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10.  WHAT IS KNOAN ABOUT UNI T COHESI ON AND M LI TARY PERFORMANCEL

OVERVI EW

President dinton’s nenorandum of January 29, 1993, directed the
Secretary of Defense to draft an Executive order that would end
di scrimnation on the basis of sexual orientation in the mlitary “in a
manner that is practical, realistic, and consistent with the high
standards of conbat effectiveness and unit cohesion our Armed Forces
must maintain.”2 At present, there is no scientific evidence regarding
the effects of acknow edged honbsexuals on a unit’'s cohesi on and conbat
ef fectiveness. Thus, any attenpt to predict the consequences of
allowing themto serve in the U S mlitary is necessarily specul ative.

During the Senate Arned Services Committee hearings on the topic in
Mar ch-June 1993, there was a division of opinion anong nmilitary socia
scientists as to the likely effects of lifting the ban. Retired Col one
Wl liam Darryl Henderson, (fornmer Commander of the Arnmy Research
Institute), Dr. David Marlowe (Chief of Mlitary Psychiatry at Walter
Reed Arny Institute of Research), and Professor Charles Myskos
(Departnent of Sociol ogy, Northwestern University) predicted that the
presence of acknow edged honpbsexual s woul d significantly disrupt unit
cohesion. Ohers, including Dr. Lawence Korb (Brookings Institution),
Prof essor David Segal (Departnent of Sociol ogy, University of Maryland),
and Professor Judith Stei hm (Departnment of Political Science, Florida
International University), disagreed.

It is inmportant to recognize at the outset that the mlitary's
concern about cohesion and unit functioning is not new. Cohesion is not
now- - and probably never has been--uniformy high (e.g., Giffith, 1989;
Hender son, 1985, 1990; Manning and | ngraham 1983; Scull, 1990; Siebold

and Kelly, 1988a), and the mlitary intervenes whenever a unit becones

1This chapter was prepared by Robert MacCoun. John D. Wnkler,
Andrew Cornell, and Susan Adler assisted in the background research
Bryan Hal | mark, Susan Hosek, and Bruce Ovis provided constructive
revi ews.

2Menor andum for the Secretary of Defense, Ending Discrimnation on
the Basis of Sexual Orientation in the Arnmed Forces, January 29, 1993.
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seriously dysfunctional for any reason. Because of this |ongstanding
concern, there is a fairly sizeable research literature on unit
cohesion--its nature and its correlates. This chapter provides a
critical review of this research literature and its inplications for the

current policy debate.

Assunptions and Focus of the Chapter
To narrow the focus, the analysis in this chapter is prenised upon
t hree assunptions that appear to be wi dely shared by both sides of the

current policy debate:

. There is no scientific evidence, and no conpelling reason to
bel i eve, that honpbsexuals are inherently |ess capable of
performing mlitary tasks than are heterosexual s.

. There is considerabl e evidence that honbsexual s al ready serve
inthe US mlitary, and always have, al beit npbst have not
openly acknow edged their status, or have acknow edged it only
to some coll eagues. Thus, concerns about cohesion pertain to
acknow edged honobsexual status, not sexual orientation per se,
and to how an individual’s acknow edged honmpsexual ity woul d
af fect the group.

. If allowed to serve, honmpbsexuals in the nilitary would be held
to standards of conduct, appearance, deneanor, and performance

at least as stringent as the standards for heterosexuals.

G ven these assunptions, the central question of the chapter is:

Wiat effect will the presence of acknow edged honpbsexual s have

on the cohesion and perfornmance of a given mlitary unit?

The Literature Review

The literature reviewed in this chapter was identified by an
ext ensi ve search of the research base, including conputerized literature
searches in Psychol ogi cal Abstracts and Defense Technical |nfornation

Center (DTIC). The review covers al nost 50 years of scientific research
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published by nilitary, academ ¢, and industrial-organi zationa
researchers, supplenented by conversations with a variety of experts.
The research was conducted in a variety of settings and exam nes a
variety of different types of groups: mlitary units, sports teans,
i ndustrial work groups, and participants in |aboratory experinments. It
shoul d be noted that mlitary agencies have funded a | arge share of the
academ c | aboratory research on snall group performance; indeed, nuch of
the acadenic literature was stinmulated by mlitary research questions.

Over 185 research articles and books were consulted, including
studies by the Arny Research Institute, the Walter Reed Arny Institute
of Research, and other mlitary sources; experinmental studies of small
group behavior; research on sports teans and industrial -organi zati ona
wor kgroups; and theoretical and enpirical anal yses of stereotyping,
intergroup contact, and attitudes and their relationship to behavior
In addition, many of the nation’s |eading experts on these topics were
consulted. A conplete Iist of references and interviewees is contained
in the Bibliography at the end of this report.

A few caveats regarding relevant research are in order. First,
anecdotes and i npressionistic statenents are a powerful source of
hypot heses about unit cohesion, but by thensel ves they cannot provide
scientific evidence as to the validity of those hypotheses (Garvey and
Dilulio, 1993). Anecdotal information is difficult to verify, can be
di storted by nenory | oss or other factors, cannot deternine cause-and-
ef fect relationships, and may provide an unrepresentative sanple of the
phenonenon in question (N sbett and Ross, 1980). 1In this chapter
anecdotal or inpressionistic information is cited only as a source of
hypot heses, or as a neans of illustrating certain phenonena established
by nore systenatic enpirical research

Second, as in nost social research, there tends to be a tradeoff in
the cohesion literature between the scientific rigor of a study and its
generalizability to conbat and other “real -world” settings.
Fortunately, there appears to be consi derabl e convergence between the
findings of |aboratory and field studies on group cohesion and its
ef fects, although known discrepancies are identified in the chapter

However, even the nilitary field studies generally only sinulate actua
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conbat conditions. Thus, existing research on the cohesi on-performance
relationship is nost readily generalizable to nonconbat conditions,

whi ch characterize the situation of nmost military units, nost of the
time. The likely effects of the stresses of conbat on cohesion and

performance are discussed later in the chapter

Key Issues in the Review
To address the central question of how the presence of acknow edged
honosexual s may affect unit cohesion, the chapter addresses the

foll owi ng concepts and issues:

. The cohesion concept: the ways in which cohesi on has been
defined and neasured, the effects of cohesion on perfornmance
and copi ng under stress, and the factors that pronote or hinder
cohesion. A key finding fromthis reviewis that there are
nmul tiple types of cohesion, with different consequences for
per f or mance.

. What these principles of unit cohesion inply about the
consequences of all ow ng acknow edged honpbsexuals to serve in
the mlitary. This exami nation indicates that sonme types of
cohesion are nore likely to be affected than others, and this
has inportant inplications for nilitary perfornance.

. The Iikely preval ence of acknow edged honbsexuals in nilitary
units. This has inportant inplications for the scale of the
phenonenon, the ways in which cohesion night be affected, and
the Iikelihood of contact with acknow edged honbsexual s.

. The conditions of intergroup contact that can bring about a
reduction in hostility and stereotyping and the extent to which
these conditions are likely to be met in the mlitary.

. Factors that nmay enhance or deter behavi oral expressions of
negative attitudes.

. Concerns about whether heterosexuals will obey an acknow edged

honmosexual | eader.
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UNI T COHESI ON AND | TS EFFECTS ON PERFORVANCE
What |'s Cohesion?3

Sone military researchers (e.g., Marlowe, 1979; Siebold and Kelly,
1988a) draw a distinction between horizontal cohesion--the bondi ng anong
menbers of a unit--and vertical cohesion--the bondi ng between unit
nmenbers and their |eaders. Wile this distinction is useful, it can
beconme somewhat cunbersone when each type of cohesion is further
subdi vided. Thus, this chapter will use the term “cohesion” to refer to
hori zontal cohesion, and the terns “l eadership” and “fol |l owership” to
refer to downward and upward vertical cohesion, respectively.

Def i ni ng Cohesion. The nobst popul ar definition of group cohesion
was of fered by Leon Festinger in 1950. Festinger defined cohesion quite
broadly as “the resultant of all the forces acting on all the nenbers to
remain in the group” (p. 274). Festinger’'s definition grew out of his
study of the cohesion of voluntarily forned social groups. As a result,
it seens overinclusive in the mlitary context, since mlitary personne
have only a limted role in choosing their unit menberships.

QO hers have defined cohesion nore narrow y by enphasi zi ng the

1

quality of the rel ationships anbng group nenbers: “...that group
property which is inferred fromthe nunber and strength of nutual
positive attitudes anong the menbers of a group” (Lott and Lott, 1965,
p. 259), “...nenbers’ positive valuation of the group and their

“

notivation to continue to belong to it” (Janis, 1983, p. 4), or .a
positive expressive relationship anong two or nore actors” (Etzioni
1975, p. 280).

Understandably, military definitions tend to define cohesion in the

context of the conbat m ssion; for exanple:

. “...we define nmlitary cohesion as the bondi ng together of

nmenbers of a unit or organization in such a way as to sustain

3The ternms “cohesion” and “cohesiveness” are used interchangeably
in the research literature. Since the former termis nmore conmmon in
mlitary parlance we will use it except when directly quoting authors
who use the latter term
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their will and commtnment to each other, their unit, and the
m ssion” (Johns et al., 1984, p. iXx);

. “...cohesion exists in a unit when the primary day-to-day goals
of the individual soldier, of the small group with which he
identifies, and of unit |eaders, are congruent--with each
giving his primary loyalty to the group so that it trains and
fights as a unit with all nmenbers willing to risk death and
achi eve a conmon objective” (Henderson, 1985, p. 4);

. “Unit cohesion [is the] result of controlled, interactive
forces that lead to solidarity within mlitary units, directing
the soldiers toward conmon goals with an express conmitnent to
one another and to the unit as a whole” (Dictionary of United
States Arny Terns, 1986, p. 174, quoted in Odiver, 1990a, p.

4);

. “...cohesion is a unit or group state varying in the extent to
whi ch the mechani sms of social control maintain a structured
pattern of positive social relationships (bonds) between unit
nmenbers, individually and collectively, necessary to achieve

the unit or group’s purpose” (Siebold and Kelly, 1988a, p. 1).

Measuri ng Cohesion. Many authors have comented on the
difficulties of translating definitions of cohesion into scientifically
useful neasurenents (e.g., Beeber and Schmitt, 1986; Carron, 1982;
Carron, Wdneyer, and Brawl ey, 1985; Cartwight, 1968; Hogg, 1992;

Mudr ack, 1989a, 1989b; diver, 1990a; Stein, 1976). Al though cohesion
m ght seeminherently “intangible,” some investigators have been able to
devel op neasures of cohesion that have adequate reliability--that is,
consi stency over time and across questionnaire itens (e.g., Carron et
al ., 1985; Siebold and Kelly, 1988a; Yukel son, Wi nberg, and Jackson
1984). A nore persistent probleminvolves the frequent failure to

di stinguish a variety of concepts that are often |isted as aspects of

cohesion, 4 incl udi ng:

4'n the jargon of psychometrics, this is the problem of construct
validity (Canpbell and Fiske, 1959; Nunnally, 1978)--do the instrunents
actual ly neasure the abstract construct we want to neasure, no nore and
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. noral e

. esprit de corps

. noti vation

. sati sfaction

. nmutual friendship, caring, interpersonal attraction
. shared goal s, teamwork, coordination

. group pride, group prestige, group status

Sone witers use the terms “norale” and “cohesion” interchangeably
inthe mlitary literature, but others distinguish norale from cohesion
intwo ways. First, while cohesion is generally viewed as a
characteristic of small groups (see Millen and Copper, 1993; Siebold and
Kel ly, 1988a), sone view norale as a characteristic of individuals as
wel |l as groups (e.g., Gl and Manning, 1987; G oss, 1954; |ngraham and
Manni ng, 1981, cited in Bartone, 1989, p. 4). Second, norale is
generally viewed as a nore general, diffuse, and inclusive concept than
cohesion; norale is thought to reflect the general |evel of notivation
and satisfacti on anong nenbers of a group or organi zation (Bartone,
1989; Motowi dl o and Bornan, 1978). |Indeed, “norale” is sonmetines used
as a catch-all term “Apparently any nental state which bears on a
soldier’s performance reflects his norale, anything at all in his
environnent can affect his norale, and any aspect of his performance
i ndicates quality of his norale” (Motowidlo et al., 1976, p. 49, cited
in Gal and Manning, 1987). Although scientific neasures of noral e have

been devel oped (e.g., Mtow dl o and Bornan, 1978), it is sonetines

no less? It is particularly difficult to establish the construct
validity of hypothetical attributes of groups, rather than individuals
(see Longley and Pruitt, 1980; Park, 1990). For exanple, although
cohesion is defined as a characteristic of groups, it is frequently
neasured by averagi ng together the relationshi ps anong individuals. As
is shown below, this practice can obscure inportant differences in the
pattern of cohesion, because it does not take into account the
variability in ratings across nenbers (Carron, Wdneyer, and Braw ey,
1985; Cartwright, 1969; Evans and Jarvis, 1980; diver, 1990a). On the
ot her hand, sone direct nmeasures of the perceived cohesion of the group
as a whole--e.g., how well does the group “work together to get the job
done?”--inadvertently tap both cohesion and perfornmance, thereby
exaggerating their intercorrelation
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difficult to enpirically distinguish norale fromcohesion (e.g., Gal and
Manni ng, 1987). Another term “esprit de corps,” is sonetines used
synonynously with either noral e or cohesion, but cohesion is clearly the
preferred termanong nost nilitary and non-mlitary researchers.

Soci al Cohesion vs. Task Cohesion. As we shall see, using the sane
term-cohesion--to refer to concepts like “nutual friendship,” “caring,”
and “interpersonal attraction,” on the one hand, and “shared goals,”
“teammork,” and “coordination,” on the other, accounts for a great dea
of confusion about the effects of cohesion on group performance. |In the
early years of cohesion research, Festinger (1950), Back (1951) and
Gross and Martin (1952) each noted the possibility that there are
di fferent types of group cohesion. Although sone authors acknow edged
this idea throughout the 1960s and 1970s (Davis, 1969; M kal achki, 1969;
Shaw, 1976; Steiner, 1972), nost research either focused exclusively on
personal attraction (e.g., Lott and Lott, 1965), or el se haphazardly
m xed neasures of different types of cohesion, leaving the literature in
a fairly chaotic state (see Cartwight, 1968; Hogg, 1992; Mudrack
1989a; Shaw, 1976).

This situation began to change in the 1980s, with a renewed
recognition of the need to distinguish different types of cohesion. The
nost common distinction is between two types of cohesion that can be
| abel ed “soci al cohesion” and “task cohesion” (see Carron, 1982; Carron
W dneyer, and Braw ey, 1985; Davis, 1969; Giffith, 1988; M kal achki
1969; Mudrack, 1989; Millen and Copper, 1993; Siebold and Kelly, 1988a,
1988b; Tziner, 1982a, 1982b; Yoest and Trenble, 1985; Yukel son, Wi nberg,
and Jackson, 1984; Zaccaro and Lowe, 1988; Zaccaro and M:Coy, 1988):°

SMmul I en and Copper (1993) use the terms “interpersonal attraction”
and “conmitrment to task.” Siebold and Kelly (1988a) use the terns
“af fective bondi ng” and “instrunental bonding.” Tziner (1982) uses the
terns “soci o-enotional cohesiveness” and “task-oriented (instrunental)
cohesi veness.” Yoest and Trenble (1985) use the terns “interpersona
cl oseness” and “quality of work relationships.” Yukelson, Winberg, and
Jackson (1984) distinguish “attraction to the group” fromtwo aspects of
task cohesion: “quality of teamwork” and “unity of purpose.” Zaccaro
and Lowe (1988) use the ternms “interpersonal cohesiveness” and “task-
based cohesiveness.” This proliferation of terns has added to the
confusion in the literature; on the other hand, it indicates that
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. Soci al cohesion refers to the nature and quality of the
enotional bonds of friendship, liking, caring, and cl oseness
anong group nenbers. A group is socially cohesive to the
extent that its nmenbers |ike each other, prefer to spend their
social tine together, enjoy each other’s conpany, and fee
enotionally cl ose to one anot her.

. Task cohesion refers to the shared comitnent anong nenbers to
achieving a goal that requires the collective efforts of the
group. A group with high task cohesion is conmposed of nenbers
who share a common goal and who are notivated to coordi nate

their efforts as a teamto achieve that goal

This general distinction is supported by both experinmental and

correl ation evidence (Anthony et al., 1993; Back, 1951; Carron et al.
1985; Griffith, 1988; David Marl owe, personal comunication, April 6,
1993; Mullen and Copper, 1993; Mullen et al., in press; Siebold and

Kel |y, 1988a; Yoest and Trenbl e, 1985; Yukel son, Wi nberg, and Jackson
1984; Zaccaro and Lowe, 1988, Zaccaro and M:Coy, 1988).% Note that the
mlitary definitions |isted above tend to enphasi ze task cohesion

A nunber of researchers have distinguished a third type of cohesion
variously called “group pride,” “group prestige,” or “group status” (e.qg.
Back, 1951; Festinger, 1950; Mullen and Copper, 1993). However, there is
relatively little research on this factor, and it appears to involve
aspects of both social and task cohesion. For exanple, Tziner (1982a)
suggested that group pride appears to be another nanifestation of task
cohesi on, whil e Yukel son, Wi nberg, and Jackson (1984) found consi derable

over|l ap between group pride and social cohesion.’

several different research teans have nore or |ess independently
recogni zed the need for this distinction

6In Siebold and Kelly's (1988b) Pl at oon Cohesion |Index (PCl),
af fective and instrunental social cohesion | oaded on a single factor
but the PCl includes only two itens to assess each construct, providing
very low resolution. Siebold and Kelly’'s (1988a) analysis of their nore
conplete 79-item Conbat Pl at oon Cohesi on Questionnaire (CPCQ found a
clear distinction between the affective and instrunmental dinensions of
hori zont al cohesi on

"Anot her possibility, suggested by social identity theory, is that
group pride is an antecedent of social and task cohesion, rather than a
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What Effect Does Cohesion Have on Unit Perfornmance?

Over the years, many reviewers struggled to nmake sense of the
conflicting results across studi es of the cohesion-performance
rel ationship, in part because the rel evance of the social-task
di stinction was not fully appreciated (Carron and Chel |l adurai, 1981
Greene, 1989; Lott and Lott, 1965; Mudrack, 1989b; Shaw, 1976; Stogdill
1972). Wiile many studies reported a positive association, others were
unable to detect a relationship, and cohesion and perfornmance were even
negatively correlated in sone studies. Sone clarity has been provided
by recent applications of neta-analytic nethods for statistically
aggregating results across i ndependent studies.

Met a- anal yses by O iver (1988, 1990b), Evans and Dion (1991), and
Mul | en and Copper (1993), using overl apping collections of studies, al
i ndicate that, overall, there appears to be a nodest positive
rel ati onshi p between cohesi on and performance, although as we shall see,
the effect varies with different types of cohesion. Jdiver’s (1990b)
net a-anal ysis at the Arny Research Institute included 14 field studies
of existing working groups; she reported an average correl ation8 of .32.
Evans and Dion's (1991) neta-analysis included 16 studies, with an
average correlation of .36. The nobst conplete neta-anal ysis was
conducted by Brian Millen and Carol yn Copper (1993) of Syracuse
Uni versity, under contract to the Arny Research Institute. Millen and
Copper identified 49 studies containing 66 separate estinates of the
cohesi on-perfornmance link, with an average correl ation of .25.

Moderating Factors. The Millen and Copper neta-analysis provides a
detail ed exam nation of a nunber of variables that appear to noderate

t he cohesi on-perfornmance rel ationship--that is, the conditions under

conponent (see Tajfel and Turner, 1979; also see Hogg, 1992; Mackie and
Coet hal s, 1987).

8The npst conmon neasure of correlation is the Pearson correl ation
coefficient, r. A correlation of r = +1.00 indicates a perfect positive
rel ati onship between two variables, a correlation of r = -1.00 indicates
a perfect negative relationship (i.e., one variable decreases with an
increase in the other variable), and a correlation of r = 0.00 indicates

the conpl ete absence of a relationship between the two variables. In
t he behavioral sciences, r = .10 is generally considered a “snall”
correlation, r = .30 is considered a “nediunf correlation, and r = .50

is considered a “large” correlation (Cohen, 1988, pp. 79-80).
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which it is stronger or weaker. For exanple, the association is

strongest for sports teans (r = .54, n = 8 tests), significantly weaker
for mlitary units (r = .23, n = 10 tests) and other real work groups (r
= .20, n = 13 tests), and weakest for artificial groups (r = .16, n = 12

tests). The cohesion-perfornmance rel ationship was not associated with
the degree to which the task required high Ievels of interaction anbng
nmenbers; according to the authors, “this argues agai nst the notion that
cohesi veness i npacts upon performance by enhanci ng coordination and
‘“lubricating’ the group as a social systenf (p. 28).

Janis (1983, p. 248) suggested that “the duality of cohesiveness
may explain sone of the inconsistencies in research results on group
ef fectiveness.” This argunent is supported by the Mill en and Copper
(1993) neta-anal ysis. For each correlational study, they coded (wth
perfect interrater reliability) the proportion of questionnaire itens
t appi ng soci al cohesion (“interpersonal attraction”), task cohesion
(“comitnment to task”), and group pride. For experinental studies, four
judges each rated the mani pul ati ons of cohesion with respect to the
three types of cohesion. Because these three dinensions of cohesion
were correlated,® Mill en and Copper (1993) conputed residual neasures of
soci al cohesion, task cohesion, and group pride, partialling out their
shared variance. These anal yses indicated that only task cohesi on was
i ndependent |y associ ated with perfornmance; social cohesion and group
pride were not correlated with performance after statistically
controlling for task cohesion

Thus, Millen and Copper’s anal ysis suggests that it is task
cohesi on, not social cohesion or group pride, that drives group
performance. The association of task cohesion with perfornance is
entirely consistent with the results of hundreds of studies in the
i ndustrial -organi zati onal psychol ogy literature on the crucial role of
goal setting for productivity (see Locke and Latham 1990).

Reci procal Effects. O course, finding a correlation between

cohesi on and performance need not inply that cohesion causes

9Positively correlated (r = .49) for experinental studies;
negatively correlated (r = -.34) for correlational studies. Millen and
Copper suggest that the negative correlation mght be artifactual
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performance: It could sinply reflect the causal influence of
performance on cohesion (Oiver, 1990a). In fact, there is considerable
evi dence that successful performance is a powerful factor in pronoting
group cohesion. Mlitary training experts have long utilized this
phenonenon by providing opportunities for group success experiences
during training exercises. According to Davis (1969, p. 79), “it is
often said about real-life groups that there is nothing |like success to
i ncrease norale or group spirit. A near universal finding is that

cohesi veness generally increases with success.”

Usi ng adj usted cross-lagged panel analysis techniques, Millen and
Copper (1993) neta-anal yzed data from seven different correl ationa
studi es that assessed both cohesion and performance at multiple tine
peri ods. The results suggest that “while cohesiveness nay indeed | ead
the group to performbetter, the tendency for the group to experience
greater cohesiveness after successful performance nmay be even stronger”
(p. 32). This conclusion is bolstered by experinental studies that have
i ncreased group cohesion by providing groups with success feedback (see
Lott and Lott, 1965, pp. 277-278). Unfortunately, the existing
literature does not exam ne reciprocal effects separately by social vs.
task cohesion.

Del eterious Effects of Cohesion. Intuition suggests that people
who |i ke each other should be able to work together nore effectively
t han people who do not. Thus, the lack of an independent effect of
soci al cohesion in experinental studies, and the negative effect of
soci al cohesi on anong correl ati onal studies, nay seem sonewhat
counterintuitive. Actually, it has |ong been recogni zed that socia
cohesi on has conpl ex and sonetinmes del eterious effects on various
aspects of group performance. Both mlitary (Driskell, Hogan, and
Sal as, 1987; Kahan et al., 1985; Manning, 1985; Tziner and Vardi, 1982;
Wesbr ook, 1980) and non-nilitary (Davis, 1969; Janis, 1983; Lott and
Lott, 1965; Stogdill, 1972) research reviews have noted this phenonenon.
For exanple, in the mlitary context, Adans (1953; also Roby, cited in
Mudr ack, 1989b) found no associ ati on between a neasure of group harnony
and performance by bonber crews; Tziner and Vardi (1982) found no

associ ati on between a neasure of social cohesion and the performance
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ef fectiveness of Israeli tank crews;10 and McGrath (1962) found zero to
negative correl ati ons between neasures of the quality of socia

rel ati onships and the quality of performance in experinentally conposed
3-person ROTC rifle teans.

Janis (1983) argued that under some conditions, high social
cohesi on actual Iy underm nes the effectiveness of group deci sion-naking
processes, pronoting a state of ‘groupthink’. According to Janis, the
probability of groupthink is stronger “when hi gh cohesiveness is based
primarily on the rewards of being in a pleasant ‘clubby’ atnosphere or
of gaining prestige frombeing a nenber of an elite group than when it
is based primarily on the opportunity to function conpetently on work
tasks with effective co-workers” (p. 247). A recent neta-analysis of
ni ne studies of groupthink (Miullen et al., in press) supported the
predi ction that social cohesion pronmotes groupthink; interestingly, task
cohesi on appeared to prevent it from occurring.

Hi gh social cohesion can also result in excessive socializing that
interferes with task performance (see review by Lott and Lott, 1965;
Zaccaro and Lowe, 1988). Davis (1969, p. 79) noted that the “pleasure
frominteraction itself, in cohesive groups, sonmetines exceeds the task-
specific notivation, and greater energy is devoted to interpersona
relations than to overconing the task obstacles. Hence perfornance
suffers.” According to Steiner (1972, p. 126), “people who flock
t oget her because they find one another attractive may or nmay not be
inclined to work hard on a joint task. Perhaps they will be content
nerely to savor the joys of intinmate conpanionship, or be reluctant to
m x business with pleasure. Sociability does not necessarily breed
productivity.”

To argue that high social cohesion sonetines underm nes perfornmance
shoul d not be taken to inply that |ow social cohesion is actually
desirable; it isn't. Janis (1983, p. 248) proposes that “for nost

groups, optinmal functioning in decision-making tasks may prove to be at

10Tzi ner and Vardi (1982) did find an interaction of social
cohesi on and | eadership style on performance, such that relations-
oriented | eadershi p enhanced performance in | ow cohesi on groups. See
di scussi on of | eadership, bel ow
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a noderate | evel of cohesiveness” [enphasis added]. The sane principle
seens |likely to be true for other types of tasks.

Several authors have argued that the relationship between cohesion
and productivity is noderated by the goal adopted by the group (Bass,
1981; Berkowi tz, 1954; Davis, 1969; G eene, 1989; Mdrack, 1989b
Schachter et al., 1951; Shaw, 1976; Stogdill, 1972). According to Shaw
(1976, p. 205), “the problemoften is that groups do not set the sane
goals for thenselves that outside agencies...set for them Hence a
cohesive group nay achieve its own goals, but be relatively unproductive
with regard to the goals of the researcher.” Describing one such
exanpl e, Shaw (1976) noted that “the nore cohesive groups set socia
activity as their goal, and they apparently achieved this goal!” Davis
(1969, p. 79) argued that “... [an] increase in cohesiveness results in
an increase in pressures to uniformty. |If uniformty of response can
be achi eved nore easily on a wong or lowquality response, overal
performance will decline while satisfactory interpersonal relations may
be preserved.” According to Bion (quoted in Beeber and Schmitt, 1986),
“a highly cohesive group will successfully conplete whatever goals are
i nherent to its culture without regard for the desirability of the goals
to the superstructure surrounding the group.” Two early cohesion
experiments (Berkow tz, 1954; Schachter et al., 1951) denonstrated this
process by experinmentally varying groups’ cohesion |levels and
performance standards; they found a positive cohesion-perfornmance effect
when groups operated under high perfornmance standards, but a negative
ef fect when groups operated under |ow perfornmance standards.

In the field of organizational behavior, a conmon exanple of this
phenonenon i s rate-busting--an agreenent anong workers, either tacitly
or explicitly, to maintain |low | evel s of performance (see Bass, 1981
Jani s, 1983; Seashore, 1954; Stogdill, 1972). |In the mlitary context,
there are many nore serious exanpl es involving drug use,

i nsubordi nation, or nutiny (Ingraham 1984; Marlowe, persona

conmuni cation, April 6, 1993; Savage and Gabriel, 1976; Wsbrook, 1980).
I ngraham (1984) describes the “anti-Arnmy nornmi that was prevalent in
barracks life during his research in the 1970s. He suggests that a

shared di sdain for the organi zation might have actually bound units
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toget her socially. H gh cohesion can even create sone problens in
elite, high-performance units. Manning (1985, p. 15) notes that anong
the “mnuses of unit cohesion” in the US. Arny’'s Special Forces “A-
teanf is the fact that “the ability of the teans to operate as

i ndependent units |eads to strong resentnent of attenpts at control by
hi gher headquarters as well as other failures to recognize them as

speci al .”

Ef fects of Cohesi on on Psychol ogi cal Copi ng

According to Marlowe (1979, p. 47), “while cohesion and noral e do
not correlate with technical performance...they do correlate with
mlitary performance in the sense of affectively maintaining the
organi zed group at its tasks even in the face of the severe stresses of
battle.” Marlowe's conclusion about technical performance was perhaps
too pessinistic; as we have seen, task cohesion does indeed appear to
pronot e technical performance, although the effect is nodest. Marlowe’s
assertion of a cohesion-coping association is echoed by many ot her
mlitary scholars (Henderson, 1985; Mrshall, 1947; Shils and Janowitz,
1948), although it is often based on battlefield recollections and
anecdot es. 11

A nunber of enpirical studies (see Griffith, 1989; Manning and
Ful | erton, 1988; Marlowe, 1979, 1993 testinony before the Senate Arned
Services Committee) report a positive correlation between unit cohesion
and psychol ogi cal coping, although the different types of cohesion have
not been distinguished. This correlation has been interpreted as a
causal influence of cohesion on coping. Cinical and soci al
psychol ogi sts have hypot hesi zed that supportive social relations provide
a “buffer” for those coping with traumatic life events (see Marl owe,
1979), although recent research suggests that such effects m ght be
attributable to aspects of social networks other than social support,

per se (Coyne and Downey, 1991; House et al., 1988). At present, the

11An anecdote by Kirkland (1987, p. 14) suggests one way in which
hi gh cohesion might inpair coping; he reports that menbers of highly
cohesive units have asked, “We are so close, if one of us is killed in
conbat, will the unit fall apart?”
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correl ati on between unit cohesion and coping is open to plausible
alternative explanations. Researchers have not established the extent
to which the correlation reflects the influence of psychol ogi cal coping
skills on cohesion, or the joint effect on both coping and cohesi on of
other factors, such as superior |ogistical support, ideologica
conmitment, or strong unit |eadership. One such factor m ght be stress
itself; as we shall see, there is evidence that under sonme conditions,
shared threats pronote cohesion. Thus, while it seems quite plausible
t hat cohesi on nmi ght enhance coping under stress, further research is
needed to establish a causal relationship, and to assess which type of

cohesion is nost rel evant.

QO her Determinants of Mlitary Performance

What ever the beneficial effects of cohesion, it is inportant to
bear in mnd that even task cohesion generally accounts for only a small
portion of the total variance in perfornance. Mreover, there is only
l[imted enmpirical research on cohesion and mlitary perfornmance under
actual conbat conditions (see Garvey and Dilulio, 1993; Sarkesian
1980). Even if the results of conbat exercises generalize to actua
conbat, it is clear that a variety of non-psychol ogical factors are
crucial to battlefield performance, and can be decisive: supplies and
| ogi stical support, the quality and quantity of information, the
weat her, geographi cal constraints, and pure dunb |uck (see Sarkesian
1980). As Moskos (i n Henderson, 1985, p. xv) puts it:

In assessing who wins wars and why, it is easy to overwei gh
any one factor and neglect others. Broad factors such as

obj ectives and strategi es, weapons and naterials, technol ogy,
nunbers of soldiers, and the human el ement nmust all be
considered in determ ning who wins and why. ...Single-cause
expl anati ons nust be avoided: they claimtoo nuch for one
factor at the expense of others.

Henderson (1985, 1990) and others have spoken el oquently of the
crucial role of “the human elenent” in conbat effectiveness, but they
clearly recogni ze that cohesion, while inmportant, is only one aspect of
that element. A group’s likelihood of success also hinges on the

characteristics of its nmenbers--their individual ability levels (e.qg.
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Henderson, 1990; Kahan et al., 1985; Shaw, 1976; Steiner, 1972) and

i ndi vidual notivation levels (e.g., Kerr, 1983; Kerr and MacCoun, 1984,
1985b; Locke and Latham 1990; Sheppard, 1993). And of course, the
human el enent al so i ncludes the cohesion, abilities, and notivation of
t he opponent (Henderson, 1985).

An exanpl e of the inportance of individual notivation is provided
by a recent Arnmy Research Institute study of 22 platoons in two |ight
infantry battalions undergoing training at the Joint Readi ness Training
Center (JRTC) at Fort Chaffee, Arizona (AR Newsletter, June 1992, Vol.
9, pp. 1-4). Prior to training, the soldiers conpleted a detailed
guestionnaire that assessed group factors, including platoon cohesion
and pride in the platoon, but also a nunber of individual factors,

i ncluding notivation to do well at JRTC, job satisfaction, job
notivation, and bonding with | eaders. The strongest predictors of JRTC
performance, which was assessed by trai ned observers, were the quality
of leadership and three individual-level factors: JRTC notivation, job

notivation, and job satisfaction.

VWHAT FACTORS | NFLUENCE SOCI AL AND TASK COHESI ON?

Before introducing the issue of honbsexuality, it is useful to
sumarize what is and is not known about the antecedents of cohesion
There is a sizeable research literature on the factors that pronote
cohesi on (see reviews by Berscheid, 1985; Hogg, 1992; Lott and Lott,
1965; Sumrers et al., 1988). Unfortunately, nmany of the studies focus
exclusively on social cohesion, or else fail to distinguish social from
task cohesion, so the antecedents of social cohesion are somewhat better

under st ood than those of task cohesion

Propi nquity and Group Menbership

Based on his ethnographic research on Arnmy barracks life, |ngraham
(1984, p. 58) argued that “by far the nost potent determ nant of socia
choice [of friends] was the conpany of assignment.” This conclusion is
anply supported by the research literature on social relationships. The
role of propinquity--the sinple fact of spatial and tenporal proximty--
in formng relationshi ps seens so obvious that it is easy to overl ook

In the electronic age, being in the sane place at the same tine may no
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| onger be a necessary condition for a relationship to evolve, but it
greatly enhances that probability (Berscheid, 1985; Lott and Lott,
1965). Despite the adage that “famliarity breeds contenpt,” controlled
experiments indicate that, everything el se being equal, nere exposure to
a person or an object increases liking for that object upon subsequent
contact (Zajonc, 1968; Berscheid, 1985). O course, in socia
encounters, everything else is rarely equal, particularly when the
person in question has disliked attributes. This point will be
di scussed in nore detail later in the chapter

Moreover, there is a pervasive tendency to evaluate and treat one’'s
own group menbers nore favorably than nenbers of other groups, which
social scientists call the ingroup bias. WMany different explanations
for this bias have been offered, invoking historical, econonic
political, and even biological factors (see Austen and Wrchel, 1979).
However, even in the absence of these factors, research indicates that
nmere group nenbership--e.g., randonly assigning individuals to ad-hoc
groups--is sufficient to create an ingroup bias (see Brewer, 1979;
Gaertner et al., 1993; Tajfel and Turner, 1979; W/l der, 1986).

Thus, the sinple fact that individuals are assigned to a unit
t oget her predi sposes themto social cohesion, although not necessarily
to task cohesion. The military has |ong recognized the effect of

sal i ent group nenbership on bondi ng anbng nenbers:

Synbol s that indicate common nenbership in an organization

rei nforce shared experiences. Shoul der patches, unit colors,
canpai gn streaners, review cerenpni es, and even informal
synbol s such as scarves serve this inportant function and
shoul d be supported as long as they are used in an appropriate
manner. (Leadership and Conmand at Senior Levels, Departnent
of the Arny, 1987, p. 64)

Whet her nenbers sustain a sense of cohesion will depend on what

happens to themduring their tine together, as discussed bel ow.

Turnover and Turbul ence
In the 1970s, the Arnmy grew increasingly concerned that its
i ndi vi dual replacenent system created too nuch “turbul ence” in conbat

units, underm ning their cohesion (see Henderson, 1985, 1990; Manni ng,
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in Ingraham 1984; Scull, 1990). In essence, the argunent was that unit
cohesi on was continually di srupted when individuals joined or left the
unit in a constant, haphazard fashion. As a response, in 1981 the Arny
adopted a new Unit Manning System its key component was cal |l ed COHORT
(Cohesi on, Qperational Readi ness, and Training). |In COHORT divi sions,
first-termsoldiers were trai ned together as a group, and then assigned
as a group to infantry, arnor, and artillery conpani es; they were kept
together for three-year cycles. Although COHORT stabilized first-terner
turbulence, it did not stabilize NCO or officer turbulence, so units
often saw several changes in |eadership during a 3-year cycle.

Al t hough the COHORT intervention was thought to hold great prom se,
by 1990 it had | argely been abandoned as a failure. There are a nunber
of published anal yses of the COHORT experience (Giffith, 1989;
Henderson, 1990; Kirkland et al., 1987; Scull, 1990). Wiile there is
sonme evidence that unit-replacenent units were i ndeed nore cohesive than
i ndi vidual -replacenent units (Giffith, 1989), WRAIR field eval uations
conducted in 1985 and 1986 documented a significant drop in both
hori zontal and vertical cohesion for some COHORT units relative to non-
COHORT units (see Henderson, 1990; Scull, 1990).12 However, COHORT' s
unit-repl acement systemwas inplenented in tandemwth the creation of a
new |light infantry concept for the 7th Infantry Division, which becane a
rapi d depl oynment force expected to achi eve high conbat effectiveness
standards with mninmal support in terns of equi pnent and personnel. The
decline in vertical and horizontal cohesion in COHORT units was nuch
steeper for light infantry units than for other COHORT units (Henderson
1990; Scull, 1990). Thus, sonme of the problens attributed to COHORT may
be at least in part attributable to the light infantry program
However, the effect of turbulence on performance in non-COHORT nmilitary
units may be sonewhat weaker than was originally believed (see Dropp
1989; Eaton and Neff, 1978; Kahan et al., 1985). |If so, the
expectations for COHORT m ght have been unrealistically high.

12Recal | that vertical cohesion refers to the bonding between
| eaders and their subordinates.
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Sone believe that COHORT was poorly inpl enented, plagued by serious
| eadershi p problenms, and a unit replacenent process that proved

difficult to adnmnistrate. According to Henderson (1990):

A concl udi ng one-sentence sumati on of the precedi ng ei ght
chapters could read “The nediocre to average unit perfornance
and the discouragingly | ow nunbers of conmbat troops that
characterize today’s Arny are a direct result of deeply rooted
organi zational inefficiencies that are apparent in the Arny’s
manpower, personnel, and training (MPT) organi zation and
policies.” (p. 145)

Scul | (1990) concl udes that:

The idea that stability is the single nobst inmportant factor in
creating a well-bonded unit is suspect. 1In light of the above
di scussion, the traditional view persists that cohesi on anong
soldiers remains primarily the by-product of good | eadership
conbined with inportant, fulfilling work.

Leader shi p

As seen in Scull’s (1990) quote, military analysts have identified
the quality of |eadership as a key factor in determ ning whether units
are cohesive (e.g., Henderson, 1985, 1990; Kirkland et al., 1987;
Manni ng and | ngraham 1983; Siebold and Kelly, 1988a, 1988b). This
hypot hesis i s supported by research in non-mlitary organizations as
wel |l (e.g., Bass, 1981; Hollander, 1985; Locke and Latham 1990).
Researchers have identified two key di nmensions of |eadership (see Bass,
1981; Hol | ander, 1985): Relations-oriented | eadership involves active
attenpts to provide a warm supportive, caring environnent for workers;
task-oriented | eadershi p enphasi zes the i nmportance of goal achi evenent
and the steps needed to acconplish it. These styles are not nutually
excl usi ve, and good | eaders can exhibit either style depending on the
circunstances. Both styles of |eadership have been shown to pronote
group cohesion in mlitary and other settings (see Bass, 1981, pp. 379,
433). One mght expect relations-oriented | eadership to pronote socia
cohesi on, and task-oriented | eadership to pronmote task cohesi on, but

unfortunately, nost studies of the |eadership-cohesion relationship have



- 3038 -

not distinguished the two forns of cohesion, so this hypothesis has not
been tested systematically. There is sone evidence that |eadership
styl es noderate the effects of cohesion on performance, such that highly
rel ations-oriented | eadership promotes hi gh performance in | ow cohesion
groups (Schriesheim 1980; Tziner and Vardi, 1982; but see Yoest and
Trenble, 1985).

Group Size
Group cohesion is inversely related to group size (see reviews hy
Hogg, 1992; Millen and Copper, 1993; Siebold and Kelly, 1988a; Steiner
1972). According to Marlowe, “only 40 to 50 people are in a soldier’s
uni verse,” roughly his or her platoon, and perhaps a few others fromthe
sanme conpany (personal conmunication, April 6, 1993). Thus, “only
t eans, squads, platoons, and conpani es possess cohesion” (Marlowe, 1979,
p. 50). Siebold and Kelly (1988a) suggested that the platoon is the
optimal size for neasuring cohesion. Savage and Gabriel (1976, p. 364)
argue that “in conflict, the unit of cohesion tends to be the squad.”13
The fact that cohesion declines with group size suggests that
| arger groups shoul d have weaker cohesion-performance correl ations.
Mul | en and Copper (1993) report that the relationship between cohesion
and performance grows weaker as a group’s size increases, although the
effect was only statistically significant in correlational studies,

whi ch have examined a | arger range of group sizes.

Success Experiences

In addition to the inportance of |eadership, what happens to groups
during their tine together obviously matters a great deal. As reviewed
above, there is considerabl e evidence that successful performance
experi ences pronote cohesion; indeed, the effect of performance on
cohesi on appears to be stronger than the effect of cohesion on

performance (e.g., Bakenan and Hel ntei ch, 1975; Millen and Copper, 1993;

13Unit sizes and labels vary within and across the nmilitary
services. In the U S Arny, conpanies vary from50 to 200 nenbers,
pl at oons range from 15 to 40 nmenbers, squads general ly have about 10
nmenbers, and teans and crews can range from4 to 9 nenbers. The exact
size of a unit will depend on its function (arnored, nechanized,
airborne, etc.) and whether it is fully nmanned.
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W I lianms and Hacker, 1982).1%4 There is direct evidence that success can
pronot e soci al cohesion (see Lott and Lott, 1965), but there is little
direct evidence regarding the effect of perfornance on task cohesion

G ven that the cohesion-performance correlation is largely attributable
to task cohesion, it seens |ikely that success al so pronptes task
cohesi on. Success experiences reward the group for teamwork and the

coordi nati on of effort.

Shared Threat

Dating back at least to the turn of the century (Sumer, 1906),
many have hypot hesi zed that external threat pronotes group cohesion
Henderson (1990, p. 124) is skeptical of this notion: “It is a great
American myth that cohesion will occur the nonent we go into battle.”
But many studi es suggest that indeed, external threats can enhance
cohesi on, although the effect is by no neans universal (see Dion, 1979;
Hogg, 1992; Schachter, 1959; Sherif et al., 1961; Stein, 1976).

Figure 10-1 is an attenpt to nmake sense of the conflicting findings
regardi ng threat and cohesion, adapted from a discussion by Stein (1976)
with some nodifications. The figure depicts a series of noderating
conditions that determ ne what effect threat will have on cohesion. |If
i ndividuals anticipate a threat, their response will depend on a nunber
of conditions. First, are the individuals nutually threatened? 1f not,
there will be no enhancenent of cohesion. |If individuals are nutally
t hreatened, their response will depend on whether they perceive the
possibility of a collective response that will elimnate the danger.

G ven a shared threat and an interdependent task with a feasible

sol ution, research denonstrates that both social and task cohesion wll
be enhanced (see Johnson et al., 1981; Johnson, Johnson, and Maruyans,
1984; M ler and Davi dson-Podgorny, 1987; Sherif et al., 1961; Slavin,
1985; Stephan, 1985). However, psychol ogical research denbnstrates that

l4Under special conditions, groups actually becone nore cohesive
after a failure experience (Davis, 1969; Lott and Lott, 1965; Turner et
al., 1984). This only appears to occur when the failure signals an
external threat (see below), or when the blane for the failure is shared
equal ly, resulting in cognitive dissonance reduction (Festinger et al.
1956) .
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anxi ety pronotes affiliation or social cohesion even when no collective
i nstrunental response is available--a “nisery |oves conpany” effect
(Schachter, 1959; Berscheid, 1985). But this affiliative effect seens
unli kely when threat or scarcity encourages intragroup conpetition or a
conflict between personal and group interests (Hanblin, cited in Stein
1976) .

External
threat

Members
mutually
threatened?

Possible
to eliminate the
danger?

Intragroup
competition?

v

No change Increased Increased Reduced social
in social or social and task social cohesion and task cohesion
task cohesion cohesion (need for affiliation) (divisiveness)

Figure 10-1-FEffects of External Threats on Social and Task Cohesion

Stein argues that threat will pronote cohesion only where some
cohesion (task or social) already exists--in pre-existing groups. But
whil e the pre-existence of a group undoubtedly enhances the pronotion of
cohesion, Stein’s own review and other sources (e.g., MIler and Brewer,
1984; M Il er and Davi dson- Podgorny, 1987; Stephan, 1985; Tajfel and
Turner, 1979; Wesbrook, 1980) indicate that it is not a necessary
condition, everything else being equal, it appears that strangers can
devel op soci al and task cohesion am dst conflict when the conditions in
Figure 10-1 are nmet. Moreover, Sherif’s classic studies (Sherif et al.
1961) denpnstrated that in the face of a superordinate threat and goal

even hostile groups can nerge together to forma cohesive whol e.
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This social cohesion may sonetines be tenporary. Mskos (quoted in
Mar | owe, 1979; cf. WIlians, 1989) has suggested that earlier scholars
failed to appreciate the extent to which the bonding in conbat
situations is “instrunmental and self-serving,” a tenporary and
situational adaptation to danger. He wites that “in npbst cases,
nothing nore is heard froma soldier after he | eaves the unit. Once a
sol dier’s personal situation undergoes a dranmatic change--goi ng hone--he
nmakes little or no effort to keep in contact with his old squad.

Per haps even nore revealing, those still in the conbat area sel dom
attenpt to initiate nail contact with a forner squad nmenber. The
rupture of conmunication is nutual despite protestations of |ifelong
friendship during the shared conbat period.” Thus nuch of what appears
to be social cohesion on the battlefield nmay have nore to do with task
cohesi on and/or tacit psychol ogical contracts--1'I1 cover you if you'l
cover me--than with the instrinsic likeability of one’s conrades. This

point will be addressed in nore detail later in the chapter

Simlarity/Honogeneity
The conventional wisdomtells us that “birds of a feather fl ock

together,” but also that “opposites attract.” Wiich is nore accurate?
The evidence clearly supports the forner over the latter; there is well-
est abl i shed positive associati on between interpersonal |iking and
simlarity with respect to attitudes, interests, and values (Lott and
Lott, 1965; Berscheid, 1985). A neta-analysis of 17 studies conprising
25 separate estimates (Anthony et al., 1993) yielded an average
simlarity-cohesion correlation of .24. However, the effect appears to
be significantly weaker in enduring groups--e.g., mlitary units, sports
teans, work groups--than in tenporary, artificially-created |aboratory
groups. The size of the simlarity-cohesion correlation decreases with
group size, and with the percentage of nales to females in the group
The simlarity-cohesion effect is largely due to social cohesion in
artificial groups, but sinilarity was actually inversely related to
soci al cohesion--albeit weakly--in the studies of real groups in the

Al exander et al. analysis, for reasons that are not clear. 1In an

i mportant observation, Alexander et al. report that simlarity of
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attitudes and val ues appears unrelated to task cohesion in either type
of group. 1%

Thus, simlarity does not appear to influence task cohesion, the
type of cohesion that influences group performance. This is consistent
with the research on the effects of group honpbgeneity on productivity
(Kahan et al., 1985; Steiner, 1972; Shaw, 1976). On one hand,
het erogeneity can breed social tension, and due to its effects on socia
cohesi on, honbgeneity “sonetines has adverse effects on task notivation
particularly when work activities are extended over |ong periods of
time” (Steiner, 1972, p. 127). On the other hand, heterogeneity can
enhance the quality of group problemsolving and deci si on- maki ng
(Hof fman and Maier, 1967; Janis, 1983), and it broadens the group’s
collective array of skills and know edge. Because of these conflicting

tendenci es, heterogeneity has no net effect on perfornance.

HOW WOULD ALLOW NG ACKNOW.EDGED HOMOSEXUALS TO SERVE AFFECT COHESI ON
AND PERFORVMANCE?

As we have docunented in the chapter on mlitary opinion, negative
attitudes toward honpsexual ity and honpbsexuals are quite preval ent anpng
current mlitary personnel, particularly anong nales. This
under st andabl y rai ses concerns about how the presence of acknow edged
honosexual s woul d affect unit cohesion and perfornmance. However, it
shoul d be reiterated that no systematic enpirical research has been
conducted on the effect of acknow edged honosexual s on unit cohesion or
unit performance. Thus, the analysis in this section is necessarily

specul ative. Five questions are addressed:

. WIIl many units have acknow edged honpbsexual s as nmenbers?

. How m ght the presence of an acknow edged honbsexual influence
task and soci al cohesion?

. W1l contact with acknow edged honpsexual s i nfluence attitudes

towar d honosexual ity?

15r course, task cohesion is directly determined by simlarity of
a different sort: sharing a commtnent to the group’s goals and
obj ecti ves.
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. WIIl negative attitudes toward honpsexual ity be expressed
behavi oral | y?

. W1l heterosexual s obey an acknowl edged honobsexual | eader?

WIIl Mny Units Have Acknowl edged Honmpbsexual s as Menbers?

In eval uati ng concerns about unit cohesion, it would be useful to
know what percentage of units of a given size will actually have an
acknow edged honosexual . This question cannot be answered with
scientific precision. Relevant data are scarce and there are nmany
unknowns. For exanple, the preval ence of honbsexuality in the
popul ation at large is still very much in dispute. There is little
reliable informati on on whether the preval ence of honbsexuality in the
mlitary differs appreciably--in either direction--fromthe popul ati on
at |arge.

The scientific literature on preval ence estinmation for
honosexual ity in the general population is reviewed in “Sexua
Oientation, Sexual Behavior, and the Epidem ol ogy of Sexually
Transmitted D seases” (to be published). Suffice it to say here that
al nost all experts agree that the preval ence of honpbsexual behavior in
the adult population falls sonewhere in the 1 percent to 10 percent
range (Rogers and Turner, 1991). However, it appears that many of those
who engage in honbsexual behavi or al so engage i n heterosexual behavior
and nmay not consider thensel ves to be honpbsexual ; if so, the preval ence
of individuals with a honosexual self-identity--whether overt or
covert--is probably nearer to the | ow end than the high end of that
range. Little is known about the preval ence of honpbsexual self-identity
anong mlitary personnel (see Harry, 1984).

How m ght ending discrimnation based on sexual orientation affect
t he preval ence of honmpbsexuality in the mlitary? It is conceivable that
this preval ence m ght increase sonmewhat, but it seens inplausible that
it would significantly exceed the preval ence of honpbsexuality in the

general population, particularly given the current |evel of hostility
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toward honpbsexual ity expressed by many nilitary personnel .16 Thus, the
preval ence of a honbsexual orientation anong U.S. nmilitary personne
seens likely to fall sonmewhere in the 1 percent to 5 percent range.
Honosexual s are and will probably remain a much snaller statistical
mnority than nost ethnic and racial mnorities in the nilitary.

However, as noted in the chapter opening, nany of the concerns
raised in the policy debate involve not the preval ence of honpsexuality
inthe US mlitary, but the preval ence of individuals who openly
acknow edge a honosexual orientation. 1In reality, the “openness” of
one’'s sexual orientation is not a dichotonous variable but a continuous
variabl e. Thus, some honobsexual s night be open only to close friends.
Such situations are | ess gernane to the concerns rai sed by supporters of
the ban. For them an operational definition of “openness” would seem
to be “acknow edged by the individual, known by a majority of the
i ndi vidual s col | eagues and by supervisors.”

Gven this definition, it is useful to exani ne the experiences of
donestic paranmilitary institutions that have adopted non-di scrimnation
policies, reviewed in the chapter on U S. police and fire departnents.
As stated in that chapter, these institutions differ fromthe mlitary
in many ways, and are by no neans conpl etely anal ogous. As seen in
Table 10-1, the institutions we visited report that between 0 percent
and 0.51 percent of their total nmenbership consist of acknow edged
honbsexual s, with a nean preval ence of 0.12 percent, a nedian preval ence
of 0.03 percent, and an upper quartile of 0.19 percent.l” Thus, the
experi ences of these institutions suggest that acknow edged honosexual s
are likely to be quite rare in the mlitary, at least in the foreseeable

future. This has several inplications. First, recall that group

16This is an aggregate statement; even if |esbians are
overrepresented (Harry, 1984), males constitute about 90 percent of the
active forces.

17Wth the exception of the Houston Police Department and the Los
Angel es Fire Departnent, these statistics were obtained in interviews
with representatives of the institutions and were verified when possible
by honbsexual nenbers of the institutions (sone of whom were
unacknow edged). The nunbers were sufficiently snmall that respondents
could often list the individuals by nane.
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Tabl e 10-1

Esti mated Preval ence of Acknow edged Honobsexual s in Donestic
Paramilitary Institutions Visited by RAND

Year Tot al Nunber of Preval ence of
Pol i cy Force Acknow edged Acknow edged
Institution Locati on Changed Si ze Honobsexual s Honobsexual s
Pol i ce Chi cago 1988 12, 209 7 0. 06%
Houst on@ N A 4,100 0 0. 00%
Los Angel es 1979 7,700 7 0. 09%
New Yor kP: ¢ 1979 28,000 approx. 100 0. 36%
San Di ego® 1990 1, 300 4 or 5 0. 25%
Seatt| ed 1980 1, 300 0 0. 00%
Fire Chi cago 1988 4,700 0 0. 00%
Houst on@ N A 2,900 0 0. 00%
Los Angel es 1979 3,136 0 0. 00%
New Yor k 1979 11, 300 0 0. 00%
San Di ego® 1990 845 1 0.12%
Seattl| e® 1980 975 5 0.51%
Mean 0.12%
Medi an 0. 03%

aSee the chapter on racial integration for the history of rel evant
policies in Houston.

bAcknomAedged honbsexual officers are actively recruited for
community policing in heavily honmpbsexual nei ghborhoods.

Cwe were unable to get a precise count of acknow edged honpsexual s.
dywe were told there was an acknow edged honosexual in the Seattle
Pol i ce Department, but after our visit, the Seattl/le Tines reported his
resignation (“Gay Oficer Quits, Ctes Harassment,” Kate Shatzkin, My

30, 1993, p. Al).
€The only acknow edged honosexual firefighters in the cities we
visited were | eshi ans.

cohesion is nostly relevant at the |evel of platoons (16-40 nmenbers) and
snmaller units, like five-person teans or crews. |t appears that
relatively few of these units will actually have one or nore

acknow edged honobsexual s, and units with two or nore acknow edged

honosexuals will be quite rare, at least in the foreseeable future.18

18For exanple, if the preval ence of open honpbsexuals in the
mlitary were to match the nean preval ence in the donestic institutions
we studied, then given randomdistribution across units, fewer than 5
percent of 40-person platoons and fewer than 1 percent of 5-person crews
and teans woul d be expected to have an open honpsexual ; just a snal
fraction of a percent of platoons would have two or nore open
honosexual s. | f honpbsexuals are clustered rather than randomy
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This will limt the aggregate effects on unit cohesion, although the
potential inpact on any given unit nust be taken seriously. A second
inmplication is that acknow edged honpbsexual s may be sonewhat i sol ated,
creating a potential for ostracism A third inplication is that nopst
heterosexuals in the mlitary will have relatively little contact with
acknow edged honosexual s. These inplications are addressed in nore
detail in subsequent sections.

Wiy have paramilitary institutions encountered so few acknow edged
honbsexual s anong their ranks, despite the adoption of explicit non-
discrimnation policies? As in the mlitary, nmany individuals in these
organi zations hold negative attitudes toward honosexuality. “Comi ng out,”
even in an officially non-discrimnatory atnosphere, is a risky choice;
honosexual s can face hostility from sonme col | eagues, unequal treatnent from
some supervisors, and even the possibility of physical violence.1® In the
mlitary focus groups discussed in the chapter on mlitary opinion, both
honobsexual and heterosexual mlitary personnel predicted that few

homobsexual s woul d conme out; two conments from het erosexual s were:

Those that are gay and have served have accepted [mlitary]
val ues. They know that if they cone out it would cause problens.

It’s not going to be a mass of people conmi ng out of the
closet. |It’'s not going to happen

There was al so general agreenment on this point at the Senate Arned
Services Committee Hearings (March 31, 1993).

It woul d appear that honpsexuals are generally unwilling to
acknow edge their sexual orientation unless the local clinmate appears to
be tolerant. As an environnment becones nore tol erant, honpsexual s may

becorme nore willing to disclose their orientation, but that sane |evel

di stributed, for any given aggregate preval ence rate, even fewer units
wi || have an open honpsexual

190ne might argue that a honpbsexual individual is more likely to
cone out in an environnent where there is already an open honbsexua
i ndi vidual. However, this possibility is constrained by the facts that
(1) the preval ence of honpbsexuals is already |ow, and (2) the high
frequency of turnover and transfers nean that honbsexual s cannot count
on locally favorable conditions to | ast.
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of tol erance suggests that their openness will pose less of a threat to

the quality of working rel ationships.

How M ght the Presence of Acknow edged Honpbsexual s | nfluence Cohesion?

Al t hough there is no direct scientific evidence about the effects
of acknow edged honpbsexual s on unit cohesion the established principles
of cohesion suggest that if there is an effect, it is nost likely to
i nvol ve soci al cohesion rather than task cohesion. As expl ai ned above,
simlarity of social attitudes and beliefs is not associated with task
cohesion, although it is sonetinmes associated with social cohesion
Task cohesion involves simlarity, but of a different sort; it is found
when individuals share a conmitnent to the group’ s purpose and
obj ectives. There seens little reason to expect acknow edged
honosexual ity to influence this conmtnment, at |east not directly. The
val ues of honpbsexuals in the nilitary have not been systematically
conpared to those of heterosexual personnel. However, historica
anecdotes and RAND s intervi ews suggest that honpbsexuals who serve in
the mlitary are conmitted to the mlitary's core val ues, which
Henderson (1990, p. 108) lists as “fighting skill, professiona
t eamwor k, physical stanmina, self-discipline, duty (selfless service),
and loyalty to unit.” This notion was accepted by npbst w tnesses
during the recent Senate hearings, and it seens |ikely, since
honosexuals in the nmlitary are a self-selected group who enter despite
nuner ous obstacl es and personal and professional risks.

Thus, if the presence of acknow edged honbsexual s has an effect, it
is nost likely to be on social cohesion. Recall that social cohesion
i nvol ves the enotional bonds of friendship, |iking, caring, and
cl oseness anong group nenbers. As docunmented in the chapter on mlitary
opinion, many mlitary nmenbers express negative attitudes toward
honosexual ity, and it is likely that many will continue to do so, at
least in the imediate future. Thus, if a unit had one or nore
acknow edged honosexual s, and one or nore heterosexual s who disliked
honbsexual ity, a reduction in social cohesion would be Iikely.

As we have seen, it is task cohesion rather than social cohesion

that has a direct influence on performance. This suggests that it is
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not al ways necessary for co-workers to |ike each other, or desire to
soci alize together, to performeffectively as a team indeed Steiner
(1972) notes that “...it is apparent that people sonetinmes prefer to

work with nonfriends” (p. 127). According to Steiner (1972, p. 161):

Work groups sonetines persist in the face of adversity even
t hough nmenbers have little affection for one another, and

i ndustrial psychol ogi sts often obtain | ow or even zero
correl ati ons between inter-nenber esteem and neasures of the
success with which groups cope with their environnments.

There are many exanpl es of this phenonenon in the sports
literature; notorious exanples include the 1973-1975 Qakland A's and the
1977- 1978 New York Yankees. Aronson (1976, p. 193) describes how bl ack
and white coal mners in Wst Virginia “devel oped a pattern of living
that consisted of total and conplete integration while they were under
the ground, and total and conplete segregation while they were above the
ground.” Many nilitary observers (e.g., Ingraham 1984) have noted a
simlar tendency of black and white soldiers to socialize separately,
despite working together effectively. 1In one of our focus groups, we

were told:

It’s all about respect. Wen you develop a team they devel op
a respect that transcends race. Team nenbers | ook beyond
race. Utopia is teamwork. Once you get out of that, it
breaks down back at the garrison when they're not at work

However, there nmay be conditions under which a reduction in socia
cohesi on brings about a reduction in task cohesion. There appear to be
fewinvariants in the research literature on small group perfornance;
factors that have one effect under certain task conditions can have a
very different effect under others (McGrath, 1984). For certain types
of tasks, sone minimal |evel of social cohesion m ght be necessary for
the group to acconplish its task (Driskell et al., 1987; Janis, 1983;
Zaccaro and McCoy, 1988). One might expect this to be less of a concern
in additive tasks--where the group’s performance is the sum of
i ndi vi dual performances, and nore of a concern in disjunctive and

conj unctive tasks--where the group’s performance is determ ned by the
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nost abl e nenber or the “weakest link,” respectively (Kerr, 1983; Kerr
and MacCoun, 1985hb; Steiner, 1972; Zaccaro and Lowe, 1988; Zaccaro and
McCoy, 1988). However, Millen and Copper’s (1993) neta-anal ysis did not
support this prediction; they found no differences in the strength of
t he cohesi on-perfornmance effect for tasks with high vs. low interactive
requi renents. But one can inmagine circunstances in which a group has so
little social cohesion that task perfornance becones inpossible, with
potentially disastrous consequences for the group

Thus, nmuch may depend on how social cohesion is affected. Figure
10-2 presents four qualitative types of social cohesion in a five-person
crew or team where individual E has reveal ed his or her honosexua
orientation. Social cohesion involves the pairw se bonds anbng these
individuals.20 Strictly speaking, there should be two directional bonds
for each pair of individuals, but the figure depicts only one, for
simplicity. Simlarly, inreality, these bonds vary continuously in
strength, but Figure 10-2 treats themdichotonously for sinplicity. It
assunes that if either individual rejects the other, the pairw se bond
is broken; this is a pessinistic assunption that provides an upper bound
on the loss of cohesion. Under these assunptions, Figure 10-2a depicts
a group in which social cohesion has not been disrupted.
Figure 10-2b depicts the “conpl ete breakdown” of social cohesion--a
state of anarchy. A less extrenme version would depict a significant
weakening in each bond. |In either case, this would inply that E's
acknow edgnment of honbsexuality would actually affect the bonds of
friendship anong heterosexuals in the unit; e.g., Awuld like Cless
because E is a honpbsexual. Again, we have no direct evidence, but this
scenario seens unlikely in nbst instances.

Figure 10-2c seens sonmewhat nore plausible. |In this scenario, the
crewis split into factions; nmenbers A B, and C are hostile to the

honpsexual , while D befriends the honpsexual .21 This is conceivabl e,

20Task cohesion and group pride woul d be depicted differently, with
group nenbers bonded to each other indirectly through a comobn node
depicting “group goals” or “group identity,” respectively.

21This is the situation discussed by General H Nornman Schwar zkopf
during his testinoney before the Senate Arned Services Conmittee on My,
11, 1993. General Schwarzkopf noted that, “the introduction of an open
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a. Social Cohesion b. Anarchy

B C B C

c. Factionalism d. Ostracism

B C B C

O ®

Fi gure 10-2-Alternate Mdels of Cohesion in Five-Person Unit
Note: Node E depicts an acknow edged honpbsexual ; |inks
depi ct positive bonds between individuals.

but only if Dis willing to sacrifice his relationships with the others
in the process. D my be nore likely to weaken his bonds with everyone
rather than take sides with E alone. O course, D may also be a

honosexual ; statistically this will be quite rare in five-person crews,

but it nmay happen.

honosexual into a small unit imediately polarizes that unit and
destroys the very bond that is so inportant for the unit’s survival in
time of war. For what ever reason, the organization is divided into a
majority who oppose, a small mnority who approve, and other groups who
ei ther do not care or just wi sh the problemwuld go away.”
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If there is any breakdown in social cohesion, Figure 10-2d would
appear to be nore likely than 2b or 2c. This is the case of conplete or
partial ostracism?22 Social psychol ogical research (Levine, 1989;
Schachter, 1951) indicates that opinion deviates in snmall groups
initially receive intense attention as the group attenpts to pressure
the individual to conformto the group. That research may not be
directly applicable; it involved individuals expressing views directly
in opposition to the najority view on a group-judgnment task, whereas
honosexual s deviate fromthe majority’s sexual orientation rather than
the group’s views regardi ng task acconplishnent. Nevertheless, the
i ndividual s sexual orientation nmay create fears of “stigna by
association”--a concern that the group’s reputation will be tarnished
(Macki e and Goethals, 1987; Sigelman et al., 1991). Thus, the group is
likely to put intense pressure on the honpbsexual individual to conform
to other group norms--conduct, appearance, perfornmance, val ues,
opinions, and attitudes.23 Statistically small ninorities--in
particular, lone mnorities--have disproportionately little ability to
resi st social influence (e.g., Kerr and MacCoun, 1985a; Latané and Wl f,
1981; Mullen, 1983; Tanford and Penrod, 1984). When the rel evant unit
shifts fromthe five-person crew to the 40-person platoon or 200-pl us
conmpany, the majority pressures may be even greater. 24

If the group fails, they may react by partially or conpletely
ostracizing the individual. Because ostracism provides the others with

a conmmon eneny, the strengths of the bonds anpong the heterosexual s m ght

22Davi d Marl owe al so predicted that ostracismwas the nost |ikely
scenario during his conversation with us on April 6, 1993. Sinmilarly,
in our discussions with the Head of the Departnment of Mental Health of
the Israel Defense Forces (May 4, 1993) this point was al so noted:
“Honpsexual s can becone scapegoats if their nmanifestations of honbsexua
behavi or cause themto be rejected or ostracized fromthe group. This
is not just because of honpbsexuality, but for any social adjustnent
probl em or personality problemwhich do not allow himto adapt to the
group. ... (However), if there were no disfunctionality in the unit, he
(the honpbsexual) would not currently be renoved fromthe unit.”

23As di scussed earlier, these same conformity pressures are |likely
to keep nobst honpbsexuals “in the closet,” at |east within the group

24However, majority influence will reach an asynptote due to
di m ni shi ng margi nal social influence, and possibly, social or physica
di stance (Latané and Wl f, 1981; Tanford and Penrod, 1984).



- 317 -

actually increase; in a |large enough group, the result might be a net
increase in social cohesion for the group as a whole.2> That is not to
suggest that ostracismis in any way an acceptable state of affairs.
Gstraci smhas a cruel and potentially dangerous effect on the ostracized
i ndividual, and it can seriously hinder the unit’'s perfornance if
ostracismis nmintained at the expense of the unit’s mssion. Thus,
ostraci smcannot be tolerated. Wen cases do occur--as sonetines
happens today for reasons other than sexual orientation--the nmilitary
actively intervenes through infornmal conflict resolution, or if
necessary, reassignnment or disciplinary action

The Iikelihood of conplete ostracismwi |l depend on what actually
happens duri ng contact between heterosexual s and acknow edged
honosexual s. The effect on performance will depend on whether the
i ndividuals refuse to cooperate with each other to acconplish the

group’s mission. These issues are addressed in the next two sections.

WIIl Contact with Acknow edged Honpbsexual s | nfluence Attitudes?

As di scussed earlier, everything el se being equal, the nere fact of
propi nquity and group nenbershi p predi sposes nenbers to social cohesion
However, everything else is not equal if one nmenber is an acknow edged
honobsexual and the others have hostile attitudes toward honpbsexuality.
This creates the possibility of divisiveness in the group--an “Us vs.
Then? phenonenon.

Research on social categorization processes (e.g., Brewer, 1979
Gaertner et al., 1993; Messick and Mackie, 1989; Ostrom and Sedi ki des,
1992; Tajfel and Turner, 1979; WIder, 1986) suggests that whenever
there are salient boundaries between social groups, three effects
generally occur. First, there is the ingroup bias described above:
peopl e evaluate their own group nenbers nore favorably, sinply because
they are ingroup nenbers. Second, there is a between-group contrast
effect, such that individuals exaggerate the extent to which nenbers of

the ingroup differ fromnenbers of the outgroup. Third, there is an

25Thi s underscores the point made in footnote 4 that averaging
across individual ratings of other nmenbers can obscure inportant
qualititative differences in patterns of cohesion
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out group honogeneity effect, such that individuals exaggerate the extent
to which nenbers of the outgroup “are all alike.”

The ingroup bias effect is a pro-ingroup effect, but not
necessarily an anti-outgroup effect (Brewer, 1979); in other words, it
reflects special favorability toward fellow ingroup nenbers, not special
hostility toward the outgroup. Thus, the nmere fact that group
boundari es exist appears to be necessary, but not sufficient, for
hostility toward outgroups (Struch and Schwartz, 1989). Qher factors
account for the level of hostility in attitudes toward honpsexuality.

As reviewed in the chapter on public opinion, and el sewhere (e.g.
Britton, 1990; Herek, 1991, 1992), attitudes toward honpbsexuality are
conpl ex. They can have several different origins, including one's
socialization, religious beliefs, conformty to a peer group, and nedia
i nfluences. And they can serve several different psychol ogica
functions: the evaluative function of summari zing one’s experiences and
expectations, the conform st function of enphasizing one’s unity with

ot her heterosexual s, the val ue-expressive function of broadcasting one’'s
own val ues or identity, or the defensive function of reducing anxiety
about one’s own sexuality.

The salience of group boundaries is very fluid. Each of us bel ongs
to many different social categories--our gender, our race, our age
group, our nationality and region, our religion, our profession, our
political party, and so on. Psychol ogists have denonstrated at | east
three ways to disrupt the potentially divisive influence of salient
i ntergroup boundaries (see Fiske and Neuberg, 1990; Gaertner et al.
1989, 1990, 1993; Hewstone, |slam and Judd, 1993; MIler and Brewer,
1984; WIlder, 1986). The first approach is decategorization: break
down the ingroup-outgroup boundary by enphasi zi ng the many features that
differentiate nmenbers of the same groups; e.g., the fact that al
honbosexual s are not alike. The second approach is cross-categorization:
enphasi ze the many ways in which individuals who differ on one
di rensi on--e.g., sexual orientation--share nenberships on ot her
di rensions--e.g., you and | like sports but he doesn't, but he and

like rock nusic and you don't. The third approach is recategorization:
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enphasi ze a comon superordinate identity that unites all the
i ndividual s--e.g., we are all Rangers.

Decat egori zati on can be effective because between-group contrast
and outgroup honbgeneity are generally sustained by a | ack of
i nfornati on about the diversity of characteristics in the outgroup
(Fi ske and Neuberg, 1990; MIler and Brewer, 1984; Stephan, 1985). In
the case of honbsexuality, this is enhanced by stereotyped nedia
portrayals that give the inpression that all honpbsexuals are flanboyant,
ef fem nate, prom scuous, or abrasive. Thus, actual contact with
honosexual s--or any outgroup--holds the potential for weakening
stereotypes and thereby reducing intergroup hostilities.

Does contact wi th honpsexual s enhance the favorability of attitudes
toward honbsexual ity? Sonetinmes, but not always. There is fairly
limted research on this question. There is evidence (see the chapters
on public and mlitary opinion; Witley, 1990) that those who know
honbsexual s have | ess negative attitudes towards honosexuals. This may
be an indication that positive interactions with honbosexual s break down
stereotypes. But it also seens |likely that honpbsexuals are nore likely
to acknow edge their sexual orientation to those with nore favorable
attitudes.

Research on the effects of intergroup contact indicates that nere
contact, per se, is often insufficient to inprove intergroup relations.
According to All port (1954, p. 281):

Prejudice...my be reduced by equal status contact between
majority and mnority groups in the pursuit of conmon goals.
The effect is greatly enhanced if this contact is sanctioned
by institutional supports...and if it is of a sort that |eads
to the perception of commpn interests and common hunmanity

bet ween nmenbers of the two groups.

There is now a | arge body of research supporting Allport’s analysis
of the conditions under which intergroup contact brings about a
reduction in hostilities (e.g., MIler and Brewer, 1984; Stephan, 1985,
1987). For exanple, there is considerable evidence that cooperative
| earning interventions can bring about a reduction in interracial

hostilities; these interventions assign students to m xed-racial or
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et hni c groups that must pursue conmon goal s which can only be achi eved
t hr ough cooperative efforts (Johnson and Johnson, 1989; MIler and
Davi dson- Podgorny, 1987; Slavin, 1985).

Sone of the conditions that pronote harnoni ous intergroup contact
may be difficult to achieve. Research indicates that contact is nore
likely to be effective when interaction takes place anong a nm x of equa
nunbers of nenbers of each social group (e.g., MIller and Davi dson-
Podgorney, 1987). In initial encounters with nenbers of an outgroup
our tendency is to assinmlate theminto our stereotype unless their
behavior is greatly discrepant from our expectations (see Fiske and
Neuberg, 1990). It generally takes extensive exposure to a diversity of
nmenbers of the outgroup before assimlation becones inpossible and our
stereotypes begin to break down (see Jones et al., 1984, pp. 315-318).
But the very | ow preval ence of acknow edged honpsexuality will limt
this possibility. Because open honpbsexuals will be relatively rare, it
may be difficult for nany heterosexuals to achieve a “critical nass” of
i ntergroup contact. Mdyreover, mnority solo status in a group tends to
hei ghten the salience of the intergroup boundary (Tayl or and Fi ske,
1978). Thus, sone conditions may pronote a perpetuation of stereotypes.

But other conditions for effective intergroup contact are naturally
nmet inthe mlitary context. Although decategorization m ght be
difficult to achieve, the nmlitary actively encourages recategorization.
The mlitary naturally strives to dininish the salience of individuating
characteristics and enhance the salience of the superordinate group
identity. As David Marlowe put it in his testinony to the Senate Arned
Services Comittee (March 31, 1993):

If the individual insists upon being treated first and
forenpst in terns of a different primary identity, as happened
in Vietnamin terms of drug-using, as has happened in any
nunber of cases, then | think we have a probl em

The mlitary goes to great lengths to remind unit nenbers of their
superordi nate identities: Anerican, Service Menber, Unit Menber. This
i s enphasi zed and reenphasi zed t hroughout the military socialization

process, and it is reinforced by the use of uniforns and insignia. The
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superordinate identity is even nore salient when units are stationed
abroad. The nmilitary also strives to decoupl e social status--based on
race, ethnicity, and socioecononic factors--frommlitary status; e.g.
t hrough the use of standardized aptitude testing and ri gorous
performance criteria.

According to Hol |l ander (1958, 1985), group nenbers nust first earn
idiosyncracy credits in the eyes of their coll eagues before the group
will tolerate innovations or deviations fromgroup norms or culture. To
earn these credits, nenbers nust first (1) denonstrate their conpetence
in pursuing the group’s tasks, and (2) denonstrate their loyalty to the
group and its culture--i.e., their allegiance to the group’s
superordinate identity. Interestingly, research on social stignas
(Gof fnan, 1963; Jones et al., 1984; Luhtanen, 1993) indicates that nany
stigmatized individuals intuitively understand these principles. In
order to nornalize their relations with non-stigmatized others, they
often feel conpelled to go to great lengths to establish conpetence and
| oyalty “above and beyond.” “lInvisible” stignmas |ike honpbsexuality
provi de an advantage in this regard; invisibly stigmatized individuals
can establish their conpetence and |oyalty before revealing the stigna.

The sense of superordinate identity is particulary salient in
conbat settings, where there is a bright psychol ogical |ine dividing the
unit fromthe enenmy. As discussed earlier, the presence of a shared
threat and a common eneny enhances task and soci al cohesion. Thus, when
nmenbers of a nilitary group belong to different social groups, conbat
conditions can reduce intragroup tensions.26 Brophy (1945-1946)
provi ded early evidence for this hypothesis in his study of white seanen
during the Second Wrld War. He found that prejudi ce agai nst bl acks was
i nversely associated with the nunber of voyages taken with bl acks, and
that “...those who have not been under eneny fire are significantly nore
prejudi ced than those who have been subjected to eneny action” (p. 461).
He concl uded that “it woul d appear that nmany of our respondents could

not afford the luxury of an anti-Negro prejudice while at sea” (p. 466).

26As depicted in Figure 10-1, the exception is when individual and
group interests conflict, as when group nenbers conpete with each ot her
for scarce resources.



- 322 -

A key factor in effective intergroup contact is institutiona
support, communi cated by | eaders at all levels (Allport, 1954; Stephan
1985). This is within the mlitary's control, and is pronoted by the
the mlitary's clear chains of command. Allport’'s analysis of
desegregati on experiences suggests that mlitary | eadership mnust
denonstrate through their words and their actions that intolerant
behavi ors are categorically unacceptable (al so see the chapter on
organi zati onal change). Chapter 4 suggests that the integration of
blacks into the mlitary was greatly facilitated once mlitary | eaders

aggressively inplenmented the policy change.

W1l Negative Attitudes Toward Honpsexual ity Be Expressed Behaviorally?
The wi despread expression of negative attitudes toward
honosexual ity anbng heterosexual mlitary personnel has rai sed concerns
about how they will behave if they find thensel ves working with an
acknow edged honosexual. Thus, there are predictions of soldiers
refusing to work, bunk, or shower w th honpsexuals, and of wi despread
out breaks of viol ence agai nst honbsexuals. But there is little reason
to believe that negative attitudes toward honosexuality are
automatically translated into destructive behaviors (see the chapters on
donestic police and fire departnments and on foreign nmilitary
experiences). The effect of attitudes toward social groups on behavi or
is known to be indirect, conplex, and for nost people, fairly weak
(A zen and Fi shbein, 1980; Canpbell, 1963; Eagly and Chai ken, 1993;
Fi shbein and Aj zen, 1975; LaPiere, 1934; Stephan, 1985; Wcker, 1969).27
For many years, researchers sinply assuned that social attitudes
were a maj or determ nant of behavior. An early indication that this
m ght not be the case was provided by LaPiere (1934). LaPiere traveled
across the United States with a Chinese couple, and found that of
approxi nately 250 hotels and restaurants, only one refused to serve the
couple. LaPiere then informally surveyed the proprietors of these

institutions to ask if their establishnments accepted nenbers of the

27This also inplies that people who express positive attitudes
toward a social group night behave nore negatively; see Devine et al
(1991).
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Chi nese race; out of the 128 replies he received, over 90 percent said
that they did not. Stephan (1985, p. 627) cites several replications of
this finding involving discrepanci es between anti-black prejudice and
behaviors toward blacks. 1In light of these and other findings, Wcker
(1969) argued that attitudes have little or no association with

behavi or; across his review of over 40 studies, the attitude-behavi or
correlation was generally in the 0.10-0.20 range, and rarely greater

t han 0. 30.

Since Wcker’'s study (1969), there has been consi derabl e research
on ways in which attitudes actually do influence behavior (see A zen and
Fi shbei n, 1980; Eagly and Chai ken, 1993; Fishbein and A zen, 1975).
Figure 10-3 sumuari zes sone of the key findings of this literature; it
is adapted from Ajzen and Fi shbein’s (1980) theory of reasoned action
and Aj zen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior, with nodifications
suggested by others (e.g., Caldini et al., 1991; Eagly and Chai ken
1993; Triandis, 1977). According to a recent chapter in The Annual
Revi ew of Psychol ogy (A son and Zanna, 1993, p. 131), this genera
approach “renai ns the dom nant theoretical franework in the attitude-
behavior literature”; it has received enornous enpirical support (see
Eagl ey and Chai ken, 1993), and it plays a central role in applied
psychol ogy, consumer research, and organi zati onal behavi or

Figure 10-3 illustrates a nunber of inportant points about the
rel ati onship between attitudes toward subjects--in this case, attitudes
towar d honbsexual s--and behavior. First, the relationship between
attitudes toward subjects or objects and actual behaviors is quite
indirect. A negative attitude toward honosexuality will only influence
behavior via its influence on attitudes toward acts; i.e., the attitude
toward working with this honbsexual, the attitude toward sleeping in the
sanme barracks or tent as this honbsexual, the attitude toward showering
in the same roomas this honpbsexual, and the attitudes toward verbally
or physically harassing this honbsexual. Moreover, attitudes toward
honosexual ity are only partial determ nants of attitudes toward these
acts; the latter are also determ ned by their perceived consequences.
For exanple, the attitude toward refusing to work with a honosexual is

likely to be influenced by the perceived benefits of that action (1’11
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exanpl e, in deciding whether to refuse to work with a honosexual, | may
antici pate the approval of ny heterosexual buddi es, but the di sapproval
of my supervisor. Descriptive norns refer to what we actually see
others doing in simlar situations. Thus, if | see ny heterosexua
peers working with the honpbsexual soldier, | will be nore inclined to
work with himtoo; alternatively, if | see a plurality of themrefusing
to work with him | may be nore inclined to join them

Intentions are also influenced by self-efficacy (A zen, 1991;
Bandura, 1982), the perceived capability of perform ng the act. Self-

efficacy is partly a personal disposition, but it also reflects

i medi ate environmental constraints--e.g., linmted resources or
opportunities. |In many situations, it may be quite difficult to refuse
contact with a honosexual: |If | don't ride with this guy, how am

going to get there? |If | refuse to sleep next to him where am| going
to sleep?

Finally, behavior itself is only partly intentional. Like
i ntentions, behaviors are al so constrai ned by the resources and
opportunities afforded by the i nmedi ate environnent. And our behaviors
in many situations reflect well-1learned habits that we engage in with
l[ittle or no conscious reflection. Norns and habits often conbine to
provide us with fanmiliar “scripts” for how to behave in a given
situation, and it can be very difficult to force ourselves to deviate
fromthose scripts (Abelson, 1981). Thus it is often the case that the
best predictor of behavior is the behavior of the actor in sinilar
situations in the past (see Eagly and Chai ken, 1993; Triandis, 1977).
For exanple, in work situations, nost of us have a well-|earned and
rehearsed script which inclines us to cooperate with co-workers; it is
“the path of least resistance.” Oganizational role theorists have
shown that occupational roles and norns |argely constrain both work-
rel ated and social behaviors in organizational settings (Pfeffer, 1985).
In this sense, the nilitary is a heavily scripted environment.

The principles depicted in Figure 10-3 help to explain why the
effect of diffuse attitudes toward objects or social groups often has
only weak effects on behavior. This is not to say that negative

attitudes toward honpsexuality will never be expressed behaviorally;
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history clearly suggests otherwi se. But Figure 10-3 indicates that
there are many factors that nitigate against serious behaviora
expressions of anti-honbsexual attitudes. It is inportant to reflect
that the nmilitary has considerable influence over nany of those
nmtigating factors--the consequences of the action, the injunctive and
descriptive norns, the environnental constraints, habits and scripts--
through its | eadership, its regulations, its standard operating
procedures, and its training and socialization process. If nilitary

| eaders set and enforce clear standards for acceptable and unacceptable
conduct, compliance is likely to be high. It will not be universal,
however, and sone individuals will test their |eaders’ resolve to
enforce conpliance. Leaders who di splay anbival ence about enforcenent
can probably anticipate further problens.

Because of their conpliance, many individuals may find thensel ves
in a state of “cognitive dissonance”--a conflict between their attitudes
and their conduct. According to Festinger’'s (1957) well-supported
theory of cognitive dissonance (see Eagly and Chai ken's 1993 review),
this state of dissonance is unpleasant, and people generally resolve it
by either changing their attitudes or changing their behavior. Wen an
i ndi vidual with negative attitudes toward honbsexuality finds hinself
cooperating with acknowl edged honosexual s, there are a nunber of ways to

resol ve the sense of dissonance he nmay feel

1. Verbally harass the honbsexual co-worker

2. Do his job poorly (“passive aggression”).

3. Ostenatiously broadcast his own values (e.g., heterosexuality,
machi sno, religiousity, conservatism

4. Justify his behavior by invoking the costs of refusal (ny
sergeant would kill ne).

5. Justify his behavior by invoking descriptive norns (everybody
else is working with him too).

6. Justify his behavior by invoking his sense of duty,
prof essionalism and the need for task cohesion

7. Change his attitude by adjusting his attitude toward working

wi t h honbsexual s.
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The unit | eader can help the reluctant heterosexual resolve this
sense of dissonance in a manner that is in keeping with unit discipline
and unit performance. It nust be clearly conmmunicated that route 1
(harassnent) and route 2 (passive aggression) are unacceptable and will
not be tolerated. Route 3 (synbolic displays of identity) can be
tolerated within the limts outlined in personal conduct regul ations
(see the chapter on | egal issues and the chapter on change in |arge
organi zations). Route 4 (punishment avoi dance) may be expedient, but in
the long run, route 5 (conformty) and route 6 (duty and
prof essionalism seemnore desirable. The research evidence (revi ewed
by Eagly and Chai ken, 1993) suggests that route 7 (attitude change) may
frequently occur, but it should be enphasized that the goal of
conpliance is to establish unit discipline, cohesion, and effectiveness.
Tol erance of honpbsexuality will pronbte those goals, but tol erance need

not require noral or religious acceptance.

W1l Heterosexuals Ohey an Qpenly Honpbsexual Leader?

Earlier, it was suggested that if social cohesion is adversely
affected, it is nost likely to be through a process of partial or
conplete ostracism Wat if the ostracized individual is the group’s
| eader? WI Il heterosexual soldiers respect an acknow edged honpsexual

and conmply with his or her orders? This is the question of

“foll owership,” or upward vertical cohesion. 1In one of the focus
groups, one person said “l worked with a honbsexual and not one nan
woul d do what he said.” On the other hand, there is anecdotal evidence

t hat known honmpbsexual s have served in | eadership positions in the
mlitary with no deleterious effects. The organizational literature on
| eadershi p provides sone hints as to when known honbsexuals are likely
to be effective | eaders.

French and Raven (cited in French, 1959) distinguish severa
different forns of social power: Reward power, coercive power, expert
power, information power, legitimte power (the |eader’'s right to a
position of authority), and referent power (influence through
subordinates’ identification with the | eader). Although mlitary |eaders

general ly have nore reward, coercive, information, legitimte, and expert



- 328 -

power than their subordinates, it is costly and difficult for the | eader
torely solely on these forns of power; ideally, the | eader should rely
heavily on referent power to notivate the team (see Henderson, 1985).
One path to referent power is through expert power. Bass (1981) cites
evi dence that the esteemw th which | eaders are held is reliably
associated with the group’s performance. O course, to sonme extent this
correlation nay reflect the common influence of |eader ability on both

esteem and group performance. According to Bass (1981, pp. 161-163):

A leader’s influence is nore strongly associated with one’s
socionetrically rated value or ability than one's
socionetrically determ ned popularity or visibility.

... \Whereas being |liked, being visible, and being popul ar may
still be of sone inmportance to one’s influence in play
situations, conpetence and val ue are of npbst inportance to

i nfluence in task situations.

This is consistent with Hollander’s (1958, 1985) idiosyncracy
credit nodel of acceptable deviance in organizations, reviewed earlier
Recal | that Hol |l ander has denobnstrated that group nenbers nust
denonstrate their conpetence and their loyalty to the group before it
wi Il accept deviations fromgroup norns. Honpsexuals in |eadership
rol es may have an advant age over other honbsexuals in this regard
because subordinates will tend to assune that a | eader is conpetent and
| oyal until proven otherw se (Bass, 1981). But a honobsexual |eader is
likely to be held to higher informal standards of conduct and conpetence
than other |eaders, at least in the current attitudinal clinmate.

Mlitary | eaders obviously benefit frombeing liked, but it nay not

be necessary to get the job done. According to Bass (1981, p. 209):

Lyndon Johnson wanted every American to love him but Harry
Truman opined that “if you can't stand the heat, stay out of
the kitchen!” National |eaders nust settle for |less than

uni versal affection. They nust be willing to be unloved...No
| eader can be successful if not prepared to be rejected.

Mlitary |l eaders also get considerable nileage out of pure
legitimate power; nany subordinates will obey a honpbsexual |eader sinply

because of a strong sense of duty and allegiance to the mlitary role,
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regardl ess of their attitude toward the |eader’s personal traits.?28
Utimtely, then, nuch nay depend on the behavi or of the next |eader up
the chain of command; if the honosexual |eader is treated with respect
fromabove, he is nore likely to be treated with respect from bel ow.

If the relationship between a | eader and a unit becones conpletely
dysfunctional, it may be necessary to replace the leader. According to
a 1988 Arny Research Institute report (Siebold and Kelly, 1988a, p. 27):

Very high or very low [vertical] cohesion seldomlasts for

| ong periods because the | eaders causi ng either get

reassi gned, perhaps nore quickly than their peers.

Repl acenent | eaders are, on the average, average. Therefore,
while there are differences in cohesion anong a set of

pl atoons at any given tinme, they tend to be within a band set
by the general comand clinate and post procedures and

condi tions.

In addition to reassigning | eaders, there are nmany ot her
i nterventions that can be used to restore unit functioning to an
acceptable level, including infornmal conflict resolution; additiona
training; the reassignnent of nenbers to new units, new tasks, or new
bunks; or even disciplinary action. To reinforce this intervention
process, if honpsexuals were allowed to serve, formal steps should be
taken to systenatically nonitor the cohesion and functioning of those
units with acknow edged honbsexual s to ensure that any problens can be
identified and nanaged in a pronpt and constructive fashion. This
noni toring should be conducted in an unobstrusive nmanner to avoid
calling undue attention to the honbsexual’s presence or inplying special

treat nent.

CONCLUSI ONS

The analysis in this chapter suggests that concerns about the
potential effect of permtting honbsexuals to serve in the mlitary are
not groundl ess, but the problens do not appear insurnountable, and there

is anmple reason to believe that heterosexual and honmpbsexual nilitary

285ee Kel man and Hamilton's (1989) analysis of rule, role, and
val ue orientations toward conpliance with authority.
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personnel can work together effectively. This review of the literature

suggests the follow ng concl usions:

. There is no direct scientific evidence regarding the effects of
t he presence of acknow edged honpbsexual s on unit cohesion or
unit performance.

. There are at least two types of cohesion. Task cohesion has a
nodest but reliable influence on perfornance; social cohesion
does not have an independent effect after controlling for task
cohesi on. Under some conditions, high social cohesion is
actually detrinmental to unit performance; noderate soci al
cohesi on appears nobst beneficial. Research indicates that it
is not necessary to |like soneone to work with them so |ong as
nmenbers share a conmitment to the group’s objectives.

. The presence of acknow edged honpbsexual s may bring about a
reduction in social cohesion, although it seens less likely to
underm ne task cohesion. |If there is a reduction in social
cohesion, it will probably involve some degree of ostraci sm of
t he honosexual, rather than a conplete breakdown of the unit.
Whet her this occurs will depend in part on the conduct,
conpetence, and loyalty of the honbsexual individual in
guestion. |If ostracismdoes occur, it can have potentially
danger ous consequences for the individual and the group, and
nmust be dealt with pronmptly by | eaders.

. It is possible that some heterosexuals will refuse to cooperate
wi th known honpbsexual s. However, nany factors will help to
pronot e cohesi on and perfornmance even in the face of hostility
toward honosexuals. First, research suggests that |eaders play
an inportant role in pronoting and mai ntaining unit cohesion
Second, military norns, roles, regulations, and disciplinary
options each enhance the |ikelihood that heterosexuals will
wor k cooperatively with honbsexuals. Third, external threats
enhance both social and task cohesion, provided that the group
nmenbers are nutually threatened and there is the possibility

t hat cooperative group action can elimnate the danger
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Honosexual | eaders will need to earn the respect of their

subordi nates by proving their conpetence and their loyalty to

traditional mlitary values. 1In the absence of that respect,
honosexual s will need to rely on other forns of power, which
wi I I hinder but not prevent effective |eadership. The behavior
of the next |eader up the chain of command will be critical; if

t he honpsexual is supported from above, he or she is nore
likely to be respected from bel ow.

Open honosexual mlitary personnel are likely to be rare, at
least in the foreseeable future. Honpbsexuals in the nmilitary
wi || be under enornmous informal pressure to “stay in the
closet,” even without any explicit requirenent to do so. As a
result, only a small mnority of units platoon-sized or snaller
are likely to have acknow edged honpbsexual s as nenbers. This
| ow prevalence will help to limt the potential frequency of
conflicts, although it will also |limt the opportunities for
the kind of positive social interaction that overcones
stereotypes and i nproves intergroup relations.

The mlitary should not, and does not, tolerate seriously
dysfunctional units. Mlitary | eaders can and al ways have

i ntervened whenever a unit has been identified as
dysfunctional. Careful monitoring of units with acknow edged

honosexual s will ensure that any problens can be identified and

managed in a pronpt and constructive fashion. It should be
clearly communicated at all levels that disruptive behavior by
anyone, whet her heterosexual or honpbsexual, will not be

tol er at ed.



