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N Since 1972 the Army Research Institute has been active. in research

-~ on the policy, operational problems, .and programs of the Army's Race
" Relations/Equal Opportunity (RR/EO®) program. One objective of the Army
RR/EO Research Program in FY 1973 was the- development of ‘alternative '
- modes of RR/EO training to ‘supplement the existing program. = ARL Techni- '
., cal Paper 310 describes the earlier research on’ the culture assimilator
C. "approach ‘to race~relations training. This-technical pdper evaluates the

effectiveness of the cu;ture“assimilator-as a race~relations training tech~

. nique. ‘The. early research was conducted, under 'Army Project 20162108A743
#'Race Harmony' Promotion Programs" in-the FY 1974 Work Program, as an in-

e ] house' effort augmented by.contract DAHC 19-74-C~0013 with University City.,
. i : T . - . E - . o8 . . .
Scigpce Center. Additional_evaluati9n~research was done under Army Proj=
ect“2Q763744A769¢"Army antewpq;ary Issues Developmen;,"_in_the.Eg—1977
* Work Progxam by ARI personnel at theé Presidio of ,Monter. Field Unit.
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CULTURAL ASSIMILATOR FOR TRAINING ARMY PERSONNEL IN RAjIAL UNDERSTANDING

>

BRIEF 2

' Requirement- \\\; . .

Procedure:

_culture. Both blacks’and whites showed evidence of‘learnlng with Qiffi-
,cult, task-orlented assimilatotr itéms. However, ass1m11ator training

2
.“ 2]

N - [

To develop a cultural asslmllator deslgned to teach white junibr of-
ficers about black culture in the Army -and. to evaluate the effectiveness
of this cultural asslmllator as a tool for increasing |understanding. be-
tween whltes and blacks in.the Army. . o '

-«
[y

¢

¢ -

>
Ass1mllator scenarlos.were developed based prlmarlly on 1nterv1ews '
with black and white soldiers about common ly occurrlng incldents of "mis-
understandlng between blacks and whites. ' Panels. of experts developéd

“questions about the misunderstandings and "correct" answers reflectlng
) knowledge of black Army culture. : - LT

.

The effectlveness of . this asslmllator as an Army technlque ‘for traln-
ing junior officers in race relations was,evaluated in three separate
field tests. In the first evaluation, the performance.of blacks and

" whites on the assimilator was compared, evidence for learnlng over time

was examined, and assimilator tralnlng was . related to a test for 1nter-f
cultural sensitivity  and a.measure of stereotyplng. In the second eval-
uwation, the performance af company commanders on the assimilator was re--
lated to their effectiveness in, race relations as seen by white, black, _
and Hispanic subordlnates. In the third evaluation, the assimilator was
implemented as part of a 1-day race-relatlons semlnar for command person-—
nel‘in an Army Reserve Unit. Effectlveness of tralnlng was evaluated 2
months later by a survey uslng an approprlate experlmental dESl%P.

’

N ’ - . TS

: \ ) o ', . . ' . &

_ “ . , B 4 . L .

Findings: . L . <

[ ) ' ~ - .
Results from the three f1eld'*§sts were nuxedu In the first'evalu—

ation blacks were more familiar with assimilator scenarios and performed

“
N

. better ‘on these itemms thap did whites. Blacks .in the, Army were expected

to be more familiar with thelr own culture than were whltes with black

(a) did not lead to improved scores ‘on a test of intercultural sens1t1v4

“ity, (b) .did not reduce stereotyping, . and (c) was ‘not ev%luated as favor-
~ably as ‘race- relatlons semlnars.-‘ . . ) X
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If a551mllator tra1n1ng has a p051t1ve 1mpact on subordinates, com-

+ ' pany commanders’who demonstrate knowledge .of black culture should be
rated as effectlve in race relatjons by subordinates. In the second: e
evaluatlon,‘ghlte and Hispanic subordinates rated- those commanders as , =
. being more édffective in race relations who demonstrated greater knowl-

A ‘edge of black culture as measured by asslmllator performance. Black . "
vﬁ° subordlnates dld not. . : ) ~ . . g
S In the third evaluation, Army Reserve command ‘personnel who hdd re- " X. ':
% ..’ ceived assimilator training were compared to those who had not. Self- - ? ’

reports or reports of supervisors or subordinates showed no evidence +that,
‘trained personnel were seen as -being more effectlve in race relations
than’ those who had recelved no training. : . ’
8 . P ; N -
Methodolog;cal problems in each of the three evaluations rendered
" conclusions -tentative. ‘Debate on the: correctness of the answer labeled
." , "correct" arose at several polnts. oo

13

Utilization of Fiﬁdings: . o :

. .
“ ]

. - The cultural asslmllator deslgned to teach white Junlor officers
aboutfblack culture in the Army is available for use as an aid.for train-
ifng junior officers "in .gace relations. The assxmllator con51sts of four
volumes (60 items).. Thel data suggest that the difficult, task-oriented

, ttems are best afid shoufld be used flrst.’ Because there is some question:
g » ’ about the corgectness f -some “"correct™' answers, assimilator Scenarios )
e ~ .should be used as a bagis for discussing and bringing to light relevant 4
.issues ‘rather than as i, stand-alone technique. It should be recognized

.that assimilator tralnlng alone- is: unllkely to_ ‘have a strong favorable

impact on a leacer s effectiveness in race relat1ons. : o
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: DU . .\. . ’ g ‘
The research descrlbed 1n ART Technical Paper 310. (Landis, Day,

~of a programed instruction approach to race-relations training. The
A specific technique for that prOJect involved developing a culture assim--
B ilator for junior grade offlcers. A cultural assimilator provides infor-
mation to help,lndiV1duals of' one cultural background undérstand better.
T the p01nt‘of view of 1nd1v1duals of. another cultural backgrounds The_

\\'culthral assimilator is not intended to make a person of oné cultural o

" background similar to a person’of another cultural background. The aim
-is to prov1de a basis' for a functional. understanding of another cultural
perspectlve. The goal should bBe an appreciation for cultural d1vers1ty
rather than pressure tuward\cultural homogenelty, as perhaps implied in

the term "assimilator." The technlque was designed to be aimed primarily

at white junior grade offlcers.\

.
.

- ¢

k2 In general, the results of the fleld test of the pllot assimilator

* indicated: (a) the sample of problems in the assimilator represent a: set
‘of events far more familiar to black officers than to whites; (b) blacks
obtained higher scores on the assimilator than whites;. (c) evidence of
learning on the part of the white officers as a function of assimilator
training was obtained; and (d) evidence, though not strong, ‘showed that

both attitudes and knewledge changed as a functlon of the tralnlng.. These.

results demonstrated that the assimilator was a potentially valuable tech-
nlque for use in the U.S. Army race-relat;ons training program. - in
/) . : L .
The pro;ect reported here extenaed the research efforts of the pre- .
L vious project. The assimilator aimeéd at (white). junior grade officers
Lo u»' "was further developed (Kirkland ‘& McGrew, 1975). and subjected to a second
- ,prellmlnary field evaluation in teést format and then a major field test
both at domestic and overseas bases. Thls work is described in the suc-
oeedlng pages of chapter Te » :

s e . METHOD ’ LY

» T . B -7 {

b Development of the Assimilator'“

‘o : In the follow;ng dlscuss1on of item development, it should be re="’
called (Landis et al.; 1976) .that an item:consists of a "critical inci-
,dent " or scenarios of an incident involving conflict, misunderstanding,
or' the avoidance af conflict  and misunderstanding between members of dif-

ferent cultural/race groups.. A dquestion at the end of each incident Aasks

about the behavior or probable attitude of one of the "antagonists," with

four alternatives or POSSlble explanatvons. “One. alternative is "correct" ° .

e -
'R
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‘the choice is or is not correct. =~ . _—~

in the incident. The three other alternétives'use 1nformation that is
‘faulty,. incomplete, or\stereotypical in nature; i.e., . one -could "jump to’
that conclusion.' On choo§1ng an alternative, the respondent is di- |
".rected to ‘the appropriate correspondlng iztionale or d1scuss1on of why ,

—

e

. . \
F0r this study, items were pooled from a number of. sources. - Some

_1tems were gathered from audiotapes of the orlginal interviews that were
"incompletely used for the.pilot white officer assimilator. Other items

from that. earlier assimilator weze chosen because they required the least
revision and performed.well originally. Fewer 1tems from the extant .ci-
vilian, industrial ass1milator were used in the p esent .study than in the
earlier one.. Those 1tems retained were judged /good enougk to revise in
order to meet higher and" more comprehensive-standards. Th items also
were judged general enough so that not only we&e they ‘broajdly applicable
to the military setting but also would be\heleul in futu tests for ™

standardizing the ass1milato§ ..

- »

Added to these items were items generated by two "item developﬁent
%eams, the Delaware State College team and theé Center ‘for Social Devel~
opment (CSD)-+staff. ' The Delaware State team was multiracial,,military~'f
experienced, and comprised of "'mature" students and staff; ‘that is, the '
students were in thelr -twenties and ‘early thirties.. The CSD staff was
also muitiracial and included military-experienced members, with valu-
ableqaid from al retired career of ficer acting as a consultant. -

-

AS items were drawn from the various sources,.one member of a team
wrote first drafts. From the first draft stage, a single item went ',
thrqugh a process of miltiple review and rewrite until it .could satisfy

criteria of acceptability. . Stylistically, it had to be a coherent, under-
' standable, readable, self-contained description of an eyent or, series.of

events. The statements, responses, and hehavior of persons- portrayed in_
“the critical incident had to be realistic 'and 'valid from a "human" polnt

of view, as well as accurate and.. reasonable for persons in the military J

setting. o - S - . K N L

The "incorrect" alternatives were representattve of prevaillng mis-
conceptions, stereotypes, etc., or were reasonable choices if the subgect
had been careless in his re ding of the incident. Each incotrect alter<
“native had at least a.surfa@e reasonableness so that none could be. dis--
missed automatically..'Corr ct alternatives ‘were .subjected to close scru—
. tiny because, “through Corrﬁsponding rationalés, .they were to lead the
reader into the most detailéd explication of some aspect of the-culture
being portrayed. all alternatives¢were carefully reevaluated by all

members of a team.

\
, ~

. Rationales were»nole comprehens1ve and were the" subject of intensive
effort, Rationales that explalned the "error" of incorrect choices were:
potentially more valuable as a teaching tool than those that confirmed "
correct choices. More'can often be earned from clear, valid 1nformatloh

s

-

' ~

<
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~tives and. because of the amount, of material read.

- < \ . ' "
. ° -

‘about mistaken attltudes and bellefs than from conflrmatlons of fortul-‘
" tous cQrrect guesses, For these reasons, ratlonales in gll ‘items (in-
cluding those from the previgus assimilator) were created or improved to
meet the requlrements descrlbed.' R _ -

. Y ) ‘
Once an item met all cr1ter1a by unanimous agreeﬁant of team mem-~

‘bers, it was run th‘ough three final reviews. The first was an pbvious

check for mechanicall accuracy, e.g., grammar, spelllng. Second, ,our -con=
sultant on black culture made a final check for the cross-cultural valid-
ity of the message conveyed' for the culture/race groups involved. T"Third,
our military- consultant made a final content review. for military accuracy
‘and valldity' L . . o .

v

~— ’
: After éhe items for the assimilator were devqloped, the1r order of ,.

presentation in the volumes was randomly determlned. This was done to’
control for possible. systemdtic biases related to the order of 1€em de-
velopment, e.g.,, new items were 1nterspersed rather than placed all at
.the end. Four assimilator volumes of 15 items gach resulted. The four
volumes (60 1tems in all) were deslgned for &hlte Junlor grade offlcers.

The branchlng and linear modes are ‘the Lwo prlnclpal formats .used
in admlnlsterlng\cultural assimilatotrs. In. thé branching mode, subjects

select what. they /consider to be the best option .and are referred  to. its

»correspondlng ratlonale. If incorrect, subjects ar%_dlrected to choose’

from among the remaining alternatlves and to read ‘the rationale. Sub-
Jects continue this procedure-until they have selected the Eorze t..op—,
tion, then proceed to the next iteln. Thus, if they have sel&cted the
correet optlon on the-first try, they read only its corresp0ndxng ra-
tionale before going oni- R . _ . .

* ,
o . . . .
3 . .

In the,llnear mode, subjects flrst rank’ the four alternatlves from
best to ‘worst. Theynread all the rationales before moving on to the next
items (even if "they have been correct in their flrst cfioice). 1In this

. way, subject:fread all the material associated with an item. ' The linear

mode involves! more ‘time both. because of the process of ranking alterna-

o

. / o : \ .

Malpass and Salanc1k (1972) compared these two formats for a culture .

N asslmllator 1nvolv1ng the economically dlsadvantaged in a civilian indus-

\

r1al setting (Slobodln et al.,"1972). They found that for the “"easier"
1tems, the branching mode was superior. For the more difficult items,
the linear mode was superior. Assexpected, subjects took longer to go .
thro7;h items in the linear mode. ) ’ . )

Upon ;ev1ew1ng the 'content of the 1ndustr1al asslmllator, we felt

that the difflerences in subject performance in the two' modes mlght have
‘resulted from the relatively meager Lnformatlon.contalned in any single -
alternative's ratlonale. If all the rédtionales were enriched .so that N
an 1nd1v1dual recelved ‘considerably more information through reading even

a 51ngle ratlonale, the branchlng mode could approach the effectiveness *

e

-}
~
N
)_,/
b
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" of the linear mode with less expendlture of time by the subjects.° Also, .
-subJects would rot have to read nonessentlal materials that otherwlse -
_mlght detract from the conc1seness of the points made.

.
.-

3

¢ : :
.The branchinyg mode is-also more conslstent with other military

" training materials. Flnally, this response mode is the most straight--
_ forward@ and the least subject to misunderstanding and errors in re;ponse
'_to 1nstructlons.- Therefore, wa used the branching mode in the adminis-
_tratlon of the asslmllator. L 2

.
. - L -«

_,The cultural ‘assimilator was related to ﬁﬁe preq1ous asslmllator

_project. There was, -however, much gore involved in the rewvised version .
- than the slmple cross-vallddflon ‘of previously® developed items. “ First, °

the target audience--white Junior grade officerg--was made more eXpllc1t
rather -than 1mpllc1t as in_ the previous asslmrlator. Second, substan-_
tially more information was’ 1ncorporated info the -assimilator rationades
than prev1ously (partlcularly ‘the rationales for the "incorrect" alter-

‘natives). Third, a strenumous effort was madg to develop a brieferfassim-"
‘ilator composed of fewer, but more, effectl A, 1tems. This latter goal was

based on‘the feeling that too long an assimilator would cause fatlgue or

"have other negatlve effects, and on evidence, that the more dlfflcult and

dlscrlmlnatlng 1tems have the greatest 1npact on' learning.

DatQNGatherlng Despgn . B

~

Four domestic bases and four garrlsons in Germany served as the sites
for the field test of the white officer assimilator. ' The principal factor
in the choice of these sites was~tfe sufficient population of black: ]unlor
grade officers. At the d%mestlc CONUS installations, 90 white and 80
black officers, ’ almost evemly divided between installationms, were asked to
part1c1pate. In Europe, 40 white and 40 black officers, evénly divided
between garrisons, were asked. At fhe CONUS 1nstallatlons <75 -white and
75 black enlisted men (EM), with pa grades between E1 and. E4, were -also
asked to part1c1pate, working on the white Junlor officer assimilator. In

. Europe, -40 white sand 40 .black EM (E1- E4) wererequested for the purpose of
. evaluating the asslmllator, with the ‘humbers approxlmately d1v1ded between
installations. : .

Y

There was very high attrltlon in the samples because soldiers dld not

show up and because of erro in data or 1ncdmplete data. Sompletion cri-
teria were strict for data acceptability;. for example, subjects were not

(CEQ) (descrlbed later) 1f they had not responded to at least 8 out of

of the £il st 10 assimilator items and 8 out of 10 of the last 10 assimi
tor itemsy as well as to all four tralnlng techniques on all scales of- the
CEQ. Only app;axlmately 30% of the soldiers requested were obtained and

retalned for the analysis, ‘of the Comparatlvp Evaluation, Questionnaire § .
0

fprovided data complete enough for analysis. # : : .

v .-
- .
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later.

‘Ancillary Measures - - ¢, ',

The officers assigned to the white offfcer‘assimilétor_compleﬁ%%

'Volumes 1-4 (60 items). The EM assigned to this condition completed only
" two volumes (either Volumes 1-2 or Volumes 3-4). The reason for assign-

inéiEM to fewer volumes was the fear that because of possibly lower read-
ing skills than officers, EM might not otherwise complete all the mate-
rials (assimilatiors, plus evaluative questionnaires) within the time
1imit. This plan fortunately provided a design for Better interpreta”

tion of the somewhat cqmpliéated-results for these volumes, as discussed

s

Ancillaxy measures are questionnaires completed by subjects so thét.
Ehe effectiveness of the cultural assimilaﬁor can be eva}uated._ The an-
cillary measures were not part of the assimilator itself. There were '
three, different types of ancillary :measures. T '

/] . . N

comparative Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ). The CEQ consisted of"
eight ,7=-step, bipolar -adjectiv scales. Five of the scales were from
the American-English-Pan-CultﬁQal‘Sémantic Differential.(d%good, 1971), .
two from the Evaluative factor (good-bad, useful-useless), two from %hp;'
Potency dimension (strong-weak, exciting—-dull); and‘one'from the Activ-—,

ity dimension (active-passive). Three other scales were added to tap.

dimensions specifically related to race-relations training programs .
(interesting-uninteresting, like-dislike, and informative-uninformative).

< ~

Test for Intercultural Sensitivity (TICS). TICS, described by
Weldon et al. (1574), consisted of a set of aSsimilator-tYpe-items in
test format; that is, the feedback element was deleted. Although the ' 3
items dealt With black-white interactions, they were set in- an industrial-
civilian setting. The Weldon items were chosen because- they involved an
area of pross-cultural tfaining most “germane to the Army study (race re-
lations) and they wéere involved in the most rigorous attempt to date to
validate a culture assimilator, i.es, using task performance measures.as
weld as subjective scales. - - ' T ' :m

Réndomly selected from the 50 items in the Weldon péol were 11_1tems{

These items were divided into two groups of five and six items. A given
subject would take one form before the assimilator and the other form
after. .The A-B, B-A order was counterbalanced over subjects so that ap-
proximately equal numbers.  of respondents from within each group received
each sequence. - ¢ . . . . ‘ . L N
.Sfereotypiqggguestionﬁaire;(SQ)."An assimilator should reduce the .
tendency to stereotype members of_another.ethnic/racial/cultural group.

.The SQ was designed to measure chaﬁge in these tendencies as a function

of the assimilator experienced

[
“
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_ The SQ congisted of a person concept, evg. , black EM, and a set ‘of -

10 attributes, e.g., trustworthy, intelligent. The subject indicated
on an 8-pOint scale from "never" to "always" the probability that ‘the .
person concept possessed each attribute listéd. = The 10 attributes'were .; T o
. ‘the same across all’ person ‘concepts - and were rated by. all -subjects: T -, e
' ' intelligent, lazy, brave, unimportant, aggressive, active, helpful,_v; . ~
tough, hardworking, and trustworthy. Ten person concepts. were- rated T
by all: SUbjeCtS-' black colgnels; white colonels; black company .com=" o S
manders, white company commanders, black officers, white officers, black o s
noncommissioned officers (NCOs), white NCOs, black EM, and white EM.”; (T )

The SQ concepts ‘and’ attributes were taken from a questionnaire pre—
viously pilot-tested on.black and white Army officers.* The -format was S
based, in turn, on measures used by Triandis (1972)-and.Laﬁdis, Day, . . ' R
McGrew, and Miller, (1973) in studies of stereotyping across cultural - Lot i
boundaries. - : e R

o 2, - -

The 10 concepts chosen were diVided randomly into two sets, deSig-
.nated A and B. A given subject received one form before and the other
- form after. the asSimilator.. The A-B,’ B-A order was, counterbalarced so~ .
"that-an approXimately equal number of subjects in each group received fa )

. each combination. . - R . . s :
. o 7 . ; . . ! .
: ’ g e : e e
- Presentation of Ancillagy Measurés. The various anCillary, eyalu- e
ative measures ‘were administered as follows- S e 2o b v

. 1 .
. - . . S

" 1. All subjects completed an extensive biographical questionnaire ) .
‘. prior to training. o LT - . T

L S j . e i * s
7.1-_' . 2. All subjects completed the TICS, with ‘one. form given before and ’ (\k'

.. .. the other form afger training. T - ,;
N - . r e . v . X . K o E . - e
. Lo 3. Half the . subjects tompleted an SQ, with one form given before . < .
) and the other form after training. O S e ‘ o
; . S ' e r’. ¥
4. KAll subjects'rated the assimilator and three other race-relations
. training techniques on an 8-point scale semantic differential 3
~{CEQ) after training. . _ 2 o )
o B . - .o »
b T . . . . R N .
] o : 4 . 3
PN ) - _ P ) L .. . - ) . Y . o
. T , ' RESULTS . . . - . e
, _ . ! , : . c :
The design of the project resulted in a large gquantity of data on . . b
which many analyses could be performed. The results.reported are those
considered to be most useful. - T _ . -
- 1 e
o St Analyses fall into four main, categories. . T ﬁirst category includes _
_a tabulation Of the characteristics of the assimilator. The second cate-' g
gory includes discriminative properties of the assimilator. Two types of =
. B N ~ - ° '
S 1' * T ’
. fl .6 N i s
‘ A
. .
’ . . " . . - /jx ) . . ']
\) L ) ', ] . . . . - - B i . N L w
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L summed over blocks of 10 1tems to prov1de sufflclent LEIlablilty for the

. . ' LI :
‘ChHaracteristics of Assumllator.ltems”

'measures were used here: (a) a rating of content fafiliarity and (b) as-

”; slmllator performance. This’ body of data is included ta help validate

the assimilator. If the assimilator truly teaches about black . culture 1n )
the Army, the.critical incidents described should be more famlllar to

blacKks thah to whltes, blacks should perform better on- these items than
whltes. .

-

The th1rd category ‘of odalt::2 ~1ncludes ev1dence of learnlng based on

. data-internal to the assimilators... In other words, if white subjects are
learning abeut blatck culture as,they progress through the’ 60 assimilator
items, they should be answering more items correctly toward the+end of . .= i:
the assimilator than” at the beginninge. Typlcal ‘learning curves should
result, *showing 1mprovement of white subjects over tr1als./ Items were

analys1s. : : * v R ‘3~ y
The fourth categoryvof data 1ncludes ev1dence of learnlng or 1mpact
based on data, external to. ‘the assimilator. This category of datagexam-
ined the impact of the ‘assimilator on (a) subjects',evaluatlons of vari--
oius kinds of race-relations tralnlng (using the CEQ), (b) the TICS,” and.
(c) the SQ. Assimilator tralnlng, if it is to be considered effective,

" should -produce a favlrable evaluatlon(of the training by subjects who"

‘have completed it, evidence of greater cultural sen51t1v1ty on the TICS,
and a reductlon of stereotvplng. '

[

” . " . ) B
. . . .

-A content analysls on every}asslmllator item prov1ded an. overv1ew of .
“the type of items in the assimilator. Of the 60 1tems,_57 came from? the
Army pools of itéms ‘and 3 from the civilian. - 'Of 60 items, 43 occurred’
on post, 5 off post, with, the rest either or and off post or unspeclfled.ﬁ
Blacks were evaluated in 34 1tem 1nC1dents, whites in 10, and the rest of
.the items evaluated both., Offlcgrs were evaluated in_24 of the. 60 1nci-;"“”ﬁ'
dents. The itenms contalned 30\1nc1dentE that occurred\whllefpersons in= - 7
volved ‘were on duty, 21 involved incidents that occurred off duty, w1th
the rest unspeclfled.‘ o . I P

Finally, it was noted whethetr the 1nc1dent was social o task- B
ogiented (or both) in nature. An item was labeled task-oriented.if a ,

!rsbn 's pos1tlon as’ a membey of ‘the Armed Forces was dlrectly involved. .
An itemwas labe'led social if a person's pos1t1on was -irrelevant ‘to- the -
interactions i.é€.,. 1t could have "occurred in a non-Army sett;ng. From
the 60 ao51mllatcr atems, 20 were social, 36 were.task, and ‘4 had char-

‘acteristics of both. This latter characterlzatlon of assimilator 1tems
_was found useful as noted later. i : <

~

-
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1to fate the items as*more- famlllar, but only one of ‘the' four tests was

R I ) . S
Discrimination by the A§similator

iwere successful in sampling relevant interracial problems, then we .would
_ 'expect the- famlliarity ratings by black\soldiers to be 51gn1ficantly R
‘*'higher than” those of white soldlers. o

L A ‘.'..

'Item‘Familiarity'Ratings. Each assimilator item'was rated on a
oint scale on its famlllarlty tor the .respondent. 1In general,\if'we -

>

- .

N Table 1. Mas Sigp Test and Wllcoxon statlstlcs (Slegel, 1956) for the ' - - * -,
officers and EM reSponding to’ the ‘cultural assimilator items, and Table .*E- Sl

+ 2" .shows the mean familiarity scores._ Black officers rated the /items in . i

f“whites. Black officers. rated the’ items as more familiar- than.did the’ )
.-black EM. _The white off1cers and whlte EM's ratings were essentially’ the.

.’whlte famlllarlty‘score.

-:Volumes 1= . as . more . famlliar than. did whlte offlcers (p <.0001 on all ) o
- four” tests in Table 2) "The- same was true for black EM on. Volumes 1- -2 .o

(p < .0001 on all four. tests) 'For Volumes 3-4, the black EM also tended : RN

highly significant (p < .0074, .the Wilcoxon for EM- in Germany) "'As Table 2 L
shows,  :in every case blacks rated the 1tems as- more.famlllar than did © o

same.= The lowest black famlllarlty score was hlgher than, the lowest

e
s A L
L]

. The analyses clearly suggest that the 51tuatlons deplcted in the as-f
51mllator may have’ been. experlenced by’ black’ soldiers or at least. per-

'celved by them to’ represent ‘familiar problems.> Conversely, whlte soldiers -

are comparatlvely less famlllar with these. problems.. .The pattern of fa-
mlllarlty ratings is consistent with what would be expected, given the .
nature of‘the target groups, the 1tems, and the goal of. the a551mllator. L

FSpeclflcally, ‘blacks. rate items as beirg more familiar than do whites. . ot

sponsc on the flrst try, 6 to a .correct response -on the second try, 2 to.

lack off1cers rate .items as more familiar than do black.EM. By contrast,

>r,wh1te off1cers and white enllsted soldlers dlffer llttle, ratlng 1tems as-
: relatlvely unfamiliar.

T S o J- S :
Black-Whlte Performance Diffefences.  .Two measures of performance . ST {

were used in fooking at "the black-white performance: differences: (a). the s
.percentage of -subjects ‘correct on their':first response and (b) a we1ghted L

- score, u51ng a welghtlng system that glves progressively decrea51ng - A g
- .weights from correct’ responses on- ‘the first .choice through correct re- - '

sponses on the fourth choice. a welght of 10 was given to ‘a correct re-:

a correct response on ‘the thlrd try, and 1 to a correct response on the o K

-

“fourth try. - e o . o , - - ;‘.

‘A
. )
-

. Slgn Tests and WllCoxon Signed Rank Tests comparlng blacks and whltes
were. performed .on the welghted scéres and on the proportion of each group
selectlng the "correct" answer on the first tr1al.- These .analyses indi-"
cated that black performance was sighificantly better than white perfor-

‘mance for the jitems in the assimilator (Table 3).- In general, black of-‘*

&ficers performances are superlor to that.of white officers (with all .

~eight tests 'in-the expected direction, four 51gn1flcant at the p< 04
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o Co;ripar‘ihg Faniliarity of Blacks and Whites ._.withlAssimilatdr"fItems

. Officers

A .

Enlisted men
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'Tlevel or better).- The:saméﬂis true for black EM on_Volumeswl-Z and Vol-

- umes 3<4- (with 'all 16 tests in the expected direction’, 10 significant at

.- .the p <%05 level or better). R
e e A : L '
v -?' , ';v . e {ngle 2 o
; ' i S, _

: .-7. .. Mean Familiarity Ratings
KY R . a ] 4 o, . o L

' . ~ ¢ s ! ' ' . ‘o

‘ . L ~Officer . . Enlisted fen - Eplisted men .
T _ Race’ _+(Volumeg 1-4) + (Volumes 1-2) . ' "$Volumes 3-4) :
s a .- : - K o l . ) ‘e ot N

R  Black ., 14.23% " 3.78 e S 354
L White - - . 3.30 ; 3015 1 3.35

. A ! ) . ' e . o ST A

~ The results of the Performance analyses parallel the results of. the.
" Familiarity.analyses: In évery test performed on. the data, black sol-. .
diers performed better than white soldiers, significantly better in most
: cases. 'The assimilator functioned as expected in-termg of black versus -
.=, white knowlddge of. interracial problems, although a larger black-white
'~ difference perhaps could have been expected. ' o o
> ) S . : ’

v.*"Effectiveness of the Assimilator Based on Evidence of ieérning.'

. The principal.meaéuré of learning was therwéighted score comparing’
'the ’performandes. of blacks and whites.. This weighted score gives a higher ..
 score to selection of the corréct ianswer with Kittle-or no delay a&nd a’
low score to .selection on the third or fourth try. For this analysis,
the assimilato;'was.aivided into- 10- item sectioms. Blocks of 10 items,
were -summed to give sufficient reliability to tbg analyses. - Then the .
trends for learning over these blocks of 10- itenis‘were examined to find =
"evidence of ‘a "learning curve," or’an increase in performance over trials. ‘
: © : . - . : s S :
P - N In general, performance in terms of weighted scores should increase
e ; as subjects work through their volumes, particularly in the ‘case of sub-
. . jects for whom the assimilator is targeted. The ‘more difficult items in -
i the pilot assimilator (Landis et al., 1976) had shown such a trend f£or.
wﬁite'officers (tHe target group)h~which was .gradual but significant. °
. - .~ Although there was evidence of fatigue’ on.the easier items, such |
' effects did not’ ovexwhelm the tohtinuous increase in performance on the
more difficult items. .Because the item-development process was: aimed ‘at-.
creating more “"powerful" items, it- was anticipated that learning would
be more pronounced with this than with the pilot assimilator and that -
fatique also should be less pronoqnceq; : .

-

LTS

-

10 . T S

[ERJ}:‘ . | S | , L ]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ey



[
| el

~

Comparing Performances of Whites and Blacks on Assimi lator items.

]

Table 3

[

S

Proportion right on

| . Officers =
v ’ (Volumes 1-4) .

Enlisted men -
_(Volumes 1-2)

"Enlisted men

" {Volumes 3-4)

iy .

.-_/h _

 first ty Domestic Foreign Domestic FoPeign Domestic Foreign
- Sign Test. e R
Number of dlfferences .60 60 30 30 - 30 29
. Winifum sum of signs - - 38 34 19 22 4 17
., pvalbes 024 1831 - 1006  .0088 - .0010  .2288°
. . . ' : ] , -_‘ . .

' “Wileoxon ' . | R PR
Nunber of alfferences 60 .60 .30 30 . 0 29
Minimm sun of ranks 372,50 846,50 115.50 12500 - 37.30 " 196,00
7 scores o 1,79 0.50 241221 401 046 ¢

' p values - 0N 3070 0081 .0135 0001 3210
\ AR - .‘" .
‘Welghted score - ‘
. : 1,
vSlgn Test . , I : ' .
Minimum sum of dlffemences 60 60 30 30 30‘3' +30
Mlnlmgm sum of, sxgns .. 36 - 40 2, 20, o220 15
pvalles. . © 0778 0071 0500 0502 /\ooas' © 5000 .
‘Wilcoxon S : | B l, ”
Number of dlfferehces : 60 . 60 U NI 30 30
: ﬁinlmum sum of ranks . 659,00 776.00F 149,00 138,00  84.00 191,00
- 1 scores S s 1020 720 L84 309 © 0,85
P values = . " 0297 L1531 0429 .0260 0011 1967
. . ‘wl ’
.' : 22 ¥
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.. Figure 1 'shows the xesults for both off1cers and“EM. As. antlc;-
pated, based on previous experzence and the, expectatlon of ceiling ef-
fects, the data for the "easy" items. showed no 1mprovement. A decrement

in performance for both the offlcers and EM 1s probahly attrlbutable to _
faulg\le- . ” . L} . . . . . )

. &
. . -

Looklng flrst at the offlcer data for the more amfflcult 1tems, sev-

eral observatlons would seem approprlate. R N

'1.” The black offlcers tended to perform better than the white offg-
cers, as- ant1c1pated. - : )
. _ ] ° : '
2. The performance of white officers" increased through the flrst 40
i items, then dropped on the last 20 1tems, although” remalning
K _above the 1n1t1al performance on the a551mllator. '

C

. . Ly

-g;(”fThe black-offlcers showed the- same general type: of performance
.curve as the white offlcers, a result not prev;ously found nor
expected here. . - ' -

Looking aﬁ‘the EM data helps to clarlfy the 1nterpretat10n of the

_ voﬁflcer data. . For the.EM takng Valumes. 1-2, the EM performance gdrves
~were paraIlel tg'the offlcers pexformance curves through those volumes;

ut the EM performance tended to be better than for the offlcer s. The

. black EM tended to-do best and, in a sense, can be con51dered a, crite-.

rlon group for this assimilator. 1It,would, therefore, be ant1c1pated
that’ their performance would be best, prov;ded reading skills were not’
ap overwhelmlng factor.

For the EM taklng Volumes @- . the EM performance curves were very
dlfferent ‘from theg EM taklng Volumes 1-2. . To some degree, the curvés

were again similar to the of ficer ‘curves, and theé black EM agaln per-’

- formed better overall than the white EM, although not better on "the: flrst‘.

10 itemé. This time, however, the EM's (black apd white) perférmances
were generally worse than’ for the officers. Despite randomlzation'proce—
dures, the items in Volumes 3~ 4 appear in some way dlfferent from the’
items in Volumes 1~ 2.ej : : . N

How can these somewhat compllcated results be lnterpreted? Flrs 7
"white (and apparently -also black) officers’ appear ‘to be learning th ugh

-the first 40 1temsu as anticipated. The rate of improvement on these-

, items is very substantlally greater than for a comparable number of items

on the previous assimflator (1.3 units of weighted score versus approxXi-
mately .2 units of weighted score), as intended. Second,.apparéntly
'something is unique aboutr the content and order of the items in Volumes
3-4 that leads toﬂa ‘higher 1n1t1al level of performance, compared to Vol-
umes 1-2,° Qd>also yields a decrement (or lack- of. improvement 1n the ‘case
of black EM) father than an increment 1n performance._ ' '

> . -
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co ‘Blackofflcer e
~ White ofticer S ve——
K " Black enlisted men +scsexemveccencnenens :
, ' “White enlisted men :
) . »' " .' ' .
S lLOW 1st10 2d10° 3d10- ° 4th10 - 5th 10 6th 10
S \ . . GROUPS OF TEN ITEMS IN ORDER OF PRESENTATION
0 Figure 1. ]k:.z;avrn:‘i.ng curves of black and' !
- white officers _ana enlisted men. ‘
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/ the data,

fatigue..,
effort required to complete the pret st ancillary measures (substantially

~ response data.'.‘. N

A more, -than in the prev1ous field test
the  optimal number to- be glven in an asslmllator at any one time.

'rately for those two pairs ‘of volumes.

@

"~
. .

) .

.

- T

This second observatlon is clear in the EM data and appears to be an
Flnally, fatigque

nteract1Ve factor superlmposed on the officer data.
or progresslve carelessness) seems “to be a third. ‘factor superlmposed on

despite the hope that sharter volumes would’ mitigate agalnst
The last effect, ‘however, may have been partly caused by the

‘It may be that'30 to 40\items are

] |
Flgure 2 shows the offlcer,data for Volumes 1-4 broken d6wn in -tqrms

of” domestic.versus forélgn assignment. . It is clear that the form oﬁ the .
curves is essentially identical’ for subjects. stationed overseas and 'sub-
jects stationed states1de. . This @esult argques both for the general ap~
pllcabillty of this asslmllator and for the general stablllty 'of the

«

- attempt to account for the performance differences on Yolumes 1-2

' compared with thdse ‘on Volumes 3-4, the content data were ‘revigwed sepa-

- The Task ‘versus Social content.
Despite the.randomlzed as-’

proved to be the most illuminating (Table 4).

signment of itemg to volumes, Sociagl’ 1tems are underrepresented in Volumes
relative to’ the .overall propor- -

-~

1-2 and overrepresented in Volumes 3- %

tion in the four volumes combined (X - 3.52, B < .07).

- 4 M

.
-

AR o . . _Table 4 o

’ . .-' M ° s . . .
Task ,versus Social Situations

ey,
' -
h - .
. 3 !

&

.

; ] - -— [ o
. N ' . L 4
L : T . Situations? :
] % e .o~ - . . .
: . Volumes ' . -sSocial Task" Total
. 11-2 7 22 ) 29
« 0‘ * ) - . f ’ .
. $3=4 73 4. . 27
. Total . ¢ . 20 o 36 . 56

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Four 1tems that could not be categorlzed excluslvely as Social or Task

o "

were omitted. - . : .
R A q" . . B .
° C . . a“.

. -
. -
.

RN

» . This assoclatlon of ‘the relafive numbers of Task Versus Social 1tems
wlgh performance -across ass1m11ator items may well ‘be a factor in the
, difference between Volumes "1=2° ‘and Volumes 3-4. It may be better to con-
. This suggestion would seem

centrate exclusively on Task-orlented items.

\Y]
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supported also by the research of O Brien, Fiedler, and Hewitt (1971),
who found that subjects "trained on their wholly Task-oriented assimilator
produced the clearest significant, independently measured improvement in
performance to be found in culture assimilator literature. i
;
Effectiveness of the Assimilator Based on External Evidence . .

e

Subjects' Evaluations of the Assimilator orn_the Comparative Evalua-
tion Questionnaire. The CEQ asked respondents to rate four ‘training con-.
cepts. (assimilator, raCial attitudes and perceptions (RAP) sessions, lec-
ture on-black history, and training manuals® on minority culture) on the

<., eight  semantic differential scales: _interesting, strong, like, ustul,,_
active, exciting, good and informative. ., . ;

~"‘\Eﬂ_ The subjects evaluations of the assimilator on the ~eight semantic
ifferential items were analyzed first using analysis of variance. Race
*(black, white), rank (offtcier, enlisted), and. level of - improvement (im-
provement, no change, decrement) on the ass1milator were the independent
variables in this analysis. The eight semantic differential ratings of
the .assimilatcr were the dependent “variables. ~The _index of improvement
" was computed by summing the wéighted scores on the first 10 and last 10
items and then taking the difference between the sums. The sums were- -
- weighted to account for missing data. The distribution of the improve-
S ment scores was divided at the 66th and 33rd percentiles to produce three’
"‘3levels of improvement, labeled improvement, no change, and- decrement..

Eight analyses of variance were computed on each .dependent varia-.

"/ ble. 'There were no significant differences for the two independent
variables: ‘Level of Improvement and Rank. In other words, those who
‘improved most on the gssimilator did not evaluate the assimilator dif-
ferently from those who did not improve or who showed a de¢rement in per—
formance. Officers and EM did not evaluate the assimilator differently.
There were, however, racial differences. For exanple, on the strang-

< weak-scale, we see a pattern that is repeated on:all the scales. Black."
respondents rated the assimilator more favorably than ,white respondents. -
The difference.was significant for the strong-weak item (F = 8,58, df =

134 p < .001).
¢ In a second-analysis, subjects" evaluations of the assimilator were
compared to their evaluations of RAP sessions, lecture on black history,l
and training manuals .on minority culture. - The. purpose bf this compdti- |
son_was to 'see how favorably assimilator training was evaluated compared
- to other common forms of race-relations training. Analysis of variance
L was again used to ‘make these comparisons, this time using a repeated
measures design. The four methods of training constituted the independ—
ent variable, and each of ‘the semantic ‘differential scales constituted
the dependent variables. ' N : ’
[ ¥ D : &
The following planned comparisons were made: (a)'assimilator train-
ing versus RAP sessions, (b) assimilator. training versus lecture on black .

P

16
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_ tests, however, do glve an ove;ylew of the data. .

W/

™
-

history, ; -and (c) J@slmllator tra1n1ng versus tralnlng manuals on mlnorlty
culture.j Analyses were run on -each of the eight dependent varlables for
each of these.three comparisons. These comparisons are, of course, not

: orthogonal.‘ Because multiple comparisons are being made with nonorthog--

onal .contrasts, some effects will show significance due to chance. These

’
.

'
[N

In the comparlson between the assimilator and RAP sesslons, the two
technlques were rated differently on five of the eight scales. Because
of the high number -of slgnlflcant ef fects, this difference. does not look

like it was. due to chance alone. - The assimilator was rated as less ~strong

(F £ 7.7, p < .01), less active (F = 17. 8, p < «001), less excltlng (F =
.18 2, p < .001), less good (F = 4.5, p ¢ .05), ana less informative (F =

7.5, p < +01) than .RAP sessions. 1In the eyes of the respondents, the

assimilator did not compare favorably to RAP sessions. S

+ In comparigon between the as51mllator and the lecture on black his-

 tory, the assi i 1tor was viewed as less informative (F = %6. 3, p< .001)

than_the lecturk. None of the other effects were’ slgnlflcant in Ehe com-
parison between \the asslmllatur and the lecture on- black history. The

". assimilator was not rated as beina slgnlflcantly different from either

the lecture on blatck hlstory or the training manuals on mlnorlty culture.
] ~The Effect of the Cultural Asslmllator on the Test of. Intercultural
Sensitivity. The dlfference between subjects' responses before and after
tralnlng on the TICS was examlned. Assimilator tralnlng on the Army as-

.. similator should have the effect of produc1ng*an improved score. on the

TICS. The TICS items were: developed and/valldated in a c1v111an setting
for the purpose of teaching white éuperv1son§ about the culture of. blacks

in. hlgh unemployment areas. This. settlng-;s removed from the Army culture,

but there’ shoﬁgﬁ be some overlap in. the concepts in both instruments.

a . S
-Two forms of the TICS were.dgiven. Subjects responded 40 either Form

A or Form B prior ‘to receiving the assimilator. training and the other °*

form after training. - Thus, by . ccmparlng those subjects who received Form
A first against those who received Form A after training, we can assess
the effect "of training on TICS, without the confusion caused by a prior

admlnlstratlon of TICS on the posttest., .

The two dependent var1ables were responses to attribution and behav-
joral questions. Each’ TICS item has two questlons and four optlons each.

One question asks about the reason. for the behav1or “of a protagonlst,
usually the mlnorlty 1nd1v1dual, in the scenario. -The second question

asks-what the majorlty person should have done to, resolve, the problems
descrlbed in the item. Thus, the first .type of question refers to.attri-
butions made about minorjty 1nd1v1duals, and the second refers to appro-
priate behaviors. The attr;butlons ‘and behavior ratings becamé the two .
dependent variables in the analyses that followed.' '

‘.

’

Welghtq ranglng from zero to 4 were as51gned to the four alternat1ve

answers'that were possible for . both the attrlbutlon and behavior questlons'

’
¢ '

Rl

Q’.
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. on” the ‘'TICS. These weights, ‘based on the "cross~race major}ty agreement"

scheme used by Weldon et al. (1974), reflect the results of a pretest of
TICS given to a group of middle-class whites/and lower- %lass urban blachs.

.“When the majority of both blacks and whites agreed that a part1cular op- .
tion was a "good": response, this option was asslgned a-welght of 4. Table

5 shows the system of welghts used.

o

B _Key. for Asslgnlng Weights to a leen Optlon .
Accordlng to Black-Whlte Pretest Agreement L . -
on Its Correctness - | . ‘

Y

, SR . 'jfﬁ,: ‘Black opinion v

‘Majority " Judgments -~ 'Majority

White opinion . ' adree © divided disagree
. gr ] " i Lo =
Majority agree "4 ) o 2 '_ L ' 0
Judgments divided © 3 1 0
-Maﬂority disagree 2 ’ S 0" .° n 0.
. A o : . . o .
=~ - . \\‘ ; . - N ) , . . ) .

Although the sy
on the response of th”\hlack pretest group, it still. glves the most welght
to 1nterrac1al agreemen o - : .

P
.

Asslmllator tralnlng\ hould not only 1mprove performance on the TICS
so: that subjects score higher after taining than before, but also the o
greater improvement should come from: those who 1mproved the most on the *
Army assimilator. : For this reason, two. primary lndependent variables
were used to analyze these data: the Trained-Untrained. (or’ pretralnlng,
posttralnlng) variable” and’ the Level of Improvement variable, :yhich had
three lnvels. Multlvarlate analysls of variance was used to ana’lyze these

.data, using the. two independent and two depend t. variables mentioned pre~

v1ously. The multivariate tests were followed univariate analyses of
varlance on the two dependent variables, given a slgnlflcant multlvarlate
test. Multlvarlate analyses were computed separately for three samplesg
(a) the sample of officers who completed Volumes 1-4 of the assimilator,.

'(b) the ‘sample of EM who' completed Volumes 1-2, and (c) the sample of EM.

who completed Volumes 3- 4._

k]

o

&

4,"'1‘able5 7/\

.
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The ana&yses based on. the officer sample are presented first.,;The
multivariate F ratio foc the trained versus untrained condition approached
significance (pi <.«10). There was.a "significant- (p. < .05) decrease on
- the dependent variable related to estimating ppropriate behaviors in the
- direction away froém black and white agreement, contrary to\what was ex-

pected. This could imply either a. decreased sensitivity to\black culture -
after training or a shift in the direction of reporting alternatives that

blacks accept and whites initially re3ect. These alternatives are dis- o
cussed later. . : _ ' . - R \\ ] S A

N

- The results based on the sample of EM who completed Volumes 1-2 of
the assimilator are descrryed next. The multivariate F for the assimi-_
lator trained.versus untrained condition was: Signifrcant (p-< .01), as
were the F tests, for univariate analyses. of variance on the attrabution,
dependent variable (p < .01) and the dependent variables estimating ap- o
propriate behaviors (p < .05). .Again, these means decreased from near-

4 to near 3, contrary to what was expected. The implication is either
decreased sensitivity, or’ a shift .in the direction,of the perspective
that blacks hold exclusively and with which whites initially disagree.

The results based on- the sample of EM who completed Vqlumes 3-4 of
the ass1milator were not significant. No ,significant ef fects, either '
multivariate or univariate, were found. Also, no significant effects .

. . were due to the Level of Improvement factor for any of the samples. In. ' o

: : other .wordsy , those who, performed better on the Army asSimilator did notf

do better on the TICS. . : e s

L R [ . . -v“? R : . J o

e - ' Effect of Culture Assimilator Training on Stereotypigg> The sterec~ = -
typing measure consisted of rating a set of person concepts on i0 attri-

. bute scales._ The rating was done in terms™of the probability ﬂf«a scale
- concept, €«ge, intelligence, being associated with a person® concept, €dge, -
white colonel. . There¢'  were two forms of the questionnaire (A and B),.and
subjects were given one before training and the other after training. ’ E
‘The design was’ s1milar to that used for TICS. . : E
= . ; { _ : :

: . A multivariate analysis of variance was gomputed For each person
concept separately, with the 10 attribute scales as the dependent vari= .
ables. The independent variables in. this analysis.were again Trainedg%
- Untrained (pretest, posttest) and Level of Improvemeq& The purpose _
the assimilator .was to reduce stereotyping so -that,’ subsequent to assimi- -
‘lator trainings stereotyping should be reduced; stereotyping should ‘be

’ reduced the most for those who improved the most on the assimilator. The
multivariate and univariate analyses were again computed for three sepa-
rate samples.' (a) the sample of officers, (b) the enlisted sample that’
“completed Volumes 1-2 of the assimilator, and (c) ,the enlisted samp le

. that completed Volumes 3-4. . P ) :

RSN

~ "For the: sample of officers, non& ‘of the multivariate F tests, look-
ing at the Trained—Untrained differences,. was significant for any “of . the - \\
10 person concepts except for black colonels (p< .01). Any significant°'
ot univariate F tests onh any of the attribute scales for any person concepts } S

[
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' except black colonels .can be attributed best_ to chance. Sind e the multi- o
B variate test ‘for black colonels was .significant, the 10 uniw Tiate F. tests
were examined to understand the nature of. the differences$appafentlx due
i to training.'wAfter training, black colonels were rated ag”more likely to

be less. intelligenL (p < .05), lazier (p < .001, less active (p 5 .05), and _
»and’ le®8s hardworking (p-< .05). These’ differences can be’ interpreted in - . =

. two ways:- a shift toward the region of uncertainty because most ‘ratings: ~ IR
. shifted toward the middle of thé scales, or a shift toward rating black

,colonels less favorably after training. In either case, results do not *

provide good eVidence of reduced stereotyping as a result of assimilator :

vtraiqing. S . » : N .. o e )

Lo

b ‘Aror both samples of EM, none_of_the'preassimilator-training/. . s
-+ . 'postassimilator training multivariate F's was significant. Again; these.
' results do not provide evidence that the cultural ‘agssimilator reduced
,stereotyping. Consistent with the preceding results, Level of- Improve=
meng on,the assimilator did not influence the stereotyping ratings for

e

i any/of the three samples of subjects. = -«
. R t . S . .
- . . 3 ’
NS L ,  DISCUSSION | LT hE R
p One of the most common approaches ‘for race-relations trarhing in_ the oo

- ' A'Army has been the use of discussion groups, or RAP seminars. In RAP~sem-' H
: inars, soldiers might receive a formal lecture covering some aspect. of. "
« black history or culture, ‘or be, involved in a discuSSion related to equal
.. ‘opportunity, or see a film. Each Of these approaches has somethihg to
recommend ite However, tie generally unstructured method of operation,
as opposed to ﬂacusing on alternative: behavior patterns and proViding re-
. inforcement when those patterns are elicited, does lead to a certain in-
“~ efficiency in the use of both the instructor s time and the trainee s

.

time. w _ . . o s -
- 1 A : '
S The cultural aSSimilator offers .an’ efficient method of presenting T
information about black: culture,: patticuylarly role behavior, “in a way ’ o ;

_that not ‘only provides guidance on behavior but also reinforcement about-
‘alternative types of behavior. It cah be used outside the traditional
'classroom, that is, trainees can proceed at their own pace in tHeir own
guarters. Some white’ junior officers may wish to . learn more about black -
culture but find themselves uricomfortable in RAP seminars because of the
pOSSibility of confrontation. * The culturalsaSSimilator provides a way t0"
"learn about black cdlture in the Army in the privacy of their own: offices,
to prepaerfhem better to handle race-related.problems ih their own units,

without threat of c0nfrontation or feelings of uneaSiness.
S .

;Unfortunately, the evidence for the'effectiveness of this assimila-
tor was.not uniformly favorable. - However, the field conditions for test-
L ing the effectiveness of, the aSSimilator, which -were far from optimal,
: undoubtedly had a detrimental effect on the results. In terins of subject
7recruitment, 'soldiers .sometimes were coerced into participating’ at the
last minute. Random aSSignment of subjects, or at least a selection from .
’ . 5 . . . * .
. L4 . ~ ] N .. 20 . .

EKTC' e Tt e
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- a broad range of . units, generally proved largely unfeasible. ' On occasion,
S 'schedulinq had to be at unfavorable times. The relative scarcity of black
. offiter¥ made it more likely that they had been prev1ous subjects for
'another “race-relations project or “that pressure for their participation
would be greater. ' :

-
- D

Sometimes there was self-selection at the unit level so that a sub- -
stitute subject was sent. These self-selections might have contributed
.. to such biases ‘as selecting some of the most "expendable 'persons 1n a.
given unit, or- selecting s8me of the most ‘interested or least prejudiced
persons ‘available. These kinds of self-selection biases were most like=
ly among EM and white officers, and least’ likely among black officers,
because of the difficulty 1n finding a black officer alternate.‘

\ < .
\\\_ s . Deps1te the request for longer or multiple sesSions, thq/{esearchers
- had to- operate within a single 4—hour\period per subject., There are sev-
>\\' eral ways’ in which restriction to a 4-hour block of time- affected the
P field tests. -First, this restriction is: not the way an assimilator ac—
. tually should be utilized. Optimally, an assimildtor should be completed
“over a. series of sessions in private and at a subject's own pace. ‘The. f
. 4—hour time’ period, in whjch the ancillary measures as well. as the assim-
o . ilator had to be completeé, created time pressures for many of the sub-
jects.> Thus, the subjects’ reading had to be hurried rather ‘than pro-
ceeding at ‘a more natural and . relaxed pace.' Carelessness and reduced
* concentration were more likely to occur. Fatigue was much more likely to
be a significant factor in a subject s .performance. With ‘massed prac-—
tice, "subjects had little ‘time to -consolidate the information presented
whereas assimilators were anticipated to .be more effective under distrib-
se T - uted: practice conditions. -With: distributed practice, soldiers would have
o a' chance to ‘absorb small amounts- of information in many sessions.

“ n

: v . .. . : .
Second thm single, 4—hour time frame created unfavorable conditions
- as far as the arhillary measures were concerned. Thus, these measures'
contributed to, and were affected by, the burden: placed on the subjects, .l
€.g., fatigue. “The lack of time to COnsolidate ‘the 1nformation made per-
) formance .on the post-assimilator ancillary measures muqh less likely to be
i favorable. The evaluation of the atsimilators’ undoubtedly was affected
negatively by confounding’ with” ancillary measures and; the géheral burden
. - of endurance placed on the subjects, i.e., the whole assessment process,
: _and not Jjust the assimilators, affected the evaluation of the ass1milators.

“
—

Two primary factors, then, could have contributed to the poor perfor-

“mance -of soldiers on the TICS and|{SQ after assimilator training. One fach
tor may have been fatigue. The poorer performance on the TICS after-
training may have beenbcaused by having to complete so many assimilator.

- items. and anc1llary 1nstruments 1n one 4-hour block. Fatigue may work

1n the’ direction of unfavorable changes from the pretest, when they were
fresh, to the posttest, when they were tired.  Assimilator training still
could have an efféct of 1mproved performance but 'be overwhelmed by fatigue..
Unfortunately, there was no control group to check this possibility.

. . . . .0
* - M ‘ - - .
. : . ' . -
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w1th a control group. A

-lator training,- but they may. actually improve after. a perio
‘weeks when they-have had _a chance to consolldate new. matérial. -

One test for check1ng the posslblllty of fatlgxe'is”the degree of .

.carelesgsness that might be reflected .by greater var1ance in the’ posttest
" and pretest c0nditions. ‘However, 'a Cochran C  test for homogeneity of

; l‘varlance “(Winer,” 1971, pps 207-208) indicated the pretest and postt?st\'
.. . variances were not slgnlflcantly different. This, of course, is not a

c0nclus1ve test of the fat1gue hypothes1s tyat could have been prov1ded

.y

. . - ° R t. . . . * - .
A second important~factor.that could have contributed té the “poor.

. performance of. subjects on TICS and the SQ was the problem related to :

" massed practice, compared to distributed practice. Subjects may need time

to~consolidate the 1nformatlon conveyed by:assimilator tra1n1ng so that -
massed practice with 1mmed1ate test1ng of what hds been learned may not
be a fa1r test of what in fact has been learned. Subject ! ay not show
evidence of learning uritil a period of weeks has passéd‘an they have -

had a chance to absorb all the -material presented, éllmlnatlng old con-

zcepts.- The immediate effect of the asslmllator may be confusloﬁ from
‘the competltlon of competing.co cepts, i.e., the concepts gaught by‘the
_ assimilator and those held" by e "subject. The implication 'of this

analysis is that subjects may more poorly immediately af assimi-
£ several

0
. —t 4
o )

. .Some data is . consistent with-this hypothesls. Weldon et al. (1974)

: -;tested the assimilator developed by Slobddln et al. (1972) in a labora-
. tory sétting using six groups of white un1vers1ty students.. This is the

ass1mllator that focused on black—whlte interactions in an 1ndustr1al
setting. No preétest measures were taken._ All subjects'were posttested
on a combination of three attitude measures and one behav1oral measures
Three of the groups received the ‘attitude measures first”and thelbehav—l
1oral .measure second. The’ reversed order was used for the remaining :
three groups. For the behavioral measure, a ‘black and a white student F’
interacted using a two-person mechanlcal game. The blsck student was a
confederate in the: experiment and always assumed the role of subordinate

‘to the white subject. The white- student was naive as to the purpose of

the behavioral éxperipent. After the short behavioral dinteraction was
completed, the confederate rated the subject. The rating of the subject
by the confederate varied, ‘depending on whether ‘there was a-time delay
between asslmllator tra1n1ng and the behavioral test.” When subjects

~ went dlrectly into the behav1oral setting from- the assimilator with no
- time for consolldatlon, the confederate preferred the untrained subjectse.

When subjects went from.the asslmllator ‘to the attitude measurement and.
then, after a perlod of time for consolldatlng ass1m11ator materlal, into

- the behav1oral sett1ng, the confederate preferred the trained subjects.

~

What is. learned in %the assimilator may requlre time to be. consoll-

-dated witth ex1st1ng knowledge and behav1or patterns. Interactlon before
-consolidation occurs may, confuse the subject because he has: learned that~”

his attributions are 1ncorrect but has not yet deVeloped behaviors"” appro-.7
priate to,hls new knowledge. Faced with an interaction, the tra1nee may :
: ' N ' L ) ' A

'| . . "
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vaclllate, and this may be percelved by a black confederate as "wishy- B
,- washy" behavidgy. If it does take time to consolidate assimilator materi-~ .

al, ‘then the assimilator should be given over spaced intervals.. D1scuss1on -

»

of asslmllator 1tems in RAP semlnars may help the consolldatlon pro/gss.

- . €
ER Y

A th1rd poss1ble explanatlon for the posttest decrease on the TICS
has to do with the part1cular key used to: determine the weights for each
" options The Weldon et al. (1974) Key g1ves the greatest weight to joint
sample (black and white) agreement on"an alternative and next greatest
weight to the alternative 9hosen most frequently by the black sample-.
It may well be,the case that subjects "begin to reject.the forner class
of options (301nt agreement) ‘as a function as assimilator tra1n1ng, seek-
: ing instead those answers that blacks, bht not whites, would accept. Op-
_ . erat1ng in. this’ mode, the welghted scores, would decrease. S
It is also poss1ble that whlle the decrease could be due £o a ‘shift
- to options on which ‘there is less’ shared agrEement, the responses finally
chosen. would be different for blacks andfwhltes, that- is,  the blacks
choosing responses acceptable to blacks but not to whites, and the rev
verse for whites. However, if this. were “the ca case, given the sljight bias °
in the key for black agreement, there would be a racial dlfference 1n -
TICS scores in favor of the blacks. Th1s was not the case.

} H
- ¥ G L
R

what mlght be happenlng--and 1nspectlon of the data lends some’ sup-

port ‘to this supposition--is that, after training, whites are mov1ng from
'a "joint" agreement alternative to ai "black" alternative; and blacks are
doing the .same. Another way of- viewing-these ‘shifts is that both blacks-,' »
and whites. initially choose more "soc¢ially acceptable" alvernatlves. . )
After tralnlng, both:races mové toward alternatives truer to a black per=-
spectlve.» ‘This would result in an overall movement away from joint agree--
ment responses .and a subsequent drop in TICS. scores as keyed by Weldon

- et al (1974). - _ o -

'Accégsaﬂce of the Weldon Key depends on the -assumption that applies
; o to an Army- sample.’ Thg Weldon Key was based on a contrast of middle~
';1\_ class white students thh hardcore unemployed blacks from a,St. Louis
ghettos It is llkely that some information conveyed in the' Army-based as-
slmllator contradicts that conveyed 1n the c1v1llan-based assimilator. ’
The Army asslmllator was ‘also evaluated by ask1ng subjects how they
11ked assimilator tf¥aining compared to three other types ofirace-relatlons
tra1n1ng. Overall all the race—relatlons techniques were positively’
rated by both blacks and wh1tes in the sense that the mean ratings for all
groups were on the-“positive. Slde of the scales' m1dp01nt%. The assimila-
tor tra1n1ng, howeveg' was rated,less favorably than, RAP semMnars and -
' 'about as favorably as” manuals on mlnorlty culture.%‘Fatlgue\agaln may have
| been ‘one reason the assimilator was not rated more faVOrably. “T"

. . . N
. b . S

-
- ;i

. Overall, the data from the ancillary 1nstruments were not encour-

aglng. The anclllary 1nstruments included evaluative. 1nformatlon about
’ the Army asslmllator that “was not part of the asslmllator 1tself3 The

LY
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ancillary instruments inéluded the CEQ, TICS, and the SQ. In spite.of .

_the various reasons giver for unfayorable résults in these Scales, the

" fact remains that some data from each of these instruments were not favor- .

‘able._;IF-iS'important to try to identify thé feasons for these unfavor-

" In this regard, it may.help to look at col&épfed'data‘thatfwefé'lh;h"
ternal to the agsimilator .itself. The data as a whole were, mich moxe
‘favorable. . Results of the familiarity fating, for example, were clearer
and even more favoyable than on preliminary work on the Arﬁw;éssimilhtof.L‘
Without exception, black soldiers found assimilator items more familiar
_ to'them, based on their éxperiences in the Army, than did white soldiers. |
" This would be expected because the assimilator is: designed to teach about”
black culture in ithe Army.- The data suggest that  the scenarios presented..
_ in the assimilator represented commonly occurring black/white interraciqif
" intetactions in the Army. with.which black soldiers, by virtue of their
mipority status, were very familiar. The data suggest that the sceénaripos
- were realisfic and xepresented'b%éck culture in\the Army., - :

- _ _ CA e _ .

There were differences by rank on the assimilator items for'black
soldiers, with black_office:g)more,famil%ar”wiih'the scenarios than black
EMx There were no,ﬂ&f&erenées by rank in the responses’ of white soldiers.

'Botﬁfwggfe'officefs anld white EM were relatively unfamiliar with the sce~ -

.

‘" nariosd Again this pattern of responses would be expécted for scenarios
designed to teach jhgi§pébfficers_abouf biack culture. Many scenarios
included officers as the protagonists, and black' EM‘should be less famil-
jar with, these situations than black officers. - » .

4
P

..The familiarity data suggest that the' assimilator écenéridé could be .

. used  as the basis for discussionvinyRAP“sessgpns,gproviding useful infor-

mdtion about gommonly_occqrring“sources of blackfwhite ﬁLsundefstandfﬂg'
in the Army. 3’ - . T A | :
‘ " . S : L

For an assimilaton desiéned to. teach ‘about bldpk'culturé in the Army,

Al

"  placks should perform better than whites,’ In gpneral, performance’ results

' parallel those for familiarity, although diffefenceSgbétwgen"blaqk:aﬁa -
white performance on the assimilators were not as tlear-cut. . Without ex-
. ception, the direction of differences: pointed to‘supe?ior'blaék perfosz/“

' mace. .Black officers and black EM performed better than white -officers -

and.white EM,\respeétively. ‘Gome items were identified that should be
- reviewed for possible rekeying: This 'would seem to confirm the.possible

'ﬁ} futi1ity of the assimilators in racé-relations discussions. Since the

'_'cc:)::r_ectnesss"i of_ste'alternatives°ban-beﬂﬁuestioneay useful and,produc-
" tive débate might be possible in a RAP session. : : '

LI : ' . r
.

Thé other information about the assimilator intérnal’ to the 'assimila- °

tor itself is evidence related to'learning over time. Systematic perfor-
mance increases on:the;assimilator through ;hé firstn40-itéms.produced~a
sharp‘upward curve. The obtained learnihgpeurves suggest t

hat the obtained




A . - . . . . . . . . .
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'performance increases were not simply attributable to Mtest wiseness.
1The curves were more .indicative of real learning occurring, at least over
- the first 40 items. :

»

2 .'.g

However, the learning curves for blacks and’ whites raise another

wquestion. « Both. black and white soldiers 'showed similar’ 1mprovement over

time. Black soldiers by. definition already know about black culture in .

- the Army; so if the assimilator is really teaching about black culture 'in

.the Army, :why should blacks be learning nearly as much as. whites? Blacks,
.., ideally, -should have shown a high level of learning throughout and not -
~such a drastic 1mprovement. Whites were expected to_ learn, but blacks -

were expected to: know, ‘already much of": this 1nformation. The scenarios

. were very familiar td blacks as mentioned previously.’ However, what

. blacks appear to be learning, as well as whites, is the "eorrect® an§Wer,i

4which they should already know if “the questions and four alternative ant ¢

[

t

:mation for dlscussion in RAP seminars.

tinue further under more optimal, self-paced conditions.. e

swers were wriften adequately. The data suggest blacks were learning e

something they didn't know, which suggests the.questions or "correct" .
answers were not written clearly from the point of view of black culture

ih the Army..' i _ s A o - e

.o ' ) ' ' ’ . by
if. the suggestion is factual, {t could account for the less than fa-’L

-vorable. results found with the anCillary instruments. If.the questions'
. and "correct" answers prov1de the basis for problqms 1dentif1ed with ‘the”
e

assimilator, the scenafios still seem to prov1de

ful and valid J.nfor-'
, The 1mpact of the assimilator on learning 1mproved substantially&over N
the predecessor ‘instrument, but this peaked :out after about 40 items.*KBe-

:'cause this situation occurred under conditions in which an: ‘assimilator was.

completed in one session, learning could 1mprove and the upward trend con-

s , s . o

The inverted U—form of the learning curve obtained for difficult
items needs additional comment. The downward direction of the curve for =~
the other items could havé been caused by fatigue. However, enlisted:sol-

- diers who -took only olumes 3-4 ‘and were not as fatigued also showed this‘

{3
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downward movement/ 1ch tends to discount this possibility.-
. ../ “ N '
Volumes 1-2 differed from Volumes ‘3-4 in one major. aspect._ Alﬁ'but
a few items of the first two volumes, by happenstance, involved situa~-
tions in which the conflict was found 'on some Army-related task. Close
to half the items of the last two volumes, . by contrast, involved situa--
tions. that dealt with nontask, non-Army interaction.’ Apparently, then,
subjects do better and learn better.on items where .conflict 1nterferes
with some salient task. Why is this so? | . A

L

It i¢ likely that task and social interactions, differ‘fh two’ ma jor
ways. - First, the level of ag{eement in the population on the "correct"
attributes may be less.for the social item; that is, in performing a job-
related task, generally there is considerable agreement on a criterion
for the completion of the task and on permissible behaviors® on the jOb.'

c
a
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Social situations inherently contain more variability. Guidelines for -
what.must be done- in‘ social sdtuations are weaker, particu;arly when  they
“pertain to interracial disagreement. Thus, the variation in acceptable
behavior is greater. : _ . B 7
. B . PR , . [

' - Our findings are consistent with Minard s findings in thé classic

Acoa1~fie1d study (Minard, 1952).  Minard found that there was conSider- )

able interracial ‘interaction among eoal miners as 1ong as they were on

': the job. However, once they left the mine, there was virtually no inter- -

action. In our case, ‘it 'may be that task items fungtion well because .

. the "lesson" to be learned- .does not conflict with attitudes vis a vis ]Ob
I performances Carrying those lessons over to the nonjob setting is con- ..
trary"tothe norms of such settings. If this hypothesis is‘*‘true, it is

= probable ‘that more Vigorous programs Wifl be necessary to change nontask
atﬁributions.

-
. gl .* ¢

A second plauSiblkjﬁeason for the disparity in performénce is that
ther'e may. be different levels of motivation to succeed on the two types
of items; thatlis, a sub]ect may want good working relationships with
members of anpother cultural group and see such relationships as necessary'
N -for his career., HoWever, soc1a1 interaction may be Viewed as less es—
éential and the desire to develop different patterns of behavior here
‘may be conSideraply muted._
o i ) ) 9 S L o f
’ In summary, then, consensug may be more difficult- to obtain on so~. ~
Cially\oriented items. Onlyitask-orientéd,items perhaps. should be: used -
in Army ass1milators.‘ The most pr&ssing neéeds are in the area of on~the-
job performance, in this ared, task items may serve best._ In any case,
the last 20 items in the current assimilator fail to show appropriate
.learning curves and may not be. useful for inclus10n in a final. verSion
of the ass1milator for this reason. r . 4
‘ - ol ° : '
' Some 'data were prov1ded in this report ‘on the optimum format for as—-
« similator' production, either a linear ar branching format. The linear
iformat reinres ybjects to respond to all answers, whether they are cor-
:rect or not,'whi e the branching format allows . subjects to move on ohce
they"have identified the correct answer. -The branching format obviously
reduces the time taken to complete an assimilator and reduces redundancy,
whereas at the same time it is wmore compatible with Army - training materials

. In the past (Landis et al., 1973; Malpass & SalanCik 1972), the
. . - linear format has produced a. slightly higher level of learning than the”
branching format for difficult items. For the present assimilator, ra-,
tiohales for various answers were made more: comprehensive.' Under these,
conditions, “the 1earning curves uSing the branching format were quite
¢+ steep,. suggesting the subjects were -learning quickly; the branching ‘mode,
as well as being practical, produccd efficient learning.' L :

E Y
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-4 An evaluatiorn of a cultural assimilator was described in chapter, 1.

R B : . . - -CHAPTER 2 o - ' . e

¢

_The assimilator was designed to teach white junior officers about black

raised some questions about.its effectiveness. * There was good evidence . >

that both the black and white officers taking the assimilator were learn— Tl
ing something,.at least on the difficult task-oriented itemsy, because of

_the learning curves, that were obtained using these items. ' The questions

that, arose ‘from this evaluation had to do with whether the subjects learned

something to, ihcrease their effectiveness in race relations.” The evidence T

."related to the external validity of.the'aésimilétor was rather meager in
. the}preceding evaluation. Much of the evidence that wa$3qbtained poinﬁed'_

;in the wrong direction, i.e., the assimilator producing reduced effective- .
ness in race relations. However, there were a’ vatiety of -plausible, rival-*
explanations for these negative_findihgs, including fatigue, the pécessity
for time delays to allow subjects to consolidate materials, and inappro- o
pr%Fte'keyigg of test items. .°_" v _— o oo o ‘

.

. ’
- .

ter was again to addre€s the impbrtantgquestion of. whether assimilator

‘The pufposenbf the next assimilator evaluation reported in this chap-

. training teaches’ something that increases junior officers' dffectivéness

. in race relations. This question was raised’again in a setting in which

fatigue and time for consolidatjon of assimilator information were not “is<

- sues. -However, whether the questionsfand;alternative’fespdnses are keyed

correctly £6r the "right" answer is still of concern. and was tested here. - °
The ‘question of whether junior officers learn something that increases "

their effectiveness in race relations, is one that,.for purposes of external

'validity, can be addressed best in a field setting. 'What we need to know

is whether the knowledge gained by junior .officers on the assimilator has

‘a favorable effect on irSubordinates “of all races ‘during the actunal

performance of theif jobs-inithe~fiéld.° Knowledge of black culture in -the K

- Aymy should have a;partigularly favorabiemiﬁpéct on b}éck~5ub9rdinates,
© commanders then would.be able.to Q¢monstrate'gwareness of concerrs of  these

subordinates. S *

. ) EENVLE . v
4 . , o »

~ ' N

'To get at the issue of. the subordinates' evaluations, assimilator per-—
formance was measured for a, sample of company commanders. The assimilator =
performance then was correlated with plack.and white enlisted soldiers'.
evaluations of ;heif commaqders'iﬁ'the'area,of race relations. The study
attempted to answer this question: Is knowledge of the information con~ .
Veyed in the assimiiator‘related'to,favorable evaluation by :subordinates

‘of the commanders' performances in race relations? This sort of data is,

of course, correlational in nature and cannot demonstrate direction of
_causation. However,® if assimilator information produces a favorable im-

* pact upon the commanders' subordinates, a positive correlation should be -
- found be?weén the commanders' performances and the ‘favorableness of the

evaluation, of commﬁndets'by‘subdrdinates (assuming causation, is not de- ,
layéd). - Lack of a positive correlation would imply that the_Bommagders'
L ue . . s . o * l’ :

/ \' Z ' T *
; ¢ .
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~ there is ‘a positive correlation.’

‘test format in which the question about each scenario was followed by four -

.1.e., scenarios dealing with racial mlsunderstandlng on the job.

'grades of E1 to E4, whoﬁgere randomly .selected from each company.
_ was stratlfledcxy company and’ race‘so that approx1mate1y 6 white, 5 black,

. ‘ ¥ . »
\ .
information aoquired from an ass1m.11ator does not have a favorable impact, _

at.least 1mmediate1y, on subordlnates. ) P

* Because correlation does not prove direction of causatlon,‘a positiye
corre’atlon, as' indicated above, also could mean that commanders'' effec-
tiveness in race relations.(as perceived by subordinates). produces’ an in-
creaseé in knowledge about black culture. Direction of causation will be
addressed.ln chapter 3. For the present, we merely wish to see whether .
If none exists, asslmilator tra1n1ng will

probablyvnot increase effectiveness in race relations, at least as seen by
subordlnates. : o

o METHOD C R Lo

The'data reported here were collected as part of aﬁlarger project

that invglved evaluating racial harmony training for company leaders.
"Greater detail about procedures is provided in'Hart (1978).
nies from two installations participated in this project.

;used as the un1t ¢t analysis' for correlatlons reported here.h

Fifty compa-
‘Companies were

'Company‘commandezs completed 15 itemS‘from the“cultural.assimilator
developed by Kirkland and McGrew (1975).- Details of the development of

this assimilator are reported in chapter 1. . The items were presented in

alternative responses, ‘without indicating the correctness of an alterna-
tive. The 15 items selected were the most dlfflcultLtask-orlented items, \

3 g

,

‘As reported in chapter 1, subjects of all races learned ‘fastest on,
the dlfflcult items, as well as the items classified as task-orlented ]
Because -
subjects learned the most quickly on these "items, the most difflcult task-

oriented items were presented to commandérs ‘to see if their knowledge on-*

these items (the ones that other leaders had learned from prev1ous1y) was
related to favorable perceptlons by subordlnates. .

Survey respondents were subordinates of the 50 company commanders who '
The respondénts weré EM between the pavL

‘Sampling

and 3 Hispanic {Puerto Rican and Mex1can—Aner1can) soldiers from ‘each com-
pany were randomly selected to partlclpate, produclng an enlisted sample of
approximately 700 respondents. E _ . . _ . ¥

. »1.

Several makeup sesslons ‘were prov1ded for soldiers who mlssed the

First survey, as well as a list of randomly selected alternates for sol-
"diers who had left the unlt by the time of the survey.

For these reasons,
virtually 100% of the number of soldiérs requested was obtained. Only 17%
of the soldiers requested to atténd from the unit failed to take the sur-
wey and-were replaced by randomly selected.alternates. Bias caused by re-
plac1ng soldiers with alternates was minimal because of the wide varlety

. . l: B - , ) »
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:AWOL, Jail,: school,-confllctlng dutiess -/] o

_"Overall, do you feel that raclal problems exist ifiyour” unit““

BN

of reasons for not taking the survey, €«g., hospltallzatloﬁ, slckness,'

-

L S
Women were excluded from the -sample because they,are'excluded by law. /

. from. combat coupanles, which constituted, the majorlty of the. companlesd
here. . The survey was ‘given in January 1976. ' - '

T C @ b

L Enllsted survey respondents rated their commanders on the follow1ng
‘three variables: (a) the Racial Policies Scales; (b) on the question,
"Overall, how effective do you think your company commandér has. been in -
dealing with raciakl problems i your unit?” and {c) on the questlon,

v oeun

[N

The Raclal POllCleS Scale conslsted of the enlisted soldlers -*eé
sponses to the follow1ng five questlons. - (@) "Does your: company com- -

- mander allow language in your company that some peoplé flnd racially of-

fensive?"; :(b) "Does your company commander emphasize to everyone in your

o unlt a policy of treating.each individuad equally and falrly?"- (c) ‘"Does
-, your company commander encourage enllsted men and officers . to partlclpatef

"actively. in; race-relations seminars or councils?"; (d). "Does your company
commander feel uncomfortable talking about ‘racial issues and wait for
others to brlng up the subject before talking about racial issues?"; and
'(e) "Does your chpany commander- encourage everyone in the unit to dis—
‘cuss -complaints of on- and off-post dlscrlmlnatlon with you?" Respon-
dents answered on an 8-point scal€ defined by the end words "Very much"
versus "Not .at. alls Answers were coded so that a hlgh score reflected
favorable raae-relatlons policies. In previous. research, this scale has

. beén found to have &n adequate reliablllty ranging between .74 and, .94

i

°

(Laszlo, McNell, Hart, & Thomas, 1978) .. . g

s

RS L)

v

Each soldier" S-responses to the racial pollcles questlonsowere aver-
aged to . form a scale.' At this  point the responses of the black, white,
and Hlspanlc enllsted 'soldiers within each cofpany were»averaged sepa-.
‘rately by racial group for each of the thre variables: (a) the Rac1al
Policies Scale, (b) Commanders .Effectiven with Racial Problems, and -
(c) Racial Problems in, the Unit. The company was the unit of ,analysis

" for ths computed correlatlons. For this.reason,. the average response of \ .
. the black, white, .and Hispanic soldiers within each company was *obtained

for each of .the variables. = In this way soldiers' estlmates of their
commanders ' pOllCles and effectiveness and the companies' racial problems

" could be correlated separately for each racial group with the commanders
performances on the ass1m11ator.“ - .

L}

¢ .
v : ) +

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
'Knowledge of black culture among company commanders, as deflned by .
assimilator performance, should have a favorable 1mpact upon subordinates
if the assimilator teaches information that improves the commanders per-
formances in race relations. :Knowledge of black dulture’ should have a

favorable impact, partlcularly upon black subordinates; commanders would f'

i
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) demonstrate knowledge of the culture that is part of the lives of black

subordinates. However, the commanders knowledge of black culture also.
should be related to perceived effectiveness .in race ‘relations among o
whites ana Hispanics as well; that is, "if thé groups.observe a greater har-
mony between the commanders’ and blacks and, feel the commander lS fair to
all groups. ] : ' - “%!g
“ The correlation, then, between the commanders' performances on the.
aSSimilator and the’ black subordinates' evaluations ©f the commanders'
effectiveness should be significant and perhaps larger than the same
correlation for whites and Hispanics. Correlations obtained between the

3
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commanders’ performances on- the assimilator and the evaluations of the
commanders' performances by each racial group are presented in Table 6o

« e e
R4 . ]
f . - )
\ “

Correlations of Commanders' Assimilator Performances :
with Subordinates' Evaluations of Their Commanders

-, i 4

L]

Lo o . . M ¢ - .‘ X
Questionpaire items ' . Black EM White EM - Hispanic EM
— : ) > ‘ _ .
.Racial Policies Scale .01 o .21 ; L48%* "
Commanders effectiveness . . .
‘with racial problems ’ .18 «31% .16
Racial problems in unit ' -.10 -01 .01

Notes: . A positive correlation (Pearson r) indicates ‘the better the com-
mander.performed on the assimilater, (a) the more favorably theé commanders
were seen on the Racial Policies Scale, (b) €he more effective they seemed

. with racial problems, (c) the fewer racial problems existed in their unit.

Correlations were based on N = 50 companies.

e (e L

* 5 < .05, two-tailed test - . - L _..*'
** p < .01, two-tailed test o ’ '

- t

- Table 6 shows no significant correlation between the commanders'
knowledge ‘of black culture as measured by the assimilator. and enlisted
soldiers' estimates of the eristence of racial problems in the. unit. .
There were, however, significant positive correlations betweéen the com-
“manders' assimilator performances and white and Hispanic enlisted soldiers'
estimates of the Commanders ' effectiveness with racial problems. The cor-
relations. were in the expected direction, with a greater level of knowl- -

edge demonstrated by commandefs assoc1ated with greater effectiveness and .

. . .
B
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}-ﬁl : "more faVorable racial pollcies. None of ' the correlatlons was s1gn1f1cant,
}j’:' ﬁ.however, for.the black subordinates. This is’the target group that should
Cor have shown the strongest positive correlatlons "if the: asslmllator 1tems; .
: : truly reflect black culture in the Army.

It was noted in chapter 1 that blacks as well as whites learned on i i
-the asslmllator, whereas blacks already should have™ kﬁBwn the‘"correét" '
answers.' The asslmllator scenarlos were very. famlllar to blacks, but the
correct answeérs were not always familiar. The data ,shown ‘here suggest
v ‘that assimilator performance was related to percelved ‘effectiveness. among
e : white and ‘Hispanic but not black .subordinates. .In other words, it .looks'
Tos ' 4as if the" questions and correspondlng'"correct" answers may not always be
' 'reflecting black culture in the Axmy. The assdimilator- responses may some-,'

) times be reflectlng a'white conception of what the black culture in the ZLAJ
. Army is. - \ ) -

. .. . o R
v To investlgate th1s posslblllty in greater detail, the,comﬁanders" .
responses to each alternatlve for a given ‘item were correlated with the'
R pblack, white, and Hlspanlc soldlers evaluations of thei{ leaders. The
- commanders' responses "to the first alternatlve for the flrst item was :
dlchotomously coded "1""or "g," dependlng on whether a commander had se- .
lected ‘that alternatlve., The same was done, for the. other three alterna-
5 -tlves for item 1, and for each of the other items. The dichotomously:
' coded variables were then correlated w1th the enllsted soldlers evalua-
tlons of their 1eaders. .

. .
. )

Oftcourse, careful attention was ‘paid to the dlstrlbutxon of the :

,g' ] . commanders.' responses to the various alternatives, as well as the corre- ] -
lations because the d1str1butlon of the dlchotomously coded variables

obviously would affect the size~”of the correlations obtained.. In some v

cases the correlations could not, be computed because no - ccmmanders se-.

), lected some alternatives{

The obtained correlatlons did prov1de one criterion for dgtermining
whethér the response alternatlves labeled as "correct" were re}ated posi— .. [ F
tively to the black subordinates' perceptions of the ‘commanders ' effective-
ness. in race relations. Also, the crlterlon determnined whether another
response alternative- would have been a better choice-from the point of
view of the "black subordinates'’ evaluations of the leadere The corre-
lations jprovided insight into whether the same response alternatlve was
related to favorable evaluatiors for all racial:groups, or whether one
a1ternat1ve was related to favorable perceotlons by whites only, or the
reverse. . : ‘ _ ) oo

E N ' Uslng these criteria, it became -appafent that several of the "cor-
rect" answers for the 15 items used were not actually correct from the -
point of view of the- black subordinates’ perceptlons of their leaders and '
should be recoqed. .On several items the correct answer dlffered for -
blacks and whites. For other Ltems, it was dlfflcult to 1dent1fy which S
alternative should be correct, uslng the cr1ter1a of the subﬂrdlnates
evaluations.

Y -
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3 %n’éummary,_thisﬂanalysiS»cast soﬁe'déubt.éh,a number of the response
..;"...alternatives and the degree to which a current alternative for these items
#1' . could 'be; Gonsidered correct.  The "Gorrect” answer for some items did, in
7 fadt, ‘seem to reflect the white subordinates’ perceptions of good rac
AT relafions"more than the corresponding perceptions for blacks. -

HE - . .‘ ' ‘ . )
The fact that assimilator performance was relafed to favorable per-
‘ceptions by whites and ‘Hispanics, but not for blacks,; may be impo;téﬁt
"~ in a practical sense, even though it was not entirely what was expected.
# ' There is some evidence .in recent Army surveys (Hiett & Nordlie, 1978) of .
: a ‘growing "backlash" among whites who are concerned with réverse discrim-
ination. . For this reason, - knowledge on an assimilator that-is-related
~'to-positiye perceptions among whites and‘Hisp&hicé”mﬁﬁ@ﬁgﬁimportant for
_practical reasdns. ' ' -7
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o ; _ CHAPTER'_E‘} .- R °
. S ¥ : - :
" A'third evaluation was conducted of the cultural -assimilator devel-
_oped for teaching white junior officers about black¢Cu1ture in the Army.
_One ‘purpose of this third evaluation was to address the question of cau-- s
,sation that was brought up ‘in chapter 2 but not answered. '

ot
.

In chapter 2, company commanders -performances on the cultural as-

. 81m11ator were, correlated with the ratings of subordinates about the com—
manders effectlveness in race relations. High assimilator performance .
was ‘relatéd. to favorable ratings of performancé‘ln Tace relations by white -
and Hispanlc subordinates. A positlve corrélation does not demonstrate
‘that¥ knowledge of black culture as measured by assimilator items caused
these more favorable evaluations. by subordinates. It may be that a gen-
erally favorable cln.mate between superiors and subordJ.nates produced in- oo

o creased knowledge. ‘Or,."the. pos1t1ve correlatlon may have resulted from .

an extraneous third variable that causéd both of the variables in question
to be correlated togethe;.' A more rigorous experlmental deslgn was estab-

lished in this third evaluat on “to prov1de a better answer to the questlon ?
that was ralséd 1n chaptef/ about causatlon.

-

TS .
- . . . ®

A second 1mportant 1ssue ‘that was studled in this third evaluatlon
was how the assimilator could-: be used as a race-relations tra1n1ng tech-
nique in con3unctlon with ‘the other tra1n1ng technlques.- How might it be
‘implemented . effectlvely? Should the Army assimilator be used‘as a- stand-.
“alone technlque by junior officers in the prlvacy of their quarters,’ or. ' )
, should ass1m11ator scenarfs be used:as tra1n1ng aids in race-relations -
discussions? Enoygh doubts have been raised in previous research about
the appropr1ateness of the designated "correct" answers so that the use

.. of ﬁhe ass1m11ator as a stand-alone technique does not seem warranted; o

unless dlscusslon and- even debate” about poss1b1e alternative answers are
provided. SN . . . s

R b. 1 . - -

oL " For: th1s reason, it seemed that one usefu{ way to implement the as-

similator. in-the field'as a race-relations technique was in a 1-day semlnar.
~in which both ass1m11ator training and group discussion about asslmllator
.scenarios would be used. Discussion about the .appropriateness of varlous
a1ternat1ve answers wou1d be prov1ded and encéuraged in th1s settlng.-
Another place where it mlght be natural to implement assimilator -
training is in the Army Reserves. In the reserves, it is more difficult-
“for soldiers to meet together, so a technlque that allows soldlers to
study by themselves to some extent nay ‘be useful: . P ‘

For these reasons, ,an experiment was'designed to test the effective-
‘hess of the Army asslmllator “in the Army Reserves, using 'a 1-day:seminar
in wh1ch participants, had *the opportunity both to go over asslmilator
items and to discuss them with their peers and trained race-relations
instructors. The experiment was conducted among a population of reserve
command personnel. The design of this fleld experlment was rlgorous in,

- ..

N
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{}perinental and control group. A deslgn of - thls-type allows us to answer
.- the questlon about causation raised prev1ously- - Does asslmllator traln-f
ﬁwlng produce a favorable impact upon subordinates? N

T
SN :

.\\‘ ) . ..‘__’E .
METHOD :

f;ﬁf-.‘Egpirlmental Desrgn
- . -
e ‘ ‘The - experlment was conducted among a populatlon of = reserve command
I _personnel. - Command personnel were defined as senior NCOs (E?-E9) ‘and
e "of ficers (01-04).  One major unit from the 6th Army Reserve command par-
C ticipated in the assimilator ‘evaluation experlment.' Elghty command per-
“sénnel (E?-E9) were Yandomly selected from the rosters of this 6th Army

Reserve Unit to partlcipate in  the experlment.' Of - -these leaders,: 40: were’

randomly assigned to an exper;mental group and 40 to a control group.

<

‘

Leaders ass1gned to the experlmental group were " dlrected through the -

chain of command to part1c1pate in a 1-day - raCe-relations séminar in. the

sprlng‘of 1977. ° t1c1pants assigned to the. experfmentar group received

training in a s1n 1-day seminar that involved assimilator tra1n1ng and °
. group d1scuss1ons of ass1m11ator scenarios, whereas part1c1pants ass1gned
to the control group rece1ved ‘no training.
g._ ¢ . . . :
Approxlmately 2 months after the tra1n1ng occurred, three separate
o groups of respondents completed a. survey instrument/des1gned to evaluate
i _' the effectiveness of the training. Two months’ included two reserve meet-
' ings subsequent toc the time of ‘assimilator tra1n1ng, which seemed an ap-
propr1ate time for measuring any- ‘changes ‘in race-related behaviors. The
80 particlpants in both the: experlmental and control groups received a:
surveg in which they evaluated their own behav1ors, pr1mar11y in terms of’
how they had responded to race ‘relations/equal opportunity situations in
theixr own units since the- time, of the tra1n1ng“ses31on. ‘The second . group
that ‘received a survey were mm\.edlate subordinates of . part1c1pat1ng lead-
ers assigned to the experlmental and control group. The three immediate
subordinates of each particlpatlng leader completed ‘a“survey designed to
evaluate the race relatlons/equal opportunlty perfof%ance’of the’ part1c1r
\batlng leader during the time perlod since tra1n1ng had occurred. -~ The
immediate superv1sors of the part1c1pat1ng "leaders also recelved'a survey
_to evaluate the participating leaders. - The part1c1pants themselves, the
three “immediate subordinates, .and the 1mmed1ate supervlsor of each par-
- _ticipant then completed a survey. ) ‘.l

.
-

. and superv1sors ‘rated the participating leaders; The questions asked of
2 . the. subordlnatee and supervisors are shown in the appendlx.
€ ‘ ' SR .

- L 4 . * -
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s : The'surveys for the three groups were identiecal, with one. exceptlon,
" The questions were. ph.ased so. that partlclpatlng leaders evaluated them--.
P selves in their _responses to the 48 survey questions, whereas subordlnates

’




e . ' ! *

< Ratings were made on 5—polpt scales and ~in most cases,-estimated
’how frequently a given sort of ‘behavior occurred, from “"vegy" frequently"
e to,"never. Although ‘subordinates and superv1sors who completed these
.~ questlonnalres were not- told whether the leader they were rating had re-
' ceived training, poss1bly some people were aware of . whether this person
~had recelved tralnlng.

] ¥ _,.5'. - . .

This survey. procedure evaluated the relevant\equal opportunlty/ -
race relations behavior of the part1c1pat1ng leaders from three dlffer-., B
¢ ent points of view: the leao,rs themselves, their subordinates, and
their supervisors. A primary purpose ‘of the evaluation experiment was ’ ..
to see whether the assimilator training of command ‘personnel would have
, a favorabie impact on the people wlth whom they worked. For this reason,
s } the lmpresslons of subordinates and. the supervisor were important. _It'
: : was not posslble to separate the evaluations of subordinates by race or -
to examine the impressions of black subordinates of their leadexrs com- ’
pared to whlte Subordinates because there were few blacks in many of the
reserve un1ts“ and some participating leaders had no 4mmediate black sub-
‘ordinates. - There are certain biases involved in self-ratings that need
to be balanced by the point of view of the. sold1ers who worked most
_closely with the partlc1pat1ng leaders during the reserve training week-
ends. The immediate subordinates and the superv1Sor ‘of these partici=-
pating leaders worked most-closely with the part1c1pat1ng leaders during
-7 . . the ¥eserve training times subsequent to thegassimjlator seminar and.
" ' should be in the best -position to ‘observe relevan;}iehav1ors of the par-
e - t1c1pat1ng leaders. - . R

. ¢

e

« v

| rs N
. The basic comparlson that wds made in. this. experlmental design was
o - the comparison between those.randomly assigned to the experimental
N (trained) dgroup:and those’ as51gned to the control group. The part1c1- '
‘pating leader. ‘served as the unit of analysis sqQ that subordinates and .
superyisors were’ asslgned to the experlmental -ax control group corre= )
spondlng to the experimental-control designation of the participating
leader with whom they were assoc1ated. If the sort of ass1mllator tra'in-
ing prov1ded in the 1-day seminar was. effective, part1c1pat1ng leaders, o
- askigned’ to- the experlmental group should be evaluated more favorably . '
" iR race relations by themselves, by subordinates, and by superlors than S/
part1c1pat1ng leladers asslgned to the control group. . ' K

v
[} . ' "
’ . : A -

Ass1mllator Seminars o , ' g vi S e

. . - «
ol Cowmy ¢ . .

A The assimilator seminar whs directeéd by a multiracial tedm of re-

) "serve offlcers ‘who had -received training in race relations at Defense
. Rage’ Relatlons Institute.  With one exception, command personnel recelv-

: ing training were/thlte.' After appropriate introduction at the seminar, o
-%ommand personnel responded to the first 20 assimilator scenarios in the -
standard programed learning format. The group then divided into smaller ..
,groups, led by.a trained discussion leader, for the- purpose of dlscuss1ng

'+ the 'scenarios and the ‘race-related issues raised by the assimilator sce- -

! narios. Part1c1pants later completed the next 20 ass1m11ator items, af ter

35
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: 7 wh1ch they again broke-up into groups to - .discuss the race-related 1ssues
L U&ralsed by the assinulatpr. - Group dlscusslon was a@aln facllltated by
:jﬂtralned leadérs. * The last 20 asslmllator items jin the orlglnal -version
" of the assimllator (Klrkland & McGrew, 1975) wege noj used because pre-
'vxous research ‘had' ideritified problems with the lear ing curves with -~
- these. 1tems. o ) . . -
. 4 . . C . LT T --\-,f‘.e,“

! [

N3

e .,The command personnel also were presern ed wit :
_ .on (a) personal prejudice and 1nst1tutlona1 dlscrlmlnatlon, (b} an over=.
Y. - view of the history and contr1but1ons of. several mlporltles in the United
B _States, in this gase including Native Apericans and Jewish cultur%, and
% Qc) a dlscusslon of "who shall survive/" baged on a hypothetlcal situa-
.tion where some,-but not all, partigcipants must be selected to die’
] . These. blocks of 1nstructlon were spaced between ass1m11ator tralnlng and .
discusslcn. - . , o .
. 4
, The assimilator tra1n1ng seminar generally was weIl recelved by the ~ *
partlcipatlng leaders. The assimilator scenarios provided a means for
controlling the hostility that sometimes can be generated in. race-rela- _
tions discussions with comman personnel. Aany anger that arose was large-
ly directed toward the scenarios, or particularly the correctness of the
‘ designed .correct answers, rather than at fellow part1c1pants or discusT’
. . slog leaders. / . i > C , : ) -
. The: scenarios themsélves usually led part:./clpants to discuss simi- .
lar or related race-relations situations they had been involved in-or had
become aware of‘in'thelr own Army careers. ThHe scenarios led to the dis-
.cdussion of personal experlences or concerns 1mportant to participants.
‘Based on the observation of theJtralners, the -assimilator was a helpful
tool ;fQr presenting race-relate material in a seminar of this nature.
s T/ - . . -
';Samplesipctualli Obtained" P . . .
. | ¥ e . : ‘ . .
v Unfortunately, there~was a serious attrltlon problem in the samples
actually obta1ned compared to’'those requested, .Only 22 of the 40 command
personnel asS1gned to the experimental group (55%) a'ctually attended the
ass1m11ator traln}ng seminari._ Desp1te this ‘attrition in the tra1ned ex-
perlmental group, an attempt was made  to survey al 0 of the original
command- part1c1pants as well as their superv1sors and subordinates,zas
‘called f£or by the or1a1nal experimental deslgn. Three subordinates for .
every,leader participant were requested for a toffal sample of 240 subordl-
nates. Only 38 of those requestet (16%) actual completod the ‘survey.

of the superv1sors, 80 were requestea and only?

v

locks of 1nstructlon /

3 were obtained. (29%). Of..

s

the 80 part1c1pat1ng ‘command personnel, only 32 completed the survey (40%). -

£ . R , ) . . 3
. . .
’ (8 . - «

,.. : /Statlstlcal Analyses o o ' '

e 7/ 4 . v ’ - . .
;' The hlgh attrltlon rate in the data obtalned created serlous problems
S for 1nterpre€ing resultsa given an experlmental deslgn._.Problems arose

.2
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uAﬁ ;_B$causédthe‘experiméﬁtal and control groups were equated no longer as they .
g -~ had been originally through the process. of randomization. .In other wor ds, A
‘Q{:j:ﬁhe_exPerimental and control groups werq\nO‘lpﬂgérﬂéqual except for. the Lo
: ".training that occurred. A_variety of other selection factors may distin-
.. . guish Fﬁe experimental from the control group. Self-selection factors .
:M1‘att!hdahce at,theqassimilator'seminar ani{;ﬂig-selegtion in taking,thé
. survey could provide plausible rival explanations for any differences”
" " found befween the experimental -@and control group. If trained participants™
. in the ekperimental group. i(éfe rated more favéraply by themselves and '
their associgtgs than those ‘in the‘éontrol grodp; thig could be due to
diﬁfefques that alreadv existed between the groups.. In other words, sol-

+ . diers ng?héve.attendgd training who were already favorable toward race’

relatibﬁs{}ahd tpeffanrabie ratirigs of this group may reflect no@hiﬂg IR
~more than this. - C : . S _

oo T

“e 1 . . Cog
D To help control for selection biases that'may.have'occurred'in semi- :
.nar'attengance, two comparisons were made: one between those who weré " o
— . = trained versus ose who were not; and a ‘second more conservatjve compar-—
. ' ison between th¥se originally assigned to the experimental. group, regard- '
‘less of whether they actually attended. the training sessign;candktﬁoseg‘A

jori@inallyfaSsigned to the control group. Both types-of C ns were

made using se€lf-ratings and ratings of supervisors "and subordinates. )
trained versus untrained comparison gives us”an'ideaCOf'wﬁgtﬁer'traihing .
produced an improvement. However, even if this test3doesﬁshow signifi-
.cant.diﬁfcrences,Migjgéﬁ;;fll subject to the“sort'qgaéelgétioq?biasés in— e

'éicétedwébove; interpretation may be ambiguéus<f9r=th$tréason.~ B
TR . - N K . - e ) W~ ~—
. - . : A . .

“

i

_ . +In order to help rule out selectiohubiaséSy:Eﬁe_ xperimentdl versus’
control comparison was made. The-test is conservative ‘in‘ that untrained Srj R
persons originally assigned to the trained gropb"gge‘included as if they -, —
. were trdined persons, making significance more difficult to obtaih hut W
- ~also ruling out the particulax selection bias associated'with the par-  °

" ticipating leaders who chose 't~ attend training. .If this test¢is signif- .. T
. - . icant, improvement more,likely can be attributed to trainings although %

these may still be selection biases among those who chose to’ take the -
- survey.: - . _ o . o - i o

B

[} -

) ‘Thg low. survey parpicipation,rgté‘%reated‘other pﬁbblems. It isiun- )
+ clear what sort of selection biases may have been produced by the low par-=
ticipation rate between the ‘experimental and con;rollgfoups. However,:
participation was so low that it was.likely not to have been much differ-
.ent- than a random sample gf those who were requested to participéte iﬁé
.both the experimental ané'éontrol-groups, in ‘which ééée]selection'biasés
wd!ld have been minimal. ”' . . ) ; :
) / . ‘ y . . ‘.J . ‘
~ The ‘low survey -participation rate, however, did produce a different
. sort of pro%lem with the data analyses..’Technical}y,tthe participating
" '. ' leaders provided the unit analysis so.tha when more "than one subordinate
- rated a given leader,ethg resporises should have been averaged. Also, it .-
would have been good to separate the data analysis for supervisors’ from
that for subordinates. ‘Upforihnately, the preceding approach would have

. S

. . : S - .
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.freedom. Admittedly, thi

cedure would produce 3ome significant t tests that were-in fact due to -

: .
reduced the degrees of freedom for maging the desired statistical testS\
below that‘needed or. desired. For this reason, individual - respondents

visors were combined in spme analyses in order to. increase degrees of

‘were used rather than aveEages, and ratings of subordinates and" super-

approach is not ideal, but the data attrition
was so severe as.to render results from any data analysis as. suggestive '

rather than conclusive. T . .~ : -

-
) «
o !

One—way multivariate analyses of variance on the 48 dependent vari-

ables were computed using the combined sample of supervisors and subordi-'
‘natess v Both the trained-untrained and the experimEntal-control compari-

sons were made. The analysis was followed by computing t tests for each

of the 48 items, for both trained-untrained and experimental-control
comparisons. e

.- R . ) '

,-

Significant differences on individual items should be. examined only

‘when  these differences are preceded by a signif;?ant-multivariate test.
'Because such a ‘large. number of individual compa

isons. were made. with t
tests, ‘some would be expected to be significant. on\the basis of -chance

_alone. A significant multivariate test indicates ﬂhat real differences-

not due to chance are among the individual comparisons.>
R f] . f." . .
. . e
For descriptive purposes, t tests were also computed on all depen~‘

/

dent variables separately for the three samples' (a) leader part}cipants,'

(b); subordinates, and. (c) supervisors. It was recognized that. this pro-

chance bécause of the large number of tests that were;made.- FPor this .
reason the number of significant t tests were compared to’ the approx1mate
number. that would be expected to be significant on the basis of cHance .

alone, assuming the tests were‘independi”. - il ‘b,‘ °
-, . ‘Bv. : d

“ : -

<.

. : .o
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

’ ) LN {
g Based on the combined sample of supervgsors and subordinates, the 4

'multivariate F test was not significant for either the trained versus

untrained comparison (F = 1.28, n.s.) or the experimental-control compar-‘

‘ison (F = .92, n.s.). Examining the individual t tests for this combined
sample, there were three significant differences (p < .05, two-tailed) in
. . the ekpected direction with' the experimental versus control comoarison

and two sign1fican~ differences in-'the expected ﬂireqyion-with the .trained
versus . untrained comp ison. Approx1mately ‘two or: thren cor arisons would "
be expected to have octurred. by charfce alone so that these bsilts appear

to be due to chance, just as wds indicated by the multivariate test. Co

The self-ratings of the partic1pating leadérs. were analyzed with t
tests as indicated previously. There were thre significant differences
(p < .05, two-tailed) out of 48 tests in “the trained versus untrained

' comparison.. Two of the differences were in the expected direction and

one was in the opposite direction. With the. expe¥imental-control com-"
parison, four significant differences were found, but three of these

. .
- °
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f,differences were in the "wrong" direction.» ‘These results, again, look
. ‘véry much;like chance effects because two or three differenceS‘might be

1

eXpected by chance in either direction.

Based on, the sample of subordinates alone, t tests were computed for

_ ﬁzall dependent variables.. There was one significant difference in the ex-
-,[fpected direction with the- experimental versus control comparison, and one
.. significant difference in the opposité direction' in the trained versus

untrained comparison. These effects were again apparently due to chance.

‘With the sample - of supervisors alone, there were no significant t tests
with the experimental versus control comparison, but there were five sig-

nificant differences in the expected direction for the trained versus
untrained comparison. : -

If these latter effects were not due to chance, they could .have

‘been due to selection effects, because the experimental versus control
comparison was not significant. They could have been produced by. the

superVisors knowledge of who had been trained. Supervisors may have ‘had
favorable expectations of thoseg,who had been trained, or perhaps there’
was a. self-selection factor go that ‘the trained leaders were. those who-
were dlready the most favorable in the first place.

In summary( the results do not provide eVidence ‘that the assimilator
training had a favorable impact on either the participants themselves or
their supervisors or subordinates. The differences ‘that were’ found can

best be iﬁterpreted as being due  to chance. These results are sugges-

tive rather than conclusive because of the small amount of data actually
" collected and the consequent interpretive problems.

'
A

Chapter 2 provided some evidence- that knowledgé of black culturdF as'
measured - by +he assimilator was related to favorable race-relations per=-
formance as viewed by subordinates. Unfortunately, the results of this
last experiment did not clear up the question that ‘was raised in’ chapter-

'2 about the direction of causation. The positive correlations found in
.chapter 2 might have been because of a favorable race—relations climate

producing increased knowledge of black culture, rather. than the reverse.
Because the results reported in chapter 3 were not significant, we cannot
rule out this possibility. . .
The test of the effectiveness of the assimilator in this experiment
was rather stringent, requiring that a 1-day.seminar have favorable impact

on both supervisors and subordinates, as well as participants themselves,

over a 2-month time spans The assimilator might ‘have been able to'pass a
less stringent test. In this regard, the assimilator still may be useful
as a training-aid for race-relations seminars, keeping in mind that it
will not.likely have a strong impact and may ‘have N impact at all. Ques-
tions raised in previous chapters about the correctness ‘of -alternative ;
answers also should be kept in mind if the assimilator is used as & train- i
ing aid inasace-relations discussions. , _ p

- - . . ) -
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'\ APPENDIX

s " N -
o . .

e . L ASSIMILATOR SURVEY QUESTIONS .
(&3 ) ) - : ( ¢
. / .1. -
Has this person encouraged blacks and whites'to work and attend unit
social functions together? .
Have thekactions of this person'motivated blacks to feel proud/of?
.their unit? ' . SRR '
Has. this person treated blacks and whites the same or differently
in the area of haircuts and personal appearance? - .
. ® . o
.Is this person williing to help both the black and white enlisted
personnel with their personal ‘problems? - o
Has this person tried to insure that blacks are given a fair share
of the available training opportunities? s
/
Has this person talked about the need to’ recruit blac s/minorities
in the reserves? o {
N . ‘ N, t . /‘/
Has' this person shown concern for recruiting women and minorities
Jinto; th% reserves? ' ' : /
. : ' ’ \ |
Do both the black and white enlisted personnel respect this person?

.«
.y

Has this _person recommended black and white en
’_promotion on an equal basis?

academies? .
3

Has this person given blacks assignments that
'qthan those given to whites?’

)
.

Has this person been effective in resolVing co
situations arise?

. [ ' ,,
1 Lt

Does' this person praise the wofkéof the,bléck
_ personnel? . - o S T

a

Does this ‘person encourage blacks to* attend un

“Has " this person given blacks an opportunity to

listed pevﬁonnel for

kY

atterid leadership

are less important

3

gflicts‘when.conflict;

.

~

and white-enlisted‘

P

it social functions? .

Suppose you were" promoted (or transferred) into this person's job
replacing him/her. . Would you do his/her Job bettern than he/she is

doing it now? -

Has this person,used race as a basis for makin

T S a3y

w

L]

g assignments?

’

~
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17,

18,

19,

20.

.' 21.

22. .

23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29,

31.

32,

33,

34.

w

e

, o

‘Has this person spent any time socialiZing with black enlisted

personnel? A ‘ Ve

1

Does. this person work well with blacks?

B

*Have you. obsérved favorable changes in the manner that this person T
_talks ‘to blacks-in the unit? - A i i

N

: . . .
Does this person work hard to insure the timely promotion of. all

.enlisted personnel? : . . . |

Has this person encouraged both black and white enlisted personnel to
take correspondence courses or otherwise continue their education?

o °
Lo

‘Has this person allowed racial discrimination to exist in your
company?

. o - *

.Has this person made favorable commen<s about the quality of race-

relations training in the reserves?

Has this person spent any time socializing with white enlisted °

personnel? .
C v . 4

.Does this person work well with women?t .. . S

Have you observed favorable changes in the manner that this person

talks to women in the unit? .

[}

.Has this person denied a black soldier his promotion for reasons
that were unclear? . . _ S o .

.

Has this person encouraged blacks to attend OCS or acquire a .,
secondary MOS? L _ -
Suppose you were promoted (oxr’ transferred) into this person's job
replacing him/her. ‘Would you do a bettef job-at race relations than
he/she is doing now? : L ‘ T

Has this. person made unfavorable ‘comments about. the quality of race-:
relations training. in the reserves? _
v []
Has this person made the requirements for promotion known to all
enlisted personnel? '
N 4
Has this person’ given ‘blacks recognition for achievement in the areas
of_training and leadership development? .
Have blacks been involved at NCO call? ) .
,ﬂm oy . ‘ I
Has this person tried to insure that women are given .a fair share of
the available training opportunities? o

e A
° . \ . “

. ‘44,_. 54




35. Has this person encouraged-friendships'betweeﬁ black and white
Vow ' enlisted personnel in your unit?

. . i ] e
36. Has this person expressed to someone a desire to-improve race
, .relations in the unit? .

c .

'37. Does this person appear ég ‘be as socially courteous with blacks as

w1th whltes?

cL . RN
38. Does ‘this person like soldlers in your reserve unlt to have both

black and whlte buddies? a #

3

~
)

. 39. How effectlve do you feel this person would be in leading race-
‘ relations semlnars/ckasses?

e 40. Has thlS person tried to get better acqualnted with enlisted per-
: sonnel who belong to racial and ethnic groups that are dlfferent
than the one to which he/she belongs? g ?

41. Will this person’ corréct subordinates for using rude language when
referring to blacks in. the unit? ' o

42. Will this person correct subordlnates for using rude language when
referring to women in the unlt?

43. Wwill thlS person_be effectlve in reducing any confllcts that may
.arise between blacks and whltes in your . unlt?

._,./ e
<« . .

- 44. .Are you aware of this person referring to blacks in negatlve terms
when no blacks are present?

45. Has this person been able to work harmonlously w1th persons who are

' rac1a11y or ethnically dlfferent than himself? ;

46. ' Are you aware of thisvperson referring to-~women in negative terms
when no women are present? . :

47.‘/Has thls person been 1nvolved in.conflicts with persons who are
rac1a11y/ethn1ca11y different than himself?

- 48. Has thls personfbeen effectlve in resolv1ng confllcts w1th persons

who are_rac1a11y/ethn;ca11y different than himself?
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