=2 Factor Rating Interpretation Guide
i/ Cohesion

U.S. Department of Defense

What is Cohesion?

Cohesion assesses whether individuals in a workplace care about each other, share the
same mission and goals, and work together effectively.'#

The following items are used to assess Cohesion on the DEOCS using a five-point response
scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Participants are asked to think about the
past three months when responding, or to think about their time with their current
unit/organization if they joined less than three months ago.

e People in my unit work well as a team.

o People in my unit trust each other.

Note: Survey questions may differ depending on whether the organization is a military unit, Military Service
Academy, or civilian organization. Please see the sample survey for each population on the Assessment to
Solutions web site (https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/) for exact wording.

Why is it important?

Unit Cohesion is a well-studied topic, particularly as it relates to the Military.> Specifically,
there are several studies that have looked at unit Cohesion and its relation to mental health
resilience and better overall military readiness.? For example, a study of U.K. Armed Forces
examined personnel deployed to high optempo locations in Afghanistan found that
individuals who reported strong unit Cohesion were more likely to have lower levels of self-
reported PTSD symptoms, which the authors argued contributed to better mental health and
helped promote military readiness.! Cohesion has also been found to be a protective factor
associated with lower turnover intentions.3# This coincides with a study that examined the
military status of active duty Army soldiers 12 months following a return from Iraq
deployment. The study found that while Service members are prone to military attrition early
in their career, individuals reporting lower levels of unit support (i.e., Cohesion) were more
than twice as likely to separate from Service as those reporting higher levels of support from
their peers and leaders.®

Research also shows that unit Cohesion within a military setting is a protective factor against
sexual assault, sexual harassment, and suicidal ideation.®®78 For example, a study that
looked at Army National Guard Service members who reported at least one deployment
found that greater unit Cohesion and support was associated with decreased likelihood of
experiencing sexual assault and sexual harassment.® A study that looked at U.S. Army
soldiers found that while combat exposure was a significant risk factor for suicidal ideation,
unit Cohesion was a significant protective factor. More specifically, the authors found
significant interaction between the two factors (i.e., combat exposure and unit Cohesion)
indicating that soldiers who experienced greater combat exposure and had higher levels of
unit Cohesion had relatively lower levels of suicidal ideation, while those who had higher
levels of combat exposure and lower unit Cohesion were most at risk for suicidal ideation.®

For more information on how to review your DEOCS results with these key outcomes in
mind, please see the “Strategic Target Outcome Guide” in the Quick Links menu of the
DEOCS dashboard.
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How do | read my factor ratings?

The DEOCS dashboard displays results for Cohesion in a stacked bar graph showing ratings
for Cohesive Organization, Neutral, and Non-Cohesive Organization. Because Cohesion
is a factor that is measured by multiple questions, you should interpret the results as “X% of
responses” (not participants). An example is shown below:

Cohesion
Cohesion assesses whether individuals in a workplace care about each other, share the same mission and goals, and
work together effectively. Cohesive organizations are linked to improved readiness and retention, and a lower likelihood
of sexual assault, sexual harassment, and suicide.
@ Non-Cohesive Organization

58% 20% 12% Neutral
® Cohesive Organization

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 505 60% T0% 0% 90% 100%

Favorable rating: 68% of Neutral rating: 20% of responses Unfavorable rating: 12% of
responses indicated the indicated the organization is neither responses indicated the
organization is cohesive. cohesive nor non-cohesive. organization is non-cohesive.

For the graph showing results by demographic categories, the percentages represent the
percentage of responses from each demographic category that were favorable, neutral, or
unfavorable.

Cohesion Ratings by Demographic Category

This graph displays Cohesion ratings by demographic category. No data are displayed if fewer than
five people from a demographic category responded to this set of questions.
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The first bar will always show the overall results and will be the same percentages that are
shown in the stacked bar graph. The next bars will represent various demographic categories
for your organization. These results can help determine whether some groups of people in
your organization have particularly high or low perceptions of climate factors. In addition, you
may have different categories than in the example above. If your organization did not have
any participants from a particular demographic category or had fewer than five participants
from a particular category, you would not see those categories in your graph. For more
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information on how the demographic groups are created, please see the “Data Overview” in
the Quick Links menu of the DEOCS dashboard.

In this example, the favorable ratings (marked in green) can be interpreted as:

e 62% of responses from non-Hispanic White participants indicated the organization is
cohesive, while 69% of responses from minority participants indicated the organization
is cohesive;

e 68% of responses from male participants indicated the organization is cohesive, while
63% of responses from female participants indicated the organization is cohesive;

e 65% of responses from junior enlisted participants indicated the organization is
cohesive, while 73% of responses from senior enlisted participants indicated the
organization is cohesive.

The neutral ratings (marked in yellow) can be interpreted as:

e 22% of responses from non-Hispanic White participants indicated the organization is
neither cohesive nor non-cohesive, while 17% of responses from minority participants
indicated the organization is neither cohesive nor non-cohesive;

e 16% of responses from male participants indicated the organization is neither cohesive
nor non-cohesive, while 26% of responses from female participants indicated the
organization is neither cohesive nor non-cohesive;

e 10% of responses from junior enlisted participants indicated the organization is neither
cohesive nor non-cohesive, while 19% of responses from senior enlisted participants
indicated the organization is neither cohesive nor non-cohesive.

The unfavorable ratings (marked in red) can be interpreted as:

e 16% of responses from non-Hispanic White participants indicated the organization is
not cohesive, while 14% of responses from minority participants indicated the
organization is not cohesive;

e 16% of responses from male participants indicated the organization is not cohesive,
while 11% of responses from female participants indicated the organization is not
cohesive;

e 25% of responses from junior enlisted participants indicated the organization is not
cohesive, while 8% of responses from senior enlisted participants indicated the
organization is not cohesive.

You may also see trends over time for your Cohesion favorable rating if there are previous
surveys with the same unit identification code (UIC) and the same commander/leader.

When applicable, trends over time are available in the dashboard by clicking on this icon: .
They also appear in the PDF reports as a table. Even if your report includes trends over time,
the results may not be comparable in certain circumstances. It is important to understand
differences in roster size and roster composition at different time points as these items may
impact comparability of trend results. Take a close look at the number of participants
registered, surveys returned, and the response rate for any surveys for which trends are
available to report; use caution when comparing trends over time if there are big differences in
these numbers between surveys. Other things, such as deployments or changes in policy,
may also make trends less comparable. For more information on factor rating trends, please
see the “Data Overview” in the Quick Links menu of the DEOCS dashboard.

Finally, you may see an alert afor your Cohesion ratings. This means that your
unit’s/organization’s favorable rating for Cohesion is very low compared to the other favorable
ratings for this factor from all other units/organizations that completed a DEOCS. When
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applicable, this alert icon appears in the dashboard inside the “Protective Factors — Favorable
Ratings” heading; click on the icon to see if Cohesion is listed in the table. The alert icon may
also appear in the Cohesion section of the PDF reports. To identify whether your Cohesion
ratings receive an alert, cut-off scores were created by rank-ordering all favorable ratings for
this factor. If your favorable rating for Cohesion is below the cut-off score, this icon will appear
in your report. There are unique cut-off scores for each factor. Because of this, you may
notice that some of the factors for which you have an alert have very different ratings. For
more information on how these alerts are created, please see the “Data Overview” in the Quick
Links menu of the DEOCS dashboard.

How are my unit’s/organization’s ratings created?

Cohesion ratings are created by combining responses to two questions from a five-point
Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree scale, as shown in the example below.

Cohesion Strongly

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Strongly

Disagree Agree

Questions Disagree GO

fvzﬁfgggntg"g;”'twmk %@3) | 8%(9) 15% (17) 35% (39) | 39% (43) | 100% (111)
E:gﬁ'gt;gny””'t"““ 2% (2) | 12% (13) 25% (27) 34% (37) | 28% (31) | 100% (110)

Non-Cohesive Neutral Cohesive Total
Organization Organization resgcz)qses
(3+9+2+13)/ 221 = (17+27) | 221= (39+43+37+31)/ 221 =
12% 68%

The table above displays the percentage of responses (and number of responses in
parentheses) for each question across the five response options (Strongly Disagree,
Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, and Strongly Agree). For the first question,
nine participants selected Disagree; this represents 8% of participants that responded to
this question (9/111 = .081 or 8%).

Note that percentages are calculated out of the total number of participants responding to
that question and not the total number of participants taking the survey. Participants can
skip questions, so you may notice that total responses to questions vary. In the above
example, 111 people responded to the first question so all percentages in this row use 111
as the denominator. Only 110 people responded to the second question, so all
percentages in this row use 110 as the denominator. In addition, factor ratings may not
always add to 100% due to rounding.

e The unfavorable rating, named Non-Cohesive Organization, is a combination of
all responses of Strongly Disagree and Disagree from both questions in the
Cohesion scale.

o For this example, three people strongly disagreed with the first question,
while nine disagreed. In addition, two people strongly disagreed with the
second question and 13 disagreed. In total, 27 responses were either
Strongly Disagree or Disagree to these two questions (3+9+2+13 = 27).

o To produce an overall score for Non-Cohesive Organization representing
unfavorable reactions to these two questions, the total number of responses
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(27) is divided by the total number of people who responded to both
Cohesion questions. 111 people responded to the first question, and 110 the
second, for a total of 221 responses to both questions. This produces a
Non-Cohesive Organization rating of 12% (27 / 221 = .1222).

e To create the Neutral rating, the same process above is followed, except the
score is created from only one response option. The Neither Agree nor Disagree
responses are added from questions.

o For this example, there are 44 Neither Agree nor Disagree responses across
both questions (17+27 = 44). This total is divided by the total number of
responses to all of the questions (44 / 221 =.1991). This rounds to a
Neutral rating of 20%.

e To create the favorable rating, named Cohesive Organization, the Strongly
Agree and Agree responses are combined.

o For this example, that is 39+43+37+31 = 150 total responses of either
Strongly Agree or Agree. This total is divided by the total number of
responses to all of the questions (150 / 221 = .6787). This rounds to a
Cohesive Organization rating of 68%.

How do | know if my factor ratings are good or bad?

The DEOCS team is working on a data-driven approach that will help you understand what a
rating means for an organization’s likelihood of positive or negative outcomes. In the
meantime, we recommend using the following strategies to help put your Cohesion ratings into
context and understand whether actions should be taken to address low favorable ratings:

1. If applicable, review the information in the alert icon a to see if your Cohesion ratings
are called out. This icon would appear in the dashboard and in the PDF reports if your
unit’s/organization’s favorable rating for Cohesion is very low compared to all other
units/organizations that completed a DEOCS. You should consider taking action to
raise this rating.

2. Look at the Item Summary table on the Cohesion details page to understand which
guestions may be driving your favorable rating. This factor is created from two
guestions, so compare the percentage of participants who selected Strongly Agree or
Agree to each question. If there is one question that has a lower percentage of
participants who selected Strongly Agree or Agree, this question is the one driving a
lower favorable rating and could help you pinpoint more specific actions to increase
your favorable rating for Cohesion.

3. Examine the bar graph showing the overall favorable rating for Cohesion and the
favorable ratings by various demographic groups. Look at each group’s rating in
relation to the overall unit/organization rating. If any groups have particularly low
favorable ratings for Cohesion, this could help you plan actions to increase your
favorable rating within areas of your organization.

4. If applicable, review your Cohesion favorable rating trends over time. You can view

AR
these trends by clicking on this icon — in the dashboard; they also appear as a table
in the PDF reports. Take note if your ratings are going down over time. You may need
to take action to reverse this trend.
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Factor Improvement Tools for Cohesion

The following resources may be useful as you make plans or take action to improve your
Cohesion ratings. Each resource listing contains a description, a link, and the relevant
audience. Some resources may be more appropriate for the commander/leader,
unit/organization personnel, survey administrators, or the Integrated Primary Prevention
Workforce (IPPW); the relevant audience advises which group may benefit from use of the
recommended resource.

e Building Team Cohesion in Military Units. Provides tips on building cohesion within
military units.
https://www.hprc-online.org/total-force-fithess/gotmysix/resources/building-team-
cohesion-military-units
Audience: Commander/Leader, unit personnel, survey admin, IPPW

e Team Building and Unit Cohesion. Relates cohesion to team building in military
units.
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/NCO-Journal/Archives/2019/October/Team-
Building-and-Unit-
Cohesion/%20(opinion%20piece,%20but%20still%20think%20i1t%20works/

Audience: Commander/Leader, unit personnel, survey admin, IPPW

e Transformational Leadership and Group Potency in Small Military Units. Journal
article about transformational leadership and cohesion as it relates to military readiness.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1576596216300147
Audience: Commander/Leader, survey admin, IPPW

e Unit Cohesion and Military Performance. Report on military performance and unit
cohesion.
https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/csls/Unit_Cohesion_and_Military Performance_Ch5
MacCoun_Hix.pdf
Audience: Commander/Leader, unit personnel, survey admin, IPPW

Scientific Research References on Cohesion

1. Jones, N., Seddon, R., Fear, N. T., McAllister, P., Wessely, S., & Greenberg, N.
(2012). Leadership, cohesion, morale, and the mental health of uk armed forces in
afghanistan. Psychiatry: Interpersonal and Biological Processes, 75(1), 49-59.
https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.2012.75.1.49

2. Reed-Fitzke, K., & Lucier-Greer, M. (2020). The buffering effect of relationships on
combat exposure, military performance, and mental health of U.S. military soldiers: a
vantage point for cfts. Journal Of Marital And Family Therapy, 46(2), 321-336.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12402

3. Brooks, S. K., & Greenberg, N. (2018). Non-deployment factors affecting
psychological wellbeing in military personnel: Literature review. Journal of Mental
Health, 27(1), 80-90. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638237.2016.1276536

4. Wai, P. Y., Dandar, V., Radosevich, D. M., Brubaker, L., & Kuo, P. C. (2014).
Engagement, workplace satisfaction, and retention of surgical specialists in academic
medicine in the United States. Journal of the American College of Surgeons, 219(1),
31-42.

5. Vasterling, J. J., Proctor, S. P., Aslan, M., Ko, J., Jakupcak, M., Harte, C. B.,
6|Page


https://www.hprc-online.org/total-force-fitness/gotmysix/resources/building-team-cohesion-military-units
https://www.hprc-online.org/total-force-fitness/gotmysix/resources/building-team-cohesion-military-units
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/NCO-Journal/Archives/2019/October/Team-Building-and-Unit-Cohesion/%20(opinion%20piece,%20but%20still%20think%20it%20works/
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/NCO-Journal/Archives/2019/October/Team-Building-and-Unit-Cohesion/%20(opinion%20piece,%20but%20still%20think%20it%20works/
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/NCO-Journal/Archives/2019/October/Team-Building-and-Unit-Cohesion/%20(opinion%20piece,%20but%20still%20think%20it%20works/
https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/NCO-Journal/Archives/2019/October/Team-Building-and-Unit-Cohesion/%20(opinion%20piece,%20but%20still%20think%20it%20works/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1576596216300147
https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/csls/Unit_Cohesion_and_Military_Performance_Ch5_MacCoun_Hix.pdf
https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/csls/Unit_Cohesion_and_Military_Performance_Ch5_MacCoun_Hix.pdf

Concato, J. (2015). Military, Demographic, and Psychosocial Predictors of Military
Retention in Enlisted Army Soldiers 12 Months After Deployment to Iraq. Military
Medicine, 180(5), 524-532.

6. Stanley, I. H., Hom, M. A., & Joiner, T. E. (2016). A systematic review of suicidal
thoughts and behaviors among police officers, firefighters, EMTs, and paramedics.
Clinical Psychology Review, 44, 25—-44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.12.002

7. Hourani, L. L., Williams, J., Lattimore, P. K., Morgan, J. K., Hopkinson, S. G.,
Jenkins, L., & Cartwright, J. (2018). Workplace victimization risk and protective factors
for suicidal behavior among active duty military personnel. Journal of Affective
Disorders, 236, 45-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.jad.2018.04.095

8. Saxena, S., Krug, E. G., and Chestnov, O. (2014). Preventing Suicide: A Global
Imperative. World Health Organization. https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/131056

9. Walsh, K., Galea, S., Cerda, M., Richards, C., Liberzon, |., Tamburrino, M. B., ...
Koenen, K. C. (2014). Unit Support Protects Against Sexual Harassment and Assault
Among National Guard Soldiers. Women’s Health Issues, 24(6), 600-604.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.whi.2014.05.006

10. Mitchell M., Gallaway M., Millikan A., & Bell M. (2012). Interaction of combat
exposure and unit cohesion in predicting suicide-related ideation among post-
deployment soldiers. Suicide Life Threat Behav, 42, 486-94.

7|Page



