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737 White women. Each set of subjects was divided into those
with some college experience and those with none. The respec-
tive assertiveness responses were obtained by use of ten scena-
rios, each describing an incident at work. Two measures of
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based upon the total number of actions selected as something
that probably should be done (out of four alternatives per
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assertive each action was judged to be. White men indicated
that they felt that White women should have been more assertive
than they actually were in woman-woman situations. In the Black-
White situations, the pattern of the three aspects of assertive-
ness demonstrated the potential for Black-White tension or
conflict. Generally, Whites felt that Blacks should be less
assertive than they actually were, although the Whites attribu-
ted (insight) higher levels of assertiveness to Blacks. Multiple
regression analyses found that perception of bias appeared

most often among the various sets of significant variables
related to the aspects of assertiveness; dogmatism also had a
tendency to do this. Past or present general inter-racial
experiences tended not to be related to the respective manifes-
tations of assertiveness.
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The objective of.this research’ﬁisﬁ///investigatehpotential
for integ group tension in terms of (ﬂé predisposition to assertive-
ness, (K) resistance to assertivenessl§nd (K} insight into the
assertiveness of others. These relationships were studied in
terms of man-man, woman-woman scenarios (with White men and
Hhifg women as subjects); Black man-White man scenarios (Black
meﬁoand White men as subjects),and Black woman-White woman scenarios
(Black'womeﬂ’and Nhit;/women as(%ybjects). Relationships with Tl -
the three aspects of assertiveness were investigated in terms of:
(\) perception of bias in the test scenarios; (A) sex role
perceptions; (g) general racial attitudes, (;) attitudes tc/ard
organizations and women; (g) attitudes toward organizations and
Blacks, (;3 attitqdes toward special treatment for women by
organizations, (g) attitudes toward special treatment fg; Blacks
by.organizations, (p) dogmatism, (A) risk-taking, and (A) socio-
educational status. There were 1787 subjects (ages 17 to 25);
150 Black men and 150 Black women; 750 White men and 737 White
women. ~ Each set of subjects was divided into those with some
college experience and those with none. The respective assertive-
ness responses were obtained by use oé{ién scenarios, each describing
an incident at work. &Fwo measures of assertiveness were obtained:
(a) assertiveness act scores, based upon the total number of

actions selected as something that probably should be done (out

of four alternatives per scenario) and (b) assertiveness scores,
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based upon a weighting of each action selected or not selected

in terms of how assertive each action was judged to be. White
men indicated that they felt that White women should have been
more assertive than they actually were in woman-woman situations.
In the Black-White situations, the pattern of the three aspects
of assertiveness demonstrated the potential for Black-White tension
or conflict. Generally, Whites felt that Blacks should be less
assertive than they actually were, although the thtes attributed
(insight) higher levels of assertiveness to Blacks. vMultiple
regression analyses found that perception of bias appeared most
often among the various sets of significant variables related to
the aspects of assertiveness; dogmatism also had a tendency to

do this. Past or present general inter-racial experiences tended

not to be related to the respective manifestations of assertiveness.
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% ASPECTS OF ASSERTIVENESS, RESISTANCE TO ASSERTIVENESS
% AND INSIGHT TNTO ASSERTIVENESS BASED UPON RACE AND SEXl
f INTRODUCTION
2 In broadest outline, this research is concerned with assertiveness
? as a factor in intergroup tension. The primary purposes of the research
were to investigate aépects of (a) predisposition to assertiveness,

i (b) resistance to the assertiveness of others and (c) insight into the
% assertiveness of others. These behaviors were studied in terms of (a)
i situations in which the context was race -- Blacks and Whites and (b)
% situations in which the context was sex -- women and men.
g
£
; Relationships with the above aspects of assertiveness were inves-
> tigated in terms of (a) attitudes toward the two races, (b) attitudes
ﬁ toward the sexes, (c) sex role perceptions, (d) dogmatism, (e) risk-

i ¢
f‘ taking and (f) socioeducational status.
% Definitions of assertiveness have these features: (a) an event
v
i
5 occurs that arouses positive or negative reactions in an individual;

(b) this initiates impulses to "do something" about the situation,

lThis research was conducted under contract with the Office of Naval

Research (Contract NO-0014-76-C-0086). The views expressed are solely

those of the author. Data collection and statistical analysis were

conducted by Human Sciences Research, Inc., under subcontract with

Howard University. Especial appreciation is due Dale K. Brown of

Human Sciences Research, Inc., for his cooperation in this project. :
The author is particularly indebted to William E. Gaymon for his en-

couragement. Thanks are also due to Mrs. Pauline Feldman for her
assistance in this project.
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which (c) leads either to overt action, or actions, designed to
promote the individual's best interests or to inhibition of the
overt action, or actions, (because that is deemed to be in the
individual's best interests). Examples of positive arousals are
feelings of friendliness, admiration or affection. Assertiveness
in such instances is designed to give positive reinforcement or
enhancement to "the other." In contrast, examples of negative
arousal would be behavior on the part of '"the other" that serves

to threaten, frustrate or demean the individual. Assertiveness, in
this case is designed to provide negative reinforcement to '"the
other" (Salter, 1949; Wolpe, 1958; Lazarus, 1971: Bloomfield, 1973;

Lange and Jakubowski, 1976; Rich and Schroeder, 1976).

The present research is concerned with circumstances in which

events might cause negative arousals. Predisposition to assertive-

ness is defined as the degree an individual demonstrates tendencies
to engage in assertive behaviors, as against inhibiting them, in
negative arousal situations. This is in contrast to actual assert-

iveness, in which the individual engages in overt assertive behavior.

Situations that give rise to negative arousals that might preci-
pitate tendencies toward assertiveness are interactive. (The same
applies to the case of positive arousals.) An individual, A, (or a
group of individuals) does something to B that the latter reacts to
in terms of feeling threatened,'frustrated or demeaned. One dimension

in this situation, as stated, is B's predisposition to be assertive
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because of his or her perception of what has happened. Another
dimension is the degree A is predisposed to accept or resist the
particular manner of B's assertive behavior. If A reprimanded B
for some action, A might accept B's attempt to explain that behavior.
Or, A might resist B's attempt to do this. This represents a dimen-

sion of acceptance or resistance to the assertiveness of others. It

would appear that a potential source of tension or conflict lies in
the region of the interaction between A's initial action, B's predis-
position to be assertive and A's readiness to resist B's engaging in

assertive behavior.

There is still another dimension that seems to be important in
assertiveness based upon negative arousals. This is the extent that
A has insight into the possible assertive behavior of B. A might
expect B to react in one way to, say, a reprimand, but B reacts in a
quite different manner. If A had had some degree of insight into the
likelihood of B's form of assertive response, A might have taken that
into consideration in his or her initial behavior toward B. Or, the
fact that B's assertive behavior takes a form that was not anticipatecd
by A could lead to an increase in the tension-gystem created by the

incident. This dimension is insight into the assertiveness of others.

The above considerations would seem to be of particular importaace
in situations that reflect potential for inter-group tension and con-
flict. Two contemporary areas of this are to be found in the situations

of Blacks relating to Whites and women relating to men. Using the above
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model, there could be situations where the A's are Whites and the B's

are Blacks; or the A's are men and the B's are women. A problem im-
mediately arises, however, given, for example, that A is White and B
is Black. B's response might be influenced by whether he or she per-
ceives a racial aspect in A's initial behavior. There is the possibi-
lity that the form of B's response to the situation may be affected

by whether he or she perceives the circumstance as having racial or
non-racial implications. The same reasoning applies to whether a
woman perceives a male A's behavior to have been sexist or non-sexist.

This research attempts to take this factor into account.

Wilson and Rogers (1975) claim that a "new type of Black" has
emerged who has a positive self-image and more hostility toward Whites.
Using explicit aggression behavior (shock), their results showed that
Blacks displayed overt aggression behavior toward Whites, but this was
influenced by the retaliatory potential of the target. Frodi, Macaulay
and Thome (1977), in their review of experimental literature comparing
aggression in women and men, concluded that women may tend to "shy away"

from physical aggression and face~to-face verbal aggression.

It should be noted that aggression is usually defined as containing
a component that is designed to injure, physically or psychologically,
"the other." The concept of assertiveness used in the present research
is much broader in that it refers to "doing something' in response to
negative arousals induced by others or by circumstances. The "someﬁhing"

done might not be designed to harm "the other" physically or psychologically.
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For example, merely attempting to explain one's behavior after
receiving a reprimand would be assertiveness but not aggression.

0f course, aggression behavior is by definition assertive.

The above discussion of the various aspects of assertiveness
dealt with situations with particular special features that might
affect negative arousals, assertiveness and reactions to it. These
features were differences in race and sex of the individuals who
were interacting. In contrast, there are what might be called
"base-line" assertiveness situations that represent interactions in
which particular special features such as race or sex differences
are absent or, at least, minimized. Such situations could involve
two men or two women of the same race. The situation in which a
White woman is reprimanded at work by another White woman (or a
White man by another White man) would seem to possess less complica-
tion that the circumstance where a White woman reprimands a Black
woman (or a White man reprimands a Black man) and the latter attributes
the action to racial bias. Relatively uncomplicated situations (in
the sense of not being "loaded" with special features such as race and
sex differences) can be used as "base-line" measures of the respective
aspects of assertiveness. For example, the predisposition to assertive-
ness by Black men, when a White man is the source of the negative arousal,
can be compared with the predisposition to assertiveness by White men,
when another White man is the source. This research was designed to

provide such base-line measures.
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This research was designed to investigate the various dimensions
of assertiveness in terms of the relationships shown in Table 1. The
first six situations involve "antagonists'" and "targets'" from the two
races, Black and White, separately for males and females. It was
decided to keep sex of the interactors constant. In each of these
situations, White man-Blackman; White woman-Black woman - predisposi-
tion to assertiveness on the part of the Black target, White male or
White female resistance to the respective Black assertiveness and
White male or White female insight into the respective Black assert-

iveness were measured.

In the last six situations, involving White antagonists and White
targets, sex was kept constant in measuring predisposition to asser-
tiveness. This was done in order to derive base~line predisposition
to assertiveness data on this particular dimension, without it being
complicated by the cross-sex variable. (Future research is planned
which will investigate the operation of cross-sex variables in these
situations.) With respect to resistance to assertiveness, however,
cross-sex relationships are studied. This was done in order to
provide comparison data for instances such as White men's resistance

to Black men's predisposition to assertiveness and their resistance




Table 1

“Antagonists,” "Targets” and Aspects of Assertiveness Studied

Race and Sex

Race and Sex

of "Antagonists" of "Targets" Aspect of Assertiveness Studied

1. White man 1. Black man 1. Black man's predisposition
to be assertive

2. White man 2. Black man 2. White man's resistance to
Black man's assertiveness

3. White man 3. Black man 3. White man's insight into
Black man's assertiveness

4. White woman 4. Black woman 4. Black woman's predisposition
to assertiveness

5. White woman 5. Black woman 5. White woman's resistance to
Black woman's assertiveness

6. White woman 6. Black woman 6. White woman's insight into
Black woman's assertiveness

7. White man 7. White man 7. White man's predisposition
to be assertive

8. White man 8. White man 8. White woman's resistance to
White man's assertiveness

9. White man 9. White man 9., White woman's insight into
White man's assertiveness

10. White woman 10. White woman 10. White woman's predisposition
to be assertive

11. White woman 11. White woman 11. White man's resistance to
White woman's assertiveness

12. White woman 12. White woman 12. White man's insight into
White woman's assertiveness
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to White women's assertiveness or for comparison of their insight into
the assertiveness of the two groups. Or, the resistance of White women
to the assertiveness of White men can be compared with their resistance

to the assertiveness of Black women.

Because each of the 12 situations just described was studied in
terms of socio-educational status (college vs. non-college) of the

subjects, there were 24 experimental situations.

Recent measurements of assertiveness have certain common features:
(a) items reflecting assertive behavior are presented to the subjects
and (b) the subjects respond by using a scale that permits him or her
to indicate his characteristic mode of behavior (Rathus, 1973; Gambrill
and Richey, 1975). Eisler, Hersen and Miller (1975) use role-playing
"scenarios" in their research on assertiveness. Of 32 scenafioa, 16
involved positive arousals and 16 involved negative arousals. Video-
taped responses were assessed by judges as to their assertiveness.
The scenario approach is used in the present research. Because the
focal interest of this research has to do with organizational behavior,

each scenario is placed in a work situation.
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These methods have certain difficulties represented by factors
that were not taken into consideration. In a situation where A makes
a negative response to B (reprimands B, for example), it is possible
that B accepts that he or she was at fault and that A was within his
or her prerogatives in the action. In contrast, B might feel that A's
action was unjustified and reflected a personal bias. This view that
A acted on the basis of a personal bias could be accentuated if B is
a woman and A is a man; B could feel that not only was A acting on the
basis of personal bias, but that it was sexist in nature. Similarly,
if B is Black and A is White, B's interpretation of A's action could
range from acceptance of being at fault to the feeling that A's behavior
was essentially racist. In other words, the perceptions of Bs as to
the context of the action of As could be a factor in the form of the
assertive responses of Bs, The situation becomes more complicated
when one considers possibilities such as a White A anticipating (insight)
that a Black B will not respond on the basis of racist perceptions when
B is going to do just that. Or, there could be cases where a White A's
action is influenced by the anticipation that a Black B will respond on
the basis of racist perceptions, even though A thinks that his or her

action is intrinsically justified.

Another difficulty is found in the fact that the responses of sub-
Jects are not assessed in terms of how assertive they perceive them to be.
For example, an item might ask a subject to scale how characteristic it
is for him or her to complain when a waiter has not served food satisfac-

torily. Suppose a subject checked that this is "very characteristic."

S e i s il i i




There still remains the problem of how assertive the subject feels

that behavior is. There is the possibility that one subject would

view this as being just what one should do in the situation and,
therefore, not especially assertive. Another subject might feel that
this is being quite assertive. Or, whereas the guest does not think
the action is particularly assertive, the waiter might see the guest

as being unduly assertive. These considerations of how assertive one
feels he or she is being and the level of assertiveness attributed to
others could be important factors in interactive tension situations
representing group conflicts. Tension and conflict could arise in a
situation where a woman is making a complaint to her male supervisor
which she feels, given the circumstances, is not being unduly assertive.
Her supervisor, however, could think that she is being highly assertive.

Comparable interactions could exist for Blacks and Whites.

There are possibilities such as these: a White man might consider
a given response by a Black, or woman, to be highly assertive when he
would not view that same response in the same situation to be very assert-
ive on the part of a White man. Or, he might feel that a White man should

be very assertive in the situation but a Black or a woman should be less so.

In the present research the design (a) called for measurement of the
extent the subjects perceive bias to be operating in the situations pre-
sented and (b) the "assertiveness score" contains a component that is a
measure of how assertive each subject perceives a given action to be in

the particular situations used in the scenarios.
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In order to determine whether the "assertiveness score," based
upon each subject's perception of how assertive an act is, represents
a dimension that is different from a measure based upon subject's
indications of number of assertive acts (or likelihood to engage in
assertive acts), this research includes the latter also. This measure

is referred to as the "assertive act score."

Given the various dimensions of assertiveness cited above, the
question arises as to what attributes of individuals are related to
them. For example, what are attributes that characterize Blacks with
high levels of predisposition to assertiveness in the face of threat,
frustations or being demeaned by White®? What attributes are related
to the degree Whites resist Blacks being assertive? What character-
istics are related to White men who resist White women being assertive?
What attributes are related to the degree an individual has insight into
the predisposition to assertiveness in others? This research investi-
gated these questions of correlates of the respective dimensions of
assertiveness in four areas: (a) situation-~linked attitudes having to
do with race, sex and sex role perceptions (where appropriate); (b)

dogmatism; (c) risk-taking and (d) socio-educational status.

A first place to look for correlates of the respective dimensions
of assertiveness would be in situation-linked attitudes. In this research
these were either attitudes dealing with Black-White relations or atti-
tudes having to do with female-male relations. Included in the latter

are sex role perceptions. Examples of hypotheses in this area are:

-1]1 -




Blacks with more cynical attitudes toward Black-White relations will
demonstrate higher predisposition to assertiveness in the face of
being threatened, frustrated or demeaned by Whites. A similar hypo-
thesis could be stated with respect to women vis-a-vis men. In
women, it can be hypothesized that those with high feminine sex role
perception will demonstrate relatively low level of predisposition to
assertiveness when encountering threat, frustration or being demeaned

E by men.

3 Dogmatism is a variable that could be related to the aspects of
‘ assertiveness. One might expect a dogmatic individual to be quite
resistant to "the other'" being assertive, because he or she dogmati-
cally feels that the initial action toward "the other" was justified.
Dogmatism, also, might be related to higher degree of predisposition
to assertiveness. Finally, dogmatism might tend to interfere with

one's insight into the assertiveness of others.

Risk-taking is a possible factor in predisposition to assertiveness,
; with low risk-takers demonstrating lower levels of predisposition to
assertiveness. Low risk-takers might be inclined to perceive low

levels of predisposition to assertiveness in others, thus minimizing

their risks.

Finally, the manner in which all of these various phenomena manifest
themselves could be related to socio-educational status. Individuals

with higher socio-educational backgrounds might be expected to show

-« 1=




higher levels of predisposition to assertiveness, less resistance to
assertiveness in others and a higher degree of insight into the assert-

iveness of others.

The general strategy of this research had two components: (a)
analyses of each of the three aspects of assertiveness (predisposition,
resistance, insight) in terﬁs of particular sets of targets and antagon-
ists and (b) multiple repression of the relation between the variables
cited above (race-linked and sex-linked attitudes, where appropriate;
sex-role perceptions; dogmatism; risk-taking) and the various aspects

of assertiveness.

All procedures were developed in a two-year program of pilot research

and pretesting.
METHOD

Subjects. As stated, there were 12 basic experimental situations
(Table 1). With each such situation involving subjects with some college
experience and those with none, this made a total of 24 situations. The
design called for 75 subjects per situation, making a total of 1,800 sub-
jects. The final number of subjects yielding complete data was 1,787.
All subjects were ages 17-25. Subjects were paid $5.00 for their parti-
cipation. The college subjects were recruited in schools in the Washing-
ton and Baltimore area. Non-college subjects were recruited in shopping

centers, churches and organizations.

g 1.




There were 150 Black male and 150 Black female subjects, 75 of each
with some college experience and 75 of each with no college background.
There were 750 White male subjects (375 with some college; 375 with none)
and 737 White female subjects (375 with some college; 362 with none).

White subjects within a given socio-educational group were randomly assigned
; ;k to their various situations; the situations involving Black subjects were
b fixed. The distribution of subjects with complete data is given in Table 2.

All subjects were tested during the Spring and Summer, 1377.
Table 2

Distribution of Subjects

Socio-
educational Resistance to Insight into
Race Sex Status Assertiveness Assertiveness Assertiveness
g Maje College 75 B.M. 75 W.M. 75 W.M.
Non-college 75 B.M. 75 W.M. 75 W.M.
Black
College 75 B.F. 75 W.F. 75 W.F.
PO on-cridisne 75 B.F. 75 W.F. 67 W.F.
Male College 75 W.M. 75 W.F. 75 W.F.
Non-college 75 W.M. 70 W.F. 75 W.F.
White
College 75 W.F. 75 W.M. 75 W.M.
Eemille  oon collsie 75 W.F. 75 W.M. 75 W.M.

Assertiveness scenarios. Ten scenarios were presented as the basic

approach to measuring the various aspects of assertiveness (Appendix).
An example for Black males, is:
Harry Smith is one of two Blacks in a working group of

ten, with a White supervisor, Ross Hamilton. On several

- 14 =
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t occasions, Smith has noticed that certain of the White
; . members of the group aren't around when low-level, but
necessary, work has to be done. He learns that the

supervisor has excused them because they had "more im-

portant things to do."

One day Smith asked to be excused from this low-level

work because he had to go to the finance office to
straighten out a mix-up in his pay. The supervisor

refused to excuse him.

In Black females, only the names in the above scenario were
changed (toAMay Smith and Rose Hamilton, respectively). In White
males and White females only the references to race were dropped,
the respective names remained the same. This pattern was followed

for each of the scenarios.

Perception of bias. An aspect of potential conflict in these

situations has to do with the degree the target perceives that the
antagonist was being biased in his or her actions. It is possible
that a Black could perceive that a White's reprimand is exactly
what would have happened to a White, given the circumstance. Or, a
Black could perceive that the White was demonstrating bias, whereas
a White might not feel that this was the case. Or, a White might
anticipate that his or her reaction will be reacted to, by a Black,
as an expression of bias. The extent to which the various sets of

subjects perceived bias in the respective scenarios was measured by

- is -
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the following type of scale, which appeared immediately after a given

scenario. For the above scenario this was:

Do you think the supervisor showed bias?
a. Definitely yes
b. Probably yes
c. Not sure
d. Probably no

e. Definitely no

Measurement of Assertiveness. Each scenario had four possible

actions. The instructions were (for the above scenario):

For each of the following four questions, check a box

to show whether you think Smith should or should not

do each of the things named. Of course, not all possible
actions are named; please make your judgments about the

four that are named.

Probably Probably
Should Should Not
Do This Do This (Check one box for each action)
[:] [:] File a complaint with the company's

Personnel office

Try to convince the supervisor he
is wrong

against the supervisor

Tell the supervisor he is biased

and Smith will find a way to get
him y

O 0
[:] [:] Threaten to organize a protest
O O

- 16 -
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Two scores were obtained in the measurement of assertiveness.

The first was an assertiveness acts score being based upon the total

number of actions through the 10 scenarios that a subject checked as

something that probably should be done.

The second measure was an assertiveness score. The essential

feature of this score is that it is based upon how assertive he or she

felt a particular action was, for a given scenario.

The scenarios, as described above, made up Part I of the schedule.
Part II contained the measurement of race-linked or sex-linked attitudes.
In Part III the scenarios were repeated and the subjects were instructed

to assess each action in terms of how assertive tney felt them to be.

At the beginning of this questionnaire, we described
stories in which certain things happened to people at
work. We then asked you to tell us what these people

"should do" in each case.

There were different kinds of behavior listed after each
story. For instance, in some cases, the employee might

protest directly to his superior; in other cases the

employee might file a complaint with the Personnel Office.

We could say that some of these actions are more assertive,

more forceful or stronger than others.
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On the next pages we will repeat the same stories and the
same sets of possible actions. This time we want you to

tell us how strong or assertive each action is, in your

’ opinion.

Each action can be rated on a scale from 1 to 5, where "1"

is not strong or assertive and "5" is very strong and asser-

tive.

In the above example, the scenario was repeated; followed by:

Not Strong Very Strong 3

. or Assertive and Assertive

File a complaint with

company's Personnel Office 1 2 3 4 5

Try to convince the super-

visor he is wrong 1 2 3 4 5

Threaten to organize a protest

against the supervisor 1 2 3 4 5

Tell the supervisor he is

biased and Smith will find
‘ a way to get him 1 2 3 4 5

The assertiveness score is based upon the assertiveness scale

values for the actions a subject selected as something the target

"probably should do" minus the assertiveness value of actions not
selected as something the target should do. The reasoning behind the
latter was that if a subject felt that a given action was, say, very
assertive but said that the target should not do it, this should be

reflected in the total assertiveness score.

- 18 -
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Assertiveness act scores are based solely upon the number of

assertive actions a subject indicates a target should take; assertive-
ness scores are based upon the number of actions selected and the sub-

ject's perceptions of how assertive the respective actions are.

Predisposition to assertiveness. The instructions for predisposi-

tion to assertiveness (Part I of the schedule) were:

On the next pages are some stories which describe things
that might happen at work. We want you to read each story

and answer some questions about each of them.

After each scenario there was the perception of bias scale followed
by the four actions the subject was to check either "Probably should do

this" or "Probably should not do this."

The scenarios, as previously stated, involved: (1) Black man -

White man, (2) Black woman - White woman, (3) White man - White man and

(4) White woman - White woman. (In the latter two instances no race
was indicated. It was assumed that White subjects reading these scenarios

would base their reactions on the view that the individuals were White.)

Resistance to assertiveness. In the race-linked situations, White

male subjects were presented the scenarios involving Black and White men
and given the same instructions (above) as the Black men were given.
Comparable presentation was made for White female subjects, with the

scenarios referring to Black women and White women.

- 19 =~
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In the sex-linked situations, White male subjects were given the
scenarios involving White woman ~ White woman situations. Finally,
White female subjects were given the scenarios dealing with White man -

White man situations.

Insight into assertiveness. In the race-linked situations, White
male subjects were given the schedule with the Black man - White man

scenarios. The instructions were:

In the first three sections of this questionnaire, we are
going to ask you to do something that is quite different
from what you might expect. We are NOT going to ask you to
tell us what YOUR answers would be. Instead, we want you

to tell us how you think another group of people would answer

these questions.

This questionnaire is being given to a large group of MEN.

Please answer the questions in Parts I, I1I and III as you
think the majority of Black American men in the 17-25 year

age group would answer them.

With appropriate adjustments, these instructions were given to
White females to answer the Black woman - White woman scenarios, to
White males to answer the scenarios dealing with White woman - White
woman situations and to White women to answ.r the scenarios having to

do with White man - White man situations.

- 20 =
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Race-linked attitudes. Race-linked attitudes among Black sub-

jects were measured in three categories: (a) general racial attitudes,

(b) organizations and race and (c) special treatment for Blacks (Phase

IT of the schedule). Examples of general racial attitudes (measured

on a 5~point scale from 1 - Very strongly agree to 5 - Very strongly

disagree) are:
I think most Whites dislike Blacks.
I avoid contacts with Whites as much as possible.

In terms of things like economic and educational problems

Blacks are not much better off than they were 20 years ago.
Examples of attitudes toward organizations and race are:

Most senior executives in business and industry are

favorable to Blacks making progress.

Most White employees in business and industry don't feel

that Blacks are as qualified as Whites are.

Most companies are firmly committed to the principles of

equal opportunity for the races.
Examples of attitudes toward special treatment for Blacks are:

In hiring new employees, companies should set up a

definite percentage of jobs for Blacks.

- 21 -




If a Black and White are of about equal background, the

Black should be given preference in being considered for

promotion.

Companies should have special training programs designed

to improve the skills of Black employees.

In the insight into Black assertiveness situations, the White

subjects answered this particular part of the schedule in terms of
e

ho:ﬁ;bsy’{hought Blacks would answer them.

Sex-linked attitudes. Sex-linked attitudes were measured in two

categories: (a) organizations and sex and (b) special treatment for

women. These items were given only to White men and White women in

the White man - White man and White woman - White woman scenarios.

The items were the same as those used in the race-linked section, with

"women" being substituted for "Blacks.”

In the insight into White assertiveness, the base-line measure,
White male subjects answered this particular part of the schedule in
terms of how White women would answer it; White female subjects answered

in terms of how White men would reply to this particular part.

Sex role perceptions. In the situations involving only White

men and White women, in the scenarios and as subjects, sex role percep-
tions were ascertained. This section was Part VI in the applicable
schedules. Hawley's Attitude Toward Women's Role Scale (1971, 1972, 1975)

was used to measure sex role perceptions. This scale, consisting of 35
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items, is a measure of the degree women's role is perceived to be
dichotomous (certain roles for men; certain roles for women) or
androgynous (no certain roles for either sex). Examples of the former

and latter items are, respectively:

Men should make the final decision in financial matters
and women should make the final decisions concerning

the home.

Women should follow any vocation they wish, even 1if this

violates tradition.

The scoring is such that a low total score indicates that women's
role is seen as being androgynous; a high total score means that women's
role is dichotomous. Hawley (1975) reported that follow-up interviews
with girls "substantiated" their quantitative results. An alpha co-

efficient was reported of 0.93 for college women. (Hawley, 1972)

Dogmatism. The 20-item short form of Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale
(Troldahl and Powell, 1965) was used as a measure of dogmatism. A
correlation of 0.95 was reported between the 20-item short form and
the original 40-item scale. The higher the score, the greater the

degree of dogmatism. This scale was Part IV of the schedules.

Risk-taking. As an index of risk-taking propensity, the revised

Choice Dilemmas Questionnaire (CDQ) (Kogan and Dorros, 1975) was used

(Part V of the schedules). In the CDQ, 10 situations are presented,

each with a central person faced with a choice between two courses of
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action. One choice involves a payoff of higher value but lower

probability of attainment (high risk); the other has a payoff of
lower value but higher probability of attainment (low risk). The
subject's task is to indicate the lowest probability of attainment
for the higher value payoff that he or she would require before
recommending that the higher-risk course of action be pursued. The
available odds in each situation are 1:10, 3:10, 5:10, 7:10, and
9:10. In addition, the subject has the option of rejecting a given
action, no matter what the probability (scored as required odds of
10:10). The names of the individuals in the choice situations are

: male or female, depending upon the sex of the subjects.

RESULTS

Reliability of the assertiveness measures. Alpha coefficients

were determined for the assertiveness scores and the assertiveness
act scores for each of the respective groups in the predisposition

to assertiveness conditions. For the assertiveness scores, the alpha
coefficients ranged from 0.75 (Black college men; Black man-White man
scenarios) to 0.85 (White college women; woman-woman scenarios).

The alpha coefficients for the assertive act scores were from 0.66
(Black college men; Black man-White man scenarios) to 0.80 (Black

college women; Black woman-White woman scenarios).

Correlations between assertiveness measures. The correlation

between assertiveness scores and assertive act scores was calculated

for each of the groups in the predisposition to assertiveness situation.
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These correlations were from 0.66 (White non-college men; man-man
scenarios) to 0.78 (Black non-college men; Black man-White man

scenarios). All correlations were significant atp = .05.

Perception of bias. Across all groups, the mean for the level of

bias perceived in the scenarios was from 30.75, s = 5.08 (White non-
college men; "resistance" to the assertiveness of White women in
woman-woman scenarios) to 38.15, s = 4.97 (Black college women; pre-
disposition to assertiveness in Black woman-White woman scenarios).
In terms of the means, the judgments of the scenarios ranged from

approximately "not sure" to "probably yes" that bias had been exhibited.

The scenarios for White men and White women involved man-man and
woman-woman situations, respectively. The means for the perception

of bias are given in Table 3. ANOVA produced a significant effect for

Table 3

Perception of Bias; Assertiveness Situation;
White Men (Man~Man Scenarios) and White Women
(Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

Perception of Bias Perception of Bias

WEMGALOn White Men White Women e
College 32.19 33.27 32.73
Non-college 31.51 33.15 32.33

Mean 31.85 33.21 32.53

sex with White women showing a higher level of perception of bias (woman-
woman scenarios), Mean = 33.21, than did White men (man-man scenarios),

Mean = 31.85 (F = 5.74; D.F. = 1,296; p < .05).
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In the scenarios for the Black subjects, perception of bias was ‘
significantly different for Black men (Black man-White man scenarios) |
and Black women (Black woman-White woman scenarios). The mean for
Black women was 37.05; for Black men it was 35.45 (F = 5.74; D.F. = j
1,296; p < .05), the Black women showing a higher level of perception ;
of bias (Table 4). There also was a significant effect for education;

Black college subjects showed higher perception of bias (Mean = 37.19) ’

than did Black non-college subjects (Mean - 35.31) (F = 7.93; D.F. =

1,296; p < .05).

Table 4 ]

Perception of Bias; Assertiveness Situation;

Black Men (Black Man-White Man Scenarios) and

Black Women (Black Woman-White Woman Scenarios)
(Means)

Perception of Bias Perception of Bias,

s Black Men Black Women -
College 36.24 38.15 37.19
Non-college 34.67 35.96 35.31
Mean 35.45 37.05 36.25 i
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One group of White male subjects answered the perception of bias
on items on the basis of what they thought about the woman-woman situations.
A group of White female subjects did this for man-man situations. These
situations are referred to as "resistance" to assertiveness. Significant
effects were found for sex (F = 8.29, D.F. = 1,291; p £ .01) and education
(F = 10.79; D.F. = 1,291; p <.01) (Table 5). The White women showed a
higher level of perception of bias (Mean = 33.01) than did the White men
(Mean = 31.41). White college subjects demonstrated higher perception

of bias (Mean=33.09) than did White non-college subjects (Mean = 31.27).

Table 5

Perception of Bias; "Resistance'” to Assertiveness
Situations; White Men (Man-Man Scenarios) and White
Women (Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

White Men: White Women:
Muucaticn White Women White Men S
College 32.07 34.11 33.09
Non-college 30.74 31.83 31.27
Mean 31.41 33.01 32.19
- 26A -
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One group of White male subjects answered the perception of bias

questions on the basis of what they thought in terms of the Black man-
White man scenarios. A group of White female subjects did this for
the Black woman-White woman scenarios. Both of these were 'resistance"

situations for the White groups (Table 6). A significant effect was

Table 6

Perception of Bias; Resistance to Assertiveness
Situations; White Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and White Women (Black Woman-White
Woman Scenarios) (Means)

sducacion e e =
College 34.83 35.83 35.35
Non-college 33.20 { 33.91 33.55

Mean 34.01 34.87 34.40

found for education (F = 8.30; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01). White college
subjects perceived a higher level of bias (Mean = 35.35) in these Black-

White scenarios than did White non-college subjects (Mean = 33.55).

A group of White men answered the scenarios on the basis of how
they thought White women would answer the woman-woman scenarios (the
"insight' situation). A group of White women did this for the man-man

scenarios (Table 7). Education produced a significant main effect
Table 7

Perception of Bias; Insight into Assertiveness
Situations; White Men (Woman-Woman Scenarios) and
White Women (Man-Man Scenarios) (Means)

White Men: White Women;
Educstion White Women White Men Mean
College 33.95 33.52 33.73
Non-college 32.23 32.77 32.50
Mean 33.09 33.15 33.12
- 27 -
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(F = 4.88; D.F. = 1,296; p < .05). White college subjects (Mean =
33.73) showed higher perception of bias in these particular situations

than did White non-college subjects (Mean = 32.50),

A group of White men gave insight answers to how they thought Black
men (ages 17 to 25) would reply in the Black man-White man scenarios.
A group of White women did this for the Black woman-White woman scenarios
(Table 8). Both sex (F = 5.07; D.F. = 1,288; p < .05) and education
Table 8
Perception of Bias; Insight into Assertiveness
Situations; White Men (Black Man-White Man

Scenarios) and White Women (Black Woman-White
Woman Scenarios) (Means)

Bducation Black Men Black vomen ___Mean
College 36.59 37.81 37.20
Non-college 33.84 35.30 34.54

Mean 35.21 36.69 35.95

(F = 19.60; D.F. = 1,288; p < .01) were significant. White women thought
that the Black women in their scenarios would perceive more bias (Mean =
36.69) than the White men thought the Black men would perceive (Mean =
35.21). White college subjects (Mean = 37.20) perceived more bias in

these Black-White scenarios than did non-college subjects (Mean = 34.54).
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Table 9 contains the data for White men's perception of bias under
5 the man-man assertiveness condition and White women's insight into how

White men would answer the perception of bias items. A significant

Table 9

Perception of Bias White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
and White Women's Insight into White Men's
Perception of Bias (Means)

Perception of Bias White Women:

Shucating White Men White Men M
College 32.19 33.52 32.85
Non-college 31.51 32.77 32.14

Mean 31.85 33.15 32.50

effect was found for sex (F = 4.84; D.F. = 1.296; p < .05). White women
é (Mean = 33.15) Attributed a higher level of perception of bias to White
* men, in the man-man scenarios, than White men actually demonstrated

(Mean = 31.85).

The data for the insight of White women into the perception of bias
of White men in the man-man scenarios is presented in Table 10. There
were no significant effects in this analysis. White men did not attribute

Table 10

Perception of Bias, White Women (Woman-Woman Scenarios)
and White Men's Insight into White Women's Perception
of Bias (Means)

Perception of bias White Men:
REwcation White Women White Women s
College 33.27 33.95 33.61
i Non-college 33.15 32,23 32.69
} Mean 33.21 33.09 33.15 .
:
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a significantly different level of perception of bias to White women

than the latter actually displayed (F = 0.808; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05).

The data on the insight of White men into the perception of bias
of Black men (Black man-White man scenarios) are given in Table 11.

There was no significant difference indicating that White men attributed

Table 11

Perception of Bias, Black Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and White Men's Insight into Black Men's
Perception of Bias (Means)

e S TEEEE T e
College 36.24 36.59 36.41
Non-college 34.67 33.84 34.25

Mean 35.45 35.21 35.33

a different level of perception of bias to Black men than Black men did
themselves (F = 0.720; D.F. = 1.296; p >.05). Education was a signifi-
cant (F = 10.46; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01). College subjects (Mean =

36.41) showed a higher level of perception of bias than did non-college

subjects (Mean = 34.25).

Table 12 gives the data on White women's insight into the perception
of bias by Black women in the Black woman-White woman scenarios. Only

education produced a significant effect (F = 15.56; D.F. = 1,288; p <.01).
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Table 12

Perception of Bias, Black Women (Black Woman-White
Woman Scenarios) and White Women's Insight into
Black Women's Perception of Bias (Means)

ST woer o
College 38.15 37.81 37.98
Non-college 35.96 35.30 35.68

Mean 37.05 36.69 36.83

Subjects with a college education (Mean = 37.98) perceived a higher degree
of bias in these particular Black-White situations than did non-college
subjects (Mean = 35.68). There was no significant difference in the level
of perception of bias found for Black women and the level attributed to

them by White women (F = 0.408; D.F. = 1,288; p > .05).

Assertiveness ratings. The "assertiveness score" used in this

research is based upon the number of assertive acts selected by the sub-
jects and their judgment as to how assertive the acts are. In contrast, the
"assertive act'" score is based solely upon the number of acts chosen. The
assertive score is the acts indicated as '"probably should do" weighted by
their perceived assertiveness minus the acts selected as "probably should

not do" weighted by their perceived assertiveness.

For White subjects, judgment of the various acts as being assertive
was higher among those with a college background (Mean = 131.99) than
among those with non-college background (Mean = 116.30) (F = 33.49; D.F. =
1,296; p <.01) (Table 13). The scenarios with White men were man-man;

for White women they were woman-woman. The difference in assertiveness
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ratings between White men and White women was not significant

(F = 0.776; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05),

Table 13

Assertiveness Ratings of the Assertiveness Acts by
White Men (Man-Man Scenarios) and White Women
(Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

Education White Men White Women Mean

College 131.69 132.29 131.99

Non-college 117.37 115.23 116.30
Mean ' 124.53 123.76 124.15

For Black men (Black man-White man scenarios) and Black women

(Black woman-White woman scenarios), the difference in assertiveness

ratings was not significant (F = 0.201; D.F. = 1,296; p >.05)(Table 14).

Education was significant; the mean for Black college subjects was 125.39

and for Black non-college subjects was 119.49 (F = 4.311; D.F. = 1,296;

p <.05).
Table 14
Assertiveness Ratings of the Assertiveness Acts by

Black Men (Black Man-White Man Scenarios) and Black
Women (Black Woman-White Woman Scenarios) (Mesns)

Education Black Men Black Women Mean
~ College 122.71 138.07 125.39
Non-college 118.53 120.45 119.49
Mean 120.62 124.26 122.44
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The data in Table 15 are the insight data for White males in
contrast to the actual level of the assertiveness ratings found for
the Black men in the Black man-White man scenarios. White men were
not significantly different in their attribution of level of asser-
tiveness to Black men (Mean = 125.04), age 17 to 25, from the level
of assertiveness found in the Black male subjects (Mean = 120.62)

(F = 2.957; D.F. =1,29; p > .05). Education was significant;

Table 15

Assertiveness Ratings by Black Men (Black Man-
White Man Scenarios) and Insight into Black Men's
Ratings by White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)

Education Black Men g?:zi :Zﬁ' Mean
College 122.71 130.16 126.43
Non-college 118.53 119.92 119.23

Mean 120.62 125.04 122.83

the mean for college subjects was 126.43; for non-college subjects it

was 119.23 (F = 0.087; D.F. = 1,296; p <.01).

When the insight assertiveness ratings given by White women to
Black women (Black woman-White woman scenarios) and the actual asser-
tiveness ratings of the latter were compared, there was no significant

difference (White women insight, Mean = 127.01; Black women assertive-

ness ratings, Mean = 124.26) (F = 0.422; D.F. = 1,288; p > .05).(Table 16)
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Table 16

Assertiveness Ratings by- Black Women (Black Woman-
White Woman Scenarios) and Insight into Black Women's
Ratings by White Women (Same Scenarios) (Me?ns)

White Women :

Education Black Women Black Women Mean
College 128.07 134.99 . 131.53
Non-college 120.45 118.09 119.34

Mean 124.26 127.01 125.60

Education produced a significant main effect. The mean for college
subjects was 131.53; for non-college subjects it was 119.34 (F = 16.34;

D.F. = 1,288, p < .01).

Predisposition to assertiveness. The "assertiveness scores" (based

upon acts selected or not selected, weighted by their respective per-
ceived assertiveness levels) ranged from -43.95 (White college women, in
woman-woman scenarios) to 22.75 (Black college men, in Black man-White man
scenarios). A negative assertiveness score indicates that many acts were

selected as '"probably should not do."

The respective assertiveness scores for the White subjects in the
base~line situations (men: man-man scenarios; women: woman-woman scenarios)
were each significantly lower (by Scheffé tests at p = .05) than each of
the assertiveness scores for Black subjects (men: Black man-White man

scenarios; women: Black woman-White woman scenarios) (Table 17).
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Table 17

Significantly Different Pairs of
Assertiveness Scores (Scheffé Test, p= -95)

=43.95 (WWC; W-W)* -29.61 (WW-NC)

7.12 (BM-NC; BM-WM) 7.12 (BM-NC; BM-WM)
12.69 (BW-NC; BW-WW) 12.69 (BW-NC; BW-WW)
15.93 (BW-C; BW-WW) 15.93 (BW-C; BW-WW)
22.75 (BM-C; BM-WM) 22.75 (BM-C; BM-WM)

-34.68 (WM-C; M-M) -28.03 (WM-NC)

7.12 (BM-NC; BM-WM) 7.12 (BM-NC; BM-WM)
12.69 (BW-NC; BW-WW) 12.69 (BW-NC; BW-WW)
15.93 (BW-C; BW-WW) 15.93 (BW-C; BW-WW)
22.75 (BM-C; BM~WM) 22.75 (BM-C; BM-WM)

*(WW-C; W-W): White women, college, woman-woman scenarios, etc. Each
mean in given section was significantly different from the underlined mean.

Each of the means for assertiveness scores for the respective group of
White subjects (man-man or woman-woman scenarios) was negative; each of the
means for assertiveness scores for the respective groups of Black subjects

(Black-White scenarios) was positive.

The "assertive act' scores were based solely upon the summation of the
acts selected as 'probably should do." These particular scores ranged from
13.1) (White women, non-college: woman-woman scenarios) to 20.56 (Black men,
college: Black man-White man scenarios) (Table 18). Each of the respective
mean assertive act scores for the White subjects was significantly lower

(Scheffé tests, p = .05) than the respective assertive act scores for the

Elack subjects.
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Table 18

Significantly Different Pairs of
Assertive Act Scores (Scheffé Test, P* .05)

13.13 (WW-NC; W-W)* 14.39 (WM-C; M-M)
18.67 (BW-NC; BW-WW) 18.67 (BW-NC; BW-WW)
19.29 (BW-C; BW-WW) 19.29 (BW~C; BW-WW)
19.36 (BM-NC; BM-WM) 19.36 (BM~NC; BM-WM)
20.56 (BM-C; BM-WM) 20.56 (BM-C; BM-WM)
13.20 (WW-C; W-W) 14.67 (WM-NC;M-M)
18.67 (BW-NC; BW-WW) 18.67 (BW-NC; BW-WW)
19.29 (BW-C; BW-WW) 19.29 (BM-NC; BW-WW)
19.36 (BM-NC; BM-WM) 19.36 (BM-NC; BM-WM)
20.56 (BM-C; BM-WM) 20.56 (BM-C; BM-WM)

*(WW~NC; W-W): White women, college, woman-woman scenarios, etc. Each

mean in a given section was significantly different from the underlined mean.
When the assertiveness scores of White women (woman-woman scenarios),

Mean = -31.35, were compared to those of White men (man-man scenarios),

Mean = -36.78, there was no significant difference (F = 1.357; D.F. = 1,296;

p > -05) (Table 19). There was a significant difference for educational

Table 19

Assertiveness Scores for White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
White Women (Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

Education White Men White Women Mean
College -34.68 -43.95 -39.31
Non-college -28.03 -29.61 -28.82

Mean -31.35 -36.78 -34.07

e
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level. The White non-college subjects (Mean = -28.82) showed a higher level
of assertiveness than the White college subjects, (Mean = =-39.31) (F = 5.072;

D.F. = 1,296; p < .05).

Using the assertive act scores, there was a significant main effect for
sex, when comparing White men and White women in the respective man-man and
woman-woman scenarios (Table 20). White men, in their scenarios, showed more
assertiveness (Mean = 14.53) than did White women, in their scenarios (Mean =
13.17) (F = 6.318, D.F. = 1,296, p < .05). Education was not related to
assertiveness act scores for these White men and White women (F = 0.039;

D.F. = 1,296, p >.05).

Table 20

Assertive Act Scores for White Men (Man~Man Scenarios)
and White Women (Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

Education White Men White Women Mean

College 14.39 13.20 13.79
Non-college 14.67 13573 13.90
Mean 14.53 13.17 13.85

With the assertiveness scores for Black subjects (Black man-White man scen-

arios, etc.),gxﬂy the main effect of education produced a significant differ-

ence. Black college subjects had a mean assertiveness score of 19.34; the

mean for Black non-college subjects was 9.91 (F = 3.834; D.F. = 1.296; p > .05).
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Table 21

Assertiveness Scores for Black Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and Black Women (Black Woman-White Woman
Scenarios) (Means)

Education Black Men Black Women Mean
College 27.75 15.93 19.34
Non-college 7.12 12.69 9.91

Mean 14.93 14.31 14.62

The Black men (Mean = 14.93) and Black women (Mean = 14.31) did not differ

significantly in assertiveness scores (F = 0.017; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05). (Table 21)

For the assertive act scores, no significant differences were obtained
for either sex (F = 0.095; D.F. = 1.296, p > .05) or education (F = 0.119;

D.F. = 1,296; p >.05). (Table 22)

Table 22

Assertive Act Scores for Black Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and Black Women (Black Woman-White Woman
Scenarios) (Means)

Education Black Men Black Women Mean
College 20.56 19.29 19.93
Non-college 19.36 18.67 19.01

Mean 19.96 18.98 19.47

Predisposition to assertiveness; ''resistance’ to assertiveness. 1In the

"resistance" to assertiveness situations a group of subjects answered the

items in terms of what they thought another group should do. Examples are:
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White men - what White women in woman-woman situations should do; White

women - what Black women in Black woman-White woman situations should do.
"Resistance" refers to the case where these particular subjects say that

"the other" should be less assertive than the latter actually demonstrate.

The data for the assertiveness scores for White men (man-man scenarios)

and for what White women said White men should do are given in Table 23.

Table 23

Assertiveness Scores for White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
and "Resistance" to Assertiveness Scores for White Women
(Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Women:

Ed“?ff}ffL_,__‘,_.__ thff Men White Men Mean
College -34.68 -30.65 -32.67
Non-college -28.03 -31.80 -29.85

Mean ~31.35 -31.21 -31.28

Neither the main effect of sex (F = 0.002, D.F. = 1,291; p > .05) nor education
was significant (F = 0.359; D.F. = 1,291; p > .05). The White women did not,
significantly, say that White men in man-man scenarios should be more or less

assertive than they were.

For the same analysis, with the assertive act scores, there were no sig-

nificant effects for either sex or education. (Table 24).
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Table 24

Assertive Act Scores for White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
and "Resistance'" to Assertiveness Scores for White
Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Women:

Educatio§_— White Mgn White Men Mean
College 14.39 14.20 14.29
Non-college 14.67 14.27 14.48

Mean 14.52 14.23 14.38

Table 25 contains the data for the assertiveness scores for White women
and what White men said they should do. 1In this instance, significant effects
were found for sex and education. White men (Mean = -21.38) thought that White
women should be more assertive than they actually were (Mean = -36.78) in the

woman-woman scenarios (F = 4.67; D.F. = 1,296; p < .05). The White non-college

Table 25

Assertiveness Scores for White Women (Woman-Woman
Scenarios) and "Resistance'" to Assertiveness Scores
for White Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Men:
’ Education White Women White Women Mean
College -43.95 -28.77 -36.36
Non-college -29.61 -14.00 -21.81
Mean -36.78 -21.38 -29.08

subjects, men and women, showed significantly higher assertiveness scores (Mean =
-21.81) to White women (woman-woman scenarios) than did White college subjects

(Mean = -36.36) (F = 6.98; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01).
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The analysis of the assertive act scores yielded a significant main
effect only for sex (Table 26). As with the assertiveness scores, White
men thought that White women should be more assertive (woman-woman scen-
arios) than they, the latter, actually were. The respective means were

15.41 and 13.17 (F =11,53; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01)

Table 26

Assertive Act Scores for White Women (Woman-Woman
Scenarios) and "Resistance'" to-Assertiveness Act

E Scores for White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)
3
White Men:
Education White Women White Women Mean
h College 13.20 14.96 14.08
Non-college 13.13 15.87 14.50
Mean 13.17 15.41 14.29

The data for the assertiveness of Black men in the Black man-White

man scenarios are given in Table 27. The White men (Mean = -14.00) said

Table 27

Assertiveness Scores for Black Men (Black Man-
White Man Scenarios) and ''Resistance'" to Asser-
tiveness Scores for White Men (Same Scenarios)(Means)

Education Black Men :?;E: :::' Mean
College 22.75 -18.41 2.17
Non-college 712 -9.59 -1.23

Mean 14.93 -14.00 0.47

the Black men should be less assertive than they were (Mean

= 14.93) in the

Black man-White man scenarios (F = 44.86; D.F. = 1,296; p < .0l1), using

assertiveness scores.
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The same relationship was found with the assertive act scores (Table 28).
White men (Mean = 16.63) felt that Black men should not be assertive as they
were (Mean = 19.96) in the Black man-White man Scenarios (F = 39.87; D.F. =
1,296; p < .01)

Table 28

Assertiveness Act Scores for Black Men (Black Man-
White Man Scenarios) and "Resistance' to Assertiveness

Act Sccres for White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)
White Men:
Education Black Men Black Men Mean
College 20.56 16.68 18.62
Non-college 19.36 16.59 17.97
Mean 19.96 16.63 18.30

With the assertiveness scores, White women showed 'resistance" to the
assertiveness of Black women in the Black woman-White woman scenarios (Table
29). The mean assertiveness score for Black women was 14.31; the "resistance"

assertiveness score for White women was -13.77 (F = 35.50; D.F. = 1,296;

p < .01).
Table 29
Assertiveness Scores for Black Women (Black Woman-White
Woman Scenarios) and "Resistance' to Assertiveness
Scores for White Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)
Education Black Women RULES Homen.: Mean
Black Women
College 15.93 -18.32 -1.19
Non-college 12.64 -9.21 -1.74
Mean 14.31 -13.77 0.27
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Using the assertive act scores, White women again showed 'resistance"
to the assertiveness of Black women in the Black woman~White woman scenarios

(Table 30). The assertiveness act mean for Black women was 18.98; the

Table 30

Assertive Act Scores for Black Women (Black Woman-White
Woman Scenarios) and "Resistance" to Assertiveness Act
Scores for White Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)

Education Black Women White Women: Sos
- Black Women

College 19.29 16.81 18.08
Non-college 18.67 16.33 17.50
Mean 18.98 16.57 17.78

"resistance" mean for White women was 16.57 (F = 16.91; D.F. = 1,296; p< .01).

Predisposition to Assertiveness; insight into assertiveness. In the

insight into assertiveness situations, subjects were instructed to answer the
items in terms of how they thought another group of people would reply to them.
One example is, White men answering the items in terms of how they thought "the
majority of White American women in the 17 to 25 year age group" would reply

to them. Another example is, White women answering the items in terms of how
they thought "the majority of Black American women in the 17 to 25 year age

group" would reply to them.

White women's insight into the assertiveness of White men (man-man
scenarios), Mean = -24.94, was not significantly different from the level of
assertiveness demonstrated by the latter, Mean = -31.35 (F = 2.03; D.F. = 1,296;

p >.05) (Table 31) , based upon assertiveness scores.
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Table 31

Assertiveness Scores for White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
and Insight Assertiveness Scores for White Women (Same
Scenarios) (Means)

White Women: |
Education White Men White Men Mean
College -34.68 -29.00 ~31.84
Non-college -28.03 -20.88 <24.45
i
Mean -31.35 -24.94 -28.15

When the assertiveness act scores were used, the insight level of White

women, Mean = 15.09, was not significantly different from the actual level
of assertiveness of White men, Mean = 14.52 (F = 1.05; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05)

(Table 32).

Table 32

Assertive Act Scores for White Men (Man-Man Scenarios)
and Insight Assertiveness Act Scores for White Women

(Same Scenarios) (Means)
White Women:
Education White Men White Men Mean
College 14.39 15.33 14.86
Non-college 14.67 ; 14.85 14.76
Mean 14.52 15.09 14.81

In the insight of White men (Mean = -29.09) into the assertiveness scores
of White women (Mean = ~36.78) there was no significant difference (F = 2.81;

D.F. = 1,296; p > .05) (Table 33).
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Table 33

Assertiveness Scores for White Women (Woman-Woman
Scenarios) and Insight into Assertiveness Scores for
White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)

Education White Women 3:1:: 32:;n Mean
College -43.95 -33.89 -38.92
Non-college -29.61 -24.29 -26.95

Mean -36.78 -29.09 -32.94

When the assertiveness act scores were used, White men (Mean = 15.49)
attributed more assertiveness to White women (woman-woman scenarios) than
the latter actually exhibited (Mean = 13.17) (F= 18.82; D.F. = 1,296;

P <.01). (Table 34)

Table 34

Assertiveness Act Scores for White Women (Woman-Woman
Scenarios) and Insight into Assertiveness Act Scores
for White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Men:

Education White Women White Women Mean
College 13.20 15.76 14.48
Non-college 13.13 15.21 14.17
Mean 13.17 15.49 14.33
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With the assertiveness scores, White men attributed less assertiveness,

Mean = -8.08, to Black men (Black man-White man scenarios) than the Black

men demonstrated, Mean = 14.93 (F = 24.159; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01) (Table 35).

Table 35

Assertiveness Scores for Black Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and Insight Assertiveness Scores for White
Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)

Educatijon Black Men §2i2§ ;Z:: Mean
College 22.75 -9.37 6.69
Non-college 7.12 -6.79 0.17

Mean 14.93 -8.08 3.43

The assertiveness act scores produced the same significant relationship:
Black men, Mean = 19.96; White men, insight, Mean =18.43 (F = 6.223; D.F. =

1,296; p <.05). (Table 36)

Table 36

Assertive Act Scores for Black Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) and Insight Assertiveness Act. Scores for
White Men (Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Men:
Education Black Men Black Men Mean
College 20.56 18.63 19.89
Non-college 19.36 18.24 18.80
Mean 19.96 18.43 19.20
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Using the assertiveness scores, White women attributed less assertive-

ness to Black women, Mean = -5.32, than the latter displayed, Mean = 14.31

(F = 14.13; D.F. = 1,288; p <.0l1). (Table 37)

Table 37

Assertiveness Scores for Black Women (Black Woman-
White Woman Scenarios) and Insight Assertiveness
Scores for White Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)

Education Black Women witdre. Wounen: Mean
Black Women

College 15.93 -2.52 6.71
Non-college 12.69 -8.45 2.67
Mean 14.31 =532 4.69

In contrast, using the assertiveness act scores did not produce a
significant difference between the level of assertiveness of Black women,

Mean = 18.98, and the level of assertiveness attributed to them by White

women, Mean = 18.50 (F = 0.444; D.F. = 1,288; p > .05). (Table 38)

Table 38

Assertiveness Act Scores for Black Woman (Black Woman-
White Woman Scenarios) and Insight Assertiveness Act
Scores for White Women (Same Scenarios) (Means)

White Women:
Education Black Women Black Women Mean

College 19.29 19.28 19.29
Non-college 18.67 17.70 18.20
Mean 18.96 18.50 18.74
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The following section presents results that have to do with psychological
variables that serve to provide a context within which the various aspects of

assertiveness, and the cross-group relationships involved, function.

Sex role perceptions. One of these context components was the sex role

perceptions of White men and White women in those situations designed to
measure the various aspects of assertiveness in the base-line situations of
man~-man and woman-woman scenarios. The total group of White men in man-man
(predisposition to men's assertiveness) and the woman-woman scenarios
("resistancé' to assertiveness by women and insight into this assertiveness),

N = 450, perceived women in the dichotomous direction, Mean = 101.81. The
total of White women in the comparable situations, N = 445, perceived women
in the androgynous direction, Mean = 88.63 (F = 115.67; D.F. = 1,891; p < .01)

(Table 39). (Sex role perceptions were not answered on an insight basis by

White men)
Table 39

Sex Role Perceptions of White Men and White Women

(Man-Man; Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means) Low Score -

Androgynous
Education White Men White Women Mean
College 97.09 82.05 89.57
Non-college 106.53 95.36 101.01

Mean 101.81 88.63 95.26
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White college subjects (men and women) perceived women in the androgynous
direction, Mean = 89.57; White non-college subjects perceived them in the

dichotomous direction, Mean = 101.81 (F = 86.34; D.F. = 1,891; p < .0l1).

General racial attitudes. General racial attitudes represent a context

factor in the assertiveness of the Black subjects and the '"resistance" and
insight reactions of the White subjects in the Black-White scenarios. White
men who responded to the Black man-White man scenarios on the basis of what
the Black man should do ("resistance’") were racial separatists to a signi-
ficantly greater degree, Mean = 92.51, than were the Black men, Mean = 37.81
(F = 53.61, D.L. = 1,296; p -.01). (Table 40) College male subjects (Black
and White) were significantly more separatist, Mean = 41.57, than non-college

male subjects, Mean = 38.75 (F = 19.62; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01). (Table 40)

Table 40

General Racial Attitudes of Black Men and "Resistance"
White Men (Black Man-White Man Scenarios) (Means)
High Score ~ Separatist

Education Black Men g?:gi :ZE: Mean
College 38.96 44.17 41.57
Non-college 36.67 40.84 38.75

Mean 37.81 42.51 40.16
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White women in the "resistance'

situation with respect to Black women
(Black woman-White woman scenarios) were significantly more separatist
racially, Mean = 43.61, than were the Black women,»Mean = 37.45 (F = 54.83;
D.F. = 1,296; p < .01). (Table 41) College women (Black and White), Mean =
41.09, and non-college women, Mean = 40.05 were not significantly different

in general racial attitudes (F = 0.027; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05).

Table 41

General Racial Attitudes of Black Women and '"Resistance"
White Women (Black Woman-White Woman Scenarios) (Means)
High Score - Separatist

Education Black Women g?:z: gg:::: Mean
College 37.53 44,64 41.09
Non-college 37.37 42.58 40.05

Mean 37.45 43.61 40.01

White men attributed (insight) less racial separatist attitudes to
Black men, Mean = 35.80, than the latter displayed, Mean = 37.81 (F = 8.672;

D.F. = 1, 296; p < .01).( Table 42)

Table 42

General Racial Attitudes of Black Men and Insight
White Men (Black Man-White Man Scenarios) (Means)
High Score - Separatist

Education Black Men g?izi :::: Mean
College 38.96 35.60 37.28
Non-college 36.67 36.00 36.33

Mean 37.81 35.80 36.81
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The White women did not attribute (insight) a significantly different

level of separatism (or integrationism) to Black women (Black womai-White

woman scenarios), Mean 37.95, than the Black women demonstrated, Mean =

37.45 (F = 0.364; D.F. = 1,288; p > .05). (Table 43)

Table 43

General Racial Attitudes of Black Women and Insight
White Women (Black Woman-White Woman Scenarios) (Means)
High Score - Separatist

White Women:

Education Black Women Black Women Mean
College 37.53 36.95 37.24
Non-college 37.37 39.12 38.20

Mean 37.45 37.95 37.69

Organizations and women. White men in the '"resistance' situation (woman-

woman scenarios) perceived organizations as being more positive to women,
Mean = 34.45, than did White women, Mean = 36.35 (F = 5.779; D.F. = 1,296;
P <.05). (Table 44) The educational levels were not significantly different
(F = 2,675; D.F. =1,296; p > .05).
Table 44
Attitudes Toward Organizations and Women of White

Women and "Resistance'" White Men (Woman-Woman
Scenarios) (Means) High Score - Negative

White Men:
Education White Women white Women Mean
College 37.63 34.60 36.11
Non-college 35.07 34.29 34.68

Mean 36.35 34.45 35.40




In the insight situation, White men attributed to White women a

greater degree of perception of organizational negativism toward women,

Mean = 38.48, than the women themselves showed, Mean = 36.35 (F = 17.406;
D.F. = 1,296; p < .01). (Table 45)
Table 45

Attitudes Toward Organizations and Women of White

Women and Insight White Men (Woman-Woman Scenarios)

(Means) High Score - Negative

White Men:

Education White Women White Homet Mean
College 37.63 39.83 38.73
Non-college 35.07 37.13 36.10

Mean 36.35 38.48 37.41

Organizations and Blacks. Black men were more negative toward organi-

zations and Blacks, Mean = 38.38, than were White men in the "resistance"
situation (Black man-White man scenarios), Mean = 33.74 (F = 3.891, D.F. =
1,296; p < .05) (Table 46). College men (Black and White) saw organiza-
tions as being more negative toward Blacks, Mean = 36.69, than did non-

college men, Mean = 35.44 (F = 54.478; D.F. = 1,296; p < .0l).
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Table 46

Attitudes Toward Organizations and Blacks of Black Men |
and "Resistance" White Men (Black Man-White Man Scenarios) |
(Means) High Score - Negative l

White Men:

Education Black Men Black Men Mean
College 39.51 33.85 36.69
Non-college 37.25 33.63 35.44

Mean 38.38 33.74 36.06

Black women also were more regative toward organizations and Blacks, -
Mean = 39.23, than were White women in the "resistance'" situation (Black
woman-White woman scenarios), Mean = 33.53 (F = 22.121; D.F. = 1,296; p <.01)
(Table 47). College Black and White women had more negative attitudes toward
organizations and Blacks, Mean = 37.81, than did non-college Black and White

women, Mean = 34.77 (F = 82.760; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01).

Table 47

Attitudes Toward Organizations and Blacks of Black
Women and ""Resistance' White Women (Black Women-White
Women Scenarios) (Means) High Score - Negative

White Women:
Education Black Women Black Women Mean

College 40.95 34.68 37.81
1
Non-college 37.52 36.03 34.77 3
Mean 39.23 33.53 36.29 3
.
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White men in the insight situation did not attribute to Black men
a significantly different level of negativism of attitudes toward organi-
zations and Blacks, Mean = 37.92, than the Black men did themselves, Mean =
38.38 (F - 0.537; D.F. = 1,296; p > .05) (Table 48). College men (Black
and White) associated more negativism to organizations and Blacks, Mean =
39.73, than did non-college men (Black and White, Mean = 36.57 (F = 25.432;

D.F. = 1,296; p > .01).

Table 48

Attitudes Toward Organizations and Blacks of Black
Men and Insight White Men (Black Man-White Man
Scenarios) (Means) High Score - Negative

Education Black Men :2:z§ :::: Mean
College 39.51 39.96 39.73
Non-college 37.25 35.88 36.57

Mean 38.38 37.92 38.15

White women attributed (insight) to Black women a lesser level of
negativism with respect to organizations and Blacks, Mean = 37.90, than
Black women actually demonstrated in the Black woman-White woman scenarios,

Mean = 39.23 (F - 6.672; D.F. - 1,288; p= .01) (Table 49). 1In these

Table 49

Attitudes Toward Organizations and Blacks of Black
Women and Insight White Women (Black Woman-White Woman
Scenarios) (Means) High Score - Negative

White Women:

Education Black Women Black Women Mean
College 40.95 40.67 40.81
Non-college 37.52 34.79 36.23
Mean 39.23 37.90 38.58
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particular Black and White women, college subjects had a greater degree

of negative attitudes toward organizations and Blacks, Mean = 40.81, than

did non-college subjects, Mean = 36.23 (F = 39.48; D.F. = 1,288; p <.0l1).

Special treatment for women in organizations. White men (woman-woman

scenarios) in the '"resistance'" situation were more against special treat-

ment for women in organizations, Mean = 25.65, than White women were, Mean =

24.87 (F = 3.74; D.F. = 1,296; p = .05) (Table 50). The college group (men

and women) was more against this special treatment, Mean = 26.00, than was

the non-college group, Mean = 24.53 (F = 13.362; D.H. = 1,296; p <.01).

Table 50

Attitudes Toward Special Treatment of Women in
Organizations of White Women and "Resistance"
White Meti (Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means)

High Score - Against

Education White Women ::itz 3::;n Mean
College 25.51 26.49 26.00
Non-college 24.24 24.81 24,53

Nos 24.87 25.65 e

The White men attributed to White women (insight) a lower level of

negativism toward special treatment for women in organizations, Mean = 23.10,

than White women actually demonstrated, Mean = 24.87 (F = 17.253; D.F. =

1,296; p <.01) (Table 51).
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Table 51

Attitudes Toward Special Treatment for Women in
Organizations of White Women and Insight White Men
(Woman-Woman Scenarios) (Means) High Score - Negative

White Men:

Education White Women Whit e Gk Mean
College 25.51 23.20 24.35
Non-college 24.24 23.00 23.62

Mean 24.87 23.10 23.99

Special treatment for Blacks in organizations. White men in the

"resistance" situation (Black man-White man scenarios) were more against
special treatment for Blacks in organizations, Mean = 25.12, than were

Black men, Mean = 21.58 (F = 64.02; D.F. = 1,296; p < .01)(Table 52).

Table 52

Attitudes Toward Special Treatment for Blacks in
Organizations of Black Men and "Resistance" White
Men (Black Man-White Man <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>