

The second phase takes place during the first prolonged field ex-
ercise, where the newcomer is again assessed in terms of his or her
field and potential combat skills and his or her ability to get along
with others under conditions of stringency and deprivation',

The individual is thus continually evaluated by his or her peers
as a person, as a loyal and trustworthy group member, and for
technical competence. If the soldier presents an image perceived as
threatening to the survival of the group in combat, as, for example,

the occasional insistence of drug users in Vietnam on using drugs
when on patrol, the group will take extreme and hostile dction. The
soldier must belong, and belonging depends ugon each member of
the group playing his or her appropriate role while on duty.

The profound interdependency that characterizes military groups
is grounded in the need for extraordinary levels of interpersonal
trust. Common language, values, and perceptions, are the modes of
communicating and expressing this trust. It is the foundation of
that ultimately selfless and extraordinarily intimate a ape-like,
nonerotic love that characterizes the primary group in combat.

In our work in Operation Just Cause and Speration Desert
Storm, we heard the same theme expressed over and over ‘again in
squad after squad, and in its simplest and most powerful form we
were told, “We .are family. We are brothers. We can make it only
because we have each-other.”

In all of our intorviews as well as our quantitative data, soldiers
were agreed that the prolonged periods of living together with each
other and their leaders, working together, training hard and be-
coming a family were critical to their ability to withstand the pro-
longed stresses of the Desert Shield period separation, heat, crowd-
irfl}g,__isolation_, and also were critical to the extremely high level of
effectiveness displayed when committed to combat.

There was a widespread feeling that the high levels of cohesion
and corporate skill achieved in the desert‘had been central to the
absolute minimization of the number of casualties that U.S. ground
forces had taken.

We face grave difficulties whenever we attempt to extrapolate
from today to the day after tomorrow. However, I believe that only
in understanding the compelling and enduring human realities of
combat and military organization can we contend with the future.

I would offer the thought that technological advances, smaller
forces, battlefield dispersal and the shift to a force projection mo-
dality have made the continuing maintefiance of high{ cohesive
military units more important to the future than they have even
been in the past and the immediate present.

In the past, in time of danger we have usually been, one way or
another, afforded the luxury of time in which to create highly cohe-
give units to counterpunch or strike the enemy. When we have not
had that luxury, the results, as in the initial results of the Korean
conflict, were disastrous for our soldiers.
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The speed with which events and their consequences now over-
take us make it imperative that our forces be able to make an im-
mediate transition from peace to war. High continuing levels of co-
hesion are critical to makinﬁ that transition with maximum unit
effectiveness and minimal short- or long-term negative effects on
the mental health, physical health, and performance of the soldier.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ’

(The prepared statement of Dr. Marlowe follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY DR. DAVID H. MARLOWE, CHIEF, DEPARTMENT OF
MILITARY PSYCHIATRY, WALTER REED ARMY INSTITUTE OF RESEARCH

Mr. Chairinan and Members of the Committee: I am Dr. David H. Marlowe, Chief
of the Department of Military Psychiatry, Division of Neuropsychiatry, Walter Reed
Army Institute of Research. [ understand that 1 have been invited here today in my
professional capacity as an expert on cohesion in military units. The conclusions and
opinions offered should not be construed as official Army positions. 1 have a pre-

arcd statement on cohesion that I would like to present to the committee and enter
into the record. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee and
shall be happy to answer any questions you may have.

WRAIR STUDIES BEARING UPON COHESION AND ITS ANALYSIS

From its creation in 1951, in response to the medical and military problems gen-
crated by the high levels of “Combat Fatigue” casualties during World War Il and
the highff)mportlon of combat stress casualties scen in the first phases of the Ko-
rean conflict, the Division of Neuropsychiatry of the Walter Reed Army Institute of
Rescarch (WRAIR) initiated long-term research about the nature of cohesion and co-
hesive processes in military groups. The ex rience of World War Il (see below)
demonstrated that one of the most critical buifers against the effect of combat stress
was small group and military unit cohesion. Issues involving military group struc-
ture and interaction, interpersonal behavior, soldier bonding, the effects of deviant
behavior, such as delinquency and drug abuse, on group bonding and process have
been a recurring part of our research agenda. Above all we have been primarily con-
cerned with those aspects.of group cohesivencss that enable the soldier to deal with
the untoward stresses of combat and dangerous deployments. Our concern has been
to define and, hopefully, to enhance both military unit cohesion and those particular
aspects of it thal buffer and mediate the effects of the acute and chronic stresses
to which the soldier can be subjected and to optimize the maintenance of individual
and organizational mental health. ‘

From the latter period of the Victnam conflict through the late 1970s both the
line Army and Army medical rescarch community expressed profound concerns

—about the levels of cohesiveness in U.S. units. Some units in Vietnam had been po-

larized and riven by compeling sub-groups committed not to their squads, glatoons,
or companies, but to others who behaved in an extra military fashion. “Heads” (dru

using ups) contended with “Juicers” (alcohol users), “hawks” with “doves,

“Lifers” (career soldiers) with “U.S.s" (draltees), African Americans contended with
Whites. Polarization and adherence to group identities and structures that were
rooted outside the unit and the primary soldier group led to rapid rises in the inci-
dence of “fragging” (atitempts to kill unit leaders with fregmentation grenades or
other arms) in 1970 end 1971. The 1971 rate per 1000 soldiers was 2.5 times the
1969 rate. Despite the low level of actual combat in the latter phases of the war,
the incidence of psychialric admissions, few of which were traditional combat stress
casualties, rose markedly. As MG Spurgeon Neel M.D. put it in his study Medical
Support of the U.S. Army in Vietnam:

“Unlike World War 11, in Vietnam the incidence of psychiatric admissions did
not co-vary with the incidence of combat ir\jurly. Rates rose despite the diminish-
ing combat role in that country in 1969 and 1970 , , . For Vietnam it has been
suggested that identity with another peer group, such as one based upon race,
poﬁtical affiliation, or drug use, at the unit level has threatened theintegrity
of the squad as the sole reference point for the soldier in combat.”

Our concerns about levels of cohesion in unite continued throughout the 1970s.
In studies of the ecolosy of drug usage at an east coast Army post, we 8aw groups
of drug users organized against the Army and their units. That cohesion which ex-
isted seemed primarily designed to enable drug using groups to_protect their using
behavior, often at the expense of the mission, Care, concern, and support, and com-
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mitment to mission had eroded markedly in a number of units in both the United
States and the Federal Republic of Germany. At the same time, analyses of the 1973
Arab-Israeli war demonstrated that modern, hifhly accurate, highl{ ethal weaponry
had the capacity to create combat stress casualties far more quickly, in days rather
than the weeks and months, than the rates that characterized the slower tempo of
battle in previous 20th century warfare. Our concerns, along with those of the sen-
ior leadership of the Army during the depths of the “hollow army” period, were obvi.
ously convergent and led to 12 years ofp major research focus on unit cohesion, its
relationships and consequences.

In 1979 a group of us from the WRAIR made a presentation to the Army Policy
Council ‘on the historically affirmed relationship of .military unit cohesion to resist-
ance to combat stress and subsequent breakdown, .and the new risks for paycho-
logical breakdown in battle demonstrated in the 1973 Arab.Israeli war,

%:1 1981, at-‘the request of ‘the “Army ‘Deputy ‘Chief “of ‘Staff for Personnel
(DCSPER), the Department of Military Psychiatry, Walter Reed Army Institute of
Research, ‘under my direction, began a ‘program ‘of research and evaluation of a
number of sigrificant human issues bearing on soldier. menia health, resistance to
atress and potential combat performance sustainability of the Army’s then new CO-
HORT Unit Manning system, the first of ‘& number of proj ms designed to enhance
ﬁrimary group and company/batbery cohesion. The COHORT (Cshesion, Operational

eadiness and Training) m%'ram was designed to create conditions that would en-
able units to develo \hiéger evels of cohesiveness and training. A primary reason
for the creation of the COHORT program was to create unit climates that would
mediate the effects of stress in combat and reduce the numbers of combat stress re-
actions. The evaluation .ressarch was conducted in response to a tasking received
from the DCSPER: of:the "Army, and was :implemented via:a research protocol “Be-
havioral and attitudingl consequences- of social corganization: Research study of se-
lected COHORT" companies, C HORT ‘battalions, -and the 7th Light Infantry Divi-
sion in-the:U.S. Army,” which integrated a:number of sub-studies, In the.course of
this program (1982-1989) quantitative data was gaﬁheted from over 225 combat
arms units. over ‘a7 year period, and extensive individual and group ‘interviewing
was carried out in approximately 100 units, a number of:which were studied repet-
itively over a period.of years, Qur major concerns- were factors:bearing upon the cre-
ation" and maintenance of military unit cohesion and their relationship to soldier
mental health, psychological readiness for combat and perceived- unit effectiveneas,

The ultimate tests of -any :set of ideas are to be found in their consequences in
the real world. The world: of the garrison and of trainin , stressful as it may some-
times be, is still-a:pale ‘reflection of the world of ground combat. In 1989 at the re-
quest of the Army Deputy ‘Chief of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS) we began a de-
briefing program of soldiers in units that had seen combat in ‘Operation Just Cause
in Panama, carrying out an extensive ‘interview and questionnaire pregram. This
program, carried out in 13" Combat Arms and Military Police bsttalions focussed in
Freat.e’st part on the relationships between unit cohesion and unit interpersonal re-
ationships and the consequences, for the soldier, of exposure to the stresses and
traumas of the environment. ' '

In September 1990 at the direction of the then Vice Chief of Staif of the Army,
General Sullivan, and the request of the then DCSPER, Lieutenarit General Reno,
we began an extensive program studyin%zstnesa, adaptation, cohesion, sustainability,
psychological readiness for combat and the- psychologica‘j and psycho-social con-
sequences of combat participation in U.S., Army troops deployed to Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. Teams-were de{ployed four times to Southwest Asia
(SWA). Once again we utilized a combination o questionnaires and unit interviews
and debriefings. Pre and post combat data were gathered from battalions in six bri-
Eades both in SWA and upon return to their home bases in the United States and

urope. Five combat arms brigades were followed extensively, and other data has
been and is still being collected on long terms effects of deployment on 25,000 serv-
ice members in active duty and reserve units. In all of this work cohesion has thus
far proven to be, both quantitatively and qualitatively, a critical variable affecting
soldier handling of stress in combat. -

COHESION

Since the beginning of recorded history armies and their leaders have had a ’pm-
found concern about the cohesiveness of their constituent units. In its simplest form
cohesion could be viewed as that set of factors and processes that bonded soldiers
together and bonded them to their leaders so they would stand in the line of battle,
mutually support each other, withatand the shock, terror and trauma of combat,
sustain each other in the completion-of their mission and neither break nor run.
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Cohesion and the sense of mutual support were seen as essential in dealing with
the fears and apprehensions that came as forces moved to battle and as even more
critical in maintaining them in battle itself.

In chological and social terms, both pre-modern and modern warfare have de-
man eJ‘: within their tactical doctrines, differing technologies of warfare and the so-
cial organization of their combat forces, the systematic provision of high levels of
group and psycho-social support to the soldier committed to battle if combat success
is to be achieved. The earliest commentators understood the nature of the profound
ties that should characterize the primary groups—those small gmu‘pe of soldiers in-
volved in face to face daily relationships upon whom success in battle depended,

Wu Ch'i, the great contemporary of Sun Tzu, writing some 2,300 years ago, de-
scribed a victorious army in terms of proper discipline stating:

“What is called discipline is that when encamped their conduct is proper; that
when on the move the army is awe inspiring, so that in advance it cannot be
opposed. In retirement it cannot be pursued. In advance or retirement it is in
%god order. . . . Though cut off they can reform; though dispersed they retain
their files. Whether the position is secure or perilous the troops can be assem.
bled and cannot be isolated.”

In terms of creating such an Army, Wu Ch’i goes on to say:

“Put men from the same villages together and the sections of ten and the
squads of five will mutually protect each other.”

This concept of small, tightly bonded, highly interdependent groups as the founda-
tion and essential building block of the disciplined mass of pre-modern armies was
well understood from the classical period onward, In the Roman Legion, for exam-
ple, it was acknowledged that the discipline and ordering of training, drill, and
skills was dependent upon the social ordering, group identification and bonding of
the Legionnaires.

Each legion was divided into 16 Cohorts of 1,000 men, each Cohort into 10 Cen-
turies under the command of a Centurion, and each Century was divided into
squads or messes of 10 men under the command of a Decanus. These 10 men, a
Conturbinia or Maniple, trained, ate, lived and fought together as the equivalent of
a contemporary squad. One may trace a direct line of social descent, if you will, from
the Conturbinia through the s?uad comprised of the group of tent and mess mates
that characterized the units of the American Civil War, to the squads, teams and
crews that are the foundations of our contemporary milit forces, Armies are not
and never have been built on undifferentiated masses of soldiers operating sin-
gularly or as individuals, but are built out of highly interdependent small groups.

WORLD WAR 1I: THE EXTENSION OF THE UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROLE OF COHESION;
COMBAT FATIGUE, SUSTAINMENT, AND PERFORMANCE

With the adoption of Selective Service and the expansion of U.S. military forces
in preparation for possible involvement in World War 1I, American psychiatry re-
lied, initially, on its interpretations of the experience of World War I 1n considering
the gﬁychological sustainability of troops committed to combat. World War I milita
psychiatrists had correctly come to the conclusion that the large numbern of casual-
ties classified as victims of “Shell Shock” or “War Neurosis” were essentially suffer-
ing from a class of gsychological disorders rather than physically induced illnesses,
Mozt had come to the conclusion, based 1pon both the psychiatric and neurological
assumptions of the time, that the problem was one of individual predisposition and
vulnerability based upon individual psychological and constitutional factors. Most
authorities reasoned that “truly” normal men—the “psychologically strong” were at
very low risk for psychological or performance breakdown in battle. Thus, with the
initiation of the draft in 1940, attempts to screen out the potentially vulnerable
were central to thinking about the prevention of psy-hological casualties in war. Ini-
tially 5,250,000 were rejected by Selective Service and of these 1,686,000 (32 per-
cent) were excluded for emational, mental or “educational” disorders. An additional
504,000 were separated from the Army on psychiatric or behavioral grounds
(Ginzberg, The Lost Divisions, Kings Press, Columbia University, New York, 18569).
In addition to these outright rejections and se{.)arations, a consistent process of
weeding out of those thought to be psychiatrically at risk and their movement to
non-combatant service and service support units and positions, took place through-
out World War II. This process was carried out by psychiatrists, other medical offi-
cers and commanders.

Despite this massive screening and ﬂ)urging of the potentially vulnerable, U.S.
forces suffered high numbers of psychological casualties, primarily in the form of
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transient or more prolonged emotional and behavioral breakdown with inability to
perform, called combat fatigue or combat exhaustion. Ap&r;ndmsntely one out of
every five combat casualties suffered by U.S. forces was psychiatric/psychological. In
addition, it was observed that these overt combat fatxi:xe casualties were %lut one
categorg of risk generated by stress and concurrent psychological and cho-physio-
logical breakdown. The breakdown of behavior came in many guises jncfuding d{ath
or wounding due to errors of judgment, sensory decrements or performance deficits
geperated by combat stress, an increase in illnesses known to have a ychogenic
or psychosomatic component, increases in rates of injury and physical iliness, and
increases in:iliness that are preventable through volitional behavior, such as frost-
bite and malaria. _ ’ S

The power of the battlefield to break down human behavior can never be over.
stated. The immediate causes of such breakdowns are well known and have been
described by ‘many authorities. It was simply put ?‘Appel and Beebe, responsible
for critical epidemiblogical work on combat fatigue during World War Ii, in an arti.
cle in the Journal of the American Medical Association (131, 18, 1946):

"’L'hekcg' to an understandirag of the psychiatric problem is the simple fact
that the danger of being killed or maimed imposes a strain 80 great that it
causcs men to break down. One look at the shrunken apathetic gges of psy-
chiatric cases as they come stumkling into the medical station, sobbing, trem-
bling referring shudderingly to “them shells” and to buddies mutilated or dead
is enough to convince most observers of-this fact. There ig no such thing as “get-
Lini used to combat.” Each man “up there” knew that at any moment he may
be killed, a fact Kept constantly before his 'mind by the sight of dead and muti-.
lated buddies around him. Each moment of combat imposes a strain so great
that men will break down in direct relation to the intensity and duration of
their 'exf.)osure.”['hus p?ychiatﬁc casualties are as inevitable as' gunshot and
shrapnel wounds in warfare. . . .”

Examples of the levels of psychological casualties gienemted in line divisione in
Europe'in World War 11 are given in the {ollowing table showing combat neuro-psy-
chiatric.casualties in - relationship to numbers wounded in.actiun in.a.series of bat-
tlcao:;(s';.well as the rates for onec U.S. Marine Division .in the battle for Sugar Loaf
on Okinawa,

Drvision, Battle and Time Poriod : '{;’;"’" M Nool  Percont

86th Sustav line 1114 May 4 2000 250 12.5
86th Gustav line 11 May-10 June . 30 4000 623 155
88th Gustay hine 1114 May ..... 4 630 125 19.2
88th Gustav line 11 May-10 Jute ....oocvrcvvron 30 1300 248 10.0
34th Gustav hine 25 June-29 July’ 36 1800 235 13.0
91st Cecina River 12 July-15 August ... S . 700 . 2% *33.0
" 88th Voltérra 1~31 July ........ 23 1750 564 *32.0
34th Gothic Line 13 Septembar~26 Octobér 44 1600 346 *21.0
91st Gothic Line 13 September~26 October 44 . 2100 919 *340
88th Gothic Line 13 September~26 October 44 3600 817 *22.0
Lst Arm_Gothic Line 13 September~26 October 44 250 137 *54.0
85th Gothic Line 13 September-22 N b n 4000 597 o148
6th Manne Okinawa 12-21 May 10 2662 1289 484

(Drawn:trom Mulins.and.Glass, "Neuro-Psychiatry ia World War Ii, Vol. X, Overssas Theaters,” Office of The Sutgeon Geners!, Department
of the:Army, Washington D.C., 1973) . . E .

“ Kk will be noted that there are marked vanations In rates betweea divisions in roughly’ aquivalent actions and withia divisions for d-
lerent actions, la the Istter case the most powerlul single factor sccosnting for difeceaces in rates is iatensity and severty of combat, al-
though other factors suck as iial mpossre 1o severs combat koad the outcome, ke the former case other factors, particularly cohesion and
motale-ware consistertly stated to ba the major atectors of the rates.

The U.S. Army’s intense attention to psycholoFical breakdown in battle, its
causes, and those factors that might prevent it or lower the levels of risk and en-
hance the sustainability of soldiers in combat came early in. the war at the begin-
ning of our commitment to offensive warfare in North Africa. At that time green
units ‘meeting a skilled and powerful enemy; the Afrika Korps, had unex ctedly
maesive'numiers of combat psychological casuaities, reaching levels as high as 35
percent of all casualties-at the battles of the Kasserine.and Faid passes.

In 1943 :CPT Herbert Speigel M.D.,-an Army psychiatrist, was sent to evaluate
the factors that had affected performance and the fevels of combat ,yisychiatric cas-
ualties seen in the Tunisian campaign. Speigel reported, in an article published in
the Journal of the American Psychiatric Association in 1944, on the sustainment of
performance of men in battle that: : .
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“I{ -abstracl ideas—hate or desire to kill—did not serve as strong] motivating

- Torees, then what did serve them in that critical time? What enabled them to
attack and attack, and attack week after week in mud, rain, dust and heat until
the enemy was smashed? It seems to me that the drive was more a positive
than a negative one. It was love more than hate. Love, manifested by (1) regard
for their comrades who shared the same dangers, (2) res for their platoon
leader or company commander who led them wisely and backed.them with ev-
erything at his command, (3) concern for their reputation with their commander
ang leaders, and (4) an urge to contribute to the task and success of their group
and unit.

In other words, interpersonal relationshifa among men and between the men
and their officers became more intense, and rank less important. These cohesive
forces enabled them to identify themselves as part of their unit. It enabled them
to mustler and maintain their courage in the most trying circumstances. It even
led them, at times to surprise themselves with gallant and heroic actions, . . .”

This core issue of the powerful controlling role played by group relationships to
effectiveness, sustainability and the maintenance of soldier mental health was un-
derlined by the conclusions of the Commission of Civilian Psychiatrists sent by the
War Department to investigate the problem of combat fatigue in 1945. Their pri-
mary conclusion was that;

" “.. . we mean to emphasize the fact that the organized pattern of the unit
and its emotional bonds constitute the dominant constructive and. integrative
force for the individual soldier in his fighting function. This group life is his
inner life. When an individual member of such a combat group has his. emo-
tional bonds of group integration seriously disrupted, then he, as a person, is
thereby disorganized. The disruption of group unity is, in the main, a primary
causal factor, not a secondary'eﬂ%ct., of personality disorganization.

We find that American psychiatrists and other physicians have considerable
difficulty in grasping the significance of the group as the core of personality or-
ganization for the soldier in his fighting function. . , .”

Colone! Albert Glass M.D). summed it up first at the WRAIR 1957 International
Symposium on Preventive and Social Psychiatry, reviewing his experience in World
ar II and Korea:

“Available epidemiological data indicated that the mental iliness of troops in
warfare, exclusive of ]Psychotic disorders, is more significantly related to cir-
cumstances of the coml.at situation than to any personality attrbutes or charac-
teristics of the individuals who are exposed to battle siress. Pertinent combat
circumstances include the intensity -and duration of battle which can be meas-
ured by the battle casualty rate and the days of continuous actiun. However,
of equal importance in_determining the frequency of psychiatric cases are less
measurable eleménts of battle; to wit, the degree of support given the individual
by buddies, group cohesiveness, and leaders. These less tangible influences ex-

{ain the markeg differences that may occur in combat eflectiveness and the
Frequency of peychiatric cases among units which are exposed to the same in-
tensity and duration of battle.”

Then in his landmark history of neuro-psychiatry in World War II:

“Perhaps the most significant contribution of World War II military psychia-
try was recognition of the sustaining influence of the small combat group or
ﬁarticular members thereof, variously termed “,group identification,” “group co-

esiveness,” the buddy system, and “leadership.”. . .

Awareness of the foregoing social and situational determinants facilitated the
use of preventive measures lo enhance group identification, improve leadership
and generally raise the level of group morale,”

A non psychiatrist, BG S.L.A. Marshall put the issue simply and forthrightly:

“The greatest enemy of the rifleman is individual loneliness. Man is a frega -
jous animal, His greatest steadying force is the touch of his fellows, Under bat-
tle’s pressure, he cannot long};ndure out of sight and voice contact with them.
It was so in the time of the Medes and the Persians; it will be 80 in the wars
of undefined dimension in & terrible tomorrow, Such marvels as radio and tele-
vision do nnt change it. We need the touch of the hand, even as we need the
conviction that we are a useful part of something much larger and more impor-
tant than ourselves, whenever the pressures of life put inordinate demands
upon our frail persons.”
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These observations and the other studies carried: out during World War II and
subsequent conflicts are responsible for the extensive research commitment of con-
temporary military psychiatry to the issue of cohesion, the analysis of the social or-

anization and structure of military groups. For three decades my colleagues and
?have been working to try to better understand the grou rocesses, issues of indi-
vidual and group identity, the patterns of interpersonal rela ionship and those other
factors that protect the soldier against psychological and behavioral breakdown or
that may conduce to it, ' )

We have focussed on and exﬂlored the definition of the major psycho-social cor-
relates and predictors of unit effectiveness and performance and sustainment of in-
dividuals and groups under stress and the nature; structure and processes of group
bonding and identification. o

The psycho-social factors -involved have variously ‘been referred to in milit
studies as “unit cohesion,” “coliesion,” “morale,” “unit- esprit,” “leadership,” and “unit
climate.” When they are analyzed they can be :separated out into a set of differen-

CLASSES AND CONTEXT OF MILITARY UNIT COHESION

Cohesion is neither an entity or a thing. It is hot, as I have tried to indicate, a
single or sinqu’lar"’-facbor. It is partly a state, i.e., the unit existing as a cohesive cor.
porate body. In other aspects il is a process comprised of ongoing interactions, judg-
ments, perceptions, sentiments and relationships within the s ad, crew, company
or battery. In our work ‘over the past-years we have divided cohesion into two gen-
cral categorics, ‘each has strong effects.on the other but each is amenable to fajrly

8lon encompasses ‘those ‘factors that bond -and:integrate ‘the rimary group, team,

tior ‘ tge ‘platoon. When we

horizontal cohesion we refer then to -soldiers -who are essentially peers as

iumor/enlisted and junior non commissioned officers. When:we speak .of vertical co-

esion we are_speakirég of the componerits of that bonding that exists between these

ers, senior non-commissioned officers and officers at the com-

pany/battery level. It is important to point out that the unit of analysis in which

we define and ‘measure cohesive ‘processes and cohesion .in ground combat forces ja
the company or battery,

Based on a large number of studics done since World War II and the body of evi-
dence ‘provided by military ‘history, memoirs and novels by active combatants, oral
historical sources-and our own past-research, the company or battery is the largest
unit-in ‘which-actual interactive cohesive ‘processes exist for most soldiers. If it is
& truism that soldiers, once committed to combat, 'ﬁ%ht- for each other more than
for-.any‘other value or end, it is critical to underline” that under normal cir-
cumstances ‘the group involved is limited to the company-or battery. 'I?he‘st.rongest
relationships are tobe found between. members of the same squad, crew or section,
the next strongest within the platoon, and the outer boundary is essentially the
company or battery. Our observations have underlined the fact that it is the
strength of the ties within a soldiers basic_primary group {squad, crew or section),
seconded by his ties to his widet interactive groups gﬁatoon and company) and the
degrees to which he feels confidence and trust in the company and platoon and his
unit leaders, that most affect performance.

e company is'the human environment in which the soldier’s face to face rela-
tionships take place. These are the relationships which provide the soldier with the
primary social and psychological support that are critical to mediating the stresses
of training and-combat.

- It must be realized that the overwhelming majority of influences on the soldier's
life, commitment, satisfaction, and feelings and perceptions about the %ossrbthty. of
going into-combat and the Army in general, are focused upon and attributed to the
company/batterly]' level. Generalities .of command and organizational climate, deci-

i

ill ‘are reallocated within the company and attributed in part or in full to the com-
any chain of command. The command climate of the wider organization, particu-
Farl of the: battalion, can have powerful effects on relationships between leaders
andy soldiers, and between soldiers within a company or battery.
However, while a Battalion Commander, or even a Brigade or Division Corn-
mander, who is perceived as an extraordinary leader may increase a sense of corn-
mon identity among his troops, such a leader may have little or no effect on pat-
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terns of face to face interaction. As in the past, and for all but its most senior lead-

ers, the company is the arena of the overwhelming majority of intimate social, rec-
reational and sugportive interaction and relationships. During duty hours and,
above all during deployments, the company defines the soldiers possible social uni-
verse,

A measure of the powerful degree to which the company and its constituents, pla-
toon, squad etc., order relationships may be seen in a larﬁe scale sociometric study
which we carried out at an Eastern Army Post in 1973, Soldiers were asked to indi-
cate friends on Post by unit and individuals with whom they shared off duty rec-
reational interests. There were over a thousand respondents who made over 4000
choices. The overall results were:

Choices within own unit (Company)
Choices in other units
Percent of choices in own Company

The company level, then, is that at which we analyze and evaluate cohesion. It
is at this level that we find the components of the relationships that are critical to
the soldier’s confidence and to his ability to survive and win in combat. The greater
the personal trust that the soldier has in his peers, the greater the confidence that
the soldier has in the skills of his fellow soldiers and the tactical skills of his com-
pany level leadership, the effectiveness with which his company operates and uses
its weapons systems, the greater, in general, will be the unit's capacity to fight ef-
fectively and to sustain itself. The greater, also will be the capacity of its soldiers
to sustain themselves and perform effectively for long periods in face of the stresses
and trauma of combat and commitment of going against fire.

Soldiers’ affiliations with larger organizations, Battalions, Brigades, Regiments,

. Divisions, are essentially symbolic. They may play important roles in defining the

soldiers self image, his expectations, and his belief in the power and effectiveness
of his organization to execute its mission but they play little part in the soldiers
daily routine or in the universe of his face to face behavior.

THE COMPONENTS OF COHESIOMN MEASUREMENT AND A8SESSMENT: PSYCHOLOGICAL
READINESS FOR COMBAT AND PROJECTED SUSTAINABILITY OF UNITS AND SOLDIERS

In our WRAIR studies of cohesion and in its analysis, assessment, and evaluation,
we sec it as a major contributor to psychological readiness for, and sustainability
in, combat of companies and batteries, and as critical to the maintenance of the
mental health of soldiers in face of the exposure to peacetime and wartime stresses
and trauma. We have developed an analytic framework for assessing, both quali-
tatively and quantitatively, the various components of both cohesion classes, hori-
zontal and vertical. For the past 12 years these assessments have been carried out
utilizing a combination of unit interviewing/debrieling and a series of questionnaires

" based upon and developed out of work carried out in the United States and other.

armies since 1941. Such data have served as an excellent guide, at very high levels

of correlation, to actual combat performance in both the United States (particulsarly

%urin World Wer II in Europe) and other armies (particularly the Israeli Defense
orce).

The database out of which our assessment instruments were developed is, there-
fore, a wide scale involving convergent quantitative and qualitative data sources.
The sources are: historical, sociological, psychological and observational, with a bias
toward mcasuring and evaluating those f‘gcwrﬂ that have correlated best with as-
sessed performance, combat outcomes, and measures of soldier mental health.
Among the sources utilized in the framework and development of our work were;
the results of the “Field Forces” surveys undertaken by the Adjutant General Re-
search Branch in World War 11 (some published in Stoufler et al., The American
Soldier, others archived as “special studies”); extensive analysis of unit performance
and levels of generation of combat stress casualties in World War II and Korea un-
dertaken by Sivision Psychiatrists and Corps and Theater Psychiatric consultants;
oral historical materials; military historical and cliometric materials; post combat
debriefings carried out by WRAI% and other personne! in Korea, Vietnam, Grenada,
and Panama; pre and post combat interview data gathered in Operation Desert
Shield/Desert Storm; and data gathered in the course of assessing cohesion proc-
esses and levels in the Army's COHORT program and in the development of the
Army’s light infantry divisions. A number of studies carried out by the Israeli De-
fense Forces since 1873 have.also been utilized,

Based upon these data sources we define each class of “military unit cohesion” as’

containing the following specific components; :
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A. Extended Horizontal Cohesion: ’

By extended horizontal cohesion we mean the bonding established between sol-
diers at junior enlisted through junior NCO ranks (e.g. essentially pay des E-
1] tgmug E-5). The major components of this cleas of military unit cohesion in-
clude:

1. Belief that members of the primary group have the skills and abilities to suc-
cessfullﬂ carry out their military tasks.

2. Belief that members of ones group will fully participate in organizational tasks
and ,%ull “their.own weight.” N TE, e

3. Belief that the group can functionally organize itself for effective optimum per-
formance because of its members’ extensive knowledge of each others strengths and
weaknesses. )

4. Affective or emotional ties between soldiers as friends or buddies characterized
by mutual trust and confidence and belief in group .members’ personal reliability.

5. Significant openness of relationships and expectation. that support will be pro-
vided. by other soldiers to help group members to deal with personal, family and or-
ganizational stress and minimize its effects, o v

6. Belief that members of the primary group are committed to taking care of each
other and that in situations.of stress, pressure, challenge or danger, will look out
for, protect and aid each other.

Analytically we normally assess these components of Horizontal Cohesion in
terms of three more inclusive factors:

1. Affective bonding in the groups.

2. Military skill, competence and effectiveness.

}?. Instrumental ties, e.g., reciprocal obligations to protect and “look out for” each
other, .

B..Extended Vertical Cohesion:

Of equdl importance to horizontsl cohesion 28 = sustaining factor in combat are
the soldier’s perceptions of and relationships with his leaders. Like extended hori-
zontal cohesion, extended vertical cohesion 18 also & multiplex measure. It integrates
the soldier’s perceptions and ‘evaluations of ‘the key leaders'in‘his chain‘of command

. and is an expression of general leader-soldier “integration.” It is also weighted by

the soldier's perception of the unit’s key and critical leaders. In establis ing the
company. or battery context and climate these leaders are; the Company/Battery
Commander, the First Sergeant and the Platoon Sergeant. When deployed, the Pla-
toon leaders importance rises dramatically. )

The primary components of extended vertical cohcgion include the.following basic
elements which bear.on unit effectiveness and psychological resiliency:

1. Perceived technical and tactica! competency of leaders.

2. Perceived ‘degree.to which leaders are concerned .abouit the personal lives, needs
and “dignity” of their subordinates, including perceived equity and lack of favor-

3. Perceived degree of predictability of leader actions, clecisions, time management
agd prioritization of soldier activities and needs, particiJarly as it reflects upon (2)
above,

4. Perceived level and accuracy of leader-soldier cornmunication.

5. Leader abilities to impart skills to soldiers and provide effective training.

These components are normally subsumed into two broader factors characterizing
extended vertical cohesion. These are: -

l.bPerceived professional and technical competency, trustworthiness to lead in
combat, :

2. Perceived care and concern for the soldier.

A number of other perceptions, grounded in the soldiérs actual experiences in the
uriit, the challenges that the unit%::s met together through time, ongoing patterns
of training, weapons system operation and maintenance, trust in the tactical com-
petency of the unit overall, anfpemeived unit concern for soldiers' families also con-
tribute to the development of patterns of cohesion and to the psychological readiness
of the unit to enter combat and sustain itself.

FACTORS THAT ESTABLISH UNIT COHESION

Horizontal and vertical cohesion .and the interactive, behavioral and perceptual
components discugsed above do not exist as an isolated set of interpersonal actions.
They are the product of a set of powerful contextual factors that establish the envi-
ronment and conditions in which the interactive and interpersonal actions and per-
ceptions take place. These contextual factors shape and order the perceptions and
acts that we measure as “cohesion.”

PR R
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The contextual factors necessary to create small unit cohesion in Army organiza-
tions are derived froin the following wider patterns:

1. A common and shared organizational culture and values.

2. Common status and primary identity as soldiers, for all members of the unit.

3. A commonly shared language, constructs, and metaphors characterizing mem-
bers of the primary group.

4, Experiences in which the up collectively undergoes & series of challenges
and stresses and successfully achieves a set of goals in which the members of the
group see themseclves as having successfully mastered a set of skills and dem-
onstrated their compelency executing these skills in order to achieve their goals.

5. Minimal unnecessary turbulence and continuity of tenure within units,

THE CREATION OF A COMMON ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND VALUES

The primary mechanism and process utilized by the U.S. Army for socializing sol-
diers into 8 common organizational culture with common values and language, and
a common identity is Initial Entry Training (IET). We have had occasion to study
IET four times in the past 30 odd years. It consistently proves to be the most power-
ful creator of the contextual bases for cohesion as well as the single most powerful
bonding experience and model of the behavior required to be part of a military
group for first term soldiers.

IET provides, for almost all soldiers who complete it, a series of both individual
and group successes in the form of tasks accomplished and mastery gained. In its
collective tasks, its buddy system, its structured demands for interdependent and
cooperative behavior, its highlg' defined requirement for group support to ensure
success, and its well structure
“f’obs well done,” it provides both the opportunity for and the experience of extraor-
dinary bonding to the soldiers who are members of the primary group.

The primary group may center on the squad, but usually extends to include the
entire IET platoon and secondarily the company. This ex'perience creates much of
the im,ema]pmode] the young so]d)i,er will carry into the field Army. For the over-
whelming majority of young soldiers, the IET experience is unique and represents
a significant discontinuity from previous patterns of living and social relationships
centered on individual performance and individual nced satisfaction.

Most critically, the individual undergoes a positive identity transformation, from
civilian to soldier. This new identity establishes the young soldier's new status posi-
tion and creates that set of expectations and cultural norms about the bounds and
content of soldierly behavior expected of self and others. The new soldier almost in-
variably sees this IET period and identity transformation as a transition involving
great personal growth and maturation,

For the overwhelming majority of trainees the experience of IET is also char-
ismatic in the traditional sense of that word, Part of the identity transformation and
extraordinarily positivé tesponse that the new soldier feels comes from the powerful
experience of bonded membership in highly organized and effective primary and sec-
ondary grougs; the IET squad and platoon, the company and the Army. The new
soldier sees himself as possessing greatly increased personal confidence, competency
and ability. There is a mew sense of power to meet allenges and conquer obstacles
derived from membership in his military group, its support and the successes
achieved in the course of the training process. This transformation is buttressed by
the strong bonding of trainees to their primary group leaders, their Drill Sergeants
who serve as powerful role models afler whom trainees begin to shape an ‘mold
their own behavior. Drill Sergeants are perceived as emboiiiments of competency
and effectiveness. Highly skilled leaders and teachers, taking care of their men and
solving the problems of group members. They are also perceived as possessing ex-
ceptional power and authority, particularly to make the Army system responsive to
soldiers’ real needs,

The leaders, greatest potency in defining the military group and creating its sig-
nificance for new soldiers comes from their capacity to lead and teach, bringing the
group from one measurable success to another. The training process and its leaders
create a cognitive model of the cohesive, effective, military unit. They create the con-
ditions in which new soldiers internalize this model. Esteemed leaders work to en:
hance the bonding of the group, the importance of this bonding, both individual and
collective self esteem, confidence and interdependence. :

This takes place through continuous drill sergeant and trainee interaction and
continuous role modeling and encouragement of bonding within a structure that
tries to achieve continuous interplay between individual and collective success in
achieving high density of visible goals.

feedback and reward system for task mastery and °

i
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This pattern of events and experiences in training, underlain by the continuing
and consistent suﬁport and help that trainees must give each other, develops power-
ful ties between the members of the group. It also creates the anticipation that such
ties are critical to the maintenance and sustenance of all future primary military
grou s the soldier will enter. Initially, the reasons for the necessity for such stron

onding are primarily instrumental and operational, but they also develop signifi-
cant aflective and emotional content. Thia content is primarily expressed, particu-
larly in the latter part of the training cycle, in the concept of the rimary group
“being like a family:” Fellow trainees, particularly “buddies,” build upon the re.
quireg buddy (fairin and primary group regponsibilities in training. Wﬁ?le in most
cases the bonding of the group in'the training company is seen as transient, it cre-
ates a{)owerful and important template. The effective primary group is to be a fam-
ily or like a family. The more cohesive the grotllj;la’l-‘the more extensively and inten-
sively soldier relationships are seen as familial. imary group obligations and com-
mitments are-seen as those siblings are expected to have to each other, imbued with
the same level of commonality and trust that siblings.should feel. :

This socialization or “soldierization” process experienced in.the Army Trainin
Center critically defines for the new soldier & new and . werful and appendeg
role—soldier, and the behaviors.to be-expected from those who play.that role,

Initial Entry Training does not replace the previous personality or values brought
into the Army by the new soldier. Rather it adds to these a new role with a new
set.of behaviors and standards, those that are to be exhibited, expected of others,
and acted upon while serving as a soldier and as & member of a squad, team or
crew,

These. new role perceptions and.the new and powerfiil knowledge that the group
and jts. members’ .gghavior Aare crilical to ones own performance and potential sur-
vival have important.consequences, both in the IET company and in future assign-
ments, The trainees become more attentive over time to the abilities and behavior
af-their fellows. In the. forging-ground.of the training:company, one’s behavior comes
under a'searching scrutiny that seldom, if ever, exists in civil life, Bath gross behav-
jor and nuances are.continually evaluated by other trainees. The _(i)oor performer,
the non-adaptor or non-learner, the .probable delinquent, ‘the individual who places
his or her own immediate needs above the welfare of the group, and others who im-
gmss their peers over time as potential ineffectivencss come to be seen as long term

angers to the group. ) ) :

Initially the group will support, help, and'try to work with each of its members.
Ultimately, however, the %1“)“ will reject the ‘individual who appears to embody a
threat based ui)ori his or her %ehavior._ That person will he extruded and isolated.
The ﬁmup will behaviorally disen%a e from the extruded member and psycho-
logically bound itself against him an eave him to fail by himself, -

COMMON STATUS AND PRIMARY IDENTITY o

Each time a soldier enters .a new unit, he or she .is the object of a quiet but
searching asgessment by the memibers of the primary group-already there. While
some people are accepted and bonded into the unit almost immediately, much of our
data has demonstrated a two hased aspect to the incorporation process, The first
phase involves assessment of the soldier as member of the group in garrison. Most
soldiers maintain that it takes between 2 and 5 weeks to determine whether a new
squad or platoon member is trustworthy, meets standards, and shares enough of a
common culture to be bonded into the group. The process is more intense for those
who live in the barracks, where off duty time as well as duty time is shared, and
more focussed on duty performance and behavior for the married soldier who lives
off post. The second phase takes place during the first shared prolonged field exer-
cise where the newcomer is again assessed, both in terms of field and potential com-
bat skills, and in terms of his or her ability to get along with others under condi-
tions of strin, en? and deprivation. During duty hours, in the field or when de-
ployed the ingjvi ual is continuously evaluated by his or her peers a8 a “person,”
88 & group member demonstrating primary loyalty and trustworthiness to the
group, and in the exhibition of technical competence. Presenting a non-group based
identity or commitment to the group has the potential to ruFt.ure group bonding.
If such-an identity is perceived as threatening to the survival of the group in combat
ag, for example, the occasional insistence of drug users in Vietnam on -using drugs
when on patrol, the group will take extreme. and hostile action. The soldier must
“belong” and belonging de(rendx upon each member of the group playing his or her
appropriate role while on duty, ’

e profound interdependency that characterizes military groups is grounded in
the need for extraordinary levg{s of interpersonal trust. Common language, values
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and gzmeptions are the modes of communicating and expressing this trust. It is the
foundation of that ultimately selfless and extraordinarly intimate agape-like love
that characterizes the primary %roup in combat. As one wounded veteran put it dur-
ing World War 11, as quoted in The American Soldier:

“You know the men in’I{our’outﬁt. You have to be loyal to them. The men
et close knit together. They like each other—quit their petty bickering and
aving enemies, gfyhde nd on each other—wouldn't do anything to let the

rest of them down, ey’ﬁe rather be killed than do that. They begin to think

the world of each other. It’s the main thing that keeps a guy from going hay-

wire,” .
This same deep intimacy is implicit in the following passage from Roger Little's
study of »n infantry Company in Korea when he was assigned to during

the Korean Conflict:
. From comments of those men and others, and the way they behaved, a

set of norms that seemed to guide the behavior of buddies can be formulated.
First, a buddy had to “onderstand” in a deeply personal sense. Buddies be-
came therapists to one another, Infantrymen were most likely to encounter situ-
ations provoking unusual and deviant reactions, One man said of another whom
he had as a buddy, “Our minds seem to run together.” “A buddy understands
you and is interested in your story., Some big mouths talk as if everyone is in-
terested in their story, but they’re not. You've got to find a guy you like and
he likes you, then you're buddies and you know he’ll listen to you when you
l_v;/ant to talk, A buddy shares everything; if you don’t get mail, he lets you read
is.”

This same ‘}wofundjty of the relationship between combat soldiers (in this case
Marines) in Vietnam was feelingly put by Philip Caputo in his introduction to A

Rumor of War:

“I have also attempted to describe the intimacy of life in infantry battalions,
where the communion between men is as profound as any between lovers. Actu-
ally, it is_more so. It does not demand for ita sustenance the reciprocity, the
pledges of affection, the endless reassurances required by the love of men an
women. It is, unlike marriage, a bond that cannot he broken by a word, by bore-
fdom or divorce, or b angn ing other than death. Sometimes even that is not
strong enough. Two friends of mine died trying to save the corpses of their men
from the battlefield. Such devotion, simple and selfless, the sentiment of belong-
ing to each other, was the one decent thing we found in a conflict otherwise no-
table for its monstrosities.”

In our work in both Operation Just Cause and Operation Desert Storm we heard
the same theme expressed over and over again. In squad after squad, in its simplest
" and most powerful form we were told:

"‘We';hre family. We are brothers. We can make it only because we have each
other. :

OTHER FACTORS BEARING UPON COHESION

A number of other factors that bear upon military units are worth mentioning at
this point. Cont,inuit;jr and tenure in the military unit with- ample time for both mas-
tery of collective skills and establishment of the deep relationships of trust is criti-
cal. Such tenure, combined with pmlonqed, demanding and challenging field train-
ing provided the basic conditions for soldiers getting to know each other in depth.
It brings with it the intimate knowledge of cach other, of skills, strengths and weak-
nesses, and knowledge of how to PE‘)rovxde both emotional and technical support that
both creates and sustains the highly effective unit, The highest average levels of co-
hesion that we have ever measured in regular Army units that are not “hyper-elite”
like the Ranger battalions,-were units in Saudi Arabia in November/December of
1990 and early January of 1991. In all of our interviews, as well as our quantitative
data, soldiers were agreed that the prolonged period of living together with each
other and their leaders, working together, training hard, and becominﬁu“a family”
was critical to their abiiity to withstand the ];)rolonged stresses of the Shield period
(Separation, heat, crowding, isolation, etc.). It was also widely reeived as having
been critical to the achievement of the extremely high level of eflectiveness and suc-
cess when committed to combat, There was a widespread feeling that the very hi
Jevels of cohesion and corporate skill achieved in the desert had been critical in the
absol:ltge minimization of the number of casualties that U.S. ground forces had taken
in combat.
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It should be pointed out that our follow up work on ODS has shown a drop in
the high levels of cohesion that characterized the force in ODS. While some of this
was predictable our interviews have indicated that an: ﬁpgreciable amount of this
drop is probably due to the high levels of turbulence and turnover that have come
with the down sizing of the Army and the withdrawal of troops from Germany.

The issue of continuity and pmlonged field and training time together is oly special
importance given the demography of the new valunteer, professional army with its
high married content. In the era of the draft army the majority of off duty time was
spent with other soldiers in ones unit, today this is true only of the sin&le, unmar-
ried soldier living in the billets. The married soldier spends his or her off duty time
with spouse and ‘children. Overall this has lessened the degree to which informal,
offduty relationships and interaction extend and support interpersonal bonding in
the company or battery. High levels of bonding thus appear to require more continu-
ity of tenure and field experience than they may have in the past.

COHESION AND FUTURE ‘WARFARE"

We face grave difficulties whenever we-attempt to extrapolate from today to “the
day dfter tomorrow.”. However 1 believe that only in understanding the compellin
enduring human realities of .combat and military organization can we contend witﬁ
the: future, I would -offer:the thought that-technological advances, smaller forces,
battleficld dispersal and the shift to a force projection modality have made the con-
tinuin%:maintenance of-highly cohesive military units more important to the future
than they even have been in the past and the immediate present. In the past, in
time of danger we have usually been, one way or another, afforded the luxury of
time in which to create highly cohesive units to counterpunch or strike the enemy.
When we have not had that luxury the resultis, as in the initidl weeks of the Korean
Conflict, were disastrous for our soldiers. The speed ‘with which events and their
consequences now overtake us make it imperative that our forces be able to make
an immediate -transition -from peace-to. war. High continuing levels of cohesion are
critical to making transition with maximum unit effectiveness and minimal short
or.long tern.negative effects :on the mental and physical. health of the. soldier. We
must always remain: aware-of -the admonition of Cato the Elder and it should con-
stantly underlie concerns that:

“ ... misconduct in the common affairs of life may be retrieved, but that it
is quite otherwise in war, where errors are fatal and without remedy; and are
followed by ‘immediate punishment.” .

COHESION, STRESS, TRAUMA AND MENTAL HEALTH: SOME FINDINGS FROM JUST CAUSE
AND DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM

In the last two armed conflicts that U.S. Army units-have been cngaged in we
have, among many other factors and findings been able to establish quantitatively
as well as qualitatively that:

1. Buddy and fellow squad and platoon members are the primary sources of social
support enabling the soldier to deal with the anticipatory stresses of combat, the
stresses of the combat situation and post-combat feelings,

2. That both horizontal and vertical cohesion of the unit during the combat period

" and the unit-in the post.combat period have strong effects on the post combat ad-

justment-and‘the levels of post combat.stress symptoms that the soldier experiences.

3. That both pre and post combat ‘psychological symptoms are-significantly af-
fected by levels . of unit .cohesion. Expected apprehension about potential commit-
ment to combat is not simply an individual and independent phenomenon but is me-
diated and affected by unit cohesion levels.

4. The primary faclors in the management of deployment stress were squad/pla-
toon cohesion and leader behavior and image. :

5. Perception of leaders exerted a strong effect on levels of report of psychological
symptoms by soldiers.

6. Consistently, our longer term follow up shows that post combat stress symp-
torns a}r‘xd past combat adjustment are both mediated by levels of past and présent
unit cohesion, :

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Dr, Marlowe. . ‘

I think we will go back to our normal 6-minute.rule, and I will
ask the clerk tonotify each of us when our time has expired.

Senator Thurmond, would you like to'make an opening state-
rr}xlent before I start my questions? I would be glad for you to do
that, : '
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Chairman, I regret I had a conflict and
could not be here to follow your opening statement.

The focus of today’s hearing is cohesion and the potential impact
of any change in the Department of Defense policy excluding
avowed homosexuals from military service,

Cohesion has been characterized as the glue that holds a team
together. It is what binds a number of individuals into a unit and
is recognized as one of the most critical, yet most elusive and frag-
ile, qualities of military units. Cohesion 18 an intangible quality. %t
cannot be quantified, but evidence of its presence or absence can
be sensed or felt by those in a unit and by observers trained to un-
derstand cohesion.

Our witnesses today have studied and written about cohesion
and those attributes which contribute to or subvert cohesion in
military units. Their studies help us understand why one unit is
successful while a similar unit is not able to meet the same per-
formance standards. '

I am sure they can describe the factors affecting cohesion better
than any of us, but the noted military scholar, S.L.A. Marshall,
listed five factors which he says promote cohesion.

According to Marshall, the following factors are essential to cohe-
sion: first, members share common values and experiences. Next,
individuals conform to the group norms and behavior. Next, mem-
bers give up individual identity in favor of a group identity. Next,
members develop a dependency on each other, and last, group
members must meet all standards of performance and behavior.

Now, whether we agree on these five factors or not, I think we
will all agree that in order for a military unit to be successful, it
must function as a team. The soldiers, sailors, airmen, or marines,
must view the unit almost as a family unit,

The unit must be the source of positive things. It must establish
and enforce performance and behavioral standards. It must provide
an environment of mutual respect and trust. Successful, well-
trained, well-prepared, ready units share these traits.

We here in the Congress and as a nation must not do anly;thing
which will undermine the cohesion in our military. I think the im-
pact on cohesion and ultimately on readiness is the single most im-
portant consideration in this debate, and I look forward to hearins
from our witnesses today, and I hope they can help us understan
this fragile concept and what the potential impact of changing the
homosexual policy may have.

I am sure we will come back to the record of this hearing many
times as we deliberate on our decision. It is easy to become dis-
tracted and lose focus during the discussions on the wisdom of
changing the current ban. As we hear from advocates from both
sides, we must maintain our focus. We must not become distracted,
The impact on cohesion and military readiness is the critical factor.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Chairman NUNN. Thank you, Senator Thurmond.

Let me start, Dr. Henderson and Dr. Korb, with a statement. Dr.
Korb has stated his view that the question of whether the presence
of openly gay men and lesbians in the armed services would under-
mine fighting effectiveness cannot be answered definitively until
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the policy is actually changed. Do you have a view on that, Dr.
Henderson?

Dr. HENDERSON. I first of all do not agree with that. I think we
know enough now about what causes co esion, and what the reg-
uisites are for cohesion and so on, that we can very accurately say
what the effects would be if you introduce certain situations into
a military unit.

Chairman NUNN. What do you think the effects would be?

Dr. HENDERSON. The effects would be far more substantial than
Dr. Korb indicate. I think he %:eatly minimized the problems in-
volved. He cited, for instance, the foreign military experiences and
the race experience.

If 1 can just take a minute to talk about those two bits of -evi-
dence, first of all, when the armed forces were integrated racially,
it was:in 1953 when it-actually did happen. At that time, the then-
equivalent to the Joint Chiefs of ‘Staff, the military leadership, ap-
proved of it. It was a military necessity, and they approved of that
integration. They at that time did not think it would be disruptive
to the extent that they could not deal with it.

Also noteworthy at’that time, only 31 percent of the soldiers felt
that the services should not be integrated racially at that time,
which is far different than what we have today, and I will cite
some- of those statistics a little bit later, , L

Chairman NUNN. Now, Dr. Korb gave a figure, 80 percent of the
white, I believe, soldiers opposed that. You are saying. 30 percent.
You give your source. ) :

Dr. HENDERSON. I think he said sometime in 1943, and he said
later it was down to 50-0dd percent, but by 1953 it had gone down
to 31 percent.

Dr. Kors. What I said was, in.1943 it was .80 percent. By 1951
it was 44 percent, and I stopped there, and he is right as the pol-
icy—-vo . :

Chairman NUNN. So we do not have a disagreement on numbers,
we just have a time frame-difference. ' R

Dr. HENDERSON. That is right. So what I am saying is, when it
actually did happen in 1953, only 31 percent of the soldiers were

~ against it, and as [ say, right now, on the homosexual issue we are

talking 70, 78 percent of the soldiers are strongly against it, and
I will come to that in a moment, ' ~

What you also find back then is that the American public
changed its attitude towards race very quickly. It was broached
and there was rapid change in American culture about race, and
everybody eventually came around to, integration is right very
quickly. You do not find that in today’s public about the homo-
sexual issue, L ‘

If you go back and look at the National Opinion Research Survey
Council gata that tracks these things over time, the University of

Chicago 20 years ago, 67 percent of the American public felt that -

homosexual lifestyle was wrong. Today, in the ‘last 20 years, it is
actually hardenedy somewhat. We have 71 percent of the American
public today feels that homosexual lifestyle is wrong, 80 you do not
see the movement on the homosexual issue that you saw on the ra-
cial issue previously, and so that really makes it not analogous, as
far as I can see. : .
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