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FOREWORD

This report describes an initial effort to develop an experimentally useful conception
of proficiency as applied to Military Assistance Program (MAP) advisors in their relation-
ships to counterparts, and to evaluate the validity of the approach and inethod. Results
are based upon ohservations collected from advisors assigned to the Korea Military
Advisory Group (KMAG) and their counterparts in the Republic of Korea Army
(ROKA).

This report is the third in a series resulting from efforts conducted under Work
Sub-Unit MAP 1[I, Studies of Advisor-Counterpart Interactions. Earlier reports include
Military Advisors and Counterparts in Korea: 1. Job Characteristics (1), and Military
Advisors and Counterparts in Korea: 2. Personal Traits and Role Behaviors (2).

The research described in this report was conducted by HumRRO Division No. 7,
(Social Science). Alexandria, Virginia. The Director is Dr. Arthur J. Hoehn. Dr. Dean K.
Froehlich was the Work Unit Leader. Dr. John W. McCrary conducted many of the
iterviews with advisors and counterparts and generally contributed to the work from
planning to publication. Mr. Jerome P. Corbino assisted in the management of the data
during the statistical analysis phase of the research.

Administrative and logistical support was given by the U.S. Army Research Unit,
Korea whose chief, LTC Monroe D. King, coordinated the work with KMAG. Exceptional
assistance was given throughout the work by Mr. Cho Hui-sok, Research Technician, U.S.
Army Research Unit Korea, and Mr. Kim Chi-kyong, translator-interpreter, and Professor
Kim Chong-um, formerly at the English Language Research Center, Seoul National
University.

COL Carroll B. Hodges, Korea Military Assistance Group Adjutant General, served as
principal point of contact during the developmental and data collection phases of the
work. BG L.H. Gomes, Senior Advisor to First Republic of Korea Army, COL P.S.
Reinecke, Chief of Staff, Detachment L: COL A.L. Baker, Commander, Detachment F;
COL W.C. MNaselroad, Chief of Staff, Detachment R; COL D. Cooper, Senior Advisor
V/VlI ROKA Corps, Detachment West, and COL M.F. Schroeder, Deputy Senior Advisor
I/I1 ROKA Corps, courteously exiznded their hospitality and use of their facilities, and
arranged for interviews with their officer advisors.

Appreciation is expressed for the courtesy and cooperation shown by General Min
Ki-shik, Chief of Staff, ROKA, for providing the researcher with an opportunity to brief
all of his subordinate commanders on the objectives and methods of the research; to MG
Yu Gun-cnang for reviewing the research materials, approving their distribution, and
providing a point of contact within ROKA; to the commanders of the First and Second
Republic of Korea Armies and the commanders of the first and fifth ROKA Corps for
granting time and permission to interview their personnel.

Permission has been obtained for use of copyrighted materials included in this
report.

HumRRC research for the Department of the Army is conducted under Army
Contract DAHC 19-70-C-0012. Work Unit MAP research is conducted under Army
Project 2Q062107A744, Language and Area Training.

Meredith P. Crawford
President
Human Resources Research Organization
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MILITARY PROBLEM

The Military Assistance Program (MAP) exists to promote international security by
increasing the military capabilities of ailied rations and by securing their support for the
presence and policies of the United Statis. Cognizant of the importance of human factors
to the achievement of these objectives. the Department of Defense and other agencies
have developed or are developing various ways to ensure that MAP personnel are
proficient in the role of advisor.' The chief components by which control over the
human factors is likely to influence proficiency are (a) the selection procedures used to
identify personnel best suited to the role, (b)the programs of instruction offered to
prospective advisor personnel, and (c)the local Military Assistance Advisory Group'’s
(MAAG?s) personnel orientation program and management practices.

In order to identify the human factors that either facilitate or impede the achieve-
ment of MAP objectives and from them to define personnel selection criteria, training
objectives, and management policies, it is first essential to develop a conception and
method with which to assess advisor proficiency. Work Unit MAP II represents an initial
effort to develop an experimentally useful conception of proficiency and to evaluate the
validity of the approach and method.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The research undertook to (a) develop a conception of proficiency appropnate to
the role of the MAP advisor, (b) construct an experimental device for collecting assess-
ments of the proficiency of a sample of advisors and counterparts, (c) collect information
concerming conditions and characteristics that might affect the level of proficiency
achieved, and (d) assess the validity of the concept and the scores derived from the
assessment device by testing the proficiency scores for relationships to various conditions
and characteristics associated with advisor-counterpart relations.

RESEARCH PLAN

The search for a conception of advisor proficiency was directed toward answering
three nested questions: What features distinguish the military advisor role from non-
advisory roles? In which of these features are personnel likely to differ in terms of level
of skill and expertness they bring to it? Which of these features are amenable to control
through personnel selection techniques, programs of instruction, and/or local MAAG
management policies and practices?

Candidate conceptions of proficiency were evaluated in terms of these features as
well as five functional specifications. Advisor-counterpart interaction proficiency wus
defined as the ability of advisors to manage their differences with counterparts in ways
that increase the motivation of counterparts to continue working with them—that is, that
appeared to have the effect of producirg cohesiveness. The experimental literature
concerning the relation between cohesiveness in small groups and various indices of group

'For example, DCSPER Study 40, Remedial Action Project 9, and the U.S. Army Five-Year
Research Plan.
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effectiveness and productivity supports the appropriateness of the conception of profi-
ciency adopted for study.

The second basic element of the research plan consisted of an answer to the
question: How can it be determined empiricelly whether the means by which this
conception of proficiency is measured i1s a good substitute for direct observations of the
actual performance of advisors and counterparts?

To answer the question, the estimates obtained from advisors and counterparts
concerning their willingness to continue working together were compared with (a) their
impressions of one another’s personal traits, (b) a number of characteristics descriptive of
how satisfactorily advisors and counterparts judged each other to be performing their
roles, (c) characteristics descriptive of the types of work-related and social interactions
they had had with one another and, finally, (d) a number of biographical characteristics.

This information was used as a basis for estimating the validity of the method in
terms of its “construct validity” and ‘‘criterion-related validity.’” The statistical and literal
properties of the items from which proficiency scores were derived were used as a basis
for estimating the ‘“‘content validity™ of the scores.

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Questionnaires were constructed for coliecting information from advisors and
counterparts concerning their biographical characteristics, the nature of their work, and
several characteristics descriptive of their work-related interactions. Interpersonal attr:.c-
tion between pairs of advisors and counterparts was measured by their rating each other
with regard to 38 personal traits. Similar ratings of Americans and Koreans with whom
they preferred and did not prefer to work permitted comparisons between these prefer-
ences and ratings given to specific advisors and counterparts.

Role-behavior inventories were constructed from information collected through inter-
views with advisors and, separately, counterparts. Items in the inventories were based
upon the responses of advisors and counterparts to questions aimed at identifying the
kinds of behaviors that left them with either very favorable or unfavorable impressions of
one another. -

Finally, a 20-item checklist was developed with items designed to assess the willing-
ness or unwillingness of advisors and counterparts to work together. Scores derived from
the checklist were interpreted as estimates of ‘proficient advisor-counterpart trans-
actions’’ and so labeled PACT scores.

Copies of each of the several questionnaires were distributed, in the summer and fall
of 1966, to approximately 70% of the Army personnel who were then assigned to the
Korea Military Assistance Group and who were functioning as advisors to counterparts in
the Republic of Korea Army. Advisors and counterparts each provided a number of
similar as well as different types of biographical information. Advisors, and counterparts
to a much more limited extent, provided information descriptive of both their work-
related and social interactions. Each advisor described the personal traits of the one
counterpart with whom he had been working to achieve the single set of changes that he
regurded as most important. That particular counterpart then described the personal traits
of his advisor by means of a translated version of the trait scales. Each described the
other with regard to how satisfaciorily he enacted his respective role. Finally, each
answered all 20 of the items in the PACT checklist on the basis of his experiences with
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and feelings about this particular advisor or counterpart. Complete data were obtained
from 61 pairs of advisors and counterparts.

The reliakilities of the PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts (and vice versa)
were determined. The content validity of the PACT items was estimated by means of
factor analyses of the two forms. Other types of validity tests were performed to
determine the ability of the PACT scores to register variations among advisors and
counterparts with regard to their personal traits and preferences, evaluations of the
adequacy with which they enacted their respective roles, reports of their work-related
interactions, social interactions, and a numnber of biographicai characteristics.

FINDINGS

Major findings relating the willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue
working together (PACT Scores) to other characteristics of the participants are a- follows.

Interpersonal Attraction

(1) A substantial portion of counterparts’ willingness to continue working with
advisors is related to how positively they rate their advisor’s personality. The personal
traits that appear to make the greatest difference to counterparts coalesce to form a
single statistical factor. Those traits are associated with the counterparts’ impressions of
how trustworthy the person is, how enthusiastically he acts toward them, how compe-
tently he performs his job, how harmoniously he gets along with them, and how
thoughtful and sincere he appears to be. While advisors use many of the same traits to
describe their counterparts, their absolute descriptions of them are essentially unrelated
to PACT Score estimates of their willingness to continue working with them (see Tables
11 and 12).

(2) Moderate relationships are observed between how well advisors ana counterparts
match each others’ conceptions of a most-preferred co-worker who is a member of their
own ethnic group. Large differences zre associated with less willingness to continue
working together as estimated from the PACT Scores given (sece Table 13).

Critical Role Behaviors

The willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together is, for
both groups, related to how satisfied they are with the relatively specific ways in which
their co-worker enacts his role.

(1) Advisors and counterparts are similar in that, on the average, both groups
expressed satisfaction with regard to about 70% of all the role behaviors rated in the
study. For both groups, the greater the percentage of role behaviors judged satisfactory
the greater is their expressed willingness to continue working together.

(2) Advisors and counterparts are similar in that, on the average, both groups
expressed dissatisfaction with regard to about 30% of all the role behaviors rated in the
study. For both groups, the greater the peicentage of role behaviors judged unsatisfactory
the less is their expressed willingness to continue working together.

(3) Counterparts’ dissatisfactions are variations on a dominant theme—they want
more support. Counterparts want their advisors to more often (z) take actions to procure
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Biographical Characteristics

Biographical characteristics tested for relationship to the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together were, in general, found to be unrelated.

CONCLUSIONS

Results of the study could have been interpreted in three ways. First, specific
findings based upon one set of observations can be related to findings based upon other
sets of data. Interrelationships might, for example, be sought between the various
combinations and permutations for Interpersonal Attraction Scores, Critical Role Behav-
tor Scores, Job Characteristics, Social Interaction Characteristics, Biographical Character-
istics, and PACT scores without assigning any special status to the latter. This has not
been done because the conception of proficiency that was developed and tested required
a research strategy designed to assess the validity of the conception and the device
constructed to obtain assessments nf it.

The second approach to interpreting the findings of the study is in terms of
attempting to reach a conclusion concerning the validity of the concept and the method.
The body of the report is a comprehensive account of the detailed procedures and results
relevant to those attempts.

The third context in which the findings may be interpreted is with regard to the
implications they have for operational matters pertaining to the control of efficiency by
way of selection, assignment, training, orientation, and management policies and prac-
tices. Because of the experimental nature of the conception of proficiency that was
developed and tested, the latter implications are subject to change and revision depending
upon the extent to which current findings are replicable.

Methodological Conclusions

The feasibility of simultaneously collecting judgments and impressions frecm MAP
advisors and foreign counterparts concerning their own and each other’s charactenstics
has been demonstrated. The similarities between the results of these observations indicate
little difference between advisors and counterparis with regard to ‘“‘courtesy biases” and
other kinds of response sets intended to mask criticism. The conclusion is based upon
comparison of their descriptions of one another with regard to their personal traits, their
conceptions of preferred and non-preferred kinds of co-workers, and their expressions of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with regard to critical role behaviors. There is no evidence
of ‘“faking” of information on anything other than a random basis. Statistically signifi-
cant relationships between information collected totally independently from advisors and
counterparts counterindicates the probable importance of such factors.

The strategy adopted to evaluate the validity of the PACT method differs from the
simpler and more historical approaches in that it provides more than a single validity
coefficient. Given the exploratory and developmental nature of the conception of profi-
ciency advanced, and the assumed multiplicity of antecedent conditions likely to affect
it, substitution of a single numerical value in place of analyses of results based upon




multiple tests seems least likely to increase understanding of the conditions and character-
istics registered by PACT scores. Validity can be ascribed to the PACT method in the
sense that scores derived from it register vanations:

(1) Between advisors’ and counterparts’ responses to 20 items that coalesce to
form factors which are, in part, defined by items that explicitly ask the respondent to
make a choice between continuing to work with a cwrent advisor (or counterpart),
terminating the relationship, or avoiding it in the future.

(2) Between counterparts’ evaluations of their advisors’ competence and character.

(3) Between counterparts’ comparisons of the personal traits of their advisors to
those associated with Koreans with whom they do and do not prefer to work.

(4) Between advisors’ comparisons of the persoral traits of their counterparts to
those associated with either an American or a Korean with whom they prefer to work.

(5) Between advisors’ judgments concerning the adequacy with which their
counterparts currently enact their role,

(6) Between counterparts’ judgments concerning the adequacy with which their
advisors currently enact their role.

(7) Between advisors with regard to how personally involved they appear to be in
their advisory role, the degree of contact established with the counterpart, and how
satisfied they are with the progress that has been made toward accomplishing the
advisors’ recommended changes.

(8) Between counterparts with regard to what they perceive their advisor to be
primarily concerned aboui in his relations to them, the counterpart’s degree of contact
with the advisor, and his judgment concerning the adequacy of it.

(9) Between advisors with regard to whether thay have engaged in social inter-
actions with counterparts that are of a type that occur infrequently.

{10) Between advisors who are and are not experienced in advising foreign personnel
as well as those who have had and not had prior MAP assignments.

(11) Between advisors who hold the rank of major and those who do not.

(12) Between advisors whose counterparts hold the rank of lieutenant colonel and
those who do not.

The failure of the PACT scores to register variations between advisors and counter-
parts with regard to a host of other characteristics is, by an¢ large, a desirable feature of
tne method, for these characteristics may be disregarded when atiempting to interpret the
meaning of the scores and the kinds of inferences they will support. In sum, the PACT
scores appear valid in the sense that they register variations between advisors and
counterparts with regard to charactenstics that can reasonably be expected to influence
the extent to which the two basic objectives of the MAP are or can be met. Those
characteristics and conditions not registered by PACT scores are, in general, of a type for
which it is possible to concede only trivial influences, if any at all, upon the achievement
of the mission.

Operational limp'ications

In the absence of uniform and independent assessments of the extents to which
interactions between aavisors and counterparts result in the attainment of increased
military capability and support f-: the presence and policies of U.S. personnel in Korea,
it can be only argued, but not empirically demonstrated, that the relationships ohserved




between PACT scores and the conditions and characteristics of those interactions have
implications for agencies concerned with the development, improvement, and mainte-
nance of advisory proficiency.

Current Level of Proficiency

Several sources of data converge to indicate that in the summer and fall of
1966 the level of cohesiveness was moderately high. Thus, the degree to which improve-
ment is possible is limited to those cases where high PACT scores were either not given
or unreciprocated. However, further study of the factors influencing PACT scores is
required before this interpretation can be fully accepted. Whether the interpretation is
tenable depends upon identification of factors relevant to the Program that can also
account for the disperities observed.

Because PACT scores have been shown to vary as a function of a variety of
conditions and characteristics of advisor-counterpart interactions, it appears unlikely that
any single change in current practices and policies is likely to have strong effects upon
raising the level of cohesiveness. Current practices and policies, though not directly
examined in the present study, seem not inconsistent with attainment of a substantial
level of cohesiveness.

On the assumption that present findings are replicable and are relevant to the
achievement of MAFP objectives, efforts directed toward the creation and maintenance of
cohesive relations might most profitably focus attention upon the following.

Sel>cting Who Will Interact

The willingness of counterparts to continue working with advisors appears
significantly affected by both the professional competence and the personal character of
their advisor. Generally, it appears counterparts seek to work with personnel who are able
and motivated to serve as their personal mentors. Achievement of cohesive relations to
counterparts requires personnel skilled in the prevention of potential, and management of
actual, conflicts, disagreements, and differences of opinion, value, and judgment.

Management of What is Interacted

To the extent permitted by other operational requirements, advisors who are
granted autonomy to personally identify the changes they will recommend and upon
which they will work with counterparts are most likely to express a high willingness to
continue working with the counterparts upon whom they must depend for implemen-
tation of the changes. To the extent other operational requirements permit, advisors
should be encouraged to undertake changes that can be accomplished during the period
of their tour of duty in KMAG. Assignment of duties to advisors should consider factors
that may limit their opportunities to contact counterparts with a frequency promotive of
cohesiveness. Assignnient of duties to advisors should be consistent with efforts to avoid
giving counterparts the impression that the advisor is exclusively concemed with only
monitoring their participation in the MAP.

Training in How to Interact

Training and orientation programs aimed at the development of cohesiveness
should focus attenlion upon the kinds of advisory role behaviors counterparts judge
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important, contrast them to the kinds »f counterpart role behaviors advisors judge
important, point out the potential sources of dissatisfaction, and develop guidance with
regard to managing them. Construction of training materials and methods with which to
desensitize advisor personnel to those aspects of the local living conditions that may be
regarded as noxious may facilitate the development of cohesiveness by better preparing
them to approach and interact socially with counterparts in their milieu. Behavioral
adjustments that can cope effectively with verified risks that -xi;t within the local milieu
necd to be developed and taught to advisors. Advisors' awareness of and sensitivity to
counterparts can be expanded by teaching them about Korean cultural behaviors and
orientations of special importance to Korean people.

-~
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INTRODUCTION

The Military Assistance Program (MAP) exists to promote national security by
increasing the military capabilities of allied nations and by obtaining their support for the
presence and policies of the United States. The success of the Program depends upon the
abilities of advisors, individually and collectively, to perform their duties under conditions
that are often less conducive to success than are those typical of non-advisory
assignments—that is, those that exist entirely within U.S. military organizations, whether
Continental United States or overseas. The special difficulties rnay range from relatively
specific problems of health and personal security to general problems with counterparts
stemming from broad cultural and linguistic differences as well as factors inherent in this
type of assignment.

Cognizant of these difficulties, the Department of Defense and other agencies have
added or are planning to add components designed to provide the Program with advisors
proficient in coping with these conditions. The chief components (Figure 1) are: (a) the
selection procedures used to identify personnel best suited to the advisory role; (b) the
programs of instruction offered to prospective advisors; and (c) the local Military Assist-
ance Advisory Group (MAAG) personnel orientation program and management practices.
The success of the Program has depended upon the extents to which each of these three
separate but interrelated components contribute to advisory effectiveness.

Chief Components of the Military Assistance Program

Military Assistance Program
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MILITARY PROBLEM

Military management decisions pertaining to the control of advisors, whether by
means of policies or by procedures associated with their selecvion, training, or orienta-
tion, are typically made to improve or ensure advisors’ effectiveness. Decisions, to be
effective, must result in detectable differences in the changes they seek to produce. The
gradual evolution of a body of policies and procedures that promote effective advisor-
counterpart interactions depends upun demonstrating relationships between the decisions
and their consequences.

However, historically, the implicit choices in the decisions associated with the
policies and procedures that have been applied to military advisors have not been put to
this type of test. Decisions have instead been justified on the basis of logic and expert
opinion, and largely guided by the informal, anecdotal, often idiosyncratic reports of
experienced advisors. In contrast to other areas of military training, the programs of
instruction designed to prepare personnel for advisory assignments have developed no
on-the-job criteria of proficiency.

The absence of acceptable techniques for evaluating the proficiency of advisors
reflects a number of circumstances, chiefly the failure to develop applicable concepts of
effectiveness. Without a useful conception of proficiency as a guide in choosing between
alternate policies, procedures, selection, training, and orientation programs, there is little
guarantee that the best choices are being made. Ner is there any way to demonstrate that
the intents of the choices have been realized, or to make observable discriminations
between what is important and what is unimportant, what is simply interesting and what
is essential, what might facilitate or impede effective interactions and what actually does.
Indeed, without a clearly defined conception of proficiency and a technique for assessing
it, estimates of the level of effectiveness at which an advisory group currently operates
are unlikely to allow the discovery of the conditions that led to that level. Knowledge of
what these conditions are is essentizl to any effort designed to improve the effectiveness
of the advisory program.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

This study was conducted to (a) develop a conception of proficiency appropriate to
the MAP advisor’s role, (b) construct an experimentally useful instrument for collecting
assessrnents of the proficiency of a sample of advisors and counterparts in their current
roles, {c) develop methods for collecting information descriptive of various characteristics
of advisors and counterparts that might influence the proficiency of their interactions,
and (d) assess the conception and estimate the validity of the instrument by testing the
proficiency scores for relationships to various characteristics of advisors and counterparts.

This study is the third in a series of efforts conducted under Work Sub.Unit MAP II
Previous studies were concerned with job characteristics (1), and personal traits and role
behaviors (2).




RESEARCH PLAN

DEVELOPMENT OF A CONCEPTION OF ADVISOR PROFICIENCY

The choice of a conception of advisor proficiency was strongly influerced by the
i nature of the purposes for which it was sought. Basically, the concept was needed in
i order to establish a foundation for the construction of observational techr.iques for
comparing advisors and/or counterparts. The selection of a characteristic again;t which to

MAP Components Concerned With Information on Advisor-Counterpart Performance
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compare personnel was importantly influenced by judgments about how useful the
comparisons were likely to be to agencies concerned with improving advisor performance
through the development of personnel seleciion procedures, training programs, or per-
sonnel management practices (see Figure 2). In short, the search for a conception of
advisor proficiency reduces to finding answers to a set of three nested questions:

What features distinguish the military advisor role from non-advisory roles?

In which of these features are personne! likely to differ in terms of level of
skill and expertness?

Which ‘of these skills are amenable to control through personnel selection
techniques, programs of instruction, and/or local MAAG personnel management
policies and practices?

In the effort to select a maximally useful conception of proficiency, candidates were
evaluated with regard to three classes of factors. The concept was to be selected because
(a) it, more than others, was judged to serve five essential functions; (b) it, more than
others, was judged to be appropriate to the cardinal characteristics of the advisor's job
role; (c) it could easily be related to and interpreted within an extensive body of research
results and a theory of leadership effectiveness derived from them. The conception of
advisor proficiency selected, developed, and tested in this study therefore represents an
amalgamation of objectives, requirements, and considerations.

Functional Specifications

To maximize the potential value of the conclusions that were to be drawn from
comparisons of the preficiency of advisors and/or counterparts, it was judged essential
that whatever conception of proficiency was used meet the following specifications.

Relevant

First, the assessments of proficiency were to be based upon characteristics of
advisors and/or counterparts that could have consequences for achieving basic objectives
of the Military Assistance Program. In this sense, the conception of proficiency was to be
relevant to the nature of the mission. Thus, consideration was given only to conceptions
that might have some relationship to the extent to which the military capability of the
advised forces was strengthened, and indigenous support for the presence and policies of
U.S. personnel was increased. ‘‘Unit readiness’” was regarded as highly relevant, but
because it is also a function of many other variables that would obscure demonstrating
reiationships between advisor-counterpart interactions and achievement of. MAP objec-
tives, it had to be rejected.

Transactional

Second, the conception of proficiency adopted was to reflect outcomes of
interactions between advisors and counterparts. The need for this specification arises from
the nature of the three types of controls that can be exercised to increase the proficiency
of advisors. Personnel selection techniques, pregrams of instruction, and local MAAG
orientation and advisor management practices all seek to promote proficiency by altering
the actions and reactions of advisors to local conditions and personnel. Thus, if the
research results were to apply to agencies and personnel responsible for these aspects of
the Military Assistance Program, the criterion for assessing advisors and counterparts must
be reducible to, or at least relatable to, the nature of the acts they did or did not
perform and the personal traits expressed in their interactions.

Again, a conception of proficiency based entirely upon measures of ‘‘military
preparedness” or annual training test scores of advised units was eliminated because
estimates of unit readiness reflect numerous factors over which individual advisors and
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counterparts seldom have control. Such measures reflect much more than the specific
behaviors and personal traits of advisors and counterparts and the outcomes of their
interactions.

Equitable

Third, the search was restricted to conceptions of proficiency that seemed
capable of providing equitable assessments. Attention was to be directed only to out-
comes for which it could be assumed that advisors had sufficient control that assessments
of their performance would be fair and accurate. Here again, a conception of proficiency
based upon unit readiness or improvements in readiness would, most likely, yield
invidious comparisons between personnel. A conception based on the number or rate of
successful changes introduced into the advised forces seemed also to run the risk of
leading to intrinsically unfair comparisons between personnel.

Informative

Fourth, but also related to the second specification, was the need to develop a
conception of proficiency that promised to yield insights into the conditions—personal
and situational—that tend to either promote or impede proficiency in the advisory role.
In this sense, the search was restricted to conceptions that promised to be productive of
information.

Feasible

Finally, candidate conceptions of proficiency were eliminated if there was
reason to believe that it was not feasible to devise means for collecting reasonably
accurate and reliable observations of instznces of proficiency.

Among the candidate conceptions dismissed for failure to satisfy this specifica-
tion was assessment in terms of money. Because the activities of nearly all advisors have
dollar consequences, at first glance money might appear to be the universal denominator
of proficiency. The more sophisticated concept of cost-effectiveness, while useful in the
analysis of other types of activities, does not seern feasible here. While it is relevant to
assessing advisory performance, and likely to represent the outcomes of interactions
between advisors and counterparts and to produce insights into the personal and
situational factors influencing it, a pilot study limited to logistics advisors indicated ‘bhat
few could accurately estimate the cost-effectiveness of their actions. Moreover, whiie
cost-effectiveness can easily be related to increments in the military capability of the
indigenous forces, there is little reason to believe (and some reason to disbelieve) that it
is related—either directly or indirectly—to increments in the support counterparts give to
the presence and policies of U.S. personnel.

Appropriateness of Concept to Characteristics of Advisory Job

The preceding five general specifications do not exhaust all features that are to be
desired in a conception of advisor proficiency. The additional problem remains of
attempting to isolate, from among the mytiad characteristics of advisors and counterparts,
a particular feature that both satisfies the preceding five specifications (especially rele-
vance to the basic MAP objectives) and is appropriate to the cardinal characteristics of
the advisory role or job.

A portion of the MAP II research sought to delineate the military advisor’s role in
terms of various characteristics of the work performed (1). Conclusions drawn provide an




empirical basis for distinguishing advisory from non-advisory roles. Among the cardinal
characteristics identified were the following:

Advisory objectives are heterogeneous. Data collected from advisors to the
Armies of the Republic of China and of Korea indicated that advisors differ significantly
in the ends they seek. Any attempt to define advisor proficiency must, at the outset,
take cognizance of this feature. Therefore, a conception based on comparisons between
advisors with regard to the changes they seek to make will yield only invidious compari-
sons. While advisors surely will succeed in inducing changes, the variation due to
differences in the nature of the changes sought makes this conception of proficiency
extremely difficult Lo operationalize.

Advisory obstacles are heterogeneous. Data collected indicated that advisors
differ significantly with regard to the nature of the circumstances that tend to impede
progress toward effecting the changes they seek. The implications of this fact for defining
advisor proficiency are essentially the same as those described above. Variation between
advisors in the inherent differences in the obstacles they face makes comparisons on the
skill and expertness displayed in overcoming obstacles a doubtful approach to conceiving
a workable definition of proficiency.

Advisors_depend upon counterparts. Evidence collected indicated that, in a
majority of cases, attainment of advisory objectives depended heavily upon the motiva.
tion, cooperation, and abilities ¢f counterparts to participate in making changes. Advisors
to the Republic of Korea Army credit counterparts with the accomplishment of about
50% of the work related to effecting the changes they sought. These advisors also
ascribed to counterparts responsibility for many of the obstacles encountered which, on
the average, retarded accomplishment of the changes for periods of three or more
months. The interdependence of advisors and counterparts is further evidenced by the
frequency with which, on the average, they meet to conduct their work. Thus, one of the
cardinal characteristics of the advisory role is the high degree of interdependence that
exists; depending upon whether the relationship is a cooperative one, it may facilitate or
impede achievement of advisory objectives.

This aspect of the advisory role is common and hence warranted consider-
ation as a possible area of advisor performance requiring skill and expertness. Whether the
interdependence evolves toward a positively synergistic relation or toward irreconcilable
antagonism may reflect differences between advisors in personal skills as well as situa-
tional factors. Because of the likely individual variation In expertness and its probable
consequences on attainment of advisory objectives, the search for a conception of
proficiency becomes more limited in scope.

Association with counterparts is a long-term matter. The most important
changes that advisors seek to make require time extending over large portions of the
normal tour of duty as advisor. Not uncommonly, the nature of the conditions which
advisors seek to change involves disagreements between them and their counterparts.
Thus, cne of the cardinal characteristics of the advisory role is the ability to manage the
disagreements in ways that do not lead to a complete rupture of association with the
counterpart, while simultaneously persisting toward achieving the changes sought. It is in
the nature of the advisory rocle that attention to these two aspects of the job must be
sustained over long periods of time. While this is perhaps not a feature that distinguishes
the advisory role from nonadvisory assignments, personnel may be expected to differ in
the expertness of their performance. Additionally, there is reason to believe that the
general level of expertness displayed can be controlled by means of personnel selection
techniques, programs of instruction, and local MAAG orientation programs and manage-
ment practices. )
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Conventional authority is limited. A feature of the advisory role that has
consequences for the attainment of MAP objectives is the fact that advisors normally
have command type responsibilities without command authority. Advisors and counter-
parts, while interdependent, are members of different military organizatiocns and usually
are not subject to a commonly recognized power capable of regulating disagreements
between them.

Because of the existence of two power structures rather than one, the
work of initiating, supporting, implementing, and evaluating changes tends to differ from
the work associated with non-advisory assignments where a single chain of command
authority exists. Moreover, the existence of the second power structure, which reflects
sometimes divergent cultural and national interests, and whose informal modes of opera-
tion are different and initially unknown to the advisor, tends to make the advisory role
ambiguous. Because of the uncertainties generated by these circumstances, the advisor
needs information from counterparts that cannot be obtained through exercise ol com-
mand authority. It r ' be assumed that prospective advisory personnel vary in their
abilities to adapt to the conditions of limited command authority and to develop
alternate and compensatory means of achieving their objectives.

Compensatory interpersonal influence is needed. Restricted in their power to
controi counterparts and events through the social conventions and prerogatives ncrmally
included under the concept of command authority, some advisors tend to open up new
channels of influence. Despite the fact that advisors are usually one or two ranks below
counterparts, the degree to which the relationship remains highly formalized and imper-
sonal tends (al least in Korea) to diminish, perhaps more than would relationships
betwzen American officers equally different in rank. Many advisors tend to personalize
the formal military relationship by not limiting their attention to the immediate and
specific requirements of the military problems upon which they must work together. To
compensate for the lack of command authority, the advisor must develop the relationship
with his counterpart so that the advisor’s part is as consonant with the general welfare
and needs of the counterpart as regulations, policies, and personal preferences allow. This
type of relationship can lead to an increased flow of information, a diminution in the
ambiguities of the assignment, better understanding of what is important to counterparts,
less resistance to recommendations, and possibly less defensive kinds of interactions.

Advisors who succeed in establishing relations to counterparts that promote
their willingness to continue working with advisors are—especially in view of their
different cultural backgrounds, languages, standards of living, and personal, organizational,
and national interests—demonstrating a type of skill that is important to the attainment
of MAP objectives.

Advisees are experts. Countserparts are, by virtue of their greater experience
within the host country, more knowledgeable than advisors with regard to a wide range
of factors against which advisors’ recommendations may be judged. Counterparts can use
their expertness either to promote or to frustrate the efforts of advisors depending, in
part, upon the extent to which the advisor recognizes their expertise.

Unusual opportunities are available. Advisory assignments offer opportunities to
experience a vanety of satisfactions not usually associated with assignments in the United
States. Counterparts may actively guide, encourage, and promote the advisor’s explora-
tions of his culture and country or exploit his ignorance of it; they may participate with
the advisor in recreational activities or reject invitations. They can affect the advisor’s
sense of fulfillment of his curiosity about the world as much as they can his sense of
having fulfilled his duties to the advisory role.

While each of the preceding eight statements is generally characteristic of the advisor
role, the development of a conception of proficiency requires sorting them into those
that (a) tend to distinguish between advisor and non-advisor roles, (b) isolate features of




the advisor role that simultaneously affect the achievement of MAP objectives and reflect
individual differences between personnel in skills, especially those that (c) are amenable
to control by the use of personnel selection procedures, programs of instruction, and
local MAAG management practices. Those features of the advisory role that fulfill these
requirements constitute a definition of proficiency.

In recapitulating the eight points it can be suid that:

(1) Advisors probably do not differ greatly from non-advisors in the variety of
changes, taken as a group, they seek to accomplish. An exception is that advisors might
seek a greater number of changes that involve the attitudes, motives, and values of
personnel upon whom the work depends.

(2) Advisors probably do not differ greatly from non-advisors with regard tc
the variety of obstacles they, as a group, encounter. An exception is the possibly greater
number of obstacles confronting advisors than non-advisors, arising from the fact that
advisors and counterparts less often agree on what will be dona, or when, how, and how
well it will be done.'

(3) Attainment of basic MAP objectives depends heavily upon the willingness
and ability of counterparts and advisors to reconcile differences, negotiate agreements,
and work cooperatively over substantial periods of time.

(4) Advisors must have the skills required to persist in effecting the changes
they deem essential while at the same time avoiding alienating counterparts who may not
fully agree with their judgments.

(5) While differences of opinion, judgment, and value that occur between
members of the same military organization are subject to reconciliation through the
exercise of a higher command authority, the advisory role differs greatly in this regard.
More often than non-advisors, advisors must be their own mediators and negotiators of
resolutions and agreements.

{6) Advisors’ success in contributing to the MAP objectives depends upon their
ability to recognize ways to personally promote their counterparts’ welfare; without that,
counterparts are unlikely to communicate freely and provide advisors the information
they need to reduce ithe ambiguity of their role and to plan knowledgeable courses of
action.

Thus, the role of the MAP advisor requires, to a greater extent than other military
roles, a high level of skill in managing differences between himself and his counterparts.
While advisors often cannot ignore differences between what they and counterparts regard
as important or necessary withoul jeopardizing MAP objectives, they cannot compel
agreements by exercise of command authority. Yet, they cannot simply insist upon the
rightness of their own views and the wrongness of their counterparts without the risk of
alienating the person whose cooperation is essential to achieving MAP objectives.

Thus, the fundamental feature of the advisor role is proficiency in managing
differences, either actual or potential, in ways that do not diminish, but rather increase,
the motivation of counterparts to continue communicating to and working with them. In
short, _roficient advisors are those who are successful in establishing cohesive relations to
counterparts. If counterparts seek to terminate and can successfully avuid contact with
advisors, advisors simply cannot perform the functions of their role, and cease being
advisors. If the particular changes being sought were of enough importance that they
must be made even though a counterpart will not participate, the advisor begins to
function in a role that is incompatible with the basic objectives of the MAP.

'The comparisons between advisors and non-advisors with respect to these features are
conjectural—no data bearing on these points exist.




Thus, the conception of proficiency that is most relevant to the advisory role, is
transactional in nature, and is likely to yield equitable comparisons between advisors
promises to provide comparisons between both personal and situational factors that
influence the establishment of cohesive relations, and thns the obtaining of information
conceming possible ways of controlling them. The concept must be such that it is
feasible to develop observational procedures for collecting and recording instances of
proficiency. Fundamentally, proficiency is defined in terms of the willingness of advisors
and counterparts to continue working together in the future.

Cohesiveness and Effectiveness

Examination of the cardinal characteristics of the advisor role shows tu- eppro-
priateness of defining proficiency in terms of the extent to which cohesive relations are
formed. Further justification for this conception of proficiency is to be found by
reviewing the kinds of conditions that influence the formation of cohesive relations, and
the effects that appear associated with cohesion. To the extent that these conditions and
effects are important to the MAP advisor role, they are properly included in any
canception and measure of proficiency.

McGrath and Altman (3), in their survey of the social-psychological liierature
concerning interpersonal relations in work groups, regard the following statements as
veridical and representative of the findings from numerous studies:

Interpersonal attraction among members of a group seems to be consistently and

positively associated with, and perhaps derived from, member perceptions of
their own and each others’ status, power and attitudes.

To pursue this question further, it appears that mutuality of perceptions, with
respect to the situation or tisk and not each other, is associated with member
attraction to one another and to the group. People are attracted to those who
they think like them, who they think have the same task orientations as they do,
who they are told like them (via any of a host of induced congeniality manipula-
tions), who they are told tc cooperate with rather than compete with, and so
forth. (pp. 6061)?

Thus the conditions that facilitate or inhibit the development of interpersonally
attractive (cohesive) relations are intrinsic to the advisor-counterpart type of relationship
and, because of different cultural backgrounds, not automatically likely to be mutually
shared. The adjustments, adaptations, accommodations, and working out of a modus
operandi required to achieve mutuality are likely to involve cognitive and behavioral skills
of interest to those seeking to develop proficiency. Some readers may, at this point,
acknowledge the relationships between cohesiveness and the antecedent conditions just
described. Many may also acknowledge that these factors are intrinsic to advisor-
counterpart relations. Some will, however, still question the appropriateness of a defini-
tion of proficiency in terms of cohesiveness. They will ask: What are the consequences of
developing or not developing cohesive relations to counterparts? What differences can be
expected?

McGrath and Altman (3) provide a summary answer to a similar question when
they state:

One of the results of high member attraction toward one another or toward the
group is an increased communication rate. People communicate with those they
like, and in doing so they show less aggressiveness and defensiveness, fewer
communication difficulties, and more attentiveness to others. [Italics added.|
Furthermore, positive interpersonal relations in the group are associated with

2J.E. McGiaih and I Allman. Small Group Research: A Synthesis and Critique of the Fieid, Holt,
Rinehsrt and Winston, Inc.,, New York, 1966 {3). This and the following quotation reprinted with
permission of the publisher.
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member perceptions that other members and the group as a whole are
performing well on the task. Thus, at this juncture, the picture indicates that
group members are attracted to others who are in desired positions or who have
desired skills, and these favored persons likewise are sttracted to the group; that
individuals like those who like them, are attracted to cooperative conditions, and
see congenial groups and their members as doing well on their jobs.

Unfortunately, the sequence ends at this point. The relationship between inter-
personal attraction per se and performance is quite unclear. Although there have
been few direct tests of this relationship, what data do exist suggest an equivocal
relationship. High member congeniality, cooperativeness, mutuality of liking, and
other similar indicators of high cohesion do not appear to bear a universally
positive relationship to performance.

Despite the fact that McGrath and Altman felt compelled, on the basis of their
review of experimental results, to conclude that *‘. .. indicators of high cohesion do not
appear to bear a universally positive relationship to performance,” their conclusion should
not be misconstrued to mean that a positive relationship cannot be expected from the
kinds of conditions under which advisors and counterparts interact. One of the singularly
important contributions of Fiedler (4) and his associates is their ability to conceptualize
the kinds of conditions under which one might or might not expect to find a positive
relationship between a measure of cohesion and measures of performance.

The basic assumption of Fiedler’s theory of leadership effectiveness is that it
depends upon the leader’s style of relating to, and the extent to which he can control,
those who perform the work, and the nature of the work. Each of these dependencies is
equally characteristic of advisor-counterpart relations and thus the relevance of leadership
role theory to the development of a conception of advisor proficiency. Often, two
different styles of leadership orientation are distinguished. Observers have generally
summarized the differences between the two styles in the following kinds of terms:

These clusters have been variously labeled as autocratic, authoritarian, task-
oriented, and initiating on the one hand versus democratic, equalitarian, permis-
sive, group-oriented, and considerate on the other. The leader can either take the
responsibility for making decisions and for directing the group members (‘I make
the plans and you carry them out™) or he can, to a greater or lesser extent, share
the decision-making and coordinating functions with the members of his group.
He can use the proverbial stick or the equally proverbial carrot for motivating his
members,

One of these is leadership style which is primarily task-oniented, which satisfies
the leader’s need to gain satisfaction from performing the task. The other is
primarily oriented toward attaining a position of prominence and toward
achieving good interpersonal relations. In terms of promoting group performance,
our data show that the task-oriented type of leadership style is more effeclive in
group situations which are either very favorable for the leader or which are very
unfavorable for the leader. The relationship-oriented leadership style is more
effective in situations which are intermediate in favorableness. Favorableness of
the situation is here defined as the degree to which the situation enables the
leader to exert influence over his group (4, p. 13).

Estimates of the power associated with the leader’s position relative to the work
group are obtained by means of a checklist of 18 items (see Appendix A). Items range
over behaviors such as worker’s reactions to compliments from the leader, his authority
to recommend punishments and rewards, and worker’s respect for his opinions, to his
abilities to complete the task being performed by the work group. When the MAP advisor
role is scored against the items in this checklist, it becomes apparent that advisors have
considerably less than maximum power. The leadership situation is much less favorable to
them than it is, for example, for their colleague who is commanding a U.S. unit where
leadership powers are greater.

3F.E. Fiedler. A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness, McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York,
1967, (4). Reprinted with the permission of the publisher.
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In the absence of norms against which to compare advisor groups in terms of their
power, precise comparisons are not possible. Yet, given the apparently large difference
between the probable degree of power possessed by advisors and the theoretically
possible maximum, it is possible to speculate on what this difference means and to draw
some tentative -~onclusions about the nature of the advisory role.

In contrast to leaders in positions of great power, leaders with little power have a
difficult job exerting the influence that is needed to obtain the performance they seek.
Indeed, their power may largely be spent attempting to establish themselves in a position
of continued influence over the workers. With the possible exception of advisors whom
counterparts clearly regard as contrclling the flow of funds, supplies, equipment, and
materiel, advisors tend to occupy positions of relatively little power.

Punishment, in the form of administering noxious conditions, almost never exists in
the advisor’s armamentarium. At most, punishment is a means of exerting influence over
counterparts only in the form of withholding or withdrawing conditions desired by
counterparts. The rewards available for advisors to use are also different from, and
perhaps less potent than, those customarily used by unit leaders within the U.S. military.
While it is conceivable that advisors can use the second form of reward, withdrawal of
noxious conditions, the underlying assumption of “friendship between allied nations”
with jealously guarded sovereign rights makes the initial application of noxious conditions
to counterparts unacceptable unless done indirectly in disguised and highly rationalized
form.

In sum, advisors, by virtue of the commodities they can grant, withhcld, or
withdraw from counterparts, have soime means by which to exert influence over their
counterparts’ performance. By virtue of their membership in a different organizational
power structure, they (except by invention) have few institutionalized forms of reward
and punishment with which to exert influence over counterparts. The limited amount of
power available to advisors would tend to suggest, given Fiedler’s general findings
concerning the most effective style of leadership for that condition, that advisors adopt a
task-oriented style when relating to counterparts. Other considerations. when examined,
temper that conclusion to an important degree.

Among the factors considered by Fiedler to dictate which style of leadership will be
most effective is the extent to which the tasks that are to be performed are structured or
unstructured. Task structure is defined, following the approach of Shaw and Blum (8), in
terms of four characteristics of the work: (a) the extent to which decisions are verifiable;
(b) the degree to which the work objectives are clearly understood by the workers;
(c) the different ways in which it is possible to achieve the same objectives; (d) the
number of different solutions that can all be regarded as correct in some sense. Where no
(or few) choices exist with regard to each of these four task characteristics, the task is
highly structured. Conversely, where there are many choices the task is highly
unstructured.

In general, at higher levels of military organization the tasks become less and less
structured. This is relevant when assessing the style of leadership most likely to be
effective in the advisor-counterpart type of relationship, because advisors typically find
themselves attempting to assist higher-ranking counterparts whose military positions
involve duties that are even less well structured than those the advisor has coped with in
the past.

Second, advisors and counterparts, because of their heteroculturai backgrounds, tend
to interact or coact under conditions of greater ambiguity than typically exist in
interactions with members of their own military organization and culture. They differ
from each other in language, modes of thought, customs, values, and personal as well as
national interests. These differences inflaie the number of choices that are likely to be
considered when attempting to define task objectives, identify the most suitable means,




evaluate the solutions, and verify the wisdom of the choices selected. Whereas a U.S. unit
commander can often safely ignore differences between himself and his work force by
realistically assuming a high degree of agreement, advisors cannot, without serious conse-
quences, ignore the many more significant differences that exist between them and their
counterparts. A large part of the work of an advisor consists of achieving agreements with
counterparts that reduce the ambiguity of their relationship and that create task
structures where none initially existed.

Finally, in the absence of a strong, commonly accepted command authority and in
the presence of conflicts of interests, needs, and priorities between advisors and counter-
parts, agreements are most susceptible to influence by judicious use of quid pro quos.* In
a sense, the world of the advisor and counterpart is based upon a barter type of
economy. The items of exchange may range from such intangibles as giving favored
attention to the personal preferences of counterparts to such tangibles as the host
govermment agreeing to participate in a particular military operation in support of a U.S.
policy in return for increased funds, supplies, equipment, and so forth.

Because advisors and counterparts are not directly subject to the control of a single
organization, cooperation between them tends to be more voluntary and less compelled
than it is between them and other members of their own organizations. What induces
cooperation is the optional granting or withholding of services and resources that gives to
these exchanges the status of being “favors.” Knowing what has to be given in order to
get what is wanted and reaching an accurate estimate of the value a counterpart places
upon the favor requires a degree of familiarity with the counterpart that is hardly ever a
consideration within U.S. military organizations. The acquisition of the required informa-
tion depends upon establishment of relations to counterparts that are marked by more
attentiveness to the preferences of the individual, less defensiveness, less aggressiveness,
and better communication. These characteristics are usually those associated with what is
termed “cohesiveness.”

If the preceding examination of the relationship between advisors and counterparts
is accurate and representative, then the choice of leadership style most likely to be
effective in the advisor role is somewhat easier to estimate. A need for the considerate,
interpersonal orientation toward counterparts is suggested by the unstructured nature of
advisory tasks, the heterocultural backgrounds against which advisors and counterparts
interact, and the necessity to reconcile differences and reach mutually acceptable agree-
ments. The relatively unfavorable position of advisors, with respect to their control over
counterparts, suggests a more task-oriented style could be more effective. Thus, the
analyses of the advisor role and its relationship to counterparts lead to the conclusion
that a style of leadership that emphasizes either of the two extremes will probably be less
effective than one that utilizes both approaches, depending upon circumstances. Evidence
supportive of this conclusion was obtained by Nayar, Touzard, and Summers (8) who
report that under conditions of negotiation between American and Indian students,
mediators who were moderate in their orientation were judged to have been more
effective than those who manifested more extreme styles.

On the other hand, Mitchell and Foa (9) report evidence that indicates that
American ROTC Special Forces students who took an interpersonal orientation toward
the job of leading a group of Asian (mostly Thai) students in the accomplishment of a
simulated construction job were more effective than leaders who were primarily task

4An historical and factually detailed account of the need to adopt a quid pro quo policy in
military advisory operations appears in United States Army in World War II, China-India-Burma Theater,
Stilwell’s Command Problems (8) and, in the companion volume, Time Runs Out in CBI (7), by C.F.
Romanus and R. Sunderland.
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oriented. In addition to completing the job in significantly less time, the interpersonally
oriented leaders were judged to have made significantly fewer cultural errors (actions
offensive to Thais) than the task-oriented leaders who had also received special training in
the ways of the Thai culture. Unfortunately, the American students were pre-selected in
order to eliminate all who were neither extremely task- or person-oriented leaders, so it is
not possible to compare the results of this study to that of Nayar, et al. (8).

What appears to emerge from these and other studies is the general impression that
Americans who reflect consideration for those people upon whom they depend for work
are more likely to accomplish the work than those who reflect concern only with the
work. Since limited evidence suggests that Americans with a mixed style of leadership
might, under some circumstances, succeed in leading their co-workers to higher levels of
performance, the firmest conclusion would seem to be that Americans who are predothi-
nantly task-oriented toward counterparts will be least likely to accomplish their mission.

Thus, the experimental literature suggests the appropriateness of conceivin, advisor
proficiency in terms of the cohesiveness that is achieved. Perhaps the clearest test of
cohesiveness is to determine the extent to which people who are currently working
together wish to continue or discontinue working together. These then were the factors
considered in deciding how to determine and measure proficiency when applied to the
role of the MAP advisor.

What remained to be decided were answers to two basic questions: What principles
and strategy could most likely be converted into a set of procedures for constructing an
instrument capable of registering variations in the proficiency with which advisors
achieved cohesive relations to counterparts? And what strategy would permit assessments
of the validity of the concept of proficiency and the instrumeni with which it was being
measured?

VALIDATION OF THE CONCEPT AND MEASURE OF ADVISOR PROFICIENCY

The fundamental aim of the proficiency concept adopted in this study was to
suggest a means for comparing individuals on a type of performance judged relevant to
attaining two basic objectives of the MAP. For reasons given previously, it was not the
aim to make direct measurements of the degree to which individuals accomplished those
specific objectives. The fact that an intermediate conception of proficiency is being used,
one for which it has not been possible to establish direct relations to measurable
characteristics of the ultimate conceptions, requires that the validation of the immediate
conception be accomplished indirectly (see Figure 3).

The validity of the conception of proficiency that was adopted for experimental
study has been argued on the grounds that it was the most feasible one o use, given the
characteristics of the advisor-counterpart type of relationship and results based upon the
laboratorv work of others. This section is addressed to the question: How can it be
determined empirically whether the means by which this conception of proficiency is
measured is a good substitute for direct obhservaiions of the actual performance of
advisors and counterparts?

The general strategy consisted of a search for relationships between characteristics of
individual advisors and counterparts (who, how, what) and their positions with regard to
estimates of proficiency (see Figure 3). Relationships were then examined and patterns
sought that could be judged for consistency with attainment of the Program’s objectives.
Several different tactics were used to make the comparisons needed for an overall
estimate of the validity of the concept and the assessment device.

One estimate of the device validity was made by reference to its contents. Validity,
in this sense, depends upon determining the extent to which responses to the items are
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representative of, or are believed to be related to, those acts that are of ultimate concern.
Thus, an effort was made to construct, pretest, and select for inclusion iterns likely to
discriminate between people who did and did not wish to continue working together. The
items finally selected to form the proficiency measure, therefore, constit an opera-
tional definition of the extent to which advisors establish cohesive relation. to counter-
parts and vice versa. The observance of responses to the items in the cecklist is a
substitute for observing what advisors and counterparts would do if they were in reality
offered an opportunity to choose between continuing to work together or terminating
the relationship.

Estimates of the validity of the measurement tool were also obtained by determining
whether empirical relationships existed where logical relationships were expected. These
basic operations define the construct validity of the device. Estimates of the validity with
which the assessments were measuring cohesiveness were made by testing whether the
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proficiency scores were significantly related to two variables that seemed to be ante-
cedent conditions likely to influence the development of cohesive advisor-counterpart
relations.

Two basic categories of antecedent conditions vere examined. First, the personal
traits of advisors and counterparts were examined to determine whether they related to
the estimates of proficiency that were collected (“Who” in Figure 3). Second, informa-
tion conceming “How’’ advisors and counterparts enacted their respective roles was
collected (Figwe 3). Data collection techniques suitable to recording advisors’ and
counterparts’ judgments about the possible influence of these conditions on the develop-
ment .of cohesiveness were constructed, administered, scored, and tested for relationships
to scores derived from the mesasure of proficiency.

‘These particular characteristics of advisors and counterparts were, additionally,
chosen for inclusion in the study because, even if they were found to be unrelated to the
experimental conception of proficiency, the information could still have valuable impli-
cations for the selection, training, and management of advisors.

Validity tests of a third type were made by determining what relationships existed
between the proficiency scores and reports conceming a number of characteristics more
directly related to the work activities of advisors and counterparts (““What”’ in Figure 3).
To the extent that it seems reasonable to view as valid reports from advisors and
counterparts conceming the kinds of work-related activities they engaged in, these tests
for relationships to proficiency scores may be regarded as yielding estimates of the
criterion-related wvalidity of the device. Because of the exploratory nature of the study
and the desirability of wide samppling of the perceptions and judgments of advisors and
counterparts concerning various aspects of their participation in the MAP, specific
hypotheses were not constructed prior to the collection, testing, or interpretation of
these results.

For the most part, the information used to estimate the cnterion validity of the
proficiency scores was selected on the assumption that it would help to reach a decision
on how much those scores tended to vary as a function of how different advisors and
counterparts conducted their work and social relations.

Additionally, ivpes of information were collected from advisors and counterparts for
which there were no indications of relaticnship to the proficiency scores. Such informa-
tion serves the function—depending upon whether it is related to the scores—of helping to
define the kinds of variebles that may influence judgments of proficiency. Just as it is
desirable to attempt to determine the conditions that affect development of cohesive
relations, so too there is value in attempting to discern those factors that do not affect
them. These can then be dismissed in any effo-t to systematically increase the proficiency
of advisors. The information that was collected to serve this function is essentially of a
biographical nature.

Given the exploratory character of the study and the irability to gain a high level of
control over the phenomena being studied, the strategy of collecting multiple types of
data and drawing an overal. conclusion on the basis of multiple tests seemed best suited
to the conditions of the work. The approach is consonant with the methodological
dictum that “The most persuasive evidence comes through a triangulation of measure-
ment processes” (10) and the elaboration on it to the effect that “If a proposition can
survive the onslaught of a series of imperfect measures, with all their irrelevant error,
confidence should be placed on it, [for] once a proposition has been confirmed by two
or more independent measurement processes, the uncertainty of its interpretation is
greatly reduced.”

b
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Translation of the plan into procedures with which to collect data relevant to the
concepts invoked and with which to test the propositions began with the development of
several data collection techniques.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE DATA COLLECTION TECHNIQUES

The major focus of attention in this section is upon the -specific details of the
several steps in the development of the technique by which estimates of advisor-
coun‘t.erpart proficiency were obtained.

Measuring Job Characteristics and Counterpart Participation

The purpose of the Advisors’ Task Objectives Questionneire (ATOQ) was to give
advisors an opportunity to record certain characteristics of themselves and the work in
which they were engaged. That information was needed to determine which, if any,
biographical characteristics and work features might appear to influence estimates of
proficiency. An earlier version of this questionnaire had been administered to a sample
who, in 1965, were serving as advisors to counterparts in the Republic of China Army.®

- The items making up the ATOQ® covered three general types of content. Bio-
graphical information conceming the advisor’s age, rank, time in present assignment,
previous advisory assignments and so forth were collected. Job information, especially the
most important change that he had sought to effect through a particular counterpart and
the kinds of obstacles he had encountered, was collected. These items included time
taken to effect the change, the effects of the obstacles on accomplishment of the
changes, the advisor’s judgment about who held certain responsibilities and estimates of
time spent with the counterpart. Information concerning the advisor’s perception of the
counterpart’s participation in the work defined the third content area, and included the
advisor’s judgment about the proportion of the work done by the counterpart to
accomplish the changes, the counterpart’s qualifications to participate in the work, and
his effectiveness.

The forraat of the ATOQ consisted largely of multiple-choice items with instructions
to the advisor to select the most appropriate altemative. However, in order to stimulate
his thinking about the most important change that he had sought to make, the obstacles
that he had encountered, and the characteristics of the principal counterpart with whom
and through whom he was working, he was first asked to write a statement describing the
changes and obstacles. He then used a prepared classification system to code the
information Le had recorded.

Scoring .f the ATOQ was done on & single item basis; no total score was computed.
Most of the items were scored to provide an estimate of central tendency. Means,
medians, and frequency distributions were most often used, although a number of

$For presentation of thos« results the reeder is referred to HumRRO TR 65-5 (11).

¢ The present report us:s selected portions of the data obtained from the ATOQ for analytical
purposes. For a normative description of advisors who completed the ATOQ on the basis of their work
in Korea, see the first report in the MAP series, HumRRO TR 69-15 (1).
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inferential statistical tests were performed to make comparisons between information
obtained from two items. Thus, the informaticn ccllected by means of the ATOQ was
primarily intended to establish a normative description of the work-related characteristics
of the advisory role. ATOQ information used in this report is analyzed only .o determine
what characteristics of the work may appear related to proficiency.

Measuring Interpersonal Attraction

The purpose of the co-worker personsal trait preference ratings was to obtain
measures of interpersonal attraction and to identify similarities and differences between
advisors and counterparts with regard to the ; .rsonal traits they used to discriminate
between co-workers with whom they did or did not prefer to work. Those comparisons
are described and the results presented in the second report of the MAP II series (2). The
immediate relevance of measures of interpersonal attraction to assessing the validity of
the experimental device with which to obtain assessments of proficiency has been
described in the section outlining the research plan. The present report uses both
currently interacting advisors’ and counterparts’ descriptions of one another on the trait
scales and those descriptions relative to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred
co-workers. Tests are performed to determine whether proficiency scores are related to
variations in these characteristics. !

This data collection device consists of 40 pairs of bipolar adjectives that are
descriptive of persons. A majority of the pairs selected for inclusion in the device were
obtained through administration to a pilot sample of advisors and counterparts of a set of
incomplete sentences. Advisors received incomplete sentences in which a ‘“‘counterpart”
was the subject to be qualified by completing the sentence. Counterparts received
sentences requiring them to add qualifiers to the concept of “‘an advisor.”” From the total
pool of qualifiers thus collected, those that occurred most often were selected; some
traits occurring less frequently were included to expand the range of characteristics
covered. The final list of pairs of traits was augmented by means of selecting trait pairs
commonly used in studies of interpersonal perception as conducted and reported by
other researchers.

The format used to collect descriptions of the persona! traits of co-workers is the
one commonly used by Osgood et al. (12). It consists of a seven-point scale, each end of
which is defined by one member of the bipolar set of adjectives. The respondent
indicates the extent to which the person being rated displays the trait by varying the
location along the scale where he places an X.

Each advisor selected the one counterpart with whom and through whom he worked
to accomplish the most important change he sought to make, and described him in terms
of the 40 trait scales. Each counterpart who had been described was, in turn, requested
to describe that advisor in terms of the 40 trait scales that had been translated into
Korean. Additionally, each sdvisor and counterpart described by means of the scales
persons whom they had known who fell into each of the following four categories:
““most-preferred American,” ‘“most.preferred Korean,” “least-prefer1 1 American,” and
““least-preferred Korean.”

Comparisons were made between the mean individual trait scale ratings advisors and
counterparts assigned to each other and to the four types of co-worker concepts.
Comparisons were also drawn between the factor analytic dimensions that emerged from
the ratings of advisors and counterparts. Those results appear in the second report in the
MAP II series (2). The present study is limited to testing these data for relationships to
the proficiency scores collected.
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Measuring Critical Rote Behaviors

The purpose of the Critical Role Behaviors Inventories was to identify specific
behaviors, normally occurring while performing advisor and counterpart duties, that were
judged by advisors and/or counterparts to be critically important to the fulfillment of
their respective roles. Information obtained by means of the inventories is analyzed in
this report to determine whether variations in fulfillment of advisors’ and counterparts’
conceptions of each other’s roles appears to influence scores from the experimental
measure of proficiency.

Two behavioral inventories were constructed. One, the Counterpart Behavioral Inven-
tory (CBI), consists of 67 items descriptive of behaviots of counterparts observed and
reported by advisors. The other, the Advisor Behavioral Invertory (ABI), consists of 124
behaviors of advisors observed and reported by counterparts. These descriptions were
obtained through interviews with advisors and counterparts in which each was asked:
“Please think back over the experiences with your present KMAG advisor [or present
counterpart] and let me ask you some questions about them. First, try to recall a time
when you felt that your present advisor [counterpart] behaved in a way which you
thought was highly commendable. Try to remember the circumstances under which it
happened and explain what it was about the advisor {counterpart] that impressed you so
favorably.”

After this question had been answered, a parallel question was asked which differed
from the first only in that “‘unfavorable impression’ was substituted for ‘‘favorable
impression” and “commendable.”” Statements illustrative of the contents of the
inventories are:

My advisor has nonconcurrea with ROKA plans and requests.

My advisor has tried to find out what I or my superior needed and then has done
his best to obtain whatever was needed.

My counterpart has failed to inform me of conditions about which I expected to
be informed.

My counterpart has voluntarily taken actions that go beyond routine procedures,
when those have proven inadequate, ir order to accomplish his mission.

From the entire pool of statements, redundant descriptions were eliminated and the
remainder put into inventory format. The format required advisors to compare the
behavior of a particular counterpart (the one with and through whom they had been
working to effect the changes they sought) to those behaviors described ir the inventory
and to indicate (a) how often the counterpart behaved as described in the item, (b) how
often the advisor thought this behavior should occur, and (c) how important he thought
the behavior to be. Counterparts then made the comparison for the specific advisor who
had previously described them. Comparisons were made by means of the 124 descriptions
of behaviors that appeared in the inventory of advisor behaviors, with the same three
judgments made about each item,

Scores from individual item tabulations are described and discussed in the second
report in the MAP II (2) series. For the purpose of this report a diiferent scoring
procedure was adopted to determ.ae relationships between advisors’ and counterparts’
j- :ments concerning the adequacy of each other’s role enactments and their estimates of
overall proficiency.

Total scores, based upon all responses to all items in the respective inventories, were
computed for each advisor and each counterpart. Individual responses to each item were
compared to determine whether the rater was indicacing that the person being judged
should, in his opinion, display the kind of bel.avior described by the item more often or
less often, or nced make no change. The freauency with which each of these three
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outcomes occurred for each rater was then converted to percentage of total items
completed. The percentage of ““no change” responses is interpreted as an estimate of the
rater’s satisfaction with his advisor’s or counterpart’s role performance, while ‘“‘more
often” a1 1 ““less often” ave interpreted as estimates of dissatisfaction.

Measuring Proficiency: An Experimental h.aasure of Cohesiveness

The purpose of the data collection device described here was to obtain observations
intended to satisly the aims set forth in the earlier section on the development of a
rationale for an approach to assessing the proficiency with which advisors and counter-
parts interacted. Essentially this required the construction of a technique with which to
obtain responses from advisors and counterparts that would permit identifying and
quantifying individual differences between them with regard to their willingness to
continue to work together. Ease of administratic~. and scoring recommended the use of a
paper-and-pencil format. Two forms were constructed, one for advisors’ reactions to
counterparts and the other for counterparts’ reactions to advisors. The scores obtained
from the device were referred to as an estimate of Proficient Advisor-Counterpart
Transactions, and called “PACT" scores. (PACT forms are presented in Appendix B.)

Development of Item Content

The basic strategy in developing the PACT was to conceive of situations in
which an advisor {(or counterpart) could make a choice that would have implications for
the continuance or termination of their relationship. Three specifications served to
discriminate between item contents that might or might not accomplish this aim:

First, it was desirable that the items represent a sampling of the types of
situations that advisors and counterparts would consider it reasonable to expect in advisor
and counterpart roles. Thus, one item states, “If I met my present counterpart’s superior
officer, I would find it difficult to say anything good about my counterpart.” To the
extent that this specification was achieved, the PACT scores should be interpreted as
reflecting reactions to a relatively specific set of situations, a specific individuai, and not
generalized beyond them.

Second, the item content was limited to declarative statements descriptive
of ways in which an advisor (or counterpart) would react to the situation. Respondents
were forced, by means of dichotomous response alternatives provided (agree-disagree), to
make a choice. By controlling the content of the items, whether reflecting a favorable or
unfaverable predisposition toward the counterpart (or advisor in the counterpart form), a
basis is formed from which to make inferences concerning the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together.

Third, an attempt was made to write items that sampled a range of
cxpressions of approval and disapproval from which inferences concerning their willing-
ness to work together could be made. Illustrative of a possibly mild degree of disapproval
is the item, ‘I have met some counterparts with whom I would much more prefer to
work than my present counterpart,” while a stronger expression of disapproval might be
illustrated by the item, “‘I will feel very relieved if my present counterpart is transferred
to a position to which I will not serve as his advisor.” By varying the levels of approval
stated in the items, it was hoped to detect more differences between individual advisors
and counterparts and thereby increase the variance to be related to the scores derived
from the measures of role performance, trait preferences, and work-related characteristics.

Additionally, it was judged desirable to anticipate and attempt to control,
through counterbalancing, the effects of possible response sets. Thus, an original pool of
items was written to include statements of willingness and of unwillingness to continue
working together. Second, the response alternatives (agree-disagree) were systematically
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varied so that agreements with items did not invariably imply a willingness nor disagree-
ment always imply a lack of willingness. The objective of the counterbalancing was to
minimize the possible contribution of response sets to the total scores computed. To
achieve a maximum total score, respondents had to endorse the negatively phrased items
with disagreements and the afiirmatively pbrased items with agreements. The opposite
relations would be required to earn a minimum score.

Pre-Testing and Selection of Items

A pool of 40 candidate items, suitable for administration to advisors, were
written and, with adjustments to make them appropriate for administration to counter-
parts, translated into Korean. Samples of approximately 30 advisors and 30 ROKA
personnel who had had experience with advisors were administered the respective PACT
forms with instructions to mentally identify either an advisor, in the case of counterparts,
or a counterpart, in the case of advisors, with whom they either liked or disliked
working. They then were requested to respond to each of the 40 items on the basis of
how they would have reacted to that person with regard to the choices demanded by the
items. For each item, a two-by-two contingency table was set up and the power of the
item to discriminate significantly between the liked and disliked co-workers tested by
means of Fisher’s Exact Test. Items failing to discriminate at the 5% level of significance
were rejected and, from the remainder, 20 items were selected that appeared to best
satisfy the specifications.

DATA SOURCE

Copies of each of the several questionnaire materials were distributed, in the summer
and fall of 1966, to approximately 70% of the Army personnel assigned to the Korea
Military Assistance Group (KMAG) who were functioning as advisors to counterparts in
the Republic of Korea Army.

Operational Context

KMAG is a major subordinate command of the Eighth United States Army, and its
organization parallels that of the Republic of Korea Army (ROKA). The Chief of Staff
and principal personnel within ROKA headquarters are advised by the Chief, KMAG, and
his general and special staffs. By means of permanent detachments, KMAG’s advisory
functions are extended to include the headquarters and elements subordinate to both the
First and Second Republic of Korea armies.

The mission of KMAG personnel is to advise and instruct ROKA on operations,
tactical and technical training, supply, organization, and administration; advise the Chief
of Staff, ROKA, on matters pertaining to programing and budgeting for U.S. military aid
on the ROKA local currency budget; supervise the receipt, storage, distribution, mainte-
nance, evacuation, and salvage of materiel and equipment delivered to ROKA under the
Military Assistance Prograimn; verify within capability proper utilization of military aid
furnished by the United States to ROKA in the form of supplies, materials, and
equipment; program for material to be furnished ROKA through the MAP, and maintain
necessary records; advise the Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army, and Chief of Staff,
ROKA, and subordinate elements directly under the operational control of Eighth U.S.
Army Headquarters, in matters affecting implementation of orders and directives of the
Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army and in matters pertaining to operational respon-
sibilities for which the Commanding General, Eighth U.S. Army, is charged.”

7A more detailed description of the organization of KMAG and its relationship to ROKA may be
found in Country Study: Republic of Korea (13).
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Selection of the Samples

An initial sample of advisors was chosen by selecting every third name in the roster
of KMAG officer personnel. Because of an unexpected high rate of early reassignments,
plus the normal turnover of personnel and departures from the Command, a second
sample was chosen by commencing at a different point in the roster and proceeding
through it.

The selection of counterparts for inclusion in the survey was accomplished by means
of information supplied by advisors. They were requested, as part of their completion of
the ATOQ, to identify the name, rank, position, and address of the one counterpart with
whom and through whom they had worked in an effort to accomplish the single most
important set of changes sought through advisory means. Because of the dispatch of
ROKA forces to South Vietnam during this period an unexpected attrition in the sample
occurred. Unlike the results described in earlier reports, where some questions of interest
could be answered on the basis of information provided by unpaired samples of advisors
and counterparts, the present report is limited to the analysis and discussion of observa-
tions collected from 51 identifiable pairs of advisors and counterparts. Thus, the size of
the samples of observations upon which this report is based is approximately one-half of
those upon which earlier reports were based.

In all cases, directives and command letters accompanied the questionnaire materials
which were delivered from and retumed to the U.S. Army Research Unit, Korea, by
means of the Military Advisory Group postal system and the ROKA Army Message
Center. Participants in the study, both advisors and counterparts, were assured in writing
that their personal identity would not be associated with any public record of the results.

Biographical Characteristics

The samples of advisors and counterparts who provided the information are
compared with respect to age and rank in Table 1. Advisors and counterparts proved to
be quite similar in age distribution. The average advisor was 41 years old, his counterpart
38, at the time of the study. The average advisor held the rank of Major, the average
counterpart the rank of Colonel.

Table 1

Age and Rank of
Advisors and Counterparts

:\rl'\isor\ CCounterparts
Characleristics A =il A=l
Mean D Mean b1}l
Age 1t 8 38 i
Rank MAJ Col. Col, MG
cer cPT

Fifty percent of the advisors reported having completed 13 or more months of their
present tour with KMAG (Table 2). For a majority of the advisors their present tour in
Korea was their first assignment that involved advising foreign military personnel. Only
10% of the advisors reported having had one or more previous MAP advisory assignments.
About 20% of the respondents indicated that they had had duties that included advising
foreign military personnel, but these assignments were not implementations of the
Military Assistance Program. For advisors who did report having had previous assignments
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Table 2

Military Assistance Program Experience Indicators

Advisors Counterparts
Experience Indicators
Mean sh .\Iean_[ SD
Moaths in KMAG (Current tour) = 13 7
Months spent with foreign
nationals® 31 27 34¢ 33
Duty time advisingd 70% 23 10%¢ 9

Reporting prior MAP experiencef 10%

Reporting prior non-MAP
advisory experience® 20%

Total number previous advisorsh 1 10

Questionnaire Scource:
AATOQ 7a (¥ = 351)
"ATOQ 10 (¥ = 19)
“ABI-V-10 (V¥ = 46)
4ATOQ 6a (V¥ = 5

<ABI-¥-5b (N = 40)
fATOQ B (V= 5D)
EATOQ 9 (N = 51)
hABI-V-11 () = 49)

0]
g

that involved advising foreign nationals, their estimates of their total length of experience
averaged about 31 months.

In contrast, all of the counterparts reported having had American advisors assigned
to them, with the average counterpart reporting having worked with about 11 different
advisors in the past for an average of about 34 months (Table 2). In addition, a majority
of the counterparts who participated in the study reported having been to the United
States {most of them to attend school) where they remained, on the average, for about
10 months (Table 3). Advisors reported spending an average of about 70% of their time
on MAP matters (Table 2). In contrast, none of the counterparts reported spending more
than 50% of their time meeting with KMAG advisors. Counterparts, on the average,
reported spending about 8% of their duty time on MAP-related activities.

Table 3

Time Spent by Counterparts in the United States

Percent Months
Question AY Question N

Yes No Mean sbh

Have you ever spent
any time in the
['nited States?

Number of months
spent in the
Gnited States.

(ABI-V-6) a7 87 13 (ABI-V-T) 41 10 T
Have you ever How many months
studied at an did vou attend
Amertcan military school in the
or civilian school United States?
in the [nited (ABI-V-9) 40 12 16
States? {ABE-V-8) +1 88 12
24
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STATISTICAL TREATMENT OF THE DATA

Answers to two basic kinds of questions were obtained by application of a variety
of statistical techniques to the data. The first set of questions concerned the reliability of
the PACT scores obtained from advisors and counterparts. Since the specifications
followed in the construction of PACT items and the pilot testing conducted to select
items were directed toward achieving a homogeneous measure of cohesiveness, the
reliabilities of the advisor and counterpart forms were computed by means of Hoyt’s
estimate of internal consistency as obtained from analysis of variance (14).

Once it was determined that the PACT scores were highly reliable, the reliabilities of
the other sources of data were not tested. Thus, to the extent that significant relation-
ships between these other data and the PACT scores were found, a basis for assuming a
significant degree of reliability for the remaining measures was established. Where signifi-
cant relationships between PACT scores and the other instruments did not materialize,
the absence of relationship cannot be interpreted because of the possibility it is due to a
lack of reliability in the second set of scores.

The second general set of questions were all concerned with attempts to achieve an
overall estimate of the validity of the PACT scores. The several types of validity
previously outlined were estimated by means of several statistical techniques. The content
validity of the PACT scores was judged by separately factor analyzing the intercor-
relations between the 20 items within each PACT form. Individual’s factor scores were
computed and correlated with their total PACT scores to identify those factors con-
tributing most to the total scores. The construct validity of the PACT scores was tested
by factor analyzing the Interpersonal Attraction scores, computing factor scores and
correlating them with total PACT scores. Separate factor analyses were performed on
data obtained from advisors and counterparts and the pair of factor solutions compared
by means of the formula for measuring the degree of factorial similarity (15). Corre-
lations between individual trait scales and the PACT scores are also reported.

Construct validity was also tested by means of computing product-moment corrz-
lations between individual total PACT scores and the three subtotal scores, previously
described, based upon advisors’ and counterparts’ expressions of satisfaction concerning
the ways in which the respective roles had been enacted. Finally, criterion validity was
estimated by means of numercus tests of the significance of differences between mean
PACT scores that resulted when the PACT scores were classified according to known
differences between advisors and counterparts concerning various characteristics of their
work objectives and interaction characteristics.

Criterion validity, as used here, is estimated by determining the capacity of the
PACT scores to reflect differences between advisors and counterparts with respect to job
characteristics thought to be related to the achievement of one or both of the basic
objectives of the MAP. Unlike the validity estimates based upon predictions from
consideration of relationships between cohesiveness, interpersonal attraction, and critical
role behaviors, the estimates of criterion validity are more in the nature of a search for
possible relations than a test of predicted relations.
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RESULTS

RELIABILITY OF PACT SCORES

Frequency distributions of the PACT scores given by the paired samples of advisors
and counterparts are shown in Table 4. Each distribution is highly skewed toward
maximum scores, although the distribution of counterpart scores is much less skewed

Table 4

PACT Score Frequency Distributions?

Paired Samples
Advisors Counterparts
PACT Scote (N =51) (N=5D
f/ [Percem f ‘[PE rcent
20 25 49 14 27
19 10 20 6 12
18 4 8 9 18
17 3 6 9 18
16 2 1 4 8
15 0 0
11 0 0
13 1 2 1 2
12 1 2 1 2
11 0 0
10 1 2 1 2
9 0 0
8 0 1 2
7 Q 0
6 2 3 0
S 0 1 2
4 0 0
3 1 2 1 2
2 0 2 4
1 1 2 0
0 0 1 2
Mean 17.5 16.2
Standard
Deviation 3.9 5.3

2k requency distributions of PACT scores
given by all respondents (paired plus unpaired
samples are located in Appendix L),
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than those given by advisors. Consequently, the average advisor scores (means and
medians) are higher than those obtained from counterparts. Since advisors and counter-
parts received different items it is inappropriate to conclude, solely on the basis of these
distributions, that they expressed different degrees of cohesiveness.

The present distributions suggest that, in its present stage of development and form,
the measure tends only to separate the very highly cohesive from the very non-cohesive,
with the former apparently outnumbering the latter to a great extent. A possible
inference from the appearance of a small percentage of extremely low scores from both
advisors and counterparts is that some members of both groups are sufficiently dis-
satisfied with each other that the opportunity to record those feelings was taken despite
possible conflict with cultural values, imagined risks, and repercussions.

These characteristics of the distributons of PACT scores, especially the relatively
small proportion of low scores, should be considered when attempting to interpret the
comparisons and tests made throughout the remainder of the report.

Before attempting to interpret the meaning of the PACT scores, it is essential to
estimate their reliabilities. Analysis of variance estimates, based upon the small samples of
only the paired groups, are shown in Tables 5 and 6. Both tests yield high and nearly
identical coefficients indicative of substantial internal consistency of the items. Thus,
where subsequent tests of the validity of the PACT scores fail to yield significant
relationships, the failures cannot be ascribed to lack of reliability inherent to the PACT

Table 5

Reliability of PACT Scores Counterparts
Gave to Advisors

Source 1 af L s L F

Between Subjects 50 1.38 18.24
Between ltems 19 37 10.16
Residual 950 .08

Total 1019

Reliability = .95

Table 6

Reliability of PACT Scores Advisors
Gave to Counterparts

Scurce r df i M= ! Id
Between Subjects 50 1.04 19.64
Between ltems 19 36 6.7}
Residual 950 05

Total 1019

Reliability = .93
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scores. Whether the two coefficients can be interpreted as representing equal degrees of
similarity between the contents of the two forms of the PACT is a question that the
present test does not answer; that assessment requires a different ststistical procedure.

RECIPROCATION OF PACT SCORES

Given the very high reliabilities of the PACT score distributions, it becomes
meaningful to inquire and determinc ine extent to which advisors and counterp.ts
reciprocate, by means of those scores, similar or different degrees of willingness to
continue working together. That is, do the PACT scores reflect only potential adhesive-
ness or actual cohesiveness?

Examination of the scatterplot based upon the 51 points defined by absolute PACT
score values pairs of advisors and counterparts gave to one another indicates that
reciprocation occurs in about 65% of the cases observed.® Fifty-nine percent of the
advisors who gave PACT scores above the mean of their distribution in turn received
from counterparts PACT scores above the mean of their distribution. Six percent of the
advisors who gave PACT scores below the mean of their distribution in turn received
from counterparts PACT scores below the mean of their distribution. The remaining 35%
of the cases were not reciprocated, when reciprocation is defined in terms of pairs of
PACT scores both being above or below the mean score for the respective distributions.
Almost identical results are obtained when the median, rather than the mean, is used as a
cutting point. About 20% of the advisors gave above-average PACT scores to their
counterparts, but received below-average PACT scores from them. About 15% of the
counterparts gave above-average PACT scores to their advisors, but received below-average
scores from them. The degree to which high scores given were not reciprocated is,
therefore, quite similar between advisors and counterparts. Thus, nearly two-thirds of the
cases studied indicate that the PACT method does roughly measure cohesiveness, while
the remaining one-third indicate that it measures only a unilateral potential for cohesive-
ness.
Because Work Unit MAP Il was a first effort to develop an experimentally useful
conception of and method with which to assess proficiency, tests designed to isolate the
factors contributing to or against reciprocation were not performed. Instead, attention
was directed toward estimating the ways in which the PACT scores were or were not
valid indicators of the willingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working
together, and the probable relations of the scores to the ultimate objectives of the MAP.
However, as a by-product of these tests certain results were obtained that suggest some of
the factors that may influence the extent to which PACT scores are reciprocated. These
leads are primarily useful as a basis for designing studies aimed at pinpointing the
conditions and charactenistics that do and do not affect the degree of reciprocation
achieved.

8 A natural gap occurs in both distributions at the interval defined by scores of 14 and 15. If
reciprocation is defined in terms of pairs of scores being above or below this gap, then the estimate of
reciprocation changes. Specifically, the percentage of high PACT scores reciprocated increases to about
72%, while the percentage of low scores reciprocated decreases to about 4%. Necessarily, the percentage
of advisors giving high PACT scores, but receiving low ones, declines to about 14%. Correspondingly, the
percentage of counterparts giving high PACT scores. but receiving low ones, shrinks to about 10%. It
seems reasonable to regard this definition of reciprocation ae yielding an upper estimate and that defined
in terms of the mean or median of the distributions as yieidiny a lower and more conservative estimate.
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PACT SCORE VALIDITY

This section of the report commences the attempt to appraise the extent to which
the PACT scores can be regarded as estimates of the willingness of advisors and
counterparts to continue working together. The PACT items are first examined and
compared to assess the similarity of thein contents and formal structural characteristics.
Following a characterization of the properties of the PACT scores, tests related to
determining the construct and criterion-related validity of the scores are described.

Content Validity

Two basic questions are relevant to reaching a judgment concerning the content
validity of the PACT scores. First, to what extent do the contents of the items appear to
sample variations in the decision to continue working together and, second, to what
extent are the PACT scores given by advisors to counterparts similar to those given by
counterparts to advisors?

Since the first question can be answered, in part, by subjectively comparing the
items to previously presented information =uwout the advisor and counterpart roles and
the conditions under which they occur, \i.¢ “eader may appraise this aspect of the item
contents for himself. However, wider agreement with regard to a conclusion conceming
the content validity of the PACT scores is more likely to be achieved if based upon more
objectively performed comparisons.

The pretest procedure used to select items for inclusion in the final PACT forms
resulted in only 14 of the 20 items being mere translations of each other. Thus 30% of
the items in the two forms differ in literal characteristics. Whether these literal dif-
ferences introduced fundamentally different contents will be examined. Second, variation
does exist between the two forms with regard to the formal or structural properties of
the items. The counterparts’ form, compared to the advisors’ contained a larger pro-
portion (11 vs. 8) of affirmative items to which an ‘“‘agree’ response contributed to a
Jarger total score. Consequently, because both forms contained the same number of
items, the advisor form contained a greater proportion of negatively phrased items to
which a “‘disagreement” response was required to contribute to a larger total score. Thus
if, because of their different backgrounds, counterparts are more acquiescent than
Amerzican advisors they should have tended, on the average, to give more favorable
responses to advisors than vice versa. The distributions of scores (Table 7) tend not to
support this interpretation. The differences tend more to support the opposite con-
clusion, assuming that each item contributes equally to the total score. The assumption is
testable and the results that are later described indicate thet these variations have
relatively minor influence upon the total scores.

While the method by which PACT items were constructed and selected was designed
to achieve high internal consistency of content, statistical tests were subsequently per-
formed to assess the extent to which this was accomplished. The tests consisted of
computing intercorrelations (phi coefficients) between the 20 items within each form,
separately factor analyzing the two matrices by means of the Principal Axes Method
followed by rotation of the Varimax criterion, and computing individual factor scores.
The extent to which total scores derived from the two PACT forms were reflecting
similar or different factors was estimated by computing the correlation between total
scores with factor scores. The number of rotated factors extracted from the advisor and
counterpart forms fogether with the correlation between each and PACT factor scores are
presented in Table 7. (See Appendix D for com; lete rotated factor loading matrices.)

Before discussing the results presented in Table 7 the unrotated factor matrix will be
examined for assistance in reaching a conclusio:: with regard to the homogeneity of the
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Table 7

Content Validity Estimates: Correlations
Batween Total PACT Scores and Factor Scores

Advisors Counterparts
(¥ =51 (N =5))
Unratated| Rotated 2 Unrotated; Rotated 2
Factor | Variance | Variance re (po r ) Factor [ Variance | Variance I { r u
(percent) | (percent) percent (percent) | (percent) percen
1 58.1 33.5 97 33 | 54.5 21.8 .54 29
Il 12.2 23.5 .61 37 1l 8.1 10.1 33 11
1 6.1 10.9 .29 8 il 7.2 22.2 .56 31
v 3.2 8.3 .28 8 IV 6.0 20.0 .50 25
v 4.5 9.9 .38 14 v 5.2 6.9 22 )
Total 86.1 86.1 100 Total 81.0 81.0 101

Ar . correlations betneen PACT scores and rotated factor scores.

items in the two PACT forms. Several characteristics of the unrotated factor matrix
irdicate there is a large general factor in both the advisors’ and the counterparts’ forms.
First, all 20 items are positively loaded on the first unrotated factor. The median loading
for the advisor items is .78 with a range from .41 to .92. Within the entire remainder of
the unrotated matrix, a matrix consisting of 180 factor loadings (20 items and nine
remaining factors), only six of the coefficients are above .50. Thus, when judged by
means of the unrotated factor structure it seems clear that almost without exception a
single general factor ur.derlies the items in the advisors’ form of the PACT.

A similar inspection of the counterparts’ unrotated factor matrix again shows that
each of those 20 items is positively loaded on the first factor. The median loading is .76
with a range from .30 to .90. u.i  wo of the items load less than .50 on the first
factor. Again, within the entire r. .nder of the matrix only six loadings of .50 or
greater are found. When judged by means of these matrices, it seems clear that the
procedure used to collect and screen items for inclusion in the PACT was successful in
yielding quite homogeneous items. It seems most probable that the homogeneity observed
reflects the existence of a pervasive factor that is evaluated irn contents.

Several nurnerical characteristics of the unrotated PACT factors are worth noting
pefore proceeding to an interpretation of the rotated factor contents. First, if factor
extraction is terminated when the next factor accounts for less than 5% of the total
variance, then it apoears that four or five factors exist within both advisors’ and
counterparts’ forms. Five factors account for about 80% or more of the total variances.
Second, in both forms, the first unrotated factor accounts for more than 50% of the
variance with succeeding factors rapidly falling off with regard to the percent of variance
associated with them.

In order to achieve better definition of the structure of these factors they were
rotated to the Varimax criterion of simple structure. Particular rotated factors were then
chosen for closer examination by means of two criteria. I'irst, only the three rotated
factors that collectively accounted for the largest proportion of the total PACT factor
score variance were examined; the two advisor and counterpart factors which yield the
lowest correlations with factor scores were excluded. Second, despite the fact that the
two forms do not contain completely identical items, indices of factorial similarity were
computed to identify whatever major relations might exist between the two factor
structures.




{nterrelations Between A. .sor
and Counterpart Factors

Figure 4

When the matrix of intercorrelations is examined with regard to the three factors
most highly related to the PACT factor scores, it becomes possible to diagram the
interrelations between the two sets of factors, as shown in Figure 4 (Appendix E contains
the complete matrix of indices of factorial similarity). Thus, examination of the contents
of the forms of the PACT is limited to Factors I, II, and V for advisors and to Factors I,
IT1, and IV for counterparts.

While the coefficients® in Figure 4 provide a guide to the relations between factors,
the items defining each factor provide a more complete understanding of the basis for
these relations. The items loading most highly on each of the rotated factors tcgether
with their respective means, standard deviations, and communalities are presented in
Tables 8 and 9. Since the items were scored dichotomously (agree - disagree), the means
represent the percentages of advisors and counterparts who endorsed the items. Thus, the
means and standard deviations can be used to estimate the degree of agreement among
advisors and counterparts with regard to their feelings and the actions they would take to
terminate or continue working together.

Counterparts’ First. Rotated Factor

This factor accounts for more than half of the total unrotated variance and
when rolated correlates with counterparts’ total PACT factor scores .54, thus accounting
for slightly less than one-third of the total PACT factor score variance. Six items load on
this factor. These items characterize the advisor co-worker as one who is motivated to
understand and assist ROKA. Two of the items loading on this factor explicitly queried
the counterpart with regard to whether he wished to continue working with the advisor.
Seventy-five percent responded affirmatively to Item 5 while 84% responded affirmatively
to Item 2. Thus, the content validity of a portion of the total counterpart PACT score
variance appears established. The willingness of counterparts to continue working with
advisors appears largely influenced by counterparts’ estimates of how strongly motivated
the advisor is to undesstand their circumstances and to give them assistance that will
improve upon them.

? Numbers within the circles express the extent to which total raw PACT scores correlate with each
factor. Numbers between the arrows indicate the degree to which pairs of factors are similar.
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Table 8

Counterparts’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

F
Items (characteristics of current advisor) a(itor Mean SD B2
(21.8%) (percent) |(percent)
20 My present advisor has shown a strong desire to
understand conditions in ROKA. .86 84 35 .80
14 My present advisor seems to be genuinely
interested in giving assistance to ROKA. .79 88 33 .79
13 My present advisor has tried very hard to find
ways of improving ROKA. 71 82 38 .85
11 The advisor with whom I now work has made
significant contributions to strengthening and
improving ROKA. .68 80 40 .76
5 [ would like my present advisor to extend his
tour in Korea so that I could continue to work
with him. .57 75 44 73
2 If my present advisor had a choice between
continuing to work with me and changing to
work with a different counterpart in ROKA, I
would prefer that he continue to work with me. .54 84 37 .76
Factor
[tems (current advisor compared to others) (10”1%) (p'g::::;l) (pefcernt) n?
16 | have had advisors in the past who were much
better than the advisor with whom I currently
work. .93 49 50 .94
18 The advisor with whom I now work is the best
advisor I have ever had. .90 49 50 94
Factor '
. . Me: SD
Items (hypothetical future relations) (22"21%) (pcrc‘:::t) (percent) X
6 If my present advisor ever returns to Korea for
another tour of duty, | hope to have him as my
advisor again. .82 86 35 .92
7 If my present advisor ever returns to Korea for
another tour of duty, I hope he would not be my
advisor again. .82 86 35 92
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Table 8 (Continued)
Counterparts’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Items (hypothetical future relations) (Continued Faﬁ;m’ Mean SD R
A ns) (Continued) (22.2%) (percent) | (percent)
15 [If all KMAG advisors were like my present
advisor, the MAP would be much more helpful
to ROKA. .82 86 35 .92
8 If1 were going to be reassigned and tnhought my
present advisor was competent to advize me in
my new assignment, | would like to have him
reassigned so that he could continue to work
with me. 71 82 38 57
Factor
. . Mean SD 2
Items (negative evaluations) (201\(;%) (percent) | (percent) h
4 If 1 thought that a frank discussion with his
U.S. superiors would enable me to get rid of
my present advisor, I would do it. .76 90 30 .78
9 If I met my present advisor’s superior officer
I would try to give him the impression that my
present advisor is being very helpful. 72 92 27 i
19 ROKA would be better off if my present
advisor were not in KMAG. .12 88 33 .79
12 ROKA has not benefited from any of the work -
of my present advisor. .63 90 30 91
1 If I met my present advisor’s superior officer
I would find it difficult to say anything good
about my advisor. .61 84 37 .76
17 The advisor with whom I now work is the worst
advisor | have ever had. 61 90 30 .65
10 If my present advisor’s tour in Korea was
extended for some reason, | would be unhappy
about continuing to work with him. .60 84 37 72
Factor
Jtems v ( Mean ) SD ) A2
(6.9%) percent) |(percent
3 If a good friend had a choice of assignments,
1 would not recommend my assignment if he
would have to work with my present advisor. .93 69 47 .89
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Table 9

Advisors’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Items (negative evaluation)

Factor

I
(33.5%)

Mean
(percent)

SD
(percent)

h2

4 1f I thought that a frank discussion with his RO’KA
supervisors would enable me to get rid of my
present counterpart, [ would do it.

7 If I ever return to Korea for another tour of duty in
KMAG, I hope that I would not have to work with

my present counterpart again.

10 If my present counterpart is not rotated soon to a
different position, I will be unhappy about
continuing to work with him.

18 I hope that I never have to work with another
counterpart who is like the one with whom |
now work.

3 If a good friend had a choice of assignments, I
would not recommend my assignment if he would
have to work with my present counterpart.

2 If my present counterpart had a choice, I would
prefer that he choose to work with a different
advisor.

19 [ will feel very relieved if my present counter-
part is transferred to a position to which I will
not serve as an advisor.

1 IfI met my present counterpart’s superior officer,
I would find it difficult to say anything good
about my counterpart.

.94

94

94

.94

.81

74

74

.65

94

94

94

94

96

92

92

98

24

24

24

24

20

27

27

14

.98

.98

.98

.98

94

94

Items

Factor

(23.5%)

Mean
(percent)

SD
(percent)

hz

9 If I met my present counterpart’s superior officer,
I would try to give him the impression that my
counterpart is being very helpful.

16 If [ return to Korea in the future as a KMAG
advisor, | would expect to be working with a
counterpart who is much better than my present
counterpart.

14 My present counterpart seems to be genuinely
interested in cooperating with KMAG.

15 1If all ROKA counterparts were like my present
counterpart, the MAP would be much more
helpful to the United States.

.80

.79

73

73

88

84

86

80

33

37

35

71

.68

.90

.83

(Continued)
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Table 9 (Continued)

Advisors’ PACT Scores: Rotated Factor Structure

Factor .
L Mean sn
Items (Cuntinued) (231%) {percent) | (percent)
6 I ] ever return to Korea for another tour of duty,
I hope to be able to work with my present
counterpart again. .69 82 38 .78
5 1would like my present counterpart to remain in
his present assignment so that | can continue
to work with him. 61 90 30 92
13 My present counterpart has tried very hard to
find ways of improving ROKA, .60 84 37 .79
8 I my present counterpart had a choice between
continuing to work with me and changing to
work with a different advisor in KMAG, | would
prefer that he continue to work with me. .53 92 27 93
Factor . .
ltems i Mean N B
(10.95) (percent) |{percent)
12 ROKA has not benefited from any of the work
of my present countespart. 92 96 20 .96
8 1I my present counterpart had a choice between
continuing to work with me and changing to
work with a different advisor in KMAG, I would
prefer that he continue to work with me. o1 92 27 .93
Factor <
Jtems v Mean =D e
(B.14%) (p«‘!ct’nl) (p«-:ron:)
L
17 1 would not inconvenience myself to continue
working with my present counterpart. .78 0 47 .
13 My counterpart has tried very hard to find ways
of impraving ROKA. 32 81 37 79
Factar .
fiems v Mean D 2
9.9%) (pereent) | (pereent)
11 The counterpart with whom | now work has
made significant contributions in strengthening
and improving ROKA. .69 78 12 .76
20 1 have met some counterparts with whom |
thought | would much more prefer to work thae
my present counterpart. 67 71 16 .01
25
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Advisors’ First Rotated Factor

This unrotated factor accounts for more than one-half of the total variance
factored and when rotated correlates with advisors® total PACT factor scores .57, thus
accounting for one-third of the total factor score variance. Eight items clearly define the
rotated factor, and are descriptive of actions that would lead to termination cf work
relations with the counterpart. Typical of these items is the following: *‘If 1 thought that
a frank discussion with his ROKA superiors would enable me to get rid of my present
counterpart, I would do it.”” Between 92% and 98% of advisors disagreed with the items
defining Factor 1. Thus, while the advisors’ first rotated factor differs from the counter-
parts’ with regard to directionality of contents, their overwhelming rejection of the
actions described by the items seems sufficient evidence with which to establish the
content validity of the advisors’ major PACT factor. The index of factorial similarity
between these first factors is .60.

Counterparts’ Third Rotated Factor

While the counterparts’ third factor accounts for relatively little of the
unrotated variance, when rotated it increases to 22% and then accounts for nearly
one-third of the total PACT factor score variance. Three of the six items loading on this
factor characterize the advisor as one who has ccntributed nothing of significance to
ROKA. Eighty-six percent or more of the counterparts disagreed with these items. Three
of the items loading on this factor explicitly inquire about the counterpart’s attitude
toward resuming work with the advisor in the future, or maintaining the present
relationship. Seventy-five percent or more of the counterparts responded affirmatively to
the idea of perpetuating the work relationship. The third counterpart factor appears to
differ from the first primarily in terms of its mixture of positive and negative items and
in items concerning attitudes toward more future-oriented work relations. Despite these
variations, the two factors appear to represent only somewhat different approaches to
assessing their willingness to work together.

Advisors’ Second Rotated Factor

This factor, which accounts for about 12% of the unrotated variance, when
rotated accounts for about twice as much variance and correlates more highly with PACT
factor scores than any other factor. In contrast to the advisors’ first factor, this one is
composed of items that (with the possible exception of Item 16), express complimentary
attitudes toward the counterpart and desire to continue working with him. In general, the
items loading most highly on this factor characterize the counterpart as one who is
interested in cooperating with KMAG, who is attempting to improve ROKA, and with
whom the advisor would willingly relate in the future. Eighty-two percent of the advisors
agreed that, “If 1 ever return to Korea for another tour of duty, I hope to be able to
work with my present counterpart again.” This factor is related to each of the three
major counterpart factors (see Figure 4).

Counterparts’ Fourth Rotated Factor

This factor, which accounts for about 6% of the unrotated variance, when
rotated increases to 22% and correlates with counterparts’ PACT factor scores only
somewhat less than the two preceding factors. It is similar to both the first and second
advisors® factors. The seven items loading most highly on this factor are similar in that all
are rather strongly uncomplimentary to the advisor and descriptive of actions that wouid
result in the dissolution of the relationship to the advisor. Eighty-four percent or more of
the counterparts rejected these statements as being true of their attitudes toward advisors.
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Only 10% of the counterparts agreed that, ‘“The advisor with whom I now work is the
worst advisor I have ever had.”’ This factor is related to both the first and second advisor
factors.

Advisors’ Fifth Rotated Factor

Identification and inclusion of a fifth advisor factor as a possible influence
upon advisors’ total PACT scores may be questioned by several of its characteristics.
First, since it accounts for only 4.5% of the total unrotated variance factored, its very
extraction from the matrix of intercorrelations may simply reflect rounding errors.
Second, relative to Factors I and II it accounts for a small portion of the PACT score
factor variance. Third, only two items clearly load on the factor, thus making interpre-
tation of the factor hazardous and probably undependable. It is reported here only to
complete the description of the results obtained from the analyses. Despite the unclear
nature of this factor it is similar to both the first and third counterpart factors. The basis
for the association with those factors probably rests on the fact that one of the items
describes something less than highest praise for the advisor (an aspect of counterparts’
Factor III), while the other item characterizes the advisor as having made significant
contributions to ROKA (an aspect of counterparts’ Factor I).

Conclusions: PACT Score Content Validity

Any evaluation of the content validity of the PACT ultimately reduces to a
subjective assessment of the adequacy of the original definition of the concept of
proficiency for which the PACT was constructed. The arguments for r.garding ‘‘cohesive-
ness”’ as an adequate conception of advisor proficency need not be recapitulated here.
The present discussion, instead, is limited to a related question, viz., how well or poorly
does the PACT appear to sample attitudes and actions that can be expected to bear
relationships to the conception of proficiency being investigated? While there is no single
crucial test capable of yielding an irrefutable and definitive answer to the question, it has
been possible to assemble evidence from which a subjective appraisal can be drawn.

First, the items in bo*h advisor and counterpart PACT forms do coalesce into a
limited number of statistical factors that appear intuitively understandable and reason-
able, in the sense that they match up with expectations based upon the conception of
proficiency they were intended to assess. The counterparts’ first factor is composed of
items that are nearly all descriptive of judgments and actions that are likely to bhe
associated with continuance of work with the advisor. The advisors’ second factor is
similar. Advisor and counterpart PACT factor scores both load on this factor and to
nearly equal extents. Both advisor and counterpart forms yield factors that are composed
of statements descriptive of attitudes and actions that would be expected to be associated
with avoidance or termination of future interactions with consequences for their effec-
tiveness. The advisors’ first factor and the counterparts’ second factor share this charac-
teristic, and their PACT factor scores correlate with these factors nearly equally.

Finally, both forms yield a third factor, composed of a mixture of statements
favorable and unfavorable toward the co-worker being judged. The advisors’ fifth factor
and the counterparts’ third factor share this characteristic. However, the advisors’ fifth
factor is least related to their PACT factor scores of all the factors, while the counter-
parts’ third factor is about as highly related to their factor scores as either of the other
two factors. At a minimum, then, it appears reasonable to conclude that with regard to
the purity of the two major factors emerging from the two forms of the PACT that the
contents of these factors ought to be found related {o advisors’ and counterparts’
decisions concerning their willingness to continue working together or wishes to terminate
the relationship.
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Construct Validity

If PACT scores do yield estimates of the degree of cohesion that develops between
advisors and counterparts, then the PACT scores might be expected to vary as a function
of the rater's judgment of (a) the attractiveness of the personal traits of the co-worker
being described, and (b) how satisfactorily the co-worker fulfills the judge's conception of
how that role should be performed. The following two sections report the results of tests

performed to assess the validity of the PACT scores as indirect measures of the con-
ception of ‘‘cohesion.”

Interpersonai Attraction

Estimates of how attractively current co-workers viewed each other were
collected by means of the co-worker Interpersonal Attraction Scales. Each advisor
described the particular counterpart with whom he had worked to effect the most
important changes and that counterpart in turn described the advisor. In addition, they
also indicated by means of identical trait scales their conceptions of the kinds of persons
with whom they preferred and did not prefer to work. Advisors and counterparts
described their conceptions of both American and Korean co-workers with whom they
most and least preferred to work. Thus, two somewhat different estimates of the relation
between interpersonal attraction and PACT scores are pcssible—one based upon current
co-workers’ absolute descriptions of one another, and one based upon their description of
one ancther relative to their conceptions of the traits defining a most- or least-preferred
co-worker.

Both types of tests were performed. Three steps were required to determine
whether their absclute descriptions of interpersonal attraction bore any relation to the
PACT scores that were given and received: (a) Intercorrelating, separately for advisors and
counterparts, the 38-trait scale ratings, (b) factor analyzing the correlation matrices by
means of the Principal Axes method, and (¢) computing individual factor scores that were
then correlated with the PACT score given by each advisor and counterpart.

In order tc estimate the exient to which the rating scales were used similarly or
differently by the two groups, indices of factorial similarity were computed between the
rotated factor matrices based upon advisors’ and counterparts’ factors. Indices of factorial
similarity between the two sets of three factors that were rotated are shown in Table 10,
while the percentage of variance associated with each factor and the correlaticn between
total PACT scores with each of the three factors is presented in Table 11. Trait scales
loading .50 or above on a factor are listed in Table 12. Complete rotated factor matrices
together with individual trait scale means, standard deviations, and communalities appear

in Appendix F.
Table 10

Interpersonal Attraction Factors:
Indices of Factorial Similarity

Advisor Counerpart Factors
[ 7

Factors | L n ] m

I .90 .59 .80
It 79 .80 67
I T4 .80 .83
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Table 11

Construct Validity Estimates: Correlations Between
PACT Scores and Interpersonal Attraction Factor Scores

Advisors Counterparts
(N =48) (N = 45)
Unrotated| Rotated 2 Unrotated| Rotated A
Factor | Variapce | Variance re Factor | Variance | Variance ra .
(percent) | (percent) (percent) {percent) | (percent) (percent)
i 47.1 26.9 .30 .09 1 56.2 32.9 .73 .83
Il 8.0 16.2 .08 .01 I 55 12.8 14 .02
Il 4.7 16.8 .07 .00 I 4.7 20.6 .29. .07
Total 59.8 59.9 .10 Total 66.4 66.3 .62
8r = correlations between PACT scores and rotated factor scores.
Table 12
Relations Between Rotated Interpersonal Attraction
Factors and PACT Scores
Advisors’ Ratings of Countecparts | Counterparts’ Ratings of Advisors
Factor | Facior [
(26.9% variance) (32.9% variance)
Traits T Loadings Traits ]l Loadings
productive .87 trustworthy .83
valuable .83 enthusiastic .82
competent .82 competent .81
industrious .81 harmonious .81
adaptable 75 thoughtfu! 76
superior .75 sincere 76
enthusiastic 72 PACT 73
leader .71 likeable 32
organized 50 consistent i
wise .66 learned |
learned .62 modest 70
thoughtful 62 valuable 68
sincere .60 industrious .68
consistent a7 civilized .68
trustw crthy .92 friendly .65
likeable .51 rational .64
PACT 230 patient .64
pleasant .62
adaptable .61
organized .60
productive 58
tolerant 55
(Continued)
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Table 12 (Continued)

Relations Betwean Rotated Interpersonal Attraction
Factors and PACT Scores

Advisors® Ratings of Counterparts

Counterparts’ Ratings of Advisors

Factor } (Continued)
(26 .9% variance)

Factor | (Continued)

(32.9% variance)

Traits Loadings Traits Loadings
wise 55
fair .50
kind .50
polite .50
Factor [l Factor [1
{16.2% variance) (12.8% variance}
Traits T Loadings Traits l Loadings
pleasant .84 agreeable 73
polite .78 harmonious 63
patient .62 kind Y
economical .61 content .53
humble .59 polite .52
modest 56 forgiving 51
likeable .55 PACT .14
respectful .33
generous .51
kind .50
PACT .08
Facter I Factor I
(16.8% variance) (20.5% variance)
Teais 1] l.oadings Traits l.oadings
sympathetic T2 lucky .80
forgiving 70 forgiving 67
civilized 65 powerful 66
wise .60 leader 65
harmonious .60 civilized .59
powerful .58 generous 57
tolerant .55 productive a7
considerate .55 valuable 57
fair 83 sympathetic .56
economical .52 tolerant 54
PACT 07 respectful 53
content D2
learned 51
considerate 51
PACT .26
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The matrix of factorial similarity coefficients shows that all factors are posi-
tively related, and most are also quite high. Second, although the diagonal coefficients are
as high as or higher than any of the off diagonal entries, in nearly all comparisons the
differences are so small that they are best ignored. Indeed, while the counterparts’ Factor
II and advisors’ Factor 1I yield an index of similarity enual to .80, the counterparts’
Factor Il and the advisors’ Factor III also yield an index of .50. These, and the remaining
relations, make it reasonable to interpret the results as reflecting a single, general
dimension. This dimension can, however, be explored in greater detail through rotation of
the factors. Since both sets of ratings involved highly evaluative components, these
relations most likely result from this common variance. In contrast, what appears to give
rise to three factors are differences between the ratings with regard to what is being
described.

The advisors’ and counterparts’ first factors account for somewhat less than
50% of the variance for advisors and somewhat more than that for counterparts (see
Table 11).!° The personal trait scales loading on these factors .50 or higher are compared
in Table 12. Judging from the trait scales loading most highly on the advisors’ first
factor, advisors tend to focus, when describing a counterpart, upon how competently and
productively he performs his job, though several ‘‘character” traits tend to be included in
these descriptions. Counterparts, it appears, tend to evaluate advisors both with regard to
how competent, productive, and industrious they are and simultaneously on several facets
of “character.” The “characcer traits’” of advisors most salient to counterparts appear to
be trustworthiness, sincerity, and ability and motivation to establish and maintain har-
monious interpersonal relatious to them.

More than counterparts, advisors appear to compartmentalize or treat in a
discrete fashion the task and social types of competences of co-workers. Conversely,
counterparts, more than advisors, tend to give more holistic types of descriptions about
their immediate co-workers. If it is assumed that the development of cohesive relations
between advisors and counterparts may reflect both the task and their social competency,
it is not surprising that the PACT scores given by advisors and counterparts correlate to
quite markedly different degrees with these first factors. PACT scores given by counter-
parts to advisors correlate substantially (.73) with factor scores derived from the counter-
parts’ first factor, as shown in Table 11. In contrast, PACT scores given by advisors to
counterparts hardly tend to covary at all with factor scores derived from their first
personal trait factor.

PACT scores are best regarded as not reflecting the co-worker personal traits
that define the remaining pairs of factors obtained from each group.'' Advisors' second
and third factors appear similar in the sense that both seem to reflect the tendency for
an advisor to describe his counterpart in terms of how adequately he takes into account
the advisor’s self-esteem or conversely hcw hostile and competitive he seems to be, and
differ with regard to the social distance or degree of closeness that has developed
between advisors and counterparts. Traits defining the advisors’ secoi. . factor tend to be
those that are most likely to be expected from co-workers or associates with whom one
is not relating in a very intimate way. Those traits defining the advisors’ third factor
would appear to be of a type that would become rather critical to co-workers who are
well acquainted and, hence, in a position to harm or help one ancther.

Whereas the second factor suggests a tendency by advisors to view counterparts
in terms of how deferential and ego-subordinative they are, the third factor tends to
suggest that they also view them in terms of how understandingly and non-punitively

10 Agvisors and counterparts’ first rotated factors account, respectively, for 26.9% and 32.9% of the
factor variance.

1 The two pairs of factors acccunt for approximately equal percentages of rotated faclor variance.
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they relate to them. Counterparts, on the other hand, appear to focus less than advisors
upon ego-subordination and interpersonal understanding as separate matters. Instead,
judging from the second and third counterpert factors, counterparts tend to focus upon
how agreeably and smoothly the advisor relates to them, plus how much power he
possesses and whether he uses it to enhance or diminish their sense of well-being. The
differences between these two sets of factors tend to be configural, rather than typal.'?

Although the contents of the last two factors are of some general interest in
themselves, they offer little as sources of information for estimating the construct validity
of the PACT scores. Whether separately or conjointly considered, they account for but a
small percentage of advisors’ and counterparts’ descriptions of one another and appear to
have essentially no influence upon their PACT scores.

Relative expressions of interpersonal attraction were obtained by comparing the
ratings current co-workers assigned to each other to their descriptions of most- and
least-preferred co-workers. These comparisons represent attempts to find whether willing-
ness or unwillingness of advisors and counterparts to continue working together, as
measured by PACT scores, varies as a function of how personally attractive or unattrac-
tive they view one another. To test the hypothesis that proficiency does vary as a
function of how attractively the co-worker is viewed, total PACT scores were cormrelated
with scores representative of how different the current co-worker was judged to be from
the rater’s conception of most- and least-preferred co-workers.

Results based upon advisors’ comparisons of the personal traits of current
counterparts to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers are shown in
the upper half of Table 13. The differences between the mean Interpersonal Attraction
Scores (IASs) associated with most- and least-preferred co-workers suggest that, on the
average, advisors judge their current counterparts to be more similar to their conceptions
of a most-preferred co-worker than to a least-preferred co-worker. Three of the four
correlations between IAS scores and PACT scores are significantly different from zero.
The two upper coefficients indicate that the smaller the difference between the advisors’
descriptions of their most-preferred American and Korean co-workers and their descrip-
tions of current counterparts, the higher are the PACT scores given to counterparts.
Conversely, the third coefficient indicates that the larger the difference between their
descriptions of least-preferred American co-workers and their current counterparts, the
larger are the PACT scores given to counterparts. In short, the more current counterparts
resemble co-workers with whom advisors prefer to wwork, the more likely it is they will
express a greatcr willingness to continue working with them. Advisors’ conceptions of
least-preferred Korean co-workers appear not to influence their judgments of current
counterparts to the extent of being registered by PACT scores.

The correlation coefficients in the right-hand column represent relationships
between how similar or different advisors judged their current counterparts to be relative
to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers and the PACT scores that
their particular counterparts gave to them. The two sets of data were collected
completely independently of one another. The top-most coefficient indicates that, on the
average, advisors who view their counterparts as being very different from their con-
ceptions of a most-preferred Aiazerican co-worker are less likely to receive high PACT
scores from their counterparts. ;The second coefficient, although only of bLorderline
statistical significance, indicates a similar effect when the comparison is made to s
most-preferred Korean co-worker. They do, however, suggest the possibility that some
advisors, directly or indirectly, communicate to counterparts their preference for working
with some Americans more than the counterpart becanse of his personal traits. This

12F5: 2 more complete and detailed discussion of co-worker personal trait tactors, see the second
report in the MAP Il series (2).
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Table 13

Construct Validity Estimates: Correlations Between
PACT and Interpersonal Attraction Scores (IAS)?

Advisors” PALT Scares

Corrent [AS
Counterpart Given Received
Compared to: — j
N Mecan I SD Mean ] N l r Mean ] s i r
Most-Preferred American 46 7.7 3.3 T3 4.2 =16 16.3 5.2 ~.30b
Most-Preferred Korean 46 6.6 3.0 7.5 1.2 ~39¢ 16.4 52 =297
l.east-Prefercred American 46 18.6 5.8 17.7 1.2 36t 16.3 5.2 .10
l.east-Preferred Korean 46 16.5 5.5 7.5 4.7 22 16.5 5.2 .18
Counterparts” PAUCT Scores
Current 1AS t—
Advisor Given Received
Compated to:
N lr‘ﬂcan r “1 Mean l sn I r Mean ( sD ] r
Most-Preferred American 31 6.6 5.0 15.3 20 =22 17.9 4.2 =10
Most-Preferred Korean 38 8.9 1.0 16.0 5.8 -.639 178 4.3 12
l.east-Preferred American 35 17.1 93 16.7 52 -.04 17.8 4.0 .16
Least-Preferred Korean 33 198 68 159 59 36 177 48 01

2148 siores represenat the asverage number of scade unit= difference between ratings over the 38 rait
=cales given to a current vo-worker and ratings given to the tho ty pes of most- and feast-preferred
co-workers. Individual difference scores were computed by subtracting the rating given to a current
co-worker from one of the other co-worker concepi ratings on rach trait v cale, squaring the difference,
summing the squared difference over the 38 traits ~cales and finding the ~quare rcou of the sum. Group
means were computed by =umming over the number of subjects in the group and dividing by that numbe:.

b iwo-tail (p< .05)

C=twe-tail (p<.O1)

d-tvo-tail (< 001

appears to have an effect upon the PACT scores some advisors then receive from some
counterparts. The effect is consistent with the prediction made earlier that, given the
conditions under which advisors attempt Lo actieve MAP objectives, *‘. . . Americans who
are predominantly task-oriented toward counterparts will be least likely to accomplish
their mission.”

Results based upon counterparts’ comparisons of the personal traits of current
advisors to their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co workers are presented in the
lower half of Tahle 13. The differences between the mean 1ASs associated with most- and
least-preferred co-workers suggest that counterparts tend to view advisors as being less
sirnilar to thelr conceptions of a most-preferred Korean co-worker than to a most-
preferred American co-worker. In addition, these differences appear larger, on the
average, than the differences advisors judge to exizt between their conceptions of
most-preferred American and Korean co-workers and their current counterparts. The data
suggest that counterparts view advisors as approximating their conceptions of a most-
preferred co-worker less than advisors view current counterparts approximating their
conceptions of most-preferred co-workers. Which, if any, of these differences affects the
PACT scores counterparts gave to their advisors was tested.

Twou of the four correlation coefficients that were computed on these data are
significantty different from zero. Both o the significant coefficients are based upon
counterparts’ comparisons of their current advisor to their conceptions of Korean, not
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American, co-workers. The largest and most highly significant coefficient to emerge from
this analysis indicates that counterparts who view their advisors as differing yreatly from
their conception of a most-preferred co-worker tend, on the average, to give them lower
PACT scores. The second significant coefficient describes the relations in reverse. Coun-
terparts who view their current advisor as differing greatly from their conception of a
least-preferred Korean co-worker, but not an American, tend, on the average, to give
higher PACT scores to their advisor.

In contrast to the finding that PACT scores given by counterparts were related
to how attractively their advisor described them, the comparable coefficients between the
PACT scores advisors gave to their counterparts and how attractively their counterpart
had described them are essentially zero. These comparisons suggest that counterparts are
aware of how their advisor views thern, which influences to some extent their willingness
to continue to work with him. Parallel comparisons suggest that either advisors ere
unaware of how their counterpart views them, they discount this information when
expressing their willingness to continue working with him, or statistical artifacts prevent
relationships from achieving clarity.

While counterpart data, for both IAS and PACT scores, yield lower means and
higher standard deviations than do the advisar data, the ditierences appear t,0 small to
rule out alternate interpretations. Further exploration, designed specificaliy to test the
alternate interpretations, would be required to reach a conclusion.

Critical Role Behaviors

Estimates of advisors’ satisfaction with their counterparts’ role performances
(and vice versa) were obtained from their ratings of one another on items forming the
Critical Role Behavior Inventories. The Advisor Behavioral Inventory (ABI), with which
each counterpart described a particular advisor, contains 124 items while the Counterpart
Behavioral Inventory (CBIl), with whict: each advisor described a particular counterpart,
contains 67. Lists of the items, with the percentages of advisors and counterparts
endorsing each of several item aliernatives, appear as appendices in the second MAP 1I
report along with a discussion of the development of the method and results of analyses
(2).

In this report the use of these observations is limited to determining relation-
ships between advisors’ and counterparts’ perceptions of how adequately the other enacts
his role, and their expressions of willingness to continue working together (PACT Scores).
The steps involved in testing for relationships included: (a)scoring each individual’s
responses in the Inventory to yield three estimates of satisfaction with co-worker’s role
performance, and (b) correlating the three scores with the PACT scores they gave to their
co-worker as well as those they received from them. The product-moment correlation
coefficients are shown in Table 14. The mean percentages of items within each of the
Inventories that, in the judgment of the respective groups, should occur more often, and
those that should occur less often than was typical of their current co-worker, and the
percentage of items descriptive of acts for which they indicated no change in the
frequency of occurrence was desirable are also shown in Table 14.

Both groups, advisors and counterparts, are remarkably similar with regard to
the estimates of satisfaction and dissatisfaction they expressed toward one another. On
the average, advisors and counterparts appear satisfied with nearly three-fourths of the
behaviors against which they evaluated one another; only about 27% of the actions
described in the Inventories were judged to occur more or less often than it was thought
desirable.

The probability values indicate that seven of the eight correlation coefficients
computed between total Behavioral Inventory scores and PACT scores would have
occurred by chance alone about one time in a hundred. Moreover, the pattern of signs
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Table 14

Correlations Between PACT and Behavioral
Inventory Scores

PACT Scores Counterparts PACT Scores Advisors
Toral Scores Gave to Advisors Gave to Counterparts
Obtained From ABI (n =51} (r -3
{pereent)
r | Il s I ,J
No change 73.1 +.60 <.01 +.34 <.05
More often 14.4 -.61 <.01 -.31 <.05
l.ess often 12.4 -47 <.01 -.29 <.05
More ; less 26.8 -.61 <.01 -.33 <.05
PACT Scores Advisors PACT Scoresx Counterparts
Total Scores Gave to Counterparts Gave to Advisors
Obtained From (CBI (n = 51) (n = 51)
(percent)
T T
No change 72.6 +.41 <.01 +.22 NS
More often 13.0 -.50 <.01 -.25 NS
l.ess often 14.2 -.27 -7 NS
Nore + less 27.2 -.40 <.01 -.22 NS

associated with the correlations are all in the direction predicted. The more often advisors
and counterparts indicate that they feel no necessity for their co-worker to change his
actions, the higher the PACT score given to him. Conversely, the greater the number of
actions they feel their co-worker should display more or less often than is typical of him,
the lower the PACT score given to him.

The coefficients shown in the upper right-hand segment of Table 14 were
obtained by computing correlations between the PACT scores that advisors gave to
counterparts and their counterparts’ evaluations of them with regard to the items in the
Behavioral Inventory. The coefficients in the lower right-hand segment were obtained by
computing correlations between the PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors and their
advisors’ descriptions of them with regard to items in the CBI. The coefficients and
probability estimates associated with the PACT scores advisors gave to counterparts
suggest that these PACT scores may reflect advisors’ perceptions of hLow satisfied or
dissatisfied their counterparts are with them. Although the coefficients are not high, the
pattern of signs is consistent with what would have been predicted and the coefficients
would be expected to occur about five times in a hundred. Similar relations exist
between the PACT scores counterparts gave to advisors and their advisors’ satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with them. The relations are, however, weaker and not statistically
significant.

Conclusions: PACT Score Construct Validity

A conception of cohesiveness has been given and a method with which to estimate it
developed. The immediately preceding approach to estimating the validity of the PACT
scores focused upon determining the degree to which variation in scores can be explained
in terms of two characteristics of the co-workers being judged. Two instruments for
measuring these characteristics were developed and scores derived from them tested for
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relations to PACT scores. inferences concerning the meaning of the PACT scores rest as
much upon those instruments as they do upon the scores themselves. Thus, any estimate
of the construct validity of the PACT scores must inciude an examination of the nature
of these instruments and the scores they yield.

One major factor and two smaller ones appear to underlie advisors’ and counter-
parts’ judgments of each other’s characteristic personal traits. The indices of factorial
similarity between the two sets of factors are high enough to lead to the conclusion that
they have much in common, which, given the nature of the traits defining the scales and
the types of ratings obtained, seems to be the general ‘‘goodness’ or “badness’ of the
person being described. In short, it seems reasonable to conclude that the two sets of
factors most likely represent a social desirability dimension against which advisors and
counterparts rated one another.

Rotation of the factors suggests that advisors and counterparts have somewhat
different conceptions of the personal traits that define a highly desirable co-worker. For
advisors, the largest component appears to be the competence, industriousness, and
productivity of counterparts—ability to achieve work objectives appears superordinate in
their judgments. Counterparts, on the other hand, while incorporating similar traits in
their evaluation of an advisor, tend to extend the range of personal traits to include, and
give greater importance to, what might be regarded as the advisor’s character. Thus, the
number of traits loading .50 or higher on the counterparts’ and advisors’ first factor is
different. Twenty-five traits load .50 or greater on the counterparts’ first factor, while
only 16 traits achieve this loading on the advisors’ first factor. Thirteen of the 16 traits
appear on the counterparts’ factor, but 12 of the traits appearing on the counterparts’
first factor do not appear on the advisors’. Thus, the counterparts’ first factor is more
robust and richer in meaning than the advisors’.

The observation that the total PACT scores given by countcrparts to advisors
correlate to the extent of .73 with personal trait factor scores derived from the first
factor supports the construct validity of those scores. The very low (.30) cormrelation
observed betwcen personal trait factor scores computed from the advisors’ first factor
with the total PACT scores given to counterparts seems, on the surface, counterindicative
of the construct validity of those scores. However, certain characteristics of the raw data
make unequivocal interpretation of these results difficult.

Without exception, the advisors® data are characterized by larger means and smaller
variances than sitnilar data from counterparts, for the PACT scores as well as for trait
scales loading .50 or greater on each of the three factors extracted from both groups.
Therefore, compared to counterparts’ data, the advisors’ data are more attenuated and,
hence, intrinsically less capable of yielding relations than are the counterparts’ data.
Nevertheless, the present data from advisors offer little evidence to support the
hynothesis that the PACT scores given to counterparts are valid in the sense that they
vary as a function of the three personal trait factors that were used by them ‘o describe
counterparts. In contrast, the PACT scores given to advisors do appear to be valid
estimates of proficiency in the sense that they vary as a function of the single most
important factor to emerge from the personal trait factors counterparts used to describe
their advisors. Further exploration, designed to overcome the restricted nature of the
advisors’ raw data, is required to achieve a more legitimate test of the construct validity
of their PACT scores.

Clearer and more easily interpretable results supportive of the construct validity of
the PACT were obtained from the correlations computed between PACT scores given and
received and the personal attractiveness of co-workers as estimated by comparisons to
their conceptions of most- and least-preferred co-workers. Those analyses showed that
advisors and counterparts are similar in that both groups, in their willingness to centinue
working with another, appear to be more influenced by how much the particular person
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departs from their conception of a most-preferred co-worker who is a member of their
own ethnic group than by comparisons involving someone from a different group.

Moreover, advisors and counterparts are similar in that their willingness to continue
working together appears to depend more on how much the co-worker being judged
departs from their conception of a most-preferred co-worker than upon departures from
their conceptions of a least-preferred co-worker. In view of the relations observed
between the extent to which advisors’ reported counterparts departing from their con-
ceptions of a most-preferred American co-worker and the PACT scores that the counter-
parts gave to their advisor, there is additional evidence to support the construct validity
of the conception of proficiency that has been advanced and in the ability of the PACT
device to register variations in it.

In contrast to the mixed nature of the raw data and results emerging from analyses
of the personal trait ratings, the results from the more comparable raw data concerning
critical role behaviors offers more consistent evidence for the construct validity of both
advisors’ and counterparts’ PACT scores. If it is accepted that estimates of advisors’ and
counterparts’ satisfaction with the ways in which their respective co-workers are enacting
their roles can be achieved by the Behavioral Inventory method, then the pattern and
magnitudes of the correlations between these and the PACT scores give reason to ascribe

some construct val lity to the concept of proficiency that was used and the PACT
method.

Criterion-Related Validity

Estimates of this type of validity are ordinarily obtained by comparing scores
derived from indirect measurements of proficiency to scores based upon direct observa-
tion of the behaviors and conditions that are regarded as exemplary instances of
proficiency. Typically the degree of criterion-related validity is expressed by means of a
correlation coefficient between the two sets of scores.

The use here of the concept of criterion-related validity departs from the customary
in Llwo ways: (a) There were no direct observations of the degree to which interactions
between advisors and counterparts increased the military capability of ROKA and support
for the policies and presence of the United States, and thus (b) the validity estimates that
are obtained are less direcily related to the ultimate criterion of proficiency than is
typical of this approach.

Job Characteristics

In this secticn the observations being tested for relations to PACT scores tend to
differ from pricy and subsequent data in terms of how directly they are related to, and
descriptive of, specific work-related behaviors, conditions, and evaluations of them. The
justification for regarding these tests as yielding estimates of the criterion-related validity
of the PACT scores is based upon the view that the data entering into these estimates are
somewhat more specific descriptions of how advisors and counterparts interacted and
what outcomes were effected.

Results presented in this section also differ from those presented under the rubric of
construct validity in that the tests here were not guided by hypotheses formuiated prior
to data collection. This and the remaining sections of the report are in the nature of a
search for correlates and non-correlates of PACT scores—the approach of the detective
more than of the lawyer or judge. The basic question here is, “To what extent do PACT
scores reliably discriminate between and register kiiown differences that exist among
advisors and counterparts that could conceivably affect their chances of attaining the
ultimate objectives of the MAP?”
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From knowledge of these results it becomes possible to better specify the conditions
that influence the PACT scores advisors and counterparts gave to one another and to
compare themn to those that might be expected to influence the development of cohe-
siveness. Tests yielding nonsignificant results, in this context, are often as important as
those yielding significant results since both serve to delimit the number and types of
factors that can be shown to create variation in the PACT scores. The approach and
results presented in this section should, therefore, be regarded as directed toward the
generation of hypotheses rather than tests of them.

Questionnaire items from the Advisors’ Task Objectives Questionnaire (ATOQ) and
the ABI concerning work-related aspects of advisor and counterpart relations that did and
did not relate to the PACT scores each received are listed in Table 15.'* [t is hazardous
to attempt brief descriptions of the siniilarities and differences that may exist between
advisors and counterparts with regard to these items, or to generalize the differences
between those characteristics that do and do not relate to the PACT scores. Generali-
zations based upon inferences from such empirical observations are uncertain to the
extent that not all relevant observations are available—if additional items had been
included in the questionnaires the patteri. - of relations might have changed.

Moreover, given the relatively limited nuniber of items on which data were collected,
failure to achieve one or two significaut relations where significant differences now
appear or, conversely, observation of significances where nnne now seem to exist might
well have changed the types of inferences. Therefore, thi following generalizations are
tentative and intended primarily to simplify discussion of th. ' results.

PACT Scores Counterparts Received

Examination of the seven items found significantly related to the PACT scores
counterparts received from advisors suggests that these items reflect the extent to which
the advisor is personally involved in his advisory role. The int is based upon the
impression that (Al)'? advisors who had the greatest freedom c. choice in selecting and
defining attempted changes gave, on the average, higher PACT scores to counterparts than
other advisors, and tended to be more willing to continue working with the counterpart
than those who were working on changes inherited from their predecessors, superior
officers, or counterparts (Multiple Range Test, p<.05).

This generalization is suggested further by A2, A3, and A4, which are similar in
that each is related to various estimates of the amount of time that advisor devotes to his
work and meeting with the particular counterpart to whom he gave a PACT score. For
example, advisors reported (A2) having met with their counterpart to effect the changes
they soughit on an average of between once a day and two o three time: per week. A
correlation of +.27 (p<<.05) is obtained between the frequency with which they met to
work upon changes the advisor sought and the PACT score the counterpart received.
Advisors reported (A3) having devoted, on the average, about 69% of their duty time to
advisory types of work. The associated standard deviation of 23.5% represents con-
siderable individual differences. A correlation of +.32 (p<.05) is observed between these
reports and the PACT scores counterparts received. Finally, advisors reported (A4) having
spent, on the average, about 36 hours during the last month meeting with their
counterpart for official business. The associated standard deviation of 36 hours represents
considerable variation. A correlation of +.27 (p<.05) is observed between these estimates
and the PACT scores counterparts received.

13 A number of questionnaire items have not been included because too few observations per
response alternative were obtained upon which to base tests.
M.t‘\.lphunu meric desigrations in the text correspond to entries in Table 15.

48




PILACTe ) JuraG 2135113}k

Qi U 3@ 84D 1912218 Giim PILIIOLTE 9Q 01 HU $310IS LY MO) 4

[ 93 18AUI U 3dIIIpLT

19y 19dslu
L 538 10 05 IAPE U] du 3 sxeads Jied. auncy 1uyleuR  §

L1h8Y WIUHNY
S OVMM UIRIGU O} paNIDu) LI0jY pue dwi) jo junowy  §[ 9

ERIRTEL “3101 MUSIADR Ayl p1tmn)
UCREIING 210Ul S JOSIARE O UOISS 0w S Wedd)uos) i)

U] DU HUSIADE (ydjoy Moy JC dwnsa S pediajuno) 210

JOSIApE
Uhus PIom Suiaky Spodd pedsajunud SQUow 40 1aquay 113

0N AR 50001 YRQY Jutiee:] spuads Pediiues aw) AR jo Jadlay 1O

S AIHY SIAPRW 3A1RN)
SIDWPE YROY §0 Spusds LeOIIUNCY dwi) ANp j0 Juadieg  §)
IS A8y $,051A0L

JVWNH Y Julssw Spuads Jediajunad guwi) A O Judiidd  ¥)
I
SrPLansaly

—- e e —de me e - .

VL PANIOY 0N 1oy PIAIIIIY S IADY $9109§ | Jyd

1£ 001w 2ua,adwo)
U1 40 (9Rdy 101UaY S 1edIS N3 10 1o fEEAS s posipy (]

105 1osIADY SSSUe D Ak BUIDaye w pajedinyied jied
D QIR QLM SSIUAIIII FUIL e uoindo | JusiApy 97

2 004v sadueys Juiew 1o Ayjigensap
$unwarued Juauaaide § LeAIale0D 40 alewsy s KeSIADY  §)

oL i8y PEdIauniod gim 130w
O} payudds St I0SIAPE U31ym Yim Koudnbary ay; 40 AJeRdapy b))

PG AgY S0003) BuiniRi) PUR “UNIENSIVILPE "SI0SIADE Y)IR BUNadw
YY) G0 Sallew W Jueds edigjunod 3wy AR 40 Jusnied (£])

&nigy 'SSANSIG 1250 0] 10SIADE 1M
duyadw spodas pediajunod yuow 13d Huanbay ersry 29

9119y SWF0d Aiewod
SJOSIADE 1N} @am JEym BUINIRIV0) S131(0q Sedane) (D)

2>m0g m
TR N

O} PIICIAN 21 PIALIIIY S IADY 210§ | Jud

1ol WBNUS Ay saluegy ay) Jaagd o) IREARN0) glm
PIRIU0 3 02k)0) 9 U1 LIGS SINDY |0 1oquirty |£)0] J0 eWNSI S,1 SIADY Sy
I 0201y W3nos oy sadurwd ay)
Juiyew vo duni0% Q) PANOABD SNy 19O 10quiu ey, AW 153 5 105Dy Gly
* 81 0oLy ARV didm
i 10 PondiyIe U] PRy JuEN0S PrY 10SIADE dy] SaBueyd dyb 10U 10 10GIYN Y
25 0oLy SBJRUIPIOYLS Sodeurw pediajunod Jjom Moy Fuu:du0) wendpnl s Jasapy {1y
£7001v 198005 3y SIFUeY) Syt 120)58 0} YNOY Puk Jied
UMY AQ U0 WION (0 JUNOKLK 3A4213) Bt 9dn0d Juawdnl s posiapy 21y
I £1 00LY "PAIAIUNCIVI 1AM LY SIIIEISYD DL} sty L] 1q1Su0dsa)
Alewnd pry yiog 10 SyWH YRGS 1auiaum Juruiadued juawdunl s j0sapy (1Y
1001y 148005 3y Sadueyd ayb Bunuawapdu scp A3 pYISUo0sds
AJEWid pey og 0 JyWH WMDY 134Ioum Juiuiedund Judwlpal s posiapy 1Y
2001V 14800 1051ApE Seduey Jutyew Ju M IGEIS P
J010137u03 pedIAIUN0D Puz 10SIAPE LBIMIE] Juawddide J0 ISP IPGIY GV
i ooay SUIAIED AW U0 I A1dm Eum Buiussau0d JUDWALNT S It SIADY Ry
) |&U>Mew a7 oo B T h T ' - h T - -
duewosang 04 PIIIY 10N M PIMIIZY SHEULINUNDT $9.035 | DV

S

£ doLy
StooLy

e 0oLy
982 boiv

€9 0oLy
egz $OLY

91 doLy

a2nag

rteuvasandy _

$3u2130w0D A (€1uad s 1iedia)unod Jo vonemens S J0SIApY

<

1UBN0S au Sadueyd ag)
Juigsi(0wedIe piemo| apew ssadoid yim WO IR)SHES pALOGAY S 10SIApY 9y

Junalunoaug $100d 10SIAp 39)3815Q0 AQ Papitlel SsaIdard dwy jo YB3 (Gy)

SSBUISNQ (€1214,0 10} Yrow
15¢) 3utinp peciajuno yiom Juipuads Paj0Ba) JOSIAPE $:N0y |0 13quay

-~

]

$10m K10S1ADE O} PIIOAID 10SIADE au) AINP 10 IV €

énos
3y s33uel) 13942 0f LIediunad Giim s BNy S)PO8H I0SINY A3uanbay ¢

o

¥

1Rd1a)un0d siy 0} PIPUAWWOId: sadueyd ay) avew 2 LOIS1IP
S WY ue) 08w JS0W U ALY A} J0SIAPE AQ Padpnl vonewroju) jo JoInog

¥

e

‘0L PAEIIY FIIM PIAIIIIY SHEDIBUNGD 23105 LIVd

eSANSHAIRIEYD QOI O] suONe|aY IO} PaISA] $AI0IS | JVd :SA1eWNST ALpeA Pele|ay-uoiiaig

Sl aqe)

PRV P C

49

i b s e v e



Advisors’ personal involvement with the work, as a determinant of the PACT
scores counterparts receive, is further suggested by the fiading (A5) that advisors who
reported progress toward achieving the changes they sought had been delayed by
obstacles for one month or more gave to counterparts PACT scores that were, on the
average, significantly lower (p<.05, two-tailed Cochran-Cox t-test) than those given by
advisors who had been delayed for one month or less.

Personal affective involvement in the work, as a determinant of PACT scores
counterparts receive, is further indicated by the finding (A6) that advisors who reported
some degree of satisfaction with the progress made toward accomplishing the changes
they sought gave PACT scores that were, on the average, significantly different (p<.05,
Multiple Range Test) from those given by advisors who reported some degree of
dissatisfaction.

Finally, comparisons {A7) were made between advisors' judgments about their
counterparts’ general military competence, compared to American officers, and the PACT
score their counterpart received. Advisors who judged that less than 40% of American
officers could excel their counterpurt’s competence gave above-average PACT scores
significantly more frequently (p<.05, chi-square test) to those counterparts than advisors
who judged their counterparts could be excelled by 60% or more of American officers.

PACT scores counterparts receive appear not to reflect differences between
advisors with regard to several characteristics of their jobs and how they were performed.
The advisor’s self report (A8) on the nature of his primary role appears unrelated to his
willingness to continue working with counterparts. His willingness to continue appears
not to be influenced by whether he views himself as primarily concerned with
(a) procurement of supplies and equipment for counterparts, as 6% of the advisors did;
(b) developing or modifying plans, policies, and regulations, as 60% of the advisors did;
(c) providing technical know-how on the acquisition, storage, use, maintenance, and/or
disposal of equipment or supplies, as did 23% of the advisors; or (d) monitoring requests
from ROKA for U.S. funds, supplies, equipment, and/or their utilization and/or disposal
as did about 10% of the advisors.

Neither do PACT scores reflect differences between advisors with regard to
{A9) how much in agreement they were with their counterpart, from the start, con-
cerning the desirability of making the changes upon which they subsequently worked.
Approximately 37% of them reported having been in agreement on all of the changes and
57% with most of the changes, while only 6% reported having been in agreement on few
of the changes. Nor does it appear that PACT scores reflect differences between advisors
conceming (A10) their conceptions of who had primary responsibility for implementing
the changes that were sought. About 43% of the advisors regarded primary responsibility
as belonging to ROKA, 107 ta KMAG and 417 to both ROKA and KMAG.

Similarly (A11), while about 58% of the advisors indicated that ROKA had
primary responsibility for overcoming the obstacles to progress that had arisen, 29%
assigned primary responsibility to KMAG, and only 13% viewed the responsibility as
something to be shared equally between ROKA and KMAG. These differences are not
reflected in the PACT scores counterparts received.

Advisors, on the average, reported (A12) that counterparts had performed
about 50% of the work involved in making the changes they sought. Although consider-
able differences were associated with advisor’s estimates, they were found unrelated to
the PACT scores counterparts received. PACT scores appear not to reflect advisors’
judgments (A13) about how satisfactorily their counterpart manages his subordinates. On
the average, advisors judged that “If it were possible to appoint the most highly qualified
person in ROKA to my counterpart’s position, I would expect the operations of my
subordinates to improve by about 20%.” Multiple Range Tests of the differences between
PACT score means associated with the seven possible degrees of improvement given in the

5C




item showed the differences were not statistically significant. PACT scores (Al4) that
counterparts receive appear not to reflect whether the changes they sought had or had
not been completed at the time the PACT scores were given (t-test). Finally, differences
between advisors concerning two temporal characteristics of their work relations to
counterparts appear unrelated to the PACT scores counterparts receive.

On the averag ., advisors reported (A15) having devoted about 186 hours
working on the changes they sought. Although considerable individual differences are
reported (the standard deviation is about 234 hours), the correlation vith PACT scores is
—.17 which is not statistically significant. Similarly, while adv.:c=s, on the average,
reported (A16) having spent about 94 hours in direct face-to-face contact with their
counterpart as part of their effort to effect the changes they sought and despite the wide
variation reported (the standard deviation is about 174 hours), a correlation with PACT
scores of only —.09~which is not statistically significant—is observed. Why these charac-
teristics of the advisory job are not registered by PACT scores while others are is not
immediately clesr. It appears that the present degrees of variation between advisors with
regard to these temporal characteristics of their work relations to counterparts are at least
not inconsistent with the development of cohesiveness.

PACT Scores Advisors Received

PACT scores that advisors receive may reflect their counterpart’s impression of
what he is most concerned about in his official capacit as an advisor to ROKA (C1). No
significant mean differences are observed between the PACT scores counterparts gave to
advisors judged to be primarily concerned with procurement, planning, or instruction;
however, each of the mean PACT scores associated with those concerns was found to be
significantly higher (Multiple Range Test) than the mean given to advisors judged to be
primarily concerned with monitoring requests from ROKA, ROKA’s use and/or disposal
of U.S. funds, supplies, and/or esquipment. Counterparts, on the average, expressed
agnificantly less willingness to continue working with the latter than with the former.
The objectives of the advisor’s personal involvement in his assignment may, therefore,
affect the counterpart’s elicitation of willingness to continue working with him.

There is evidence to support the belief that frequent contacts between counter-
parts and advisors tend to develop greater cohesiveness and the receipt of higher PACT
scores from counterparts, but the findings are not entirely consistent. It is observed (in
characteristic C2) that counterparts who gave advisors PACT scores above the mean of
the entire distribution significantly more often (p<.05, chi square) reported having met
with their advisors two to three times per week or more, while counterparts who gave
PACT scores below the mean more often reported having met with their advisors less
thari two to three times per week. Perhaps related to this is the finding (C3) that the
greater the percentage of duty time the counterpart reports devoting to matters other
than meeting with advisors, administration, and training troops (an average of one-third
of duty time), the more likely he is to give a lower PACT score to his advisor. Although
the correlation between these estimates and the PACT scores they gave to advisors is only
moderately negative (r=—.31), it is statistically significant (p<.05).

Evidence possibly counterindicative of a relationship is found in characteristics
C8, 9, 10, and 11. Counterparts report (C8) spending an average of about 10% of their
duty time meeting with KMAG advisors; the product-moment correlation between these
estimates is — 03 which is not significant. Also they report (C9) spending, on the average,
about 38% of their duty time on ROKA administrative matters. While counterparts who
devote the greatest percentage of their duty time to administrative matters may tend to
give advisors somewhat lower PACT scores, the coefficient based upon the present sample
is only —.24, which is not significant. Neither does the number of months over which the
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counterpart reports (C11) having worked w: h the advisor appear related to the PACT
score given to him. While counterparts report, on the average, having known their advisor
for 9.5 months, these estimates correlate to the extent of +.06 with the PACT scores
advisors received. The correlation is insignificant.

The absence of relationships between PACT scores to characteristics C8, 9, and
10, together with the moderate relationships to 2 and 3, can be understood. Estimates of
contacts with the advisor based upon the percentage of time devoted to various kinds of
activities generally do not relate to any important extent to PACT scores that advisors
and counterparts receive. Frequency of contact, per unit of time, does tend to be more
strongly associated with PACT scores advisors receive. Specifically, there appears to be a
critical level o1 <ontact associated with cohesiveness. Results indicate that this is a
frequency of meeting with the advisor about two or three times per week. Moreover,
findings associated with counterparts’ evaluations of the adequacy of their meetings with
advisors indicate (C4) significant differences between those evaluations and the PACT
scores they gave to their advisor. Counterparts who reported that the frequency of
meetings with advisors was insufficient to accc aplish their work and who, therefore,
indicated more meetings were needed gave significantly (p<.05) lower PACT scores to
advisors than did counterparts who felt. the frequency of meetings was adequate (Multiple
Range Test).

A more striking determinant of the PACT sc~re- that advisors receive appears
to be their general evaluation of the counterpart’s judgments, effectiveness, and compe-
tence. The information concerning characteristics C5, 6, and 7 was obtained from
advisors who evaluated their counterpart with regard to each of those qualities. PACT
scores that counterparts gave to their advisor were then tested for relationships to the
evaluations their advisor made of them. The two sets of scores were, therefore, obtained
by completely independent procedures with neither group aware of the fact each was
rating the other on these characteristics Despite the total independence on the data, it is
found (C5) that advisors who indicated they and their counterpart had agreed from the
beginning on the desirability of making most or all of the changes the advisor sought
tend to receive higher PACT scores frora their counterpart than advisors who indicated
less agreement. The correlation between advisors’ estimates of degrees of agreement and
the PACT scores they received is +.26 which is statistically significant (p<.05). Second, it
is also found (C6) that advisors who judge their counterpart to have been very effective
in making the changes sought tend to receive higher PACT scores than advisors who
regard their counterpa