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TRAINING FOR DESEGREGATION IN THE MILITARY#*

DAN LANDIS arnd RICHARD 0. HOPE
INDIANA UNIVERSITY--PURDUE UNIVERSITY AT INDIANAPOLIS
with
HARRY R. DAY

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC

Thishchgpter has three afms: First, a thecry of interethnric
behavicor will be presernted anq;('onahcah hopé,‘§related te the
military situationf”’Inthebing with the focus-df thisébook,>"{ﬁe
theory is appropriately psychologically and behavicrally based.
Second, we shall describe the history and currernt status of race-
relatiorns arnd equal opportunity training programs in the U.S.
military. We will alsc take a lcock at the evaluations that have
been performed on these programs and attempt ta relate thcase
findings to the theory developed here We say "attempt" since

A

the evaluations rarely, if ever,, ave a clearly defined and

7
articulated thecretical base. ?Finally, we shall make scme
recommendat ions for the future conduct of training for
desegregation in the military, It is not cur purpose to

make desegregation a practical reality. That has beery daone

elsewhere and dore well (e.g. Hope, 19793 Day, 1983). Rather,
\ébr focus will be on the presentation of a model of interethnic
behavicer that could be used to guide desegregation training

effortsv§ If there is any contribution in this chapter, it |is,

“completely review the many and varied attempts by the military to




thus, in the maodel, which is very much a tentative statemert, and

its applicability to the military and other similar situaticns.

A model of Interethnic behavigr

It seems quite clear from the various reports reviewed both
here and elsewhere that the race- relations programs in the
military has suffered from a lack of guiderce from a consisternt
theory. Thus, there have, in reality beern a number of programs,
the total beirg only limited by the unique character of each base
and commarder. Unclear has been not only the behavior which is
desired but alsco a ccherert conceptualization of the lirnks
between the desired behavior and possible pragram modules., fhe
importarice of 1o§king at these links was demonstrated in a recent
study by Hulgus and Landis (1373) in which counterbalarncing the
order of two common types of cross—cultural training produced
quite different results.

If we take. the luxury of standing back fram the
organizational contraints (ecf. Dinges & Maynard, 1983; Mumford,
1983), we can shketch the outlires of a model of interethnic
behavior. Foer a variety of reasorns, (e.g. our own disciplinary
backgroﬁhds) the focus of this model is individualistic. That
is, we shall be corcerned with defining interethnic competent
behaviors (Divnges, 1983) at the level of an irdividual's actions.
To be sure, there will be orpganizational impacts and restrictions
on this behavior. We shall include, wherever possible such
variables in our model.

The model presernted below alsoc draws some of its inspiration

e
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from the discussion and research on the so—calied contact
hypothesis {(Allport, 19543 Amir, 1969; 1976). That is, it is
taken as axiomatic that the aim of interethnic training is to
produce interpersconal contact situations which are positive ard
lead to further interactions of the same type. Hcwever, as Amir
(e.g. 1976) has pointed out, not all cortact situatior produce
positive results and the findings particularly in the military
have been mixed (e.g. MacKenzie, 1948; Amir, Bizman and Rivrer,
1973). Further, contact doces not cccur as a full-blown act
without history and preparation. That is, it would seem obvicus
that there is a rather involved set of cogniticns and behavicrs
which preceed any contact situation. Those variables act to set
up expectarncies and behaviors orn the actor as well as the cothers
in the situation. Seo, deperding on the stages that the person
has gorne through tco arrive at the contact situation, there will
be a heightened willingness to interpret the reactive behavior of
the other in positive or regative fashion. The hypothesis of
contact provides a critical, but perhaps not very useful,
backdrop to understanding the integaticn situation. For, without
a clear idea of the cognitive history of the person, we carnnot

predict how he/she will categorize the behavior of the cocther ard

thus how those actions will reinforce the actor. We are left

simply with the fact of contact, good or bad. We feel that we
must go beyond the rather surface and somewhat naive aralyses and
attempt ¢to see the integration situation from point of view of
the actor. The model in this section is put forward in that

spirit.
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It is our basic thesis that desegregatiorn becomes a reality
vwhen people feel, as well as become, inter-ethnically competent.
That competence comes about when appropriate behavicrs are
elicited and reinforced. This rather facile statement begs the
real issues, of course: how are the "appropriate behaviors”
elicited and, how, once enmitted, how 1is the reirforcement
provided and by whom? To provide a begirming for an answer, we
shall use a model of inter-cultural behavicm1 recerntly proposed

by Brislin, Landis and Brandt (1983). This model is

schematically shown in Fig. 1. i

Figure 1 about here

As the criterion behavior, Brislin, et. al. proposed that

RS, TP

such actions should be defired in terms of their impact on
others. So, these authors see "...intercultural behavior as
action that produces a significant change in the judgments of the

actor's social or skill competence by people from ancther

cultural background.” (p.3. emphasis in the original). Thus, as
the actors, cultures, and settings change, the desired behavior
may, an& should, change. Further, the definition leaves open the
possibility that the behavior may be Judged pesitivily,
negatively,' or neutrally from time-to-time. We would argue,
however, that the total set of inﬁerethnic behaviors are those
that result in a positive charnge in mincrity perceptions of
whites® social or skill competence. For as that subset (of

positive behaviors) is emitted, it is likely to be reinforced by




minorities and become part of the actors prefered. repetoire.
Now, how does this desired set come about?

The model proposed by Brislin, Landis, and Brandt (1982)
suggests a number of factors needed to elicit the desired set of
behaviors., Scme of the artecedent variables are conceptually and
temporally close to the desired action and some are quite
distant. All, however, are hypothesized to contribute to the
nature of the "intercultural" act. As we discuss each variable
in the model, we shall relate it to the military setting--as we
understand that setting.

The person entering the integrated situation is not, in most
cases, without intercultural experierces. He/she comes complete
with a packet of experiernces, beliefs, and expectaticns abcut
people of other racial groups. These originate deep in the past
as ;ell as just yesterday. The most saliernt variables are:

1. The affect associated with the sum total of past
interactions with members of the other group. These experiences
may be real or imagined. Sa, a person wha comes from an urban
area where he/she‘had negative experiences with members of a
mirority group would have one set of experiences; similarly, - a
person whose experiences were positive would have arother view.

2. The past experiences lead to certain expectations of
differences in role and norm behaviors. The contrast here is
between the actor and the perceived other (Jores and Nisbett,
19723 Ross, 1977). 1If the differerce is perceived to be great,

there may be little aftempt ta interact so that the behavior

rarely, if ever, occurs. For example, a scldier who sees blacks
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as being very different, wanting different thirngs from the
military, ard sharing few values, might avoid interaction
whenever possible. And, when aveiding is riot possible, the
interaction would be kept on a task basis with little cognitive
or affective evaluation of the experierices.

On the other hand, when roc differerces are perceived, the
same result might obtain. That is, a belief cf sameress might
lead to a loss of any motivation to associate except as riecessary
and accidental during the normal work day. The often used
statement in the Army "there is no black or white, only {(Army)
green” is, perhaps, an expressionlof this idea.

The above two paragraphs suggest something like the Yerkes-
Docdson curve. There is some coptimum perceived differernce that.is
a2 motivation for a person to erigage in behavior directed at
changing the other's perceptions.

3. Intercultural behavior is arcusing. This statement finds
some theoretical support in the speculations of George Kelly
(1955). Kelly's sﬁggestion was that if persorial constructs are
in danger of being changed due to external experierce, anxiety is
the affective state which results. Later, we will discuss the
directional properties of this state. However, here we rote that
there aFe individual differerces in the riormal level of arcusal,
in particular anxjiety. If a person is chronically highly
anxious, his/her willingness to engage in intercultural behavior
may well be compromised. This trait arxiety (Spielberger, 1966)
probably furctions, we would think, in a more linear fasghion than

anxiety associated with a particular event. So, we might predict

that the level of anxiety is jnvergly related to willingress to
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enter intercultural settirngs. For example, all tﬁings being
equal, if a white soldier is invited for a drink by two other
persons, one white and orne black arnd he has a choice of going
with orne or the other, level of state arnxiety will be a predictor
of the choice.

4. Intercultural behavior is only one category of activities
that may engage a person's attention at amy given time. Each
such set of activities is viewed by the perscon as more or less
important to achieve more a less critical goals. To the extent
that the behaviors are perceived as related tc central geoals, the
person will be more likely to engage inn such behaviors. The
major effect of the various Directives (see belocw p. Q0Q-Q@Q) has
probably beenn to increase the centrality (ie. perceived
relationship to pramotion) of hositive intercultural behaviors.
We would suspect that the perceived centrality of goals is quite
similar to, and related ¢tca, the perceived consequences of
behaviors that Triandis (1976) has included irn his mcdel.

Rll of the above distal variables are alike, we believe, in
ore important relationship. Each impacts on the individual’s
seeking of new social situations, which Brislin, et. al, called

behavioral seeking. We believe that this function is critical

and central to an understanding arnd maintence of intercultural

behavior.

Behavioral seeking inveclves the deliberate placing of
oneself in situations for which the interpersonal action cues are
ambigiocus, .at best. Since these are situations that are likely

to be anxiety arousing, there are good reasons for them to be




avoided. Yet, without this volitional behavior, the irdividual
may never have the opportunity to try out rnew responses and have
them potentially reinforced. In the military setting, we would
note that behavior seeking is taking place when individuals begin
to interact with others on matters rnot strickly related to the
mission at hand. Thaose activities may be sccial or work focussed
but extended in time. But, whatever and wherever, thece rew
behaviors are not required and occur at the experise of previcus
learned activities. Our caveat that behavioral seeking involves
behavior not work focussed has support in the many studies that
have found little or nc reduction in prejudice whern contact was
restricted to occupational interaction (e.g. Minard, 1952).
Behavioral seeking is, in our view effected by ancther éet
of individual tréits. These have to do with the way in which the
person constructs social reality. In particular, we would point
to the tendercy to use wide or narrow categories to deal with
people, things, and situations. Detweiler (e.g. 198Q2) has
presented some evidence that wide categorizers (a trait that
seems quite similar to cognitive complexity cf. Mayoc and
Crockett, 1964) are able to function more effectively in an
intercultural situation. On the other hand, Kealey and Ruben
{1982) 'have been unable to find such a relationship when dealing
with people being sent overseas to provide technical assistence.
Indeed, thé latter authors find just the opposite relationship
from that reported by Detweiler. Perhaps, the cognitive-
perceptual set (e.g. Gardrer, e%. al, 13959) is moderated by the
situation (see Detweile., Br .lin, and Mcéormaek, 1983) to a

greater extent than previcusly suspected. It would thus seem
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reasonable to suggest that these "sets" are relaied to the
terdericy to over-stereotype and, we would suspect, mairtain the
belief in the face of overwealmirng evidence.

Behavioral seeking, it wculd seem, by virtue of gererating
new experiences, lead to changes in expected role and rormative
behaviors. By this we mean that rew conceptions of the "cughts"
and "shoulds" of behavior become consolcdated, or even take the
place of, old ideas about what are proper intercultural
behaviors. Critical to the cccurence of these new beliefs is the
flexib}lity of the person's cornception of him/her self. If there
are rigid boundries to the behaviors that he/she considers proper
for the self; then the new experierces may be reirterpreted in a
limited fashion. For example, the results of behavicral seeking
(social interaction with black soldiers) can often be
misi-terpreted when the mirnerity individuals sperd some time
among themselves or express a tolerance for behavior that seems
unacceptable. The person with a relatively rigid self-conception
may then distance him/herself rather than seem to accept what has
previcusly been unacceptable. This willingress to accept traits
in others--to take the viewpoint of others-—-is what we mean by

the term "lability" of self perception.

Under favorable circumstarces, not only is there a change
in perceived role and norm differences but alsc the individual's
self conceptiorn has shifted. This shift is toward the inclusion
of other's characteristics in the person's own view of
him/herself in such a way that the person can visualize engaging

in behaviors and being judged as a member of ancther cultural

10




ey e
group. Most importantly, he/she can take the view of the other
and Judge it in the same terms that the cther would. This move

away from egcoccentrism is, in cur view, a critical element in the
development of desegregation supportive behavicors.

Despite important changes in the world view of the person,
appropriate irntercultural behaviors may still not cccur; and, rot
occuring, their failure to be reinforced will lead to fewer and
fewer such behaviors in the future. We hypcothethize that an
important precurser to the "intertion" to engage in irntercultural
acts (which the studies and conceptualizaticons of Fishbein and
Triandis have shown tao be highly related to behavicr) is the
engaging in behavioral trainirg rehearsal. We have captured the
description of this variable from the early learning literature.
Cognitive rehearsal of lists was shown tc be effective in their
later recall. Related here is Piaget's Law of Relative
Centrations in which the interaction of senscry mechanisms arnd
stimuli are used as the basis for illusions. Landis and Harrison
(1966 ) showed that similiar effects occur in fantasy. Playing
poatential intercultural behaviors in an imaginary situation may
not only produce more stable behaviors but allew a relative
emphasis on certain aspects. So, a scldier may think about how
he will give an order to_a black mar, or how he will respond to
being insulted, or any ore of a myriad of passible and imagined
situations. In any casey; for each, he car rehearse acticns ard
contemplate possible reactions ard rewards.

ARs rehearsal corntinues, the intention to perform, or not

(which is, of course, an interntion) is gradually taking shape.
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Rs this cognition is forming, its elements may trigger (probably

through a mechanism much 1like Osgoed's, 1953, r ) anxiety
responses. Brislin (1981) drawing on the theorizingmof Harcld
Kelley(1967) and the work of Gutherie(1966) and Szartorn(1966) has
suggested that an effect of cognitive instability is the
formation of many "new" attributiors. It seems reascriable to
interpose a motivational force in between the "instability" and
the new cognitions. A further interestirng piece of work is that
of Weiner,; Russell, and Lerman (1976) roting that there are
affective asscriates to causal attributions. As the attributiors
change, arousal is likely. 1If these affective resporses are
powerful encugh, then either other behavicrs will be substituted
or some form of desentization applied as a therapy. In any case,
the level of state arixiety, or even scome more pasitive emotions,
will either aid or hinder the formation of an appropriate
intentiorn.

Once the desired behavior hgs occured, its future course
depends almost entirely, we would thirk, on the reactions from
the ‘"others"” and the surrournding social network. If the other
reacts negatively-—as Japeriese often do for sameore imperfectly

speaking their language (Ramsey and Birk, 1383)--theri the future

responses may be considerably muted. Similarly, if the sacial

system (e.g. the Chain of Command) is not supportive, then, also,
the resporises will degrade (Fontaine, 1982; Brislin, 1981).
Fortunately, as the next pages of this chapter seem to show, the
military has been attempting tc provide appropriate support
mechanisms for the kind of desegregative behaviors that are

desired.
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The model presented here is, of course, largely speculative.
The 1links seems reasonable ard supported by eviderice (piecemeal,
to be sure) from a variety of non-military and largely laboratory
sources (e.g PAmir, 1976). Nevertheless, it stills rieeds to be
investigated within the desegregation setting. It is our
thesis,along with Pettigrew (1969) stated orice again for
emphasis, that true integration is riot the same a desegregationm.
The former requires significant charnges ivn the behaviors and
cognitions of the individual. Without such charnges desegregation
becomes hostage to charnges in the prevailing paolitical view.
Recenit (ie. late 1382) proncurncements by the Federal goverrment
that certain affirmative action requirements will not be . as
sfrongly enforced are such charnges. If those ideas became
standard within the military (ard we don't kriow that they have
not!), then desegregation behaviors will cease ta the extent that
real cognitive and affective change has rot yet cccured in the
individual military person. Lacking good evidence to the
contrary, we have to assume that the military's program has had
marginal impact on the intrapsychological variables. Certainly,
the tendency for black officers to not re-enlist would supgest

that all is not well. (Hope, 1981)

Structure of the Military's Race-Relations Training Program

The description that follows of the history and current
status of the U.S. Military's Race—-Relations program will, of
neccessity be brief. R much fuller description is given in Day,

1983, While we would prefer not to use acranyms, and will use
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them sparingly, their norn-use wculd make the chapter'much lenger
than is jJustified. In addition, we will allude to administrative
arrarngements (e.g. command reporting structure) when it seems
pertirent to the functioning of the program. This is justified
because in the military the place of a program in the ccmmand
structure may be as important (in terms of day-to-day operations)
as the actual actions by program persconrel. To urnderstand the
currernit pregram, a brief history of the military's past efforts

is riecessary.

It is safe to say that the U.S5. military, despite rcom for
improvement, represents the most desegregated sector of American
scciety. This has not always been true. For example, ARbraham
Lincoln accepted black soldiers only when casualty rates became
so high it was politically inexpedient rnct to use them (Forner,
1974). Black Buffalc Soldiers were set against another mirority,
the Native Americars. In both warld wars, although extensively
represented among American soldiers, all-black wunits were
commanded by white officers and were rarely relied uporn for

important duty.

The modern period of race-relations in the military began
clearly with President Trumarn's Executive Order 9381 on July 26,
1948, This order, which took undoubtly a pgreat deal of political
courage, made it the policy of the goverrment that integration
ard equal opportunity was to be the rnrorm rather than the
exception in the armed forces. Ore of the factors contributing

to this decision was able performance of black soldiers in the
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Eurcopean and Pacific campaigns; this performarnce was documented
by the now-classic Stouffer Report (Stouffer, et.all., 1949) ard
the later Gill‘an Committee Report (Quarles, 1374). Unlike the
aftermath of previous wars in which ocutstarnding black performarce
had been denegrated upon cessation of hostilities, these reports
must have contributed tc a new perception (Hope, 1973). In any
case, Mr. Truman must have been convirnced that rnc degradation of
military efficiency would result from racial integration of the
armed forces.

The Army's response to Truman's order was the adopticn of
a policy statement issued in January, 195Q. Coincendent with
this policy statement, and probably due toc the training demards
of the Korean " "police action”, the commander of Fort 0Ord,
California began integrating training companies. Other éimilar
actions were taken and desegregation, at least at the lower
ranks, became the rorm rather than the exception. However,
desegregation at this level did rnot lead to similar action at
other levels. During the 195@'s blacks although found in all
units, remaired concentrated in the lower enlisted ranks and in
certain military occupational specialities(e.g. food service).
The Army’s lead in desegregation was fellowed by similar, though
often not as effective, actions by the otﬁer services.

The black-white tensions during the 136Q@'s were reflected
in the military as one might expect. The growing awareness of
the facts of disadvantagement among blacks in the military 1lead
to an assertion of demands for equal treatmernt as well as a rise

of racial sensitivity, white anxiety, and cpen hostility. The
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increased tension and continually escallating .hostilities
thoughout the 6@'s, exacerbated by the disproportioriate numbers
of blacks among the lower enlisted ranks, a dearth of black
officerse, and the high casuality rates for blacks in the Vietrnam
war culmirnated in open conflicts within the military which were
often described as “race riots”. These conflicts were experierviced
by all branches of the service. However, those occuring in the
Army (e.g. in Germany) and in the Navy (e.g. the U.S.S.
Kittyhawk) received the greatest public attention.

This situation led to & series of investigations and
appointment of task forces in an attempt to resclve the problems.

For example, an investigating team was sent to Eurcpe by

President Nixon and fournd a high level of frustration ard anger

among black troops. The team concluded that the problem lay in
the perceived failure of the military leadership toc exercise f
adequate authority and responsibility irn monitoring the equal f
opportunity aspects of military rggulatians. At about the same
time, an Interservice Task Force orn Education (created by the
Secretary of Defense ), was assigned responsibility for
developing an effective race relations education program which
would be applicable to all the services. The Task Force calléd
for:

. Creation of a wmandatory program in race relations

education for all military personnel.

. Establishment of a Defense Race Relations Institute; and

. Formation of an interservice race relations board.

A1l of these reccmerdations were officially implemented by

Department of Defense Directive 1322.11 issued in June, 1971,

16




The program which resulted included a formal DoD support
structure, key components of which were the Deferise Race
Relations Institute and the Race Relations Board In addition
local units were required to provide race relations training
(instructors coming from the Deferise Race Relations Institute) to
all troops under their control.

The existence of racial discrimination in the military can
be attributed to the fact that individuals who enter the military
service bring with them the prejudices and sterctypes acquired
prior to enlistmenrt. Further; the military services, like cther
types of institutions in American tended to reinforce
discriminatory attitudes and behaviors by not recognizing the
possibility of an institutional racist aspect to many policies
and practices. Herice, despite equal opportunity directives
throughout the fifties and sixties, the United States military
services simply-reflected discrimination fourd in the society as
a whole. When the racial situation became serious eriough to
threaten the survival and efficiency of the military, the
institution reacted with an ambitiocus and comprehensive program.
While the various service programs will be described here, For a
more detailed history of race-relations in the U.S8, military, the
reader is referred tc Day, 1983 and Hope, 1979.

Evenn though military organizations are highly authoritarian
and hierarchical sccial structures, the statement of policies and
directives by no means assures automatic implementation and
achievment of goals. In reality, military persorrel have a

considerable latitude for non-compliant and self-directed
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behavior. This latitude, while present at all times, is even
more obvicus during peace time. Ori the other hand, most other
American institutions are hardly governed by laissez-faire rules
allowing full and unrestrained individual freedom and autoriomy.
Thus, while the military has some unique organizaticnal aspects,
these, we would feel, terd to be more matters of degree, rather
than qualitative differences. On this basis, it would seem
reasonable to 1look at the wmilitary's experience with race

relations and desegration for lessons to be applied in cother

sections of our scociety.

Jhe respornse to the problem:lIncepticn of the program

at

——— e o

Orie cannot understand the current program of race-relations
and its effects without understanding the corganization that was
created to develop that program. Further, since the implementors
of the race-relations program were all trained, initially at
least, by the Defense Race Relatiors Institute, much of what has
happened subsequently to both the trainees and the trainers can
be better urderstoocd by locking at the institution. For that
reason, we shall rather carefully describe the training institute
and its history within the military establishment.

3
The mardate of the Defense Race Relations Ingtitute , upon
its creation, was to develop and implement a program of classes
in race relations. These classes were to be designed to prevent
"racial unfest, tension or conflict" from impairing "“"combat

readiness and efficiency." The following specific tasks of were
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identified, although the emphasis has always been on the first of
these responsibilities.
. educate and train instructors in race relations;
. develop doctrine and curriculay
. wvaluate program effectiveness) and
. develop and disseminate guidelines and materials to be used
throughout the military services.

While there is some question about the achievement of the
last two geoals, there is no question that an educational program
was developed and implemented. The instructiorial program to be
given to individuals who were to become race-relations trairers
at bases in the Army, Navy, and Air Force was described as:

The program of instruction consists of 75 hours of
instruction in the history and contributions of major
minority groups, 42 hours of instruction in the
psycheological, social, and cultural factors directly
related to the dyramics of race-relaticns, 40 hours of
community interaction activities, four hours for guest
speakers, 7@ hours devoted to practicum in group
leadership dynamics and reentry into their military
units, and an added four hcours for orientation,
critique, and graduation. A total of 235 hours over a

six week period...
{Commarder's Notebook, 1971)

The furdamental mission of the institute has rot chanpged
since its begirvming in 1971, even though its mission statement
was revised in 1976. The new statement included the " training
of Army and Navy persormel desigrnated as equal opportunity/human
resosurces management specialists". There is considerable debate
within the military as to the effects and raticnale for this
change. In effect, it took away from .raee—relations/equél

opportunity the distirctrness that the traired perscrmel had
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enjoyed. Concerns of race-relatiorns were riow seen as merely one

problem concerned with the functioning of persormel within an

organization. So, the new trainees would be corcerred with the
whole range of human resource management praoblems {(e. q.
disciplinary actions, drug abuse, etec). Given that there is a

fixed amcunt of time that a particular individual has to spend on
each part of his assigred duties, it is urderstandable if some
people wondered about the military's continued committment to

goed race-relations. The corcerrn extend to the present time,

with no good resclution.
In 1974 (September), the training was expanded to two
phases. Phase I emphasizes the use of small-group discussion or

seminar methods as a means of exposing students to the differing

racial and ethnic life styles and cultures. The objective is to
cperi charmels of communication among individuals, identify 3
potential intergroup problems, and provide an arerna where '

constructive recommendations can be made to appropriate local
commanders. Phase Il is the more service specific portion of
DRRI training. Instruction is carried cut by perscrinel assigred |
by the individual Services. The instruction in Phase Il provides

training in educatiornal techrniques and cother Service-unique areas

of instruction. Studerts receive information on small group
leadership, specific Service policies and procedures, arnd special
preparatiornn required for carrying out the urniique race relations
ard equal cpportunity programs of the individual Service.

The Phase 1 pragrém is betweern seven and five weeks with

instruction in mincrity studies ard behavicral sciences and
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basically iricludes the origiral six week instructicnal material.
The Phase II portion of varies in length in accordarce with
Service requirvements. Currently the total training progran,

including Phase 11, does nct exceed sixteern weeks.

At the present time (1982), DoD and the military services
are implemeriting comprehensive Equal Opportunity/Human Relations
programs with varying degrees of interisity. The chain of coammarnd
withir each service has the primary respornsibility to promcote and
support the equal opportunity program. Rs ore component of the
pragram, current and potential commarders, commanding officers
arnd other senior commissioned and non—commissioned perscormel are
ta be provided educationn and training specifically related  to
their equal opportunity respaonsibilities. This education is to
be irncluded as part of the curricula of varicus instituticrs
within the military system (e.g. the Cocmmand arnd Gereral Staff
Schacl at Ft. Leaverworth, Kansas). The following secticon
presents a summary of each service's apprcach to providing equal
cpportunity education and training., There is probably more
detail here than is, at first blush, nrecessary. However, since
the ultimate implementation of the trairer education at the
Deferise -Race Relations Institute (or Equal Dpportunity Maragement
Institute) is in the hands of the individual services, a
kricwledge of the organizaticnal setting is necessary to form an

cpiniorn of effectiveress.
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The Army Egqual Opportunity Program

-

The cofficial responsibility for race relations and equal

epportunity is lodged with the Assistant Secretary of the Army

for Manpower arnd Reserve Affairs. However, the program is
actually run at the Army Gereral Staff level. ’The Deputy Chief
of Staff for Persormel has responsibility for all plans,
palicies, and actions irnvalving the Army’'s equal opportunity
pragram. The Director of Army Equal Oppoartunity Programs serves
as the prircipal staff assistant to Persconnel Deputy orn equal
cpportunity matters. The Director also reports to the Director of
Humarn Rescurce Development which is responsible far related areas
such as law enfarcement, leadership, and organizational
effectiveress. Thus, the Office of Equal Opportunity Programs
has direct access to the highest levels of the Army General Staff
through both a twe and a three star general simultanecusly. This
office has ten main areas of responsibility, only two of which
pertain to race relations training:
. Developing policy for EO programs in the Army to include
eduction and training; and
- Monitoring EO training conducted at the Equal Opportunity
Management Institute, the successor to DRRI
Several major Army commands have supporting roles in the
implemertation of the training part of the ED program. For
example, tﬁe Cammandingbeeneral of the Military Persornnel Center

sets military and civilian student quotas at the training
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Institute. The Chief of the National Guard Bureau and the Chief
of the Army Reserve send students for training and must
coordinate with the Military Perscrnnel Center orn the selection
process. The Commanding General of the Forces Cammand -—--the
basic combat groups of Army--is charged with the supervision and
evaluaticn of the unit EQ training program in the reserves.
Finally, the Commanding Gerneral of the Training and Daoctrire
Command has the oritical role to ensure that the Army EO
educaticn is appropriate to the needs of the students and is
pravided in all service schools and training centers.

All Army EDO instruction and asscciated training materials is
developed by the Training and Doctrive Command (TRADOC). This
Commarnd alsc has an important evaluative furctiong to monitor fhe
effectiverness of the Equal Opportunity Management Irnstitute in
meeting Prmy requirements. At one time, TRADOC was alsc
responsible to conduct the Army specific part of EOMI training.
Now, however, since the Army instructors at EOMI are attached to
the Defense Departmént rather than TRADOC, the Army's involvment
with EOMI has diminished.

Each field ccmmarder is resporsible to develop and implement
the EO program irn their units. Herce, the field commander is the
EO 0fficer, assisted by staff members having EO expertise.
Primary Duty EO perscrmel, with equal copportunity as their
primary resporsibility, are assigried tc staff positiors at all
levels down to and including brigades or equivalent. At lower
levels (e.g. battalion and below) EOD is an added duty for
assigned persconrel.

Altt ;ugh the authorized number of EO positions is clearly
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specified, few commands are at full strength. This is most

worrysome at the officer corps level as well as in  Germary.
Nevertheless, there are almost twe hundred officers and eight
hurdred enlisted persons in primary duty EO0O staff positions.
These irdividuals serve a force of approximately three quarters
«f a million perscorns. Qdditionally, there are a substantial
number of persconriel who have EO responsibilities aleng with other
duties. If all these persons exercise their responsibilities as
charged, this respresents the single largest rumber and most
crganizationally pervasive force available for EO training within
arny single institution in the world. However, the degree tg
which EO0 is implemented is substarntially less that at full
patenticonal and is apparently diminishing over time.

It is difficult to say from the perspective of apparent
crganizational commitmernt whether the Army EO preogram is stronger
or weaker in reinforcing the Human Goals Program than during the
early to mid seventies. At that time, there was a sense of
creating something that had riot existed before and more of the EO
specialists actually carried out RR instruction at the unit
level. However, it is clear that race relations training as a

comperernt of the ED program has beern substantially reduced and

irnstituticnalized, deliberatly sc, since its high point of

emphasis some tern years agc. (Hope, 13795 Day, 1983)

- ——— . i o s

The first Navy Marual on Equal Opportunity was issued by

the Secretary of the Navy in 1968, However, 1little was
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accomplished until the issuarce of Admiral Zumwalt's Z-Grams
creating programs for "people” and equal cpportunity in the Navy.
The first of these ZI-Grams was issued in the Fall of 1978.
Since Zumwalt was the Chief of Naval Operations, his orders

carried considerable weight. In 1971, 11I-Grams were issued

initiating the Navy's affirmative action plan and race relations
education program. These pragrams included seminars for all
levels of commard including the highest flag levels. In 1372,
Zumwalt addressed equal rights arnd opportunities for all  Navy
womeri. As might be expected, since Z-Grams bypassed the chain of
cammand and were sent directly to command officers, suppart was
aoften lacking from higher echelorns.

Zumwalt decided that a rnew program was rieeded to invalve all
levels of commarnd in dealing with human resource problems. Thus
the Navy Human Rescurce Managemernt Support System was created and
Humari Rescurce Managemement centers were established. These
certers were to carry cocut programs in race relations,
organizational deveiopment, averseas diplomancy, and drug/alcohol

abuse. This system, with a scphisticated consultarnt assistance

program, operates at all levels throughout the Navy chain of
ccammard. Such a widespread structure serves to institutionalize
and intégrate (at least in theory) Equal Opportunity/Affirmative
Pctiorn with other human rescurce management furnctions. As such,
the program is now more human rescurce management oriented,
rather thar humarn relations oriented, as criginally cornceived.

At the headquarters level, HRM ard EO are urder the Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations for Marpower, Personnel and Training.

The Assistart Deputy Chief of Naval Operations, a Rear Rdmiral,
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acts for Chief of Naval Operaticrns (CNO) and is alsc éhe Director
of Humari Rescources Management Division. This divisionn has the
specific furnctions of establishing the HRM system objectives,
excercising control over system design and implenentation,

praoviding policy coordination, specifying training requirements,

and praviding evalation criteria for all of these tasks. Through

1 e e

a scphicated system of diagriestic together with a delegation of

respoensibility down thrcough the Chain of Commard, the Navy placed

the ultimate resporsibility for race-relations and equal

cppartunity with the individual commander.

Irvn the early seventies, the Navy assigned staff with EQ
responsibilities further down in the chairn of commarnd, as the y
Army is still doing. However, now it is rare for ships or wings,
cother thar carriers and scme share installations, to have Equal -
Opportunity personnel permarently attached. The Navy is relying
on  a more centralized arnd less dispersed system of EO/RR staff
support than the Army. Whether the Navy's approach will be mcre

effective thari the Army’'s remains to be seer.

The Air Force Program. 3

The Air Force EO program, as with the cocther services, arose. j
cut of a rumber of racial disturbarces, the mocst serious cccuring
at Clark AB in the Philippines (1968), Sheppard AFB in Texas
(1963), Osan AE in Korea (137Q0) and Travis AFB in California
(1371). In 13971, a Human Relations Team from the Rir Training

Commard tocured ATC bases and made a report to the Chief of Staff.

r A result of that report was the formation of a DoD Military
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Justice Task Force as reponse to finding regarding irequities in
military Justice. Subsequerit visits by the fissistant Secretary
of Defernse for Equal Opportunity to Rir Force irnstallations in
the Pacific Command yielded recommerndations to strernghten the EQ
program  through moving from a crisis management apprcach to a
goal-ariented, prevention model.

The ARAir Force placed Equal Opportunity arnd Treatmert and
Human Relations Education under the umbrella of the Social
Retions Program and made it a career field--a significant charnge
from the other services. Ircluded under the sccial actions
rubric was drug and alecchol abuse as well as equal copportunity
and human relations, In same respects, ther, the Rir Force
program clésely resembles the Navy madel with the EO/RR effort
tied closely to other ‘"social problems”. However, it is
significantly different from either the Navy or the Army in that

Sccial Problems is a legitimate career field.

The Air Traiﬁing Command is respansible for developing
standardized education packages for Social ARction training
programs and provides contiruing research and evaluation of these
packages. While previcusly, the Rir Force, through an in-house
agency,' carried out its own training, this is no longer true.
Rather, all Social Actions Training occurs at the Egual
Opportunity Managemernt Institute (formerlly, Defense Race y
Relations Institute). This change together with the gradual
evolution of a merged equal cpportunity ard human relations

program, will result in a sirngle Social Action job speciality in

which EQO/RR is subsummed as a less salient, non-separate
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campenent.

The Sccial Actions effort is performed at two levels in the
field: the major command arnd the wing or base level. There are
twe separate sets of Scocial Actiors personrnel at installations
which house both a major coammand and a wing. Unlike the Army,

and evernn mocre so tharn the Navy, the Rir Force concentrates its

Sccial Actions persornel at headgquarters levels. No full ¢time .

equal opportunity/human relations persormel are assigried to
squadraons cr cther subordinate units.

Mager Commands are charged with specific Social Actions
responsibilities including ersurance that subordinate command
EOT/HRE persconnel receive orn—-going, formal training, and guidance
in their appropriate specialities. It is expected that major
commarid’s will cornduct pericdic workshops to excharnge information
and inecrease cooperation among bases. These Sccial Actions
workshops are gernerally held once a year.

The organizational structure at the base/wing level is
generally similar to that at a majgor commard. The base Sccial
Actions office implements the EOT/HRE prcgram at the troop level.
This irncludes staff assistarnce visits to subordinate units,

counseling and processing of discrimination complaints, providing

humar relations instruction, and helping to prepare and mconitor

the base Affirmative Action Plan.

Jhe Marire Corps Program
To deal with growihg problems in the area of race relations

arising out of the Vietrnam War era, the Marine Commandant issued
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Marine Corps Bulletin S35Q@ "Leadership ard Race/Human. Relations”
in September of 1969. An Equal Opportunity EBErarnch was
established at Marine Corps Headquarters to provide guidance and
pcalicy on race relations for field commanders. In 1971, an
educaticon program  in race relations was started at the Marire
Corps Recruit Depot in Sarn Diego to train Human Relations
Specialists. These specialists in turn were to train other
Marires at commands throughout the Corps. When the Defernse
Deparfment decided to establish DRRI in 1371, the Marine Corps
was commended iv its early commitmernt to race relations training
arnd allowed to continue its cwn program. Thus, the Corps did rot
have to send any persormel for training tco DRRI, even when the
Humar Relaticors Schocl at San Diege was terminated and
responsibility for human relations training transfered to
Quantica. This shift in training function was made to shift
emphasis to leadership and human relations per se, rather tharn on
race relations specifically, and ta place equal opportunity
responsibility on leaders rather than on specialists. Training
from 1974 ocn was to be conducted by officers and senior NCOs in
commard ieadership. Thus, the Marire Corps began contracting
their program at the same time the other services were expandiﬁg
theirs. Consequently, the Marine Corps program has consistently.
beern and continues to be the most unique among the services in
approach and organizatiornal structure.

Full-time ED personrel are authorized in the field at major
commands down to the regiment level4. However, while authorized,
such slots are not all filled at the present time. Furthermore,

persons in such roles receive little or no training specifically
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related to equal opportunity/race-relations. Actually, their

training is often heavily weighed with information on drug and
alcochal abuse reflective of loccal commander concern with the
latter problems. They also seem to have ro specific expectation
for training troops relative to EO/RR, which is supposed to deal
with in the annual leadership/training arnd in unit discussiaon.
In octher words, the Marine Corps lacks the type of trained EO/RR
perscrimel that the other services have fourd so valuable.

Sirce the RR training in the Marine Corps, tco the extent
that it cccursy, come by way of the Leadership Program, a
discussion of the main featurers of that program is in order.
The basic mission is to develop qualities of leadership in all
Marires which will enable them to assume greater respansibilities
to the Marire Corps and tc scciety. This is attempted to be
achieved via a "values coriented"” program which deals with
contemportary problems in leadership, disciplire, and military
professicrialism. - The program is said to be characterized by
research and experimentation, inter-group discussion, and a
behavicral/action—oriented approcach (Adelmarn, et al.,,1380). The
basic abjectives are to teach and foster application of concerned
and resporisible leadership; to promocte harmoriious interaction
amcrig Marires across "barriers” of race, ethnic group, grade,
age,and sex; and to promote fair treatment of all Marires. At core
time specified amourts of arrual 1leadership training were
mandated. Nocw (sirice December 17, 13979) ro specific hours or

frequercy of leadership trainirg is irdicated.
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Rl11 cof the brarnches, except the Marires, seem headed toward

assimilating equal copportunity/race-relations corcerns under
cther "social problems" (e.g. drug and alcchol abuse). Iv this
situation, there is a real danger that RR/EQ problems will be
allowed to simmer in these brarnches urtil once again there are
explosive cornsequences.

All the military services currently seem intent on phasing
out their race relations training as an apprcach to desegregation
and turning toward a "marnagement apprcach" to egqual opportunity.
Whether the nrew directions taken by the military prove to be
efficacicus and sufficient remains ta be seem. The rnext section
of this chapter will examire the evidernce of pragvam
effectiveriess during the first decade.

In evaluating the success of the military establishment's
attempts at integration, we find ourselves hampered by a clear
lack of specific behavioral goals. The program was instituted
without much thought being givern to evaluation, either at the
base cr DRRI/EOMI level. Indeed, as Hape (1373) rioted, DRRI was
specifically prohibited from assessing trainirng effectiveness
orce their students had left the training site. So, much of the.
evaluative reports were based on goals which were retropectively
formulated and imperfectly measured. By in large, the
evaluatiors seem toc focus on attitudinal and sel f-report
measures, with cccassional forays into archival (e.g. incident
reports) data. At the same time, there appears to be a dearth of

model formulation which would tie the various dimensions together
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irn a meaningful fashion. This lack will remain, we fear, the
major obstacle to deternining the worth of the military's
integration effarts.

The model which we presented earlier suggested the
importance of societal norms in the development arnd maintence of
irnterethnic behavicrs. The presevnce of social support groups at
both the peer and superordinate levels would seem to be quite
impaortant, if nrot critical. It is not surprising, therefore,
that a good deal of the military evaluation effort has been

devaoted to an examination of commander support.

Command support and the impact of RR/EQ

As the RR/EO programs are reviewed and evaluated cver fhe
last eleven years, it beccmes clear that the commarder's suppcrt
is critical to the success of these programs. Because the
importance of administrative support is a factor well recognized
in social action programs (e.g. Allport, 1954; Fontaine, 1982;
Brislin, 1981), we.included it as a critical aspect of the model
presented earlier. Within the military, most of our information
is focussed on the rale of the coammander. However, the behavior
of peers and, in particular, members of the mincrity groups, is
criticai to (but unstudied) the maintenarce of behavicors which
lead to good race-relatiorns. So, the commerts which follow in
this sectioﬁ, are, of recessity quite limited.

During the periocd when race relations seminars were the
primary focus, attendarce, invalvemert, and ultimately improved
understarding between minority and majority, black and white,

male and female, was directly irnfluerced by the degree of
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participation of commanders at all levels of adﬁinstration.
(Heitt, McBride and Fiman, 1974). The vital importance of the
Commarider in the effectiverness of the RR/ED program was
emphasized in an analysis of the Army urnit race relaticons
training program iv 1976 (Hiett and Nordlie, 1976). Perceptions

of DRRI/EOMI graduates inm the study further reinforced the

critical role of command. The amount of command support most

strongly distinquished higher and lower gquality RR/EO programs,
and it alsc correlated strongly with the averall job satisfaction
of the graduate (Hope, 1373).

Awareriess of the important roele of the commander inn this
process of improving intergroup behavior has lead to the Services
shifting emphasis on the role of the professicral RR/EOD  person.
As noted earlier, the role has become more of a consultant to the
Commarder and less involved in direct ivnstructiornn with service
persormel. While some DRRI/EOMI graduates still serve in the
instructor role, this is rict their exclusive rcle; and, time
spent in cther roles, especially the equal opportunity staff role
cften takes precedence.

In recognition of the charged role of the RR/ED person,
the instructional program at the Equal Opportunity Manapement
Institute appears tc be gradually shifting to reflect the current
gsituation, The focus on the chain of command presupposes an
awarerness on the part of the commarder. Thus, the final question
of evaluation must rest with the commarder and his or her
kricwledge and appreciatidn of the requirements of a military free

of discrimination. Most commanders are not sent to DRRIZEOMI
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today. It is assumed that what awareriess there is comes primarly
from the traditional military schoals which have added courses arn
the Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunityu Program of the
services. Preliminary indicatiorns are that the more voluntary
instructicnal program of these schools are limited in the detail
and scope rnecessary for a fully informed commander.

The seeing of orneself as a person who is interethnically
competent and whao, therefore, has the skills for postive
interactions appears in several parts of the mcdel presented
earlier. For example, we would expect that as crie feels more
competent, the bourdries of the self image expand and include
cther points of view. We might alsc expect that ccompeterice énd
behavicral seeking and rehersal are intimately related, even
prior to actual interethnic behavior. While these relationships
seem reascnable, the emphasis in one set of evaluations ocn the
perceptions by DRRI graduates of their training was not based on
such a theoreticai statement. Rather, the interest was in
providing & mecharnism of feedback to the instructional arnd
evaluation staff of DRRI (as well, perhaps, to serve as an early
warriing system on the attitudes by field commarders of this rew

and largely untried functicn).

The perceptions of Deferise Race Relaticorns Irnstitute/Equal
Opportunity Management Institute trainirng are quite clear and
consistent from students, faculty, graduates, and Service
persormel. Based on agreemert type items, Phase I training is

dramatically erdorsed as highly satisfactory training experience,
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with betweern 85 avnd 9@ percent of all graduates claiming
satisfaction with the training. ({Hope, 1979. p. €5). It is seen
by most students of Institute as an important 1life experiernce
leading to charges in racial and sexual awareriess and proafound
changes in feelings about crie's self.

Criticisims of Phase I training are sinilar to those found
throughout the eleven years of evaluations. Graduates emphasize
the rieed for more nor-black minority group mirnority group content
and more practical, Jjob-relevart, skills trainirng. Mcre contact
after graduation was desired to remain currert in the field in
terms of nrew educational literature and pericdic refresher
courses. In respornse to these evaluations training staff have
repeatedly requested data from the field describing the specific
Job  requirements and the effectiveness with which the graduates
perform their jobs. Unforturiately, the assessment of these
graduates was always considered the prercgative of the Services
and not DRRI/EOMI. Corsequently, measurements of perfarmance in
the field were difficult if not impossible to obtain. And,
without such measuremerts, it is impossible to relate program
components toc persormnel statistics.

Phase II training has been in everi greater flux than Phase

I. Graduate assessments of Phase II training, while generally.

pesitive, have beern mixed and indicative of the confusion
associated with these changes. Orne study conducted in 1977
noted:

Sirce Phase II training emphasizes skills development,
it is particularly vulrnerable tc criticism about the lack of
instructor job experierces. The large variation in training

RR/ED job experierce and intellectual aptitude has resulted in
some difficulties for Phase Il in developing an optimal training
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pragram for all trainees. Separate training models based on rank
have not beern sernsistive to the more important dimersions of
trainee experience and aptitude. Rlso the Phase I--Phase 11
integratiorn of the cverall DRRI training experience has riot been
ertirely successful in taking advantage of the changes in
awarerness and self, associated with Phase I.

(Fiman, 1977, p. 84)

In evaluating the impact of the DRRI/EGOMI program, the gap
betweenn mission/abjectives and application loocms larpge. The
basic mission of the training programs changed very little since
the irceptien of DRRI but the uses of its graduates charged
drastically between 1371 ard the present. The mission of
DRRI/EOMI is established by the Department of Defense but the
rale of the graduates is defined by each brarnch of the Services
in accordance with their own requirements.

This gap betweer mission and application oftern resulted >in
DDRI/EOMI graduates being assigned tc job and activities for
which they were untrained. For example, the original Army Race
Relations and Equal Opporturities Training Program (RAP #1) was a
mandatory 18-hour ccurse taught by DRRI graduates. The primary
responsibility for‘graduates at that time was as race relations
instructors. DRR1 training was geared toward developing
"instructors in race relations” as required by the mission
statemert.

By early 1974, the program was changed by revised Army
regulation to create RAP #2 which places the primary
responsibility for conducting training in the chain of command
ard required seminars to be conducted with platoon sized wunits.
This regulation effectively tock the DRRI/EOMI graduate cut of
the ¢training business. Most of the RAP #2. became discussions

lead by a commander or his desigree who rarely was DRRI/EOMI
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trained. Indeed, an evaluation conducted by Hiett ;nd Nordlie
(1978) found that race relations training conducted by the
commander rather tharnm DRRI trained irnstructors had limited
impact. Many commanders, not being trained as race-relations
instructors, were often rcot appreciative of the possible berefits
of an effective race relations instructicnal program. And, as a
consequerice treated this program requirement as Just arncther
bureacratic requirement on top an already cverburded set of role
expectations.

Dther regulations contirnued to make these graduates advisors
to the "chain of command” . These rew rules increasingly defined
DRRI/EOMI praduates as administrators and managers and not
instructors. During all of these changes iri the role of these
graduates, the basic mission of training "instructors in race
relaticrns" was rot changed to comply with these riew regulatiors.
fis Hope, 1973 demcenstrated, this conflict has produced
cccupational stress and burncut irnn DRRI/EOMI graduates. Since
irdividuals under such stress are likely to be less effective in
what they perceive their mission to be, the impact on the program
is most likely negative.

Ori the other side of this issue, the Services rarely made
decisions to change the role of the DRRI/EOMI graduate on the
grourds of improving the effective utilization of this resource.
Rather, these decision were made primarily to protect the
managemerit decision making within the chain of commard. It was
felt that ‘the proliferétion of these graduates throughout the

Services was undermining the authority of the unit commander.
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(Heitt and Nordlie, 1978). 1In the early days of DRRI this was

accurate ta scome externt. Given the lack of precedent for this
type of job in the military, irndependent actions were takern by
the trained graduates without consulting the commarder. After
1974, this behavicr did ncot persist because of the addition of
Phase 11 which was designed to concentrate on Service specific
requirements. Presumably, as the unit commanders begar to take |
over responsibility for training, indeperndent acticn by DRRI

graduates was rncot reinforced.

Field Evaluations

Few field evaluations were conducted ta determine the impact

of the intergroup relations training program on the averape

eoldier. Part of this was due to the inability of the DRRI staff

to follow-up on  their graduates. Ard, part was due to the
difficult of the research problem. However, oane such study, .ﬂ
representing the only replication investigation, sought to

arialyze attitudes of Army personmnel in 1372 as compared ta 1974
{(Browni, Nordlie, and Thomas, 1977). This study concluded that

"sharp and pervasive differerices" still existed, two years later

}
in 1974, between blacks and whites; however, most of the changes i
in the . differences were in the direction of a reductiorn of !
prejudice. Rlacks continued to see a great deal of racial !
discrimination (as measured by forced-choice attitude-type items,
but whites saw little or no evidence of discrimination apainst
blacks. Blacks did see the state of race relations more
favorable in 1374 than the two previcus years. The training

pragrams had shown little impact on the perceived importarce of

38




accepting race relations and equal copportunity as part of
leadership responsibility. Lower ranking enlisted perscorvel did
not see officers and non-comissioned officers using this
defirition of leadership in arnual evaluations even though this

was a policy reguirement.

Althcugh we discussed the findivngs on command suppaort
earlier, the Brown, Nordlie and Thomasy, 1977 sfudy alsoc had some
thirgs to say on this issue. They ncated that the Chain of
Cammand was "pushing"” the program as indicated by a significant
increase in the krnowledge of the program by the enlisted
respandents.

"L arge numbers of both blacks and whites continue to
report that they have perscornally bernefited from the Rrmy's race
relations training program. Rt the same time, hcwever, there is
still arn abserice of any widespread feelings that race relations
training and educatiorn programs will achieve the obgective set
for them." (Brown, Nordlie and Thomas, 1377. p.V)

In gereral the data shows that white and black scldiers are
coming together in  their interiacial attitudes. And, this

convergence was, according to Brown et. al. in the direction

desired by the goals of the race relations programs.

The secornd magjgor field evaluationn (Hiett and Nordlie,
1379), lccked at the Unit Race Relations Training Program. As
ncted above, this was an atttempt to put the training ard
leadership back, for the Army, in hands of the unit commanrder,
and remove it from the primary responsibility of <the DRRI/EOMI

graduate.

The evaluation of Hiett and Nordlie (1379) of this unit




training program was not favorable. The Army had reported in
1976 that less than half of all companies in the United States

were conducting monthly unit race relatiorns seminars which were

The quality of training is low and its relationship to
RR/EQ (race relations/equal opportunity) often minimal. There is
much evidevice that the unit training program is largely a ‘’paper
program" and for most company commanders its priority is
extremely low. It seldom reaches perscorrnel about the rank of ES:
those persons who (by virtue of their role in the organization)
have the most power to effect charige, 1if change is reeded, are
least 1likely to participate in the seminars. The sensitive
nature of the subject matter coupled with the specialized
backgrcound krcwledge required to make it rearly impossible for
urtraired chain—-of-command perscrmel to conduct effective RR/EOD
seminars.
Hiett arnd Nardlie, 13793.P.1IV.
This 1376 data gathering also found the racial climate
tc be steadily ceclining from its high in 1972. Heitt and
Nordlie ncted that despite the low frequevcy of covert vialernce,

race-related ternsior perceptions persist arnd may be increasing.

While field evaluations based on clear linkages between
training eompanents.and persornel attitudes and behaviars are not
available, ¢there is some data on the change in perceptions over
the time pericd (1972-8Q) in questior. During this period,
Nordlie and his colleagues performed a number of surveys. These
surveys.were desigried tc probe the perceptions of race relations
in various Army commands. Data were gathered in 1972, 1974, 1976
{(Contirental Urnited States--CONUS--only), HKorea in 1976, U.S.
Army irn Eurcpe (USAREUR) in 1976 and a sample of Army Leaders in
1977. Since there were a riumber of commori items in each of these
surveys, it is possible to track at least fwo dimensions over

time and location. (Day, 1983).
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Table 1 (taken fvrom Day, 1983) presents d;ta an  the
perceptions of the status of race relatiors and the perceptions
of trends in the same variable. It should be roted that the time
pericd covered represerts the most active pericd in the Army's

progran.

Irisert Table 1 about here

—— -

The gerneral impression from the data in Table 1 is that the
pasitive perceptions of whites reached a peak arcund 1976 and has
declirned somewhat since thern. The perceptions «f blacks followed
a similar trend. Arcther impression is the urireal perception by
Army leaders in 1377; these persons see the situation as much
better than the mass of persannel. It should be rioted that the
dowriturn appears at about the same time as the shift from a race
relations focus to a marnagement concern was taking place.
Whether these events are related is hard to tell; yet the
suspicion of linkage seems reasonable.

While the above findings deal with the situation in the

Army, similar data appear in evaluations of the other services.

We concentrate here on the RArmy for two reasons: a) the RArmy has '
had the mast active research and evaluation program, perhaps due
to the cbvicus fact that it is the largest of the services and b)
the documentatior of the evaluation efforts within the Army are
easily available to the‘scholarly community. Furthermore, the

Army represents a closer approximaticn to the racial distribution




in the general pcapulation than the cther services.

A fair assessment of the evaluations carried out orn the
various services equal apportunity/race-relaticrs programs wculd
fird a focus on attitudinal measures divorced from a clear
theoretical conception or model. Self-report measures locom large

with little seriocus attempt at multi-trait and multi-mode

measurement. Further there is ofter a lack of relating the
effects of training (cbtaired through attitudinal ard self-
report) to the putative objectives of the training. Thus, it is
difficult, if nct impossible to form any reascriable Judgment of
the effectiveness of this vast and complicated structure that the
military has put in place to deal with the goal of integration;

What does seem clear, however, is that as the race-relatiors

training programs (at least in the Army) were turred cver ta the
gererally untrained unit leadership, the racial climiate
deteriorated. Our earlier mcdel would suggest that what happered
was a decease in' the black and white enlisted perscrrel’'s
perception of the interethnic competence of the commanders.
‘ Thus, we cculd ncte that as professional intergroup training
increased betweernn the late 196@'s and early 197Q@'s, racial
harmony; as measured by attitudinal as well as achival measures,
impraoved. However, as this training was put in the hards of less
well-trained unit leaders, the level cof intergroup competerce
descresed along with the irnterracial climate.

Orie can, of course, evaluate the grosé effect of the tatal

Department of Deferse program by examining mircority

i 42




Mmoo S

representaticonn figures. These figures, available .in Nordlie
{1973) and Rdelman, et. al (198@) make a compariscr betweern 1972
and 1979 pcossible. Such data sugpgest that each service irereased
its representation of e.g. BRlacks at all levels aver that pericd
with the greatest charnge being at the enlisted rarks. The Army

apparantly was the most successful in attracting and retaining

minority persornel. For example, in 1972 17.5% of Army enlisted

perscrmel were Blacky in 1979 this figure had increased to 324%.
Comparable figures for the Navy were 7.8% and 11%. Summaries «f
these figures are given in Day, 19383.

These figures shcould not be coverinterpreted. Just as
Amir and cthers have suggested that rict all contact situations
praduce reductions in prejudice, s & rise in fmincrity
representation may not  indicate success of the cdesegregation
program, Indeed, the suggesticw made earlier, that racial
climate, at least in Army units, seems toc be detericrating cover
the same time period would suggest that rnot erncugh attenticorn has
been paid to the conditions of interethric interactior. And,
since we have no information on actual interethnic behaviaor, it
is difficult to predict the joint effect of ircrease irn mincerity
representaticnn and decrease in racial climate urder present
training mcodels.

The qualitative data clearly shaw that the military's
program, while ambiticus, was often of the "shotgurn” variety.
There is éften a disfressing emphasis on structure to the

detriment of clearly defined objectives and training mcdule tied
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to those geals. Quite different, and perhaps conflictual,
programs are mixed with little thought or attention to their
interactions or evern how to evaluate their effectes. Further,
there has, as far we can tell, been little cross fertilizaticn
from the field of cross—cultural training (e.g. Weeks, Pederson
ard Brislin, 1979; Lardis and Brislin, 1983). To be sure, the
Army Research Institute did sponsor a riumber of projects in which
some rniew approaches were developed (Landis, Day, McGrew, Miller
and Thaomas, 139763 lLardis, Tzeng, and Thomas, 1381) ard subjected
to field evaluation. These efforts, which involved use of an
apprcach--the culture assimilator-- which followed from the
isomorphic attributiors notion of Triandis (1976), in the present
model focussed on producing an increase in behavioral rehearsé},
do not seem to have become instituticnalized. These studies
would bear a closer lock since they represent, to cur kricwledge,
the only attempt in the decade ard a half of sericus military
desegregaticr programs, to develop arnd training program based on
2 reascnable thearefical formulaticorn. However, these efforts did
not, and do rot, play a significant part in the military prcgram
at this time. Thus, they are scmewhat beycnd the scope of this

chapter. Good summaries are available in ARlbert, 19383.

Reccommerdaticns

The abave observations lead us to make a rwumber of
recommendat ions. Such recommerndaticors are made ivi the spirit of
orie of the fourders of the Scciety for the Psychcalogical Study of

Sccial Issues, Kurt Lewin.

Firet, we would suggest that the military critically
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evaluate ite programs in terms of develcping, and stating, Just
what behaviors are desired.

Second, crnce a clear coriception of desired behavior is made,
then consider what are the potent precursers of those behaviors.
Some wmodel like the orie presented in the first section of this
chapter might be useful,

Third, develcp exemplery programs arcurnd the desired
behavicrs arnd their precursers and alloew those programs to
ocperate a reascnable length of time.

Forth, evaluate the programs using the mcdel. Tce be sure,
other measurements carn, and should, be taker. .But, the
conceptual model shcould be the critical underpirming for the
evaluative strategy.

Fifth, recognize that the similarities in military service
are greater than the differerces, at least at the desegregation
level. The inter-service rivalries that have csurfaced from time
to time have given a patina of differerce, based on uniform
color, which hides the true state of affairs. S8So, unified
policies and training, wusing commorn mcodels and techniques, will
show a greater committment tc desegregation thanm the present

fractionated approach.

Sixth, it is imperative that more atterntiorn be given to

increasing the fit between the training mcdels and the
requirements in the field for the Equal Opportunity Marnagement

Institute graduate.

Severith, the developmert of a professiconal and well

traired ¢training cadre cannot be cverestimated. Havivng pecple




who are committed to the goal of integraticn will help as both
role and training mcdels to the large mass of military persorrel.
While this may mean returning to the professicnal race-relations
training school concept, the military shculd recogriize that any
cbjective levied on the commander which doces rnot directly relate
to his combat missiorn will not engoy a high pricority. To believe
otherwise flies in the face of rnct only the psychalcocgical facts

but alsc the evaluatiocns that have been performed.

Conclusion

In the early 197@'s, the military embarked on a great
sccial experiment. By the end of the decade, the experiment was
becoming institutionalized and incorporated in cther concerns.. It
is rclear that concerr with race relatioris has decreased in  the
military establishment without an accompanying decrease in
prejudical acts in the rarnks. Dre of us (Day) in surveyirng the
Army program likered it to the stages of a fire. Certainly,
there are not the blazing inciderts that we show early in the
decade; the embers are dying, some think. But, are they? What
eviderce there is would suggest that, at least, the great
majority of scldiers see rno charnge in the situation and that
there is some increase in the number who sees thirgs as getting
worse. If these trernds continue, a pcint may be reached in which
direct action becomes the rorm irstead of the exceptian, as it is
rICW. Without being cverly dramatic, we carn worder if whern the
fire burns agairn, will it be hotter and mcre destructive than

before?
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1.

Footrnates
Preparation of this chapter was facilitated by Contract
N2214-83-K-0@21 from the Office of Naval Research tca the
first author. The opinions here are those of the
authors ard do rnot riecessarily represerit those of
the Department of the Navy, the Departmernt of Deferse,
the Onited States Govermernt or its agencies. The
writing of the chapter was alsa facilitated by the first

author's terure as Fellow at the Culture Learning Institute,

East-West Center in Honolulu, Hawaii during 1383.

We shall use the words "intercultural" and "irnterethnrnic"

interchangeably.

2.

The Black officers in the Army held steady at a little cver 3

percent, the highest of all branches; whereas, the percertage of

blacks in the both the enlisted military populaticn and RAmerican

society was at least four times as large.

3.

This Institute is row known (sirice 1378) as the Deferise Equal

Opportunity Management Institute (EOMI) reflective of a riew stage

in the military training program (ie. a shift toward a management

criented approach).

4. The authors are indebted to the recent arnd extensive repart of,

Adelman and her colleagues (Adelman & Larkin, 1980Q; Adelman, et.

al,

138Q) on EQO as practiced in DcD.
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TABLE 1 |
DIFFERENCES IN STATIC AND DYNAMIC PERCEPTIONS OF RACE /
: RELATIONS IN THE ARMY
» PERCEPTIONS OF ARMY RACE RELATIONS ACROSS TIME
AND LOCATION
Total Amy ! ' comus? © korea® | USAREWR®  USAREWR: 1977° |
1972 71974 7 71976 T 1976 : 1976 " Junior | Leaders
; _ Enlisted | :
: i L 3
White ! i
Responses - ‘ '
Good 20 23 23 16 : 21 15 - 45~
Fair 55 55 49 {45 55 52 1 50
Poor 25 22 28 i 39 | 24 33 l 5 \
Black 3 [ '
Responses | | i
Good 10 20 24 .15 16 18 L33
Fair 50 52 45 v 43 46 5 -1 ;
Poor 39 27 - 31 i 42 ) 38 33 i 12 ,
PERCEPTIONS OF TRENDS IN RACE RELATIONS
ACROSS TIME AND LOCATION |
!
‘Total Army I.conu.s_ Korea | USAREUR ' USAREUR:Y 1977 _ |
1972 1974 11976 1976 1976 Junior |Lleaders
; i | ' Enlisted i
} 1 : . ;
White - i ! ; | |
Responses ; | L
Getting ! . ! !
Better 1 39 4] - 30 28 34 20 . 44 i
No Change ; 36 41 56 43 50 62 51 ’
Getting - S
Worse |24 ' 18 14 29 16 18 5 l
i i
Black 2 !
Responses I
Getting !
Better |42 48 39 35 39 35 i 54 g
No Change |39 . 39 | 49 42 47 52 ' 40 '
. Getting | : ; ! g
Worse |18 {11 | 12 23 W, 1’3 6 |
1From Brown et al., 1977 ..
2From Hiett and Nordlie, 1978
From Edmonds and Nordlie,“1977 :
From Gilbert and Nordlie,f1978 :
5From Brown et al., 1979 .- 4
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