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Chapter 1.
| ntroduction. (1)

An arny in battle is held together by the force of an i dea.
This idea is not the one for which men are thought, by the
conventional platitudes, to fight for. That is, they do not fight
to make the world safe for denocracy or anything |ike that.
Rat her, they fight because they feel that they owe it to
t hensel ves, that to fail to fight would be to display a
deficiency in the noral virtue known as honor.

Honor is sonewhat hard to define. It is best characterized as
a sort of wvirtue nore or less peculiar to the warrior. |Its
irreducible mninumis personal bravery in conbat, but there are
vari ous kinds of extensions to other behavior. It is a pervasive
virtue, in that it is held to be a sort of universal neasure of a
man. That is, while a man may | ack some other quality wi thout his
col | eagues doing nore than making all owances for it, if he 1is
held to lack honor, then it is taken for granted that he 1is
worthl ess in every sense.

i. Diversity of Honor and the Problens of Incorporation.

G ven that honor is a distinctively-mlitary value, one nust
ask how it is inculcated. | shall treat this in terns of the
notion of cognitive appropriation, and a |inkage between
cognitive learning and enotional |earning. Such a |linkage has the
advantage of permtting one to talk about enotion in relatively
concrete terns. The notion of "appropriation” is useful, because
it permts one to deal with the diversity of honors, as well as
the manner in which the mlitary is able to maintain a value
distinct fromthe civil society that surrounds it.

One problem about honor is that it is not one nonolithic
phenomenon. There are different and contradictory kinds of honor.
Wiile there is generally a common core of val ues about bravery in
battle, there are inportant divergences as well.

For exanple, there is a good deal of divergence about the
extensi on of honor to noney matters. One kind of honor includes
honesty about noney nmatters and even the forswearing of
acqui sitiveness, but other kinds do not. To give sone idea of
t he degree to which values can diverge away fromthe first kind,
| et us consider an exanple. W have a case |ike Chuck Yeager, the
living culture hero and archetype of the fighter pilots and their
elite, the test pilots, whose colleague (Ascani, quoted 1in
Yeager, 1985:127) spoke of himas having terrific integrity 1in
the sense that he would never abandon a conrade. Yet this
integrity was not inconpatible with a steady scrounging and
fiddling for his own profit (Yeager, 1985:246,257). Ascani was

under few illusions about Yeager’s financial ethics (Yeager,
1985:171). It would seemthat he just did not consider them
rel evant.



But, at the same tinme, there is a problem of bounding the
notion of honor, so that it does not becone a synonym for any
virtues which are favored in a particular tinme and pl ace.

To this end, we need to be concerned with the nmechani sns that
define what is nere |ocal divergence, and what is apostasy. |Is
there sonme kind of informal or formal group that decides who is
honorabl e, but different, and who is either dishonorable or a-
honor abl e?

Additionally, there is a question of how the mlitary, a
mnority institution 1in society, manages to maintain its own
di stinctive set of values, which differ fromthose of the |arger
soci ety.

The larger society has values which are defined w thout
reference to the needs of the mlitary. And further, the tendency
of the Ilast couple of hundred years has probably been toward
values that are |less rather than nore suitable for mlitary
purposes. They tend to stress such thenmes as the autonony of the

individual. But there are really only two types of autononous
individuals on a battlefield. They are the psychopathic Kkiller,
who being wutterly wunpredictable, is a danger to everyone,

i ncluding his owmn conrades, and the bug-out.

So a nodern mlitary has increasing need to devel op nechani sns
to maintain its own values, ones that are suitable for the
pur poses of fighting.

i Wiy the United States Arny Has Not Always Acted in
Ways Which Most Tend to Cenent Val ues.

Sonetines the mlitary fails to develop and nmaintain its own
values. This is not a matter of being unaware of the inportance
of values. Rather, it is a consequence of the lure of technical
efficiency. There is a chronic conflict between the pursuit of
values and the pursuit of efficiency which runs through Wstern
arm es.

Mlitary thinkers, at |east those of the western variety, and
Americans in particular, have tended to put a | ow enphasis on
guestions of norale. Wile they usually recognized the inportance
of norale, they have put their real faith, as denonstrated by
their actions, in technical and tactical innovations. That s,
they have obtained essentially every useful invention that cane
al ong, and they have not systematically nmade over their
organi zation in the direction of geneinschaft. The effect of the
technical innovations is often to reduce the nunbers of nen who
actually have to fight, although not necessarily the size of the
unit.

To put this in concrete terns, consider that Vietnam era
i nnovation, the Cdaynore mne. This device is an explosive
charge, <cleverly shaped so that when it explodes, it |lays down a
barrage of steel balls, at man-height, along the ground in the
particular direction in whichit is pointed. It is a conmand
mne, which is to say that it is electrically set off, usually by
renote electro-firer (Jane’s, 1978:488-89). It sits out in front



of the troop positions, and the aimng is done when it is set up.
Then it 1is connected to awire leading back to the troop

positions.
Think of what this neans. First, the aimng is done in calm
and rel ative safety and at |eisure, instead of being done in the

stormof battle. The result is that it is nmuch nore likely to be
done right. Al that remains to be done is to pull the trigger.
Further, multiple claynores can be hooked up to the sane circuit
to build up banks of fire. O the electro-firers can sinply be
coll ected together. The result is that the firing of a
consi derabl e portion of a unit’s firepower can be centralized to
what ever degree is desired. So the mgjority of non-fighters do
not have to fire the claynores. They may work at setting them up
bef or ehand, but once the systemis rigged, all of it can be fired
by the conmander, or whoever el se has the required cool ness under
fire. So as long as there is sonebody in the unit who wll fight,
the claynores will fire.

Now, of course, claynores are not suitable for all purposes,
but there is a tendency to invent other devices to fill the gaps.
VWhat is inportant is the underlying notion that a technical
solution is nore practical than one of human transfornmation,
inert matter being nore nmalleable than the human spirit. This
leads mlitary |leaders to nake the developnent of values a
secondary priority.



Chapter 2.
Survey O The Anthropol ogical Literature On War,
Wth Respect To Honor.

Martial honor is a topic which has been systematicaly
negl ect ed by ant hr opol ogi st s, falling bet ween t he ol d
ant hr opol ogi st’ s materialism on the one hand and the new
ant hropol ogi st’ s enpathy and cultural relativismon the other.

i. Cultural Materialists and \War.

A large group of anthropologists tend, by reason of their
theoretical orientation, to be somewhat casual in dealing wth
values in general. Since mlitary honor is a species of value, it
i s included.

Marvin Harris is, of course, the arch- cultural materialist,
and that shows in his views on war.

In accounting for mlitary success, he tends to put
predom nant stress on the technol ogi cal aspects, such as the
Amerindian |lack of the horse. This is to say that he effectively
ignores matters of organization, norale, and training. He seens
to view war as essentially a population-regulatory nechanism
(Harris, 1971:229-30), which is no longer functional in the
nodern world (Harris, 1971:231-32), and dism sses accounts of
non- econom ¢ notives as mnere false consciousness (Harris,
1971: 226- 28) . In this vein, he stresses that religion is
conpatible wwth pragmatic needs (Harris, 1971:556-59), and also
stresses the adaptation of personality traits to needs in a short
time span (Harris, 1971, p574-89).

In The Rise of Anthropol ogical Theory, he is highly dismssive
of em c approaches, such as that of Low e, whom he accuses of
shoddy wor kmanship (Harris, 1968: 364-66).

Paul  Bohannon, in Social Anthropology, treats war very
briefly, but in essentially Clausewitzian terns, (War as the
continuation of policy by other neans.) dismssing tribal feuding
as not really war (Bohannon, 1963:304-306). The one reference to
nonconcrete aspects of war such as ritual is in such ternms as
Marvin Harris mght use (Bohannon, 1963: 338).

Such an attitude effectively rules the idea of honor out of
court as a trivial exanple of false consciousness. It is pretty
much intrinsic to Harris’ systemthat it does not admt of an
i dea whi ch shapes and defines behavi or.

The flaw to this is that while war may be in a society’s
interest, that does not nean that it is also in an individual’s.
Wars are fought, in great neasure by people |like those described
by S. L. A WMirshal, the fifteen or twenty percent who actually
use their weapons (Marshall, 1947:50-54), sonetinmes called
"Fighters in distinction to the 'Nonfighters’ who nake up the
majority, and they are under no visible conmpulsion to do so. And
gi ven the incredible and obvi ous drawbacks of being a hero (about
half of all heroes are dead heroes), if the systemis to work on
t he basis of the rational pursuit of collective good, the




i ndi vi dual must be a victimof false consciousness, or he wll,
i nstead, engage in the rational pursuit of his own personal good.
But how can false consciousness be trivial if it is what makes
people do all these critical things?

The views of the classic cultural evolutionists are even |ess
hel pful. It is problematic whether they even allow room for
val ues as a systematic consequence of econom cs and technol ogy.

In his The Science of Culture, Leslie Wiite nmintains that
"Warfare IS a struggle between soci al or gani sns, not
i ndi vidual s (White, 1949:132). He further stresses that the
notives of the individual participants are nore or |less random
except for a nmeasure of social coercion. In these terns, there is
even less roomfor the individual will and values than there is
in Mrvin Harris’ formnulations, inasmuch as Wite treats
individuals as little nore than what one m ght call the el enental
conponents of an over-m nd.

In Ant hropol ogy: Culture Patterns and Processes, A. L. Kroeber
mentions war only once and in passing. But that instance, which,
incidentally, is concerned with mlitary technol ogy rather than
val ues, consists in taking changes in warfare to be a
mani festation of a fashion-like herd instinct (Kroeber, 1963:54-
56) .

It will be noted that this kind of outlook precludes taking
val ues seriously, since a value becones an aspect of culture
which 1is not anchored by considerations of practical necessity.
The display of such a value as honor translates into practical
advantage only indirectly and after a period of tine. So there is
greater freedomto maintain a mal adaptive val ue system

In A Scientific Theory of Culture and O her Essays, Bronislaw
Mal i nowski treats the needs inposed by culture as equally basic,
conpared to other basic drives, inasmuch as the cultural
institutions are there to satisfy biological needs, which go
unmet if the «cultural institution is disrupted (Mlinowski,
1944:120-23). But he seenms to think of war in relatively concrete
ternms, eg. talking about the relation between war and food
production (Malinowski, 1944:123-24).

The followers of G P. Mirdock, such as Oterbein (1970) and
Nanmour (1974) would seemto exclude the study and the rel evance
of wvalues in an even nore absolute way, inasmuch as their
statistical nethods cannot deal with anything that cannot be
coded and which is not context free. Nammour includes codings for
such things as whether warriors have high prestige (Nammour
1974:272), but that is about the limt of what can be coded. Now
val ues are interpretations of concrete facts, e. ¢g. given that
so- and- so did such and such, what does it nmnmean. And such
interpretation is pretty well context |aden by definition.

The interesting thing about all this is that great sections of
cul tural anthropol ogy, functionalist, evolutionist, and so on,
hold views that tend to deny the authenticity of values. They
vary from taking values and individual decisions to be
consequences of sonmething else to totally denying that there are



i ndi vi dual values or decisions or that they are of any
i nportance. Follow ng their assunptions, honor is not a subject
that makes any sense to deal with. Wat counts are the concrete
econonm ¢ or ecological constraints to action.

But there is a body of anthropologists who do take values
seriously. | refer to the Interpretive school.

ii. The view on war of the new ant hropol ogi sts.

The new ant hropol ogi sts, who collectively mght be called the
Interpretive school, do recognize the centrality of values. This
recognition follows out of their stress on enpathy, on not
dismssing the native nentality as fal se consci ousness. But it
bears its own limtations, as the anthropol ogist, still a product
of Western culture, becones commtted to defending his people
agai nst those who would portray them as barbarous. Because the
anthropologist is still operating in the noral framewrk of
Western culture, he finds it difficult to cone to ternms wth
those aspects of native culture which actualy are what Wstern
culture defines as depraved. In particular, when confronted with
the role of violence in native society, or any society for that
matter, he prefers to wish it out of existence, or if that is not
possible, to treat it as social pathology. This neans that he is
often wunable to deal with the ways in which violence gives
meaning to life.

In Cultural Anthropology: The Science of Custom Felix Keesing
recognizes a diversity of roles of war, and stresses that there
is no universal neaning of war, but the one that he stresses is a
tribal one in which war is a sort of sport, wth extensive
restrictions (Keesing, F., 1958:295-6).

But one is troubled by the association of honor with sonething
like this. Does honor make sense in a context where war neans
thrommng a token spear or tw? Gven that the characteristic
fight, at least anong the sorts of tribes that Keesing is
refering to, ends when one man out of at |east a couple of dozen
has been hit, the risk level, even in the worst fight a tribesnman
can ever expect to be in, is fairly low. A proper venue for a
notion of honor should have a risk | evel high enough that the
threat of death is a serious factor in the individual’s decision-
maki ng process.

In Cultural Anthropology: A Contenporary Perspective, Roger
Keesing is alnpbst reluctant to deal with war. There is no
systematic presentation, and the words "war", "honor", and
"pbattle" do not appear in the index. Nor does a mpjor figure in
the anthropology of war like Keith Otterbein, or a classically
bellicose group |like the Jivaro. He does nention certain
charismatic |eaders, such as Joan of Arc as exanples of the
powers of nessianic ideas (Keesing, R, 1976:285), but he does so
only perfunctorily. Simlarly, in the chapter on ’'the inpact of




the west’ he is obliged to nmention the native resistance, but the
di scussion is so concise that in nmentioning a figure |ike Sanori,
such topics as the role of mlitant Islam in Wst African
resi stance cannot be dealt wth (Keesing, R, 1976:391-93).
Simlarly, the Ghost Dance Movenent is lunped with cargo cults
(Keesing, R, 1976:406-8).

Keesi ng hinself describes the book as "politically comitted
(Keesing, R, 1976:vi). This may color his thinking and expl ain
why he doesn’'t care to deal with primtive war too much. In
particular, to accept the reality of primtive war is to accept
that the natives who the Europeans conquered were far from
harm ess i nnocents.

Their noral standing as victins is often undermned by their
pursuit of wars of aggression and conquest. For often, the
Eur opean conqueror, as viewed at the tinme, appears as one whose
participati on was sought by at |east sone of the inhabitants, as
in the case of Cortez (Padden, 1967:148-51,163). Rather than a
Eur opean subject acting on a native object, there were at |east
three actors: at |east one faction of Europeans, and at |east two
of natives. Al acted in a positive way in pursuit of their
interests. To deal with the noral structures of war is to give
war a certain legitimcy, along the Iines of what m ght be called
cultural relativism So for this reason, those who are not
prepared to deal with war as sonething nore than an evil to be
shuddered at cannot afford to |ook at the values of war. |If
"politically commtted” means what is conventionally called anti-
inmperialist, then to fail to defend the noral superiority of
those who were subjugated is to tacitly admt the rhetoric that
justified their conquest--viz that the conquering forces were
those of reform And once reform beconmes a grounds for conquest,
al nrost any Wstern developed country has a fair charter for
invasion of alnobst any Third-Wrld country on the basis of
conparative corruption, tyranny, and so on.

One of the few anthropol ogi sts who deal with honor at all is
M chael Herzfeld, in Honor and Shane: Problens in the Conparative
Analysis of Mral Systens. In studying notions of honor in

different nediterranean communities, he stresses that there is no
one thing that can be described as honor, but that it can only be
treated in local context, which is to say that he would seem to
be taking a basically | ocal know edge type of approach. He gives
exanples to the effect that in tw different Cretan villages,
honor is in one case antithetical to egotismand in the other
case depends on it (Herzfeld, 1980:344). One feels that about the
nost that he would concede is that honor is repute wit |arge.
What he does inplicitly recognize as a universal is little nore
than acting according to social expectation. But his main point
is that such a concept is not translatable fromone society to
anot her, that sonme sense of what is nmeant can only be gained by
the use of folk taxonom es in each case (Herzfeld, 1980: 348-49).
In his Poetics of Manhood, he stresses the role of "manhood",
whi ch may presunmably be gl ossed as honor, as a neans of securing
safety fromnol estation, in the sense that Cretan shepherds raid
each other’s flocks, unless they are in a relation of
institutionalized friendship. One nakes friends with a man by




denonstrating one’s own worthiness, defined in terns of daring,
fighting ability, and so on. But worthiness is denonstrated by
raiding his flock (Herzfeld, 1985:163-183). Honor is seen as
sonething that 1is manipulated, gane fashion, wth a view to
status maxi m zation. For exanple, when a young nman starts to nmake
his way in the world by raiding, he is still presuned to be
i nnocent of any stock thefts that occur. This gives him great
opportunities, but it also hanpers himin taking credit for these
thefts. So he will, balancing these considerations, decide when
to reveal his activities (Herzfeld, 1985:198).

In his Rebirth in the Airborne, Melford Wiss does deal wth
such themes as initiation and nmyth, but the treatnment is nerely
at a descriptive level. For exanple, in describing the ’'prop
blast’ follow ng conpletion of training, he talks about how the
ritual synbolizes parachuting, but fails to develop how it
relates to norale. That is, thereis a failure to link the ritual
and tradition to actual behavior. However, dealing with the issue
of dropouts, those who refuse to continue, Wiss does touch
indirectly on honor. He observes that dropouts, if possible,
sinmply disappear fromthe training unit, being renoved before
they can comunicate their tendencies to the others. Wen such
di sappearance i s not possible, as when the trainee makes a public
scene, it is necessary toritually shame him by tearing of
patches and so on. It is not assuned that the act of quitting
itself is polluting, only that it has di sagreeabl e consequences
(Weiss, 1967).




Chapter 3.
Enoti on

Enotion is a special case of cognition. This neans that the
probl em of how enotions are acquired reduces to the problem of
how cognitive know ege 1is acquired. In order to discuss
enoti onal phenonena, such as the possession of a sense of honor,
we nust think about enotion itself in concrete terms, with a view
to defining enotion in a reasonably exact way, that is, in terns
sufficiently precise that it can be related to other concerns
such as |anguage and know edge. Such terns are provided by
generative grammar and semantics. | do not propose to adopt any
particular system of these, but rather to take their comon
elements, viz. a body of sinple relations, referred to as a
| exi con or database, and sone kind of parser or inference engine
to link the elenents of the database together in useful ways.

Efforts to deal wth enmbtion as sonething separate from
| anguage founder in sheer diffuseness. One possible approach is
that of enotional conmtnment to the |anguage itself that defines
a group, incorporates nenbers, and excludes outsiders. Wiile this
may have sone neasure of truth, it is not a very profitable Iine
of inquiry.

Let us discard the nore extrene whorf- |like views, which hold
that |anguage conditions what can be said or thought in it.
These are | ooked on with sone skepticismby the |linguists. They
point out that while | anguage can define the way one thinks to
sone degree, no |language is such a prison as to prevent the
expression of any given concept (Fishman, 1980: 32-33).

| nst ead, consider the enotional neaning of |anguage in
instrumental terns, that is , in terns of the consequences in the
speaker’s |ife. The principle consequences of speaking a given

| anguage woul d be association with the group of speakers of that
| anguage. This association leads to a sense of identity as a
speaker of that |anguage, which in practice reduces to nenbership
in the group of speakers. And nenbership nmeans speaking the
| anguage. So what we have here is a |l oop from shared | anguage to
group nenbership to shared | anguage.

The only way that nore than nere circularity can be gotten out
of thisis to treat it as a feedback loop, that is, what Narol
calls servos and snowballs (Narol I, 1983: 25- 26) . Thi s
constitutes an explanation for a group of phenomena which are
intertwined with no prine nover or first cause. Fromthe point of
view of the individual, a small change in | anguage leads to a
smal | change in affiliation, which |eads to additional change in
| anguage, and so on.

However, this still does not yield an unanbi guous definition
of enotion, which can be described in terns of specific causes.
Learning a |anguage, after all, does not put one under any

particular obligation to use it.

Enotions are very |like |anguage. They are non- rational
t hought, thought that diverges from conscious reasoning. An



enotional response is the response that you don't stop to think
about, or rather that which you think about at a subconscious
level. It is an animal- like response, in fact. So enotion and
t he ki nd of know edge involved in parsing | anguage have in conmon
that they are both nore i mmedi ate representati ons than conscious
t hought. That is, they are both closer to the |evel at which the
brain actually mani pul ates dat a.

Now gi ven that an enotion has in common with a | exicon el enent
the quality of being subconscious and automatically popping up
when required, what are the differences. A lexicon elenent 1is
essentially subordinate in that it is sonething that some other
mental process takes and uses. It does not really involve any
action in and of itself. But an enmotion, on the other hand is
nore of a reaction. To engage an enotion is to trigger a response
of sone kind. The salivation of Pavlov's dog is an exanpl e.

| propose to define enption as an aspect of |anguage, only one
with direct connections to action and the related primtive basic
drives of the reptilian brain. What is proposed is that, speaking
in ternms of generative granmar and semantics, sone |exicon or
dat abase elenents have hooks which trigger such reptilian
responses. So, 1in these terns, investing one’s enobtions in sone
obj ect neans connecting the automatic responses of the brain to
that subject, nost likely in an indirect fashion. The main point
is that the likelihood of such an automatic response being
triggered is in sonme rough proportion to the nunber of different
| exicon entries that are connected to the subject.

Language elenents becone available to the brain by a process
of appropri ation, or reconstruction. The process of
reconstruction, as applied to | anguage, involves taking a nunber
of separate pieces of information, which are not explicable by
t hensel ves, but only as a group, and thembringing theminto the
consci ousness so that they can all be operated on sinultaneously.
VWhat is inplicit in this reconstruction is that the bits of
information must be learned so thoroughly that they can be
brought up al nost instinctively, wthout conscious thought. G ven
that there is alimt and a fairly lowone to the nunber of
nonnenori zed things that a person can keep in his head, and given
that nmaking sense of such a group of chunks of information
involves putting themtogether in different ways, jigsaw puzzle
fashion, until they fit, then only a nmenorized fact can be fitted
together, as it nmust be avail abl e when needed and the correct
time to take it in cannot be determned a priori. So learning a
| anguage S | earning instinctive non- acti ons, t hat is,
instinctive responses which do not lead directly to action.

But enotions are just nore of the sanme, except for the
difference that they do lead to action. 1In the sanme way as with
any ot her chunk of |anguage, the information underlying enotion
can be taken to be conplexly intertangled, so that one nust
menorize it all in order for it to operate. And, correspondingly,
it must be reworked to fit into the internal organization of the
brain. So the appropriation of emotion is no nore than a speci al
case of the appropriation of |anguage. The answer to the question
of when people invest thenselves, or their enotions, in

10



sonething may be that they do so when they are obliged to
reconstruct it in their mnds by nmenorizing it.

Learning an enotion is learning an instinctive reaction. And
that is interesting. Mlitary training is full of the teaching
of instinctive reactions. That is what drill is all about. But it
is also the case that nere cognitive learning has enotional
inplications. The enotions are not a separate database, after
all. What they are is a set of connections fromthe lexicon to
various other parts of the brain tending toward action. Gven
that there is a chaining nechanism that ties the |[|exicon
together, even cognitive understandings have the capacity to
trigger enotional reactions.

11



Chapter 4.
Trai ni ng And How Honor |s Incul cated.

| f enotional training is a by-product of i ntell ectual
training, then we nust look at mlitary training in cognitive
terns. There are a nunber of explanations of how cognitive-
enotive transformation is effected, which should probably not be
seen as nutually exclusive. What should be stressed is that they
can feed fromeach other. That is, the nythology that is a part
of a local know edge approach (section ii.) defines the values
that wunderly a right- stuff approach (section iii.), both of
whi ch depend on group nenbership (section i.) to initially
establ i sh thensel ves.

i . Communi cation and G oup Menbership

The recruit’s sense of who he is, and therefore who the wunit
is with respect to him is changed by getting himto speak a new
and different |language, wth the result that he beconmes cut off
fromhis past by a comuni cation barrier.

As Ri coeur points out (Ricoeur, 1981:148), all speech arises
out of shared wunderstandings between speaker and |istener,
whereby the |istener can reconstruct the actual nessage received
into a fuller revised understanding. Wat permts two in-group
menbers to conduct a neani ngful conversation in single words and
grunts is the fact that they already share alnost all the
understandings that they collectively possess. But when two
people who do not belong to the sane group are conmunicating,
then there nust be nore expansion and clarification. One nust
consider the possibility that the relative inefficiency of
communication wth outsiders is the thing that creates and
maintains a gap of intimacy and bel ongi ngness, e.g. t he
irritation of making an unthinking remark, only to find that one
must now, on penalty of being thought rude, deliver an extended
| ecture of exegesis in order to nmake that remark conprehensible.

Training creates commtnment by disruption of the normal flow
of conmuni cation between the recruit and his previous associ ates,
cutting out a nmenber of the larger comunity and attaching himto
a new group

This is possible because humans are changing all the tine.
They nmaintain stable social relationships by teaching each ot her
enough about their new activities and nodes of thought so that
the other can nake all owances and accommpdati ons. Indeed, in a
particularly intense situation at work, say, they wuse their
outside friends and relations as lightning rods to talk out the
things that, if said to their workmates, would be disruptive.

If the recruit can nerely be kept from in this nmanner,
reconnecting his social ties to outsiders, wth the comng to
terms with changes that this inplies, then he will diverge. Now,
if the recruit went honme every night, he would pronptly spill out

12



to uninvolved friends and rel atives, all the strains and tensions
inmplicit in the training. At the end, the fol k back honme woul d be
peopl e who he could still talk to about things. But instead, he
Is kept apart until the process has had tinme to jell, that is,
until there is such a backl og of uncomuni cat ed expl anati ons that
the recruit cannot talk frankly about his enotional reactions to
a situation, because that would require the listener to have sone
understanding of the practical factors involved. The |[istener
does not have such understanding, so the recruit will return a
non- conmttal answer.

To put this in concrete terns, consider a paratroop trainee,
in a situation where there have been a series of training

accidents in the unit. He is fearful, granted, but can that be
communi cated to his forner associates? Now, fear in the abstract
may be conprehensible, but this is not fear in the abstract. It

is fear of concrete details, fear that the parachute packer may
have put the parachute together in the wong sequence, wth the
result that it will not open properly. O it is fear that abrupt
eddies of the wind may slamhiminto the ground at bone- breaking
speeds. If our recruit wanted to explain his reservations about
t he parachute packer’s work to a boyhood friend, he woul d nost
likely need to draw diagranms. Under the circunstances, it is mnuch
sinpler to pretend to be something sinpler and |ess anbival ent
whi ch can be explained without recourse to drawi ngs. So given the
choice between playing arrant coward and Hollywood hero, the
recruit naturally plays Hollywod hero. And so the relationship
becones conplicated by a lie. And the strain of keeping it going
i ncreases correspondi ngly.

But he can share his fears wth other paratroopers, who share
hi s under standi ng of parachute anatony.

There are other factors besides physical isolation that
enhance the separation of the recruit fromhis past.

Consider the effects of depersonalization in training. As
Victor Turner points out, the depersonalization of an initiation
serves to disconnect the neophyte fromhis past, as he does not
have to react in terns of his previous role (Turner, 1967:101).
One could state it alternatively that he is not allowed to so
react. Donald Duncan describes the depersonalization involved in
United States Army basic training as a process of renoving, by
means of the lack of privacy and by inposed social rel ationships,
the trainee s idiosyncracies, values included, wth a view to
replacing themwith mlitary val ues (Duncan, 1967:97-99).

Now J. den Gay s position that that troops fight as wunits
and not as individuals (Gay, 1959:44), which inplies that the
core of fighting spirit is group solidarity, neans that what
training nust do is to detach the recruit fromthe civil society
and connect himinto the mlitary one. Anything that the soldier
has, which is considered inportant, and which the civilian does
not have, serves to define the civilian as an inferior person,
with whomrel ations nmust necessarily be less intimate. The effect
of ostensibly agreeing, wth however much nental reservation,
that, say, nonparatroopers are 'legs’ and not to be associ ated
with (Duncan, 1967:118) is that the newly-initiated paratrooper
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will begin to spend nost of his time with other paratroopers.
Thus, this formal caste- like regulation will start to redefine
his social universe

Secrecy heightens this effect, as it constructs a further
barrier to communication with fornmer associates. It is probably
not inportant whether the secrecy is due to tribal taboo or the
regul ations governing classified information. The effect is the
sane. The only people with whomthe thing can be tal ked about are
others with simlar rights of access to the information in
guesti on.

The mlitary, being a sub- culture apart, exhibits this to a
greater degree than nost, but all occupations have these kinds of
[inguistic problens to sone degree. Here is a curious case of
this in connection with railroading. In railroad parlance, the
term "dead" neans that the man is, in accordance with the union
work rules, not available for further work at that tinme. So it
once happened that a wife, who did not understand this usage, had

occasion to call the dispatcher to find out when her husband
woul d be honme. He said that the man was "dead" over in such and
such a vyard, and the wfe, m sunderstanding him becane
hysterical, and various confusion followed (Scholl, 1987). One

probabl e result of this would have been that the di spatcher woul d
have learned not to elaborate on the information he gave w ves
who called in, thus increasing the degree of nonconprehension.

What this inplies is that once the recruit 1is physically
incorporated into the unit, conmtnment to it would seemto foll ow
nore or less automatically, if, as Naroll clains, there is a nore
nore or Jless innate need to belong to some group (Naroll,
1983:131). For, as we have seen, the only available group is the
unit. And a change of affiliation nmeans a change of reference
group. Now, since the reference group can be changed in a
straightforward manner, then we deal not with some arcane force
that conpels alien behavior, but only wth the relatively
ordinary forces that bind a noral group together

What energes from this is that enotional conmmtnent is

essentially a byproduct of cognitive commtnent, in this case,
the kinds of know edge that one needs to function as part of a
group. In these terns, that is , of conmunicative efficiency,

Turner would be wong in that it is not so nuch freedomfromthe
previous role as the lack of freedomto rely on the supports of
the previous role which is the essence of a rite- de- passage.
Support took the formof a pre-existing identity, consisting of a
reference group and a | anguage which could be spoken wth the
reference group. The individual was never trapped by his previous
role in the sense that he could not do things outside of it. For
exanple, he was always free to tal k gi bberish, but then he would
not have been understood, and therefore there was no incentive to
do so.

ii. Local History.

The extent to which a soldier can have a sense of place, of
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what tradition demands of him is dependent on the unit‘s sense
of itself. This means that the unit nust possess history. The
meani ng of group history is that it defines those intellectually-
hel d understandi ngs which link up to enpotion. In this connection,
Ceertz points out that an ideol ogical abstraction is nmade real by
"...clothing these conceptions with such an aura of factuality
that the nopods and notivations seemuniquely realistic (Ceertz,
1973:90). O, in other words, the credibility of the unit’s claim
to expect something of its nmenbers is a function of the sheer
weight of historical exanple that it can bring to bear to
convince the recruit that it is normal and natural to do such and
such a thing. That being so, wunit performance will tend to vary
as a function of the quality of the |locally-prevailing group
hi story.

Unit history is of variable quality in that sonme units have a
ot of history and sonme do not. Further, in sonme wunits, the
history is inauthentic in that it is purely book history, having
no connections to oral tradition. This is because the policy of
rotation neans that there is al nost nobody around the wunit who
has been there for any length of tine. The nost extrene case is
that sone units have no history at all, as they are regularly
formed and di shanded in the nanme of adm nistrative efficiency.

Now, the issue of historicity can be said to exist on two tine
scales. And in both of them the issue is the same, that
authenticity arises out of social stability.

The first time scale is the short one, that of the nmenory of
man. Dependi ng on circunstances, this can be anything up to forty
years. Here, authenticity is a matter of the history expressing
t he experience of the tribal elders. History is inauthentic if it
does not represent their own experience. Wile this history may
be dredged up and put in a book, it is still inauthentic in that
it does not belong in a personal way to any of the cadres who
instruct the troops init. Sone of them have history, but it is
personal and private, and does not lend itself to being shared,
for it deals with the cadre’s experiences in a different social
mlieu, doing different things, which the trainees cannot expect
to doin their turn. 1In fact large sections of it are assertions
of the natural superiority of the nenbers of a group which again,
the trainee is not going to belong to. Under the circunstances,
the cadre has to suppress such nenories as he does have, in order
to have sone kind of common ground with his trainees.

But what about the other tinme scale, that beyond the nenory of
man. For exanple, what authenticity have the | egends of a battle
like Waterloo or Saratoga, so long ago that nobody alive today
participated in it, or even ever spoke to soneone who had? At
this renove, the historically-spurious character of a |legend is
probably irrelevant. Just as nost of the Scottish tartans have no
authentic |l|inkage to old, tribal, Scotland, being Victorian
i nventions (Prebble, 1962:48), sonme unit |lineages are fictitious,
to a degree, in that there were substantial periods of tine in
whi ch no such unit existed. For, exanple, the U S. Arny Rangers,
whose first battalion was raised in 1942 and trained by the
Engli sh Commandos, may claima tie back to Robert Rogers and the
French and Indian war (Eshel, 1984:35), but the whole thing was

15



in abeyance, until the novelist, Kenneth Roberts, excavated it,
in the novel Northwest Passage and the subsequent filmof that
name, released in 1940 (Maltin, 1986:696). But this is utterly
beyond the experience of the ordinary enlisted man who is the
primary recipient of such nythology. Fromhis point of view, the
unit history is as authentic as one that wuld satisfy a
hi storian. Wien it ceases to be authentic is when the cadres have
rotated in fromsonmewhere el se and have not had tine to learn it
and becone confortable with it thenselves. That being the case,
they cannot use it for instructional purposes with any degree of
convi cti on.

So the snallest group that can support a viable system of
local history is what one mght call an endo- rotation group,
that is, a group which does not systematically exchange nenbers,
via rotation, wth other groups. And what can be shared is only
that which is common to themall. What this nmeans is that a
| arge endo- rotation group has access toonly a very snal
portion of its conbi ned past.

But there are no pure cases. Even in an arny, such as the
United States Arny, which is commtted to efficient wutilization
of skills, and the consequent rotation, there are still sone
pockets in which such local history flourishes, paradoxically
because of the pressure to make good utilization of skills. If
the skill is particular to the unit, then transfers out of the

unit are discouraged. This is especially the case in aviation. A
pilot is qualified in a particular aircraft, and can only be
transferred anmong the small nunber of squadrons (or equival ent
unit) which fly that particular aircraft. The result is that a
transfer does not take a man into a group of strangers, but
rather brings himup against old friends, friends of friends, and
so on. For exanple, when the helicopter pilot, Robert Mson,
transferred to a newunit, he did not |eave his connections
behi nd. There was a man al ready there who had gone through flight
school with him(Mason, 1983:393), and soon another nman from
Mason’s old wunit turned up (Mason, 1983:399). Al this was
t hrough the operation of chance, given the fact that there were
so few places that a man with those qualifications could be sent.
In the sanme way, Mason had a firmgrasp of the tradition of
airmobility, because he was, at the start of his tour, copilot
(read apprentice) to a pilot who had flown a glider in Wrld War
Il (Mason, 1983:58-59).

O course, the need for history may nmake it flower even under
unlikely conditions. Even under rotation conditions, there are
sonme el enents of continuity. Mskos gives an intriguing exanple
of the foreign enployees of the United States Arny, such as the
barracks’ housekeeping staff, who, in overseas stations, are
jointly hired by the troops and paid out of a fund raised by pay
deductions. Since they stay, while troops cone and go, these
|atter day Gunga Dins becone highly conmtted to the unit,
tagging along with it on operations, and serving as the bearers
of tradition (Mskos, 1970:87).

iii. The Right Stuff and Folding In On Oneself
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Anot her | evel at which the unit can maintain a sense of itself
is at the level of what it is, rather than what it was, or who it
is. This is done through a retreat fromthe <culture of the
outside society. This is, of course, related to the whol e probl em
that a nodern arnmy is a mnority institution, and has all the
usual problenms in defining its identity apart from the |arger
soci ety.

At the macro- level, Deagle (1973:167) contends that the
American mlitary has the possibility of maintaining its identity
by retreat fromthe civilian sector, that is, by narrow ng down
its scope and concerns to the point where civilians tune out.

In the sanme way, at the individual level, an arny can maintain
a sense of identity by the cultivation of an attractive center,
renote fromthe |arger society.

A comon type of such a center is the learning of sone
esoteric mlitary art, such as parachuting. Aran, witing about
| sraeli paratroops, describes a tendency towards not one but a
series of higher and higher fornms of initiation (Aran, 1974: 149).
| think that what this nmeans is that the nornmal state becones not
a state of initiatedness, but rather a state of perpetual
neophytecy, which is to say a pursuit of what Tom Wlfe calls
"t he right stuff’, that mxture of personal bravery and
conpetence which consists in the ability to do dangerous things
wi thout suffering injury (Wlfe, 1979:24). Aran nakes the point
that in the face of declining utility of parachuting, the Israel
arnmy makes every effort to get as many people involved in
parachuting as possible, dealing with the inevitable debasenent
of ideol ogical currency by creating progressively higher forns of
parachuting (Aran, 1974:148-49). As Wlfe puts it, referring to
Arerican mlitary aviators:

"A career in flying was |ike clinbing one of those
anci ent Babylonian pyramds made up of a dizzy
progression of steps and |edges, a ziggurat, a
pyram d extraordinarily high and steep; and the
idea was to prove at every foot of the way up that
pyramd that you were one of the elected and
anointed ones who had the right stuff and could
nove higher and higher and even - ultimately, God
willing, one day- that you mght be able to join
that special few at the very top, that elite who
had the capacity to bring tears to nmen’s eyes, the
very Brotherhood of the Right Stuff itself."
(Wl fe, 1979: 24)

So how does this state of perpetual neophytecy relate to the
conditioning of enotions? It inplies that the enotions are under
perpetual reconstruction, that there is not a stasis at the end
of training.

The pursuit of the right stuff nmeans that the trainee’'s
attention is not nerely concentrated on the group he finds
hinmself in, but rather on the center of that group. That is, he
derives his nornms not fromthe average nenbers of the group, but
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fromthose few who enbody the center. In parachuting, this nmeans
the junpmaster. In basic training it would nmean the cadres. And
| at er, after formal training has ended, this center IS
represented by the older NCOwho is a veteran of the battles that
the unit celebrates. The effect is that it prevents the formation
of a stable subculture of non- commtnent. The extent to which a
short training period can remap a man’s enotions is limted.
Gven that he is in contact with others |like hinmself, there is
the possibility that they could pool their previous experiences
to produce a culture which has little roomfor mlitary val ues or
sergeants. It is only by keeping the soldier in nore or |ess
perpetual training that the arny can avoid its influence being
swanped by the weight of twenty years or so of accunul ated
experi ence.

But an arny can maintain its ability to influence the recruit
wi thout interference fromthe |larger society by the cultivation
of esoterica, of secret cults and so on. These are alternatives
to the kind of massive control that would be needed otherw se,
and which would bring civilian interference and di I ution.
Consi der the effect of the Second World War on the authority of
cadres in the United States Army. The extension of mlitary
authority to |arge nunbers of people brought a postwar reaction
in the formof various nmeasures limting the powers of officers
and NCO s (Fehrenbach, 1963:34,458-65). So it can be seen that
there is a prem umon nmethods of inculcating values that do not
rely heavily on coercive authority.

iv. Summary

So, we see that training involves cognitive and cognitive-
enotive learning, both of which nean appropriation, as a
mechani sm for changing and form ng the values of recruits. That
is, these values are essential intellectual wth enotional
correlates, and the enotions are cultivated by |earning the non-
enoti onal conponents that go with them But appropriation itself
is not a sinple pouring in of information, but rather a conplex
interaction between the subject and the learner. That 1is the
t hene of the next chapter.
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Chapter 5.
Sapir, Authenticity, And D versity.

When a person appropriates sonething, he puts part of hinself
into it, and in so doing transforns it. Different people
transform the idea in different directions. And this is useful
because it explains the diversity of kinds of honor. For this is
a recurrent problem the existence of a community of diverse
norns, which are sonehow reconciled and |inked to each other.

i. Authentic Culture, Appropriation, and Diversity

Edward Sapir, in Qulture, Genuine and Spurious, defines
culture not as the totality of patterned behavior but as an
essence that is <characteristic of a particular cul ture.
Genui neness is the quality of logical consistency (Sapir,

1961: 90), of alnost all activity being nmeaningful in terns of the
hi gher val ues. Sapir recognizes two kinds: that of an individual
and that of a larger group (Sapir, 1961:89).

And they must, if the culture is genuine, be integrated in
that the first nust be the second on the | evel of the individual.
That is, the individual nust find enotional expression in the
acts required to satisfy the group’s higher ends (Sapir, 1961: 90-
93). In conditions of econom c fragnentation, the inmredi ate ends
becone neans toward ultimte ends, which serve as a sort of
escape hatch, and are conventionally defined to be the real
essence of the culture (Sapir, 1961:99). GCenuine culture nust be
such that everyone is able to participate init, or as Ricoeur
woul d put it, appropriate it. That is, if there are a |arge body
of passive consuners, it would be spurious (Sapir, 1961:102-103).

One wuseful aspect of this is that it helps to explain

situations where a culture has, instead of one set of values,
congeries of sets of values, wth a certain thread tying them
t oget her.

Now, as st at ed, an authentic culture i nvol ves mass
participation, and further, participation involves what Sapir
calls ' renodeling of [by] individuals willing to put sone part
of t hensel ves into the forms they receive from their

predecessors’ (Sapir, 1961:102). This would be Paul Ricoeur’s
"Appropriation’ (R coeur, 1981:185), which one mght define as a
process of reconstruction from limted echoes. But this
reconstruction in each individual’s m nd nust proceed from that
which is already there, so the result is that an authentic piece
of culture has necessarily different manifestations in the m nds
of different individuals.

i Appropriation of Honor
So, if we apply Sapir’s definition of genuine and spurious

culture to honor, there would therefore be a distinction between
aut henti c honor and spurious honor. Further, genuine honor woul d

19



have to be a diverse plant, on account of the need to |et
everyone make their own. Hence the divergences on  what
constitutes honor mght not be indicative of a split into t wo
cultures, but nerely an expression of the range of one culture.

In view of this, great differences can exist in what behavior
is covered by the concept of honor, wthout these diverging
val ues being inconpatible. There are, 1in a typical nodern arny,
two major views of honor. One is characteristic of enlisted nen
and hol ds that honor has little to do with the stricter varieties
of financial probity, but nore to do wth the wllingness to
fight on alnost any provocation. The other, perhaps associ ated
with Janowitz’s career officer, tends to define financial probity
as an integral part of honor, but is Iless concerned wth
willingness to fight for no substantive reason.

These two different groups cone fromdifferent social classes
within the nodern nation. The difference in the nature of the two
differing ideas of honor can be accounted for in terns of the
different values prevailing in the different subcultures. They
grow out of existing class norms of conduct. But one nust
remenber that these differing class norns were not called honor
on their hone ground. It was only after the bearers of the class
norns got into the mlitary that they redefined themas part of
the mlitary normof honor. That is to say that they started with
the core definition of honor, and then, using elenents fromtheir
pre- existing noral structure, built up an el aborated notion of
honor .

Oficers hold to a stricter code of financial uprightness than
enlisted men. This is sinply the |local manifestation of m ddle-
class attitudes.

Now, outside of a slum there are few subcul tures so Hobbesi an
that theft froma neighbor is acceptable. And certainly barracks-
room theft was all but unheard of until the sixties, when drugs
became wi despread (Walton, 1973:94). (One nust al so consider the
possibility that the theft and the drugs were both consequences
of the army becom ng | ess selective with the Vietnamwar and the
subsequent end of the draft.) But there is a nuch w der degree of
variation in attitudes towards |esser fornms of dishonesty or
illegality.

The traditional West Pointer tends to be concerned not nerely
with whether an action actually constitutes theft, fraud or
whatever, but also wth whether it involves an undignified
scranble for noney (Janowtz, 1960:219). This also could be
considered as largely a product of the officer’s premlitary
origins. It <could be seen as part of a pattern of wupper- and
m ddl e-cl ass rejection of the noney ethic.

The enlisted man is nmuch nore casual about the ways in which
he makes noney. And again, this 1is an outgrowh of the society
he canme from For exanple, the archetypical redneck NCO of the
thirties to fifties came froma society, the rural south, where
prohi bition and noonshining were venerable and coexi sting
traditions.

There are demands of honor which are distinctively enlisted,
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and hence working class. One inportant one is wllingness to
fight for its own sake.

Consider the tradition of the better sort of NCOs wllingness
to take his stripes off, that is to participate in what anounts
to a duel limted to fists. The man signifies his acceptance of a
chal I enge by renoving the jacket or shirt bearing the insignia of
rank. Thus, his antagonist does not have to show di srespect to
t he synbol of authority. Now, of course all this is clean against
regul ati ons, and for that matter, regulations define even
threatening an NCO as a grave offense. So honor anmong enlisted
men has certain simlarities to the school boy code in that the
loser is agreed to have fallen down the stairs or sonmething of
that nature. Now this is an outgrowmh of the values of the
wor ki ng class, fromwhence the NCO cones. There are intriguing
parallels in the standards of willingness to fight anbng such
groups as the Portland | ongshorenen (Pilcher, 1972:26-30). Wen
t hese people go into the mlitary, they naturally take that ethic
with them and redefine honor to include it.

It should be stressed that this taking off of stripes is not
nmere pugnacity. |If a private physically attacks a NCO, all the
NCO need do is invoke the appropriate article of war and let the
systemof mlitary justice take care of his attacker. And it wll
take care of the offender with great force, because striking a
superior is the last stop before out-and-out nutiny. And further,
a NCOs powers give himgreat scope, if he likes, to goad a
private into making hinself |iable for such an offence. Unless he
informally rewites the rules to that end, it is inpossible for a
NCO to ultimately lose a confrontation with a nmere private. So it
is precisely in rewiting those rules that a NCO can display
honor .

By contrast, the upper and mddle classes, the source of
prof essional officers, have not approved of such casual braw ing
by grown nen (although there is a traditional exception for boys)
since Aaron Burr’s time. And this is carried over into the val ues
that their mlitary nmenbers use to make an idea of honor

And these differing codes of behavior are linked in that each
group displays at |east covert tolerance for the operation of the
other group’s set of standards. That is, they allow the other
group to maintain its own standards, and sanction offenders,
wi t hout interfering.

It would be a somewhat naive officer who was not aware that
his enlisted nmen were settling matters wth their fists
according to the time-honored custom Conventi on, however
dictates that officers normally turn a blind eye while the
enlisted men live up to their own standard. But this is not the
standard prevailing anong officers thenselves. Even anobng so
conbative a subgroup as airborne officers, a punch- up rapidly
escalates to the filing of charges, as in the instance given by
Ant hony Herbert (Herbert, 1973:94).

Even the career officer’s financial righteousness is somewhat
abridged in this accomodation. There is an old tradition of the
scrounger, an NCO who acquires, by neans unknown and best not
asked, whatever the unit stands in need of. The point is that
proper officers tolerate him and even go so far as to point out
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to himwhat is required.

iii. Limts of Honor.

But there are limts to what is included in honor. It is not
nmerely an open-ended, define-your-own affair. This my be
observed in the case of the menentoes of exposure to danger, that
i s wounds and anal ogous phenonena.

There is a strange relationship between honor and woundi ng,
Take the case of the English commando | eader, ' Popski,’  (Vladimr
Peni akof f, conmander of a unit officially nanmed ' Popski’s Private
Arnmy’), who, witing about having his hand shot off, carries on
as if he had received stigmata, or had seen the grail. about how
he had al ways wanted to be wounded, etc. (Peniakoff, 1950:360-
61). And this outlook is further displayed by collecting trophies
of one’s own woundi ng.

There is the exanple of Col. CGeorge S. Patton |11, who, during
the Vietnam war, was noted for going out to deliberately draw
fire, and if John Stevens Berry is to be believed, was revered
for his bravery. Wien wounded, Patton saved the bl oodied tunic as
a souvenir. And in him it was regarded as an appropriate gesture
(Berry, 1984:50). But this is not so nuch an indication of a
general and systematic reverence for Purple Hearts. GCetting
w nged was, after all, a statistically-frequent occurence, and in
that war, at least, was not all that exalted. What made Patton
different was that it was known that he had gotten his wound by
actively going out and |looking for it when his rank exenpted him
fromall necessity of doing so.

But, if the point of such wounding is that it constitutes
evi dence of the courting of danger, then other such tokens wll
have a simlar significance. A piece of netal with a bullet

hole in it may prove the sane thing as a mnor wound. So one
cannot draw a sinple bl ood/ netal dichotomny.

In the light of this, consider the case given by Robert Mason.
Mason was a helicopter pilot during the VietnamWar, and in his
trade, getting rounds through the nachine was an everyday
occurence. (Since the rounds were nmerely small arnms anmunition,
and at extrene range, and since pilot and copilot had hel net,

arnored seat [Mason, 1983: 67] and chest protector [Mason,
1983:402], these were not unduly dangerous). Now, one of Mason’s
conr ades, known as ’'Stoopy’ Stodart, presumably for hi s

resenblance to the Disney character, took a round through the
tail-roter drive shaft. He got honme all right, the bullet hole
not being sufficiently large to cause the shaft to fail. And the
mechani cs, when they found the damage, naturally scrapped the
thing. But Stodart clainmed the scrapped drive shaft and nade
arrangenments to ship it home (Mason, 1983:407). This was seen as
part of a pattern of childishness, which, together with poor
piloting skills, resulted in Stodart being unl oaded onto a rear
area unit at the first opportunity (Mason, 1983:453-54).

Now, considered by the standards of an infantryman, Stodart
had not been playing it safe, or anything like that. And, in
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other contexts, getting rounds through the aircraft m ght have
been authentic in the sense that it would constitute an indicator
of real relative valor. And, correspondingly, the keeping of the
shaft as a souvenir mght be approved. Wat nmde Stodart’s
behavi or | aughable was that, considered in terns of the |ocal
reference group, the risk was not sufficiently great to be
conspi cuous.

Mason does give an exanple of what was considered really
commendabl e. Another of his conrades was nortally wounded by
ground fire at the sanme tine as his engi ne was put out of order.
As he died, in his last few nonents, he nmanaged to set the
controls wup for autorotation, the helicopter analog of glide in
an airplane, followed by a controlled crash anal ogous to a three
poi nt landing, which is the safe way to |land follow ng an engi ne
failure (Mason, 1983:278).

The point is that in that mlieu, what was required to conmand
respect was sonet hi ng approachi ng kam - kaze- dom

i V. Pi |l ot Honor as Pidginization.

As a further conplication, consider what happens when the two
di fferent bodies of norns conme to be nerged in one man. This s
what happens in the case of aircrew.

Pilots are perhaps a curious case, not fitting into any of the
normal categories. They aren’'t really officers, and they aren’t
enlisted nen, although their official grade can range anywhere
from sergeant up to perhaps as high as brigadier general in
extreme cases. They are elite warriors, who are neither ’'grunts’
or 'dogfaces’ on the one hand or |eaders (which is to say real
officers) on the other. The pilot is a survival of the nedieval
kni ght or man-at-arns.

What this neans is that he disposes of very great fighting
power wi thout |eading anyone, or having any need for '|eadership
qualities.” An aviation unit does have enlisted nen, but the
pilots do not direct or lead them There are non-flying officers
for that. The nunmber of authentic enlisted nen who form part of

flight crews is quite small, alnost never nore than the nunber of
man-at-arns type aircrew, and the nunber of |owranking enlisted
flight crewis smaller still. So the relation of the pilot to the

enlisted man is that of a custoner to the enlisted man’s boss.
Pilots are an extrenely m xed group. The standards of sheer
physi cal conpetence nean that air forces commonly recruit for
aircrewwith relatively little concern for social background. At
the same tinme, flying has always had very great snob appeal.
Pilots do not live very long, but they do not squirmthrough nud.
Thi s has perhaps induced the better class of people, who were not
al ways natural pilots, to work unreasonably hard to nmake up for
their lack of aptitude. O, alternatively, sonme of them| earned
to fly on their own tinme and at their own expense, thus
presenting the mlitary with a fait acompli. Wth this sort of
drastic class mxing, pilots’ nornms are correspondi ngly confused.
Aristocrats are juxtaposed with Barry Lyddon-style rascals. A
menber of an old service famly, the nobility of an arny, with
very strict notions about taking noney from anyone except the
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government may be found side by side with a ranker whose attitude
is far nore casual

If culture is | anguage, than perhaps pilot culture should be
t hought of as a sort of pidgin or jargon. Now, a pidgin or jargon
is what happens when two or nore |anguages are thrown into

contact. It includes such things as grammar sinplification and
what ever is needed to permt conmunication on the ne-tarzan-you-
jane level. So let’'s consider an ethical pidgin. Wen two

different groups of people with two different notions of how to
behave are thrown together, what determ nes whose ways are used?
If they pursue common ground, as in the linguistic case, that
woul d work out to sanctioning everything that they are not agreed
in proscribing. As a result, the standard of financial probity
would be set |ow enough that everyone could accept it. The
brawling is a bit nore conplex, since we have to determ ne just
what it is that is prohibited or not prohibited.

Sonme idea of how far dimnished fiscal probity could go is
illustrated by the incident, recounted by Mason, in which the
commander of his aviation conpany, a Wst Point graduate,
personally organized and | ed the helicopter-borne burglary of a
civilian contractor’s storeyard, wth a viewto obtaining his
unit an ice- making nachi ne (Mason, 1983:398-99.) An awful |ot of
those sorts of scans are concerned with ice, which makes hot
weat her in the outdoors bearable. Regardless of what the high
command says, a wunit wll nmake all possible efforts to keep
itself supplied with ice.

As stated, wllingness to fight may not be a sinple norm a
surface characteristic, but rather the interaction of a nunber of
norns. That is, the consistant patterns of conduct may be at the
| evel of deep structure. What may be prohibited in the case of
braw i ng i s physical cowardice. Take as a hypothesis that it is,
in both groups, permssible and even required to deck anyone who

comes at you with sufficient determnation. |If that is the case,
then proper officers don't brawl because they don't go at each
other in the first place. They are expected to know their [limt

and not to get fighting drunk in the first place. But suppose
that they are nmerged into a group where brawling is the norm
They wll pronptly find thenselves in situations in which there
is no retreat froma brawl, since the whole group does not agree
that drunkenly going at soneone is objectionable and wll
therefore not sanction that behavior. But the whole group does
agree that cowardice is unacceptabl e.
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2. Note on the Relation Between Battlefield and Nonbattlefield
Di spl ays of Honor.

In this paper, | do not Ilimt nyself to the conbat dinensions
of honor, that is, those that manifest thenselves in battle.

It may be falsely argued that the nonconbat display of honor
is peripheral to the real business of battle, but that is not the
case. It is perhaps a paradox that armes are forned in years
of peace and phony war for use in days or weeks of actual
fighting. For that reason, the conditions of training may be as
important as the actual battlefield. Wile a war may last for a
| onger period of tinme, the actual period of active participation
of an individual or small group is rather short. An individual or
small group is apt to spend nost of the war being trained, and
then kept waiting until sufficient reserves can be built up for
the battle. So, while the experience of actual battle is
suprenely inmportant, out of all proportion to the Iength of tine
it takes, that does not nmean that the preparation for battle is
correspondingly wuninportant. Mch of the battle s inportance
derives from being the focus of the preparation, and 1is thus
derived fromthe inportance of that preparation

People believe that the the display of honor in conbat and in
barracks are linked and they use the nore accessible nonconbat
di spl ay of honor as a neans of meking judgnments about behavior in
conbat in the absence of the real thing. Now, it may be that in
some cases, there is in fact no connection between the two sets
of behaviors, but in that case, what happens is that people are
baffl ed. Wen they neet soneone who cannot be fitted into any of
their noral categories, they sinply do not know how to behave
with respect to him Since the actor hinself shares this world-
view, he is unlikely to depart too far fromit if he can avoid
it. That is, he decides what he is and seeks to be that
consistently. So the belief is in the nature of a self-
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fulfilling prophecy.

One probl em about the battlefield display of honor is that it
tends to be what Cifford CGeertz would call a nood, and therefore
a scal ar quantity.

Ceertz, in Religion as a Cultural System makes a
distinction between nmotivation and npood. NMdtivation is the
| ongst andi ng predi sposi tion, and nood 1S t he nonent ary

instanciation of notivation. He stresses that nmood is a scalar
quantity, wthout direction, whereas notivation is vectorial
(Ceertz, 1973:97). In these terns, a sense of honor is a
notivation, but an act of bravery is a nobod. Wat this neans is
that the act is a nere reflection, albeit recurrent, of the

under | yi ng noti vati on, and since the many dinensions of
notivation are mapped into the single dinmension of intensity of
nood and hence of act, the different notivations becone

i ndi stinguishable in terns of their mobods and acts. For this
reason, what happens on the actual battlefield is apt to be |less
than a clear expression of any given notivation.

This becones apparent when one deals with the subject of
medal s. Medals are generally awarded for specific acts of valor,
and are not necessarily indicative of sustained behavior. Only
sustai ned behavior of sonme kind is reasonably sure to be
i ndicative of sustained behavior. One problem is that the
nonment’ s act referred to was the instanciation of sone
notivation--but which one? It may be a reliable indication that
the recipient wll do what the nedal was given for. But that 1is
often not what his fellows want to know. A nedal nmay be rel evant-
or it may not.

Medal s are not given for the consistent keeping of one’'s word,
per se, which can find expression in the gentlemanly code of
honor of the officer, or in the differing but anal ogous code of
the NCO, or in the nore universal principle of not abandoning a
contr ade who has becone an encunbrance. And that is what they want
to know about. Now nedals are sonetinmes given for heroic acts of
rescue, for dragging a wounded man to safety under fire or the
i ke, but the nedal does not inherently nean that.

It may nean sonething el se. And whether a man won a nedal for
personaly killing a |large nunber of the enenmy, capturing a
position, or the |ike does not indicate how far he wll carry a
stretcher case. Sonetines, the act rewarded by a nmedal consists
of an act which, even though it did expose the recipient to
additional risk, was reasonably calculated to insure self-
preservation in the sense that it leads to the survival of the
whole wunit, whereas failure to do so would have lead to the
destruction of the whole unit, the hero included. This applies
especialy in those kinds of war in which prisoners are not taken.
The hero’'s action is in contrast to those who just stood or sat
there in a catatonic state, wunable to react, even though their
i ves depended on reacting. Wat is being honored in this case is
the quality of retaining the ability to think <clearly when
everyone el se has becone irrational with fear, pain, or whatever

Consi der the award of the Congressional Medal of Honor to the
captain of the U S.S. Liberty, the spy ship which was attacked by
the Israelis during the Six-Day War. The citation, quoted by
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Ennes, refers to his having continued to do his job, seeing to
the safety of the ship, wunder fire and after having been
"severely wounded’ (Ennes, 1979:327). That is to say, he carried
on as normal under profoundly abnormal conditions which would
have reduced an ordinary man to traumatized inaction. But at the
sanme tinme, and wthout mnimzing his valor, the captain was
acting in a rational manner. |If Liberty had been | ost, everyone,
or at |east those who managed to get out at all, would have found
thenselves in the water. Precisely because the captain was
wounded, his chances in that event would have been poor. Survival
m ght have depended on the ability to swm which would not have
favored a man who was remai ni ng consci ous by sheer force of wll.
And wounded nen in the sea tend to attract sharks.

For the purpose of determ ning whether the man is to be relied
on, the experience of a |long period of garrison duty nay be nore
useful. One thing that troops need to be sure of is that their
| eader does not regard them as pawns. Hertling puts it thus:

"Qur profession demands a "social contract" between
the |eader and the soldiers who are led. Soldiers
certainly understand this contract- stated sinply,
the |eader nust never use soldiers for personal
gain’ (Hertling, 1987:22).

That a | eader went for years and years in peacetinme wthout
succunbing to the tenptation to nmake noney out of his troops is
strong proof that he will not see their casualties as the neans
by which to cover hinself with glory.

Anot her problemis that battlefield experiences of very short
duration and the behavior related with them do not always rel ate
consistently to the deep notivation of the individual. Wile the
noti ons of honor held in garrison have extensive reference to the
battlefield, when they are exposed to conbat, they may break
down.

In fact, in sone wars and sone armes, the basic m ninmm
expressions of honor, those of physical courage, mnay degenerate
in conbat. For exanple, consider Moskos’ The Anerican Enlisted
Man. Admittedly, it deals with the special case of the Vietnam
era United States Arny, but while Mdskos recogni zes the notion of
honor, he locates it in those troops who have not vyet been
exposed to conbat (Moskos, 1970:154). During the Vietnam War,
troops wth battle experience took a nore cynical view, wth
mnimal commtnment to the others. He describes how the man on
point duty would display carelessness in order not to be put
there regularly (Mskos, 1970:145). This is rather anal ogous to
the neasures that nmen take back in garrison to avoid KP (Mskos,
1970: 67). So one mght viewthe |ack of nmutual commtnent of
troops as not nerely a battlefield phenonena, but rather, an
extension of covert attitudes that had formed in garrison.

But, while a man who evaded KP could maintain his illusions
about his own bravery, when he applied the sane tendencies (eg. a
predil ection for wusing slow down strikes and cultivating
or gani zati onal connecti ons in order to be renoved from
consideration for disagreeable duty) to conbat, he would be
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forced to surrender those ill usions.
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