', effects. -Training was also effective in increasing -

the discriminative use of requests as a function * i
of. context - and discrimination generalized to .

‘ , ' ' oL . *
a control behavior., This was not replicated by

' M * : 3 > ' 3 M
our second’ subject. Histograms of session by
‘ . -

session observations indicate carry over effects

Q
from one target behavior t¢é the next and

.
a - v

gsgéralization across behavibﬁg\was discussed.

* i}
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v : G .~ Introduction
. , g For years, mental health professionals have

\N

conside€red the level of social adjustment of their
' !

patieﬁts as an index' of ‘mental health. However

" the definition of social adjustmentx\it's relative
- . -
- ilmportance as a therapeutic goal and the

. ‘ L ]
. techniques used to foster sdéc¢ial functioning vary

-~ . -

\ - from one school of thought to another. o

s

Traditional épproaches have focussed on the

- iﬁqividual's "inner-self" (iptraps}chic conflict,

.

feelings, attitudes, self-concept, personal

———————

atfri%uteg, etc...) and thérapeutic goals have
béen conceptualized in terms of changes witﬁin the
individual (insight, selféawarenéss,.persohal
groﬁfh,\etc.f.)l In these systéms of therapy,
social adjustmént, a}though‘an implicit ) N
. therapeutic goal, is hot tackled directly; -
insteaah it is-assumed’that as a résu}t of ther-

[ .

apeutic personal gains, Social functioning will

automatically improve,
. T

During the last decade, a new behavioral

©

& *  technique, Social Skills Training, (SST) has

~

generated increasing interest among clinicians

*
and researchers because of its promise as a

1

direct means .of improving social functioning.

3
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' Initial work 'in SST emphasized the importance of

expressing feelings overtly, particularly. negative

feelings, and training'Was aimed at increasing %
’ - .

the overt expression of feelings or assertive

training, (AT), . (WolPe, .1369; Wolpe ¢ Lazarus,’
1966). In presenting the rationale for AT,

- ’

Wolpe 'states that the treatment "is required for

/

patients whose interpersonal contexts have
unadaptivé anxiety responses that prevent them
‘from saying or doing what is reasonalee and
_right.‘. If they are inhibited from doing things
about which they feel strongly, the spppression
of feelings may lead to a gontinuin'g inner.
turmoil which may .produce somatic symptoms and
evfan pat‘}.rological changes in predisposed

'y
~organs..." (Wolpe, 1969).

For the first .tir/ne, ubnassertiveness wa; 's
‘considered as a »'circurlnscr“k@ed problem of social
functioning related to ps;chological .disgomfort;
tias being identified as a therapeutic goal .ﬁer‘
se. In thé assertive training paradigm various
component techniqué are combined to facilitate

changes in the overt expression of feelings

inqluding: behavior rehearsal, modeling,

instructions and coaching. Often, shaping

W Sk
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procedures as well as homewOrk assignments are

LN

ifcluded in‘theftherapeh%ic process. ) ] o

Current Status : E \
In Wolpe's initial rationale, ‘assertive
CL s . '
responses were viewed as reciprocal inhibitors to

) . .
anxiety in social situations. Counterconditioning

wasvype basic mechanism postulated to account for °

*
-

behavioral change. In this perspective, AT was

considered a therapeutic tool applicable to a

neurotic population. However, in more reéent
&

treatment studies, the AT paradigm has been

L

extended to a variety of behavioral problems and

populations ‘such as: noﬁggsertive college

students (Hedqliist, '1970; Rathus, 1972, 13873;

. S ’ ' ’ Y
Young , Rimm & Kennedy, 1973; McFall & Marston, 'i&ﬁ

19}0; McFall ¢ Lillesand,. 1971; Mchll E"fWentyman,
1973) college'stud%nts hesitant about

participating in group discussiohs‘(wfight, 1972), -
homosexuéi’pedophilia (Edwards, 1972),lﬁarital

discord (Eisler, Millédr, Hersen & Jackson, 1974b) @
unassertivefpsychiatric patients (Hersen, Eisler"

?

€ Miller, 1975; Eisler, Hersen & Miller, 1973a,

'

1973b) outpatient schizophrenics (Bloomfied, . N
\ $

1973) alcoholism (Eisler, Hersen & Miller, 197%a) .

dependent neurotic and psychiatric patients
v .
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(Goldsmith & McFall, 1875), nondating college \ ' o

. . 0 - . (
students (Curran, 1975; McDonald, Lindquist,
.o .

. v o - ) ”
. - .Kramer, McGroth & Rhyme, 1975)., ‘ - o X

i

In a review of the evolution of social &kill .
: ) . . - o . ’
" training, Hersen and Bellack {976) emphasize

the current trend to consider assertive ‘training

- » \‘—' . . -

not so much as a "mere imhibitor of anxiety in .
X ;

. . [N . . - N . » - )

interpersonal contexts" as first suggested by, .

Wolpe (19639), .but as presentihg definite operant ’///
’ "

B T s Y PO PO P

features that are effective 'in improving social \

’ - P ~ 2 \ .

adjustment across diagnostic categories. s/
The operant features of skill training are

e

best,exgmplifiedﬂpy the definition of social ) g
. -' ' o - ’

§kills. Social skills are usually defined in ’ .

. terms‘of.the effect df\thavior on the

envir@gment; basically, a behavior that is .
' . 0
efffctive in producing the desired. or optimal

[
- results 1s socially skilled. This stendency to

.

k) . - )

define social skills 1in operant terms 1is . \
’ ’ 1 v

illustrated by Libet and Lewinson's definitior , S '

of social competence "as the complex ability to
L. . o .
maximize the rate of positive reinforcement and

to minimize' the strength of punishment from

others", (Liﬁet ¢ Lewinson, 1973). Social skills’

\

-

(7 . \
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tral@}bg‘then becomes* a te®nique aimed at

2

B R

eachlng specific skills in order to 1mprove the
Lo o soc1a1 functlonlhgﬁzf aqxind1v1dual in 5 given’
’ - . N
f : . ’ ‘myllieu. Baolcally,”SST is seen as fac111tatlng
| ﬂ learning of complex social skills by breaking ’

these into, smaller, easier tg,&earn units of

@ -

hav1or (Bandura, 1969) P :
\ o :
Ag‘a teaching procedure, SST is clini®ally
applled to any individual whose social adjustment

- ;e -

. . 1§ 1mpeded by spec1f1c Sklll deflclts, '~_

Y

! C o .independent Qf hlS psychologlcalwflagnostlc
' . Q
category. Although assertlvenegs is Etlll a

LS

e

i e L T o e
P

predomlnant tgrget behavior in skill’training

,Procedures, thesg are applied td a broad
& . - : -

N

‘ . cef?gory of behavions, and the terms“assertiVZJ
, " training and social skill tﬁaiping aﬁ% often.
—— - -

. : : used interch?ngeably. ) . ,!

-

" . . To date, ‘most of the experimental work
« % - .

s \ -

reported in ‘the SST literature involves the
) ,~‘ development of negative dr ﬂhostlle" assertiveness®
such .as the\eblllty to refuse unreasonable

L]
requesté, This emphasis may be accounted by

various factors. First, SST is a relatively new

. teéhnique'aﬂ‘:)mpirical work is at an eawrly
. i . | Wl -
.o LY ) . . . . . « :’
A "' ~~ stage; the initial cllnlcab'work and experimental
S/ o

<

.
f
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" unassertive College students in a seml-automated

J « ° -
trend for the gehearsal plus feedback group to

. i ‘ . ' !
studies were carried on assertiveness., Thus ) ,

|
|
generating empirical questieons pertinent to | e y

asser{iveness. Second, social skills are ' - "

difficult to define in specific terms™and,

therefore, difficult to assess. Previous studies \ . ;
! - ’ .

on assertiveness provide a backgrod%d of o

/ / . - ‘ %

information, operational definitions, and - .
assessment tools facilitating subsequent resgarch. -
Ve - ) .

McFall and Marston (1970), compared the

effects of two treatment procedufes: behavior -

rehearsal and behavior rehearsa; plus feedback, to
those of placebo’ therapy and no treatment.

Treatment procedures Werevadministered to

-
JR——

,
B

fashlon over four l-hour sessions. Results
N , . F .
indicated significant improvements in- assertive N
i -

performance for both tfgafmént groups as compared

. -y =
to the controls. There wa¥ alsoga- nonsignificant

LI T

e W A

show greater.}ﬁprovement. Dependent measures ,4‘
indicating significant change inclﬁaea self- g
P 3
reports of satisfaction.and ankiety, pulse rate ; :
i

and assertixe performakce on a behavioral roie— ';

)

playing test " A follow- -up telephone test was

used to evalun” transfer of tJalnlng»effegts two

.
-

-

B



b
7
weeks after treatment. Assertiveness was rated an

five dimensions reflecting the efficacy of the

,subjects in handling and resisting unreasonable

sollicitations of an Experiméntov-SaléEman.

Results on this follow-up measure yere

unconclusige.

~

In a subsequent study, McFall and Lillesand
""Z
(1971), compared the effects of two treatment

procedures (overt rehearsal with modeling and

coaching, covert rehearsal with modeling and
coaching) to those of an assessment placebo

control. Again a semi-automated procedure was

used with unasserti e colliege students; however,
treatment was only‘applied during two l-hour

sessions. Once more, both AT groups showed
pe

.significant improvements over -the control group

in self-report and behavioral measures.
3
Ev 3

Generalizationgover situations was evaluated by

~

administering three untrained role play situations.

The authors did not find significant differences

-+

between groups on this measure of generalization.
&
A telephone follow-up was carried out 5 days after

‘treatment, and again no significant differences
Ay -

were found between thenthreé‘groups.

°

McFall and Twentyman (19N3), evaluated the
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relative contribution of: behavior rehearsal,

v

modeling and coaching. The authors conducted four

small studies of 2, l-hour sessions with

3

.unassertive college students. .The main findings
of these experiments are that a) ‘behadior

rehearsal and coaching resulted in significant

[y

' - . * ¢ .
improvements of behavioral asserti¢n and self-
., report measures, b) rhere was no difference in “the

"effectiveness of. covert, overt or a combination

Y

of overt and covert rehearsal, c) mpdeling was .
- - \\ .
A

: found to add little to the effeects 6f rehearsal

alone and rehearsal plus coaching, d) and finally
the addition.of modeling to rehearsal or coaching

made no significant contribution regardless of the

’ RN

N ' g
"-type of model (tactful or abrupt) or the media
- (audio or audiovisual) utilized. Again ¥tndings -

of generalization were mixed. The authors

o

-
reported genefalization of training over untrained
behavioral situations, but the telephone follow-

up did not reveal any difference between control
. . ip - .
groups andltreafhent groups in Ehe threk first
experiments while'a sign}ficant training effect
v e

was found to differentiate groups in the fourth

~stugy.

’
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In a study comparing the relatiye efficacy
of behavior rehearsal fo social learning .
counselling with unassertive college students,
Hedquist and Weinhold (1971), concluded that
both.ireé;hent groups as compared to ‘a placebo
control-resulted in significant imbrovements in
assertiveness. No significant difference were.
found between treatment groups. Changes in
assertiveness were mea;ﬁred by the frequengy of
assertive responses defingd\as "overt venbal ‘
responses that required the subject to initiate

a social action or reaction with another person

or persons". The treatment procedures wete

carried over a period of six weeks. A six

weeks follow-up eva%ﬁation was obtained by the

means of interpersonal diaries; the results
v ‘
indicated that treatmgnt effects were not

significantly maintained over time.

igathus (1972, 1973b) conducted two studies’ .

in which he evaluated the efficacy of assertive
7’ . \
training on female college students, In the

first study, the researcher compared one

assertive tréining group to a placebo contriol
/

group and to.a no treatment control group.

Assertive training consisted of: instructions,

2

v
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behavior rehearsal, coaching, feedback and

homework assignments. Tréatment' procedyres were

[}

administered once‘g week for é 7 week pericd.
The placebo condition involved discussions about
fears and related topics. Results indi?ated that,
as compared to controls, asse?tiye training led
to a significant, increase in self-reported . e
assertiveness as well as to a §ignificant reduction
of generdi‘fears{‘ : .
In a subsequenf study Rathus compargd an
assertive training gr uﬁ (behayio?*rehéarsal plus
modeling) to a placebo-control and to a no’ “ >
treatment control group. Agagn treatment
procedures were administered once a week over a '
period of seveh weeks. Results indicated that the
subjects from‘treatmeqf groups were rated as
significantly more assertive than controls on the
basis of five agdiotaped responses tg strEEfured
situations. The treatment group also showed‘ . °. 2
significantly higher scores on self-reported ‘ '

v

assertiveness.

N ' +

2

//
Young, Rimm and. Kemnedy (1973), also,use

female coilége students as subjects in -a stud -

D el

s
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., reinforcement) in modifying assertive behavior.

) P N

. The treatment conditions were cémpared to a placebo _
\ ' » . :
Eherapy control group and. to a no treatment control

" ' *
roup. All groups received two half hour treatment

sessions. Both modeling procedures l¢d to greater
improvements in assertive perform%nce on a
¥ * "\ ~

behavioral role-play test, than either control

f

- group. However, there was no difference between

. of verbal reinfoycement did not augment the

~the modeling groupi, suggesting that the addition

~
!

effect\of:hodeling. Self-report measures confirmed
‘ /
a main treatment effect: subjects differentiated
y :

the two modeling procedures by rating the modeling

plus reinforcement as being more “effective". A
Generalization over untrained situations was not

]

confirmed. -

Galassi et al. (in press) investigated the

gffects'of a multifaceted group assertive training

with non assertive college students. The research-
ers used a §olombn four-group design. Experimental
procedures ‘consisted of: behavior rehearsal,
model%pg, feedback and homework assignments.

fn addition, bibliotherapy, trainer exhortation

and g support were provided. Feedback on- -Z_,
performance was given through various sources:'

\

~

¢

a~
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\

self-report measuries and on three of. four
P '

‘behavioral indices. Data obtained on role playing .

videotapes, peers and strainer. Evidence for

effectiveness of training was 5bfained on twe

,siltuatioms indicated significant differences."

-

between exberimentél and céntfol subjects on

ratings of assertive' content. Response latency

\

amount of eye contact, length of scene and

was not affected significantly by treatment

v

probedur%s.

. In‘a series of interrelated experiments,

.+ Eisler and his colleagues ‘evaluated the relative

-
efficacy of various therapeutic components of
» Y !

\,
~

. .. . g . .
assertive training with low assertive psychiatric
LN

patients. The main dependent measure used in

these studies is the Behavioral Assértiveness

are rated by trained unbiased observers on various

S

Test (BAT). The BAT consists of fourteen

interpersonal-situations. requiring assebtive
v, + . v
responses; subject's behavior is videotaped pre

and post therapy changes in assertiveness

L}
'

dimensions of asgsertiveness (e.g.! compliance or
affect).

o0 '
In a first study, Eisler et al.  (1973b)

evaluated the effects of modeling as compared to

R

the ¢
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. ' L.
unguided ‘practice or Test-Retest. Thg@gubjects .

in the Practice-Control group were as%is to fépeat
]

had Y

,their responses to assertive situations while

—_ -

“trying .to'do their best", no specific instructions
nor modeling was provided. Treatment procedures
were carried out during four sessions. Results

indicated that the modeling group imﬁroved

significantly.on five of eight bqhavioralo ;

-t

components. No differencelwas found between

the Practice-Céntrol group and the Test-Retest
group, suggeéting that pepeatqd exposure to a set
of situations and unghided practice is insufficient

in producing changes in assertive behavior.q,

Hersen, Eisler and Miller (1873) evaluated

¢ Ve
the relative efficacy of three treatgkpt

, o
procedures: specific instructions alone, modeling

' alone and a combination of instructions and
¥

modeling. As well,a Practice-Control group and

a Test-Retest group were included. Tfeatment
procedures were adminigtered during four sessions.
Again performance on the BAT 2nd self-report’
questionnaires were used as dependent measures. -

Resylts indicated that the combination of

modeling with instructions was the most powerful

treatment procedure; as compared to controls, the

*




3 ! . ) 14

14

., subjects in the combined group showed greater
improvethent on six of the seven behavioral )

b 4 components of\3$sep;iveness. Modeling alane and

instructions alone were also found superior to

P22

) . 3 - .
unguided practice or Test-Retest on various

. dimensions of assertiveness.: However, ins;;pdtions
1y

. alone and modeling alone were differential

0y

effective depending upon the specifid target
§

behavior (e.g. 'verbal vs. non-verbal) to be ' \

\

{ T .
modified. - Again no difference was found between \

' 1
- the Test-Retest and Practice-Control groups ‘
supporting the view thats mere practice in the' . \

“~ absence of complem%ﬂggiy techniqués will not lead .

to gains ‘in assertiveness. Self-report measures:

did not yield significant results.

Fl

Golc tein, Martens, Hubben, Van Belle,

Schaaf, Wieroma and Geodhart (1973), conducted

>

three experiments evaluating the efficacy of. o

[

modeling in increasing "independent respcnées".o
In all three studie;, ére and pbéf independence

‘ scéres were used as dependent measures. These

" scores were obtained ‘on the basis of 10 base
rate situations and 10 post-test situations.'

- Four independent judges rated independent

responses on a 1l-5 rating scale.

.....
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In the first study 90 neurotic outpatients -

yere randomly assigned to three groups:

A . 3

independence modeling (IM), dependence modeling

’ ’
. ¢

(DM), and no modeling control. Modeling was

a " provided via audiotapes and the subjects were .

3

presented with 40 situations in which the model

. » responded in either a dependent fasRion %n -

. v~

. . , . ./
? tHe DM condition, or an independent fashioh in |
L . the IM condition. Régﬁng inz;cated a significant
.- . ’ effect, for independence modeling as compared td ‘

no modeling, for both ma}euand femmle patilents.
While de endence modeling increased significantlx'
debendeng responses in female patients,.
no similar effect was found .for males. '

~ In a second study, Goldstein et al. (1973)

\ . -investigated the effects of model characteristics

on independence ‘training. In order to vary model
- charactéristics independence training was
provided with different instructional sets. In

! k3 ‘ ) . !
; a first group: warm structuring, the model was

sympathetic and warm

°

) person. In the second group: cold struc%uring,

introduced as an outgoing,

the model was introduced as a cold, rather

unsympathetic¢ person. Finally in a third group,

‘no spedific description of the model was given.
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In addition a fourt? condjtion: a no treatment
control group\was included. Results agai?
- indicated a §igni£icant ﬁodéling effect for the :
: warm strﬁcturing_and‘no—structuring conditioqg. -
B2 However, né siénificant difference was found = . |
1 between the cold-structuripg group and no- . C e
treatment control group, suggesting tha; negative
. ;instructions interfered Wifh the modei&ng.effeét.
On the other hand, there was no significant
‘diffgrenee Q@twéen the warm strudtufing é@d no-—
\ e

structuring groups, thus iqgicatiné that a\

v
positive set of instructions did not enhance \

. e ¥
modeling effects. .
In a third experiment, a sample.of chronic ) ‘
x schizophrenic inpatients was used'éo evaluate the N
relative efficacy of compohent'techﬁiques in . L i ‘
'indeﬁendence training. Four experimentalu 0 -
conditions consisted of: modeling alone, .
. 4
instructions ;loﬂé: Rodeiing with instructions
and no-treatment control. Results indicated that
all three treatment conditiong i; éompaﬁﬁd to ¥
no-treatment control led to significant iﬁcreasés ;

o

in.independent responses. There was no

o

. difference between treatment groups, thus f%iling L Y

\

to support the enhancement of modeling with




°

instructions previously described (Hersen et al.,

N

1973). S

In a more recént. stidy, Goldsmith and McFall L,fj—

(1975), %mplrlcally developed and evaluated

" experimentally an interpersonal skill training S

[258

program for psychiatric inpatients. The researchers

*

compared ‘three conditionsi.inte%personal skill .

training, pseudothefapy control and assessment ‘ - ‘i
’ . controi. Skill training consisted o{ behavior
/// rehearsal, coaching,,feedbaék and instructions, . v
and was administered duri three l—h?ur-sessions.
- ‘ Changes in skill level re evaluated on an
interpersonal behavior role-playing testuand <o
" self-report megsureéf . -
‘ Generaliéation over‘éituatiqg§ was assessed

L ] . - .
by presenting the subjects with untrained

a

; : ‘gituation in the behavioral role-playing test.
\ \ 'Gengpallzatlon over time was evaluated eight

months follow1ng treatment by comparlng rec-

o ' idivism rates. Results indicated fhat as

-

compared to both control gpoups; interpersonal
skill training led to siénificanxly greatef pre- ) “
. 4 “\

post ‘differences on behavioral\measures?as well

Wt as on self-report measures. Significant : . '\
\

* . treatment effects were also fo!mﬂhﬁo ‘ ) . ? /




Bi : ' ' . ) 18 -
» 3 { ) ' B . . . : .
' e training graups from the control
o
ed situations suggesting transfer :
. X :

3 b groups in lntra

>

of training ovef situation$ and finally recidivism

.

rate although not sigﬁificantly different, was

-

. ]
lower .for subjects in the training group than for - o

controis. ) w -

"

"As mentioned previousty;early research on - :
- assertive training focussed on increasing

explicit verbal messages particularly in
situations 'requiring negatiQe éssertion‘(e.g.
',/// refusing unreasonable request%); éerber (1522)
n . emphasized the‘imponténce'of non-berbal .
\ ' compoﬂ%nts of assertiveness and the nelevaﬂbe_df
specific traininé on these dimensions of |
- a§éertivenéss. We have seen ‘that there is

[

considerable evidence supporting the efficacy of ' .

various component techniques in increasing both
CJ ’ verbal and non—verbal‘components ofxassertiveness.7
However, until récently, very little attention
»has been‘directed towards the experiﬁéntal

investigation of specific behavioral components .

which differentiated non-assertive or non-socially

, . skilled subjects from assertive or skilled ones.
P } \ ‘ .
. In a+study comparing highly assertive to .

o~ Ny

non-assertive psychiatric -patients Eisler et al.

.
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(1973a) .found that Low Assertive subjects (LA)

y L
differed from High Assertive ones (HA) on five

2

specific behav1onal componentS' HA subjects -0

& /j/

were 31gnif1cantly less comp}lant, requested more

behavioral changes from their interpersonal

partners, exhibited more affect, spoke louder and

v
R -

had shorter latenhiés of response'than LA sgbjecté ,/‘\k

/

“in interpersonal situations. There was also a

.. trehd for HA subjects to respond at greater

. -

' length than LA onéf, not at a signifigant }evel

however. v . "

- -
¥

N Tﬂ.a more é;ten51ve studyy Elsler,‘Hersen, T
- .

Mlller and Blanchard (1975) evaluated the effects

o4

» of 31tuat10na1 contexts on 1q§erpersonal

-

]

behavier 1n assertive situations. Once more’, the

4 -

fesearchers attempted to isolate spec1f1c

o

beh§v1ouraL components dlfferentlﬁtlng Qpn-’

-

‘assertive subjects from highly assertlve ones. \\\

-
> -
o . t

In ‘this study, situational context was varied
by having the subjects respond in situations
v_ﬁfequiring‘either negative or positive'assertion,

3

. with male and female 1nterpersona1 partners who
were eithelb famlllar{x‘unfamllzaf to patienks.
Results indicated that assertive behavior varded

o

as a function of.the #hterpersonal situa§iqn.

. '
N )

o
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N

- greater affect and smiled less frequently than

. >

The authors concluded that the results were

providing support for a.stimulus-specific theory

v

. S &
of assertiveness.

) In the second section of this study, low .
) ' w - . . o f
assertive (LA),psychiatric patients were separated ’ -

, v
from high assertive patients (HA) on the basis of

a behavioral measure of global assertiveness and

a self-report measure. Subjects' performance on . T,

the Behavioral Assertiveness Test was-evaluated

on 12 specific dimensions of assertiveness.

@ ~

Results indicated that LA patients were
differentiated‘significantly from HA ones on niné
of these %@él&e measures of interpersonal

Over all contexts, HA subjects gave

behavior.

lengthier replies, spoke louder, exhibited

L]

.
LA subjects. In sifuations requiring nggative

dssertion LA subjects were more compliant while

HA subjects more often requested behavioral

change fggm the interpersonal partner. In e
gogtexts fequiring positive asseffive responses,

HA gﬁbjects delivered more praise to their v
partners and they offered spontaneogg}szq do a

favor for»fmﬂinterpefsonal partner, more frequent&y

than did LA subjects. Again.results indicated
. . v
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significant situational effects of assertive AN—
/ . . B

behawior ;#for example LA sdbgec%S‘delivereq more

individga zation and length of treatment) have

beén evéluated with single case experimental
’ N methodology. For example Eisler et al. (1974a) g; ,
- . used a mﬁltiple baselineé design to evaluaté.tﬁe oo .

/

-efficacy of instructions and.feedback in incfeasing
assertive responses in two ﬁale psychiatric
patients. The first subject was a 28-year-old
N houée painter whoﬂhid a history of periodic rages
Te.g.‘fired shotéun into ceiling of his house) -
. following interpersonal situations in which he had
- ﬁ,felt inadequate in expréssing his anger. The -
second subjecé wpe a 3L-year-old alcpholié whose
alcohol intake was increased By his inability
to handle work responsibilities; specifically, he
.was a motel manager who 1) was qpabie to confront
~éubordinates with poor=performance, 2)(was

excessively compliant with his employer, 3) was

Y .Jf unable to resist pressures from salesmen, thus

buying unnecessary items, and 4) was unable to




deal with customers' unreasonable requests.

~During assessment, ekpressive deficiencies of
-

¥-each subject was evaluated indiiidually and four
£

specific target behavioms were isolated for each

4

man -(e.g. compliance, requests, etc...).

Assertive components were shaped individually under

2 A

B timelagged Behé&iors as a direct function of .,

training. Pre-post ratings of overall assertiveness

also indicated gains in the predicted direction.
B , ! - i

.+ Finally, pre-post changes;ip»untﬁéated situations

that were p;obleTFrelevant suggesfgg‘fhat
asseqtivo gains had generalized:

Another'example of oingle-case experimentél
methodology is 1llustrated by Eisler et al.
(1974b) in a study evaluatlng the efficacy of
assertive training.on mogltal interactions. A
simple pre-post design was used to evaluate the
effects of AT on a) sbecific components of
assertivenoss, b) overall asserﬁﬁVeness, and .
c) maital interactions. The subjects wgre éhree
male psychiatric inpatientsswho were'extremely
dependent and unagsertive with their spouses.’
During bre and post assessment, the couples wero

4

videotaped while diébussingnconflictual material

from their own m ages. Information obtained in

Y

i




to the marital interactions while the ,third man .

Py , ¢

the initial interaction was used to séle#t
. I

specific behavioral deficits.iﬁ the husband's

A ' * )

- pesponses. Each subject received instr%btioqs,

. {) -
behavior rehearsal and feedback on specific

components of -assertiveness in need offﬁhange;' . . -f
Two of these subjects received AT in‘eituefions‘
that_here.reIéted to their marital cenflicts ./ ’
while thé third man received AT .in sifﬁations . ”‘(<
that were unrelated to his marital situation’. : o
I;‘all three eaees, imprerments iﬁ‘specific o/ o e
assertive behaviors as well as overall
assertiveness were observedf Fornthose two " T
subjects who received AT in releted situations, . "
there appeared to be a generalization of training ~ . ; -0 ‘
did not show such generalizatiop,‘,There were ‘ L
some indications that transfer of aﬁsertive gains
to the marital interactions was most llkely when ‘ S o
- ) - v,

training was moet tlosely related to marltal , “a

e
M -

[ -

difficulties. ' 2T _ v
» Altygugh it has been sugéested that

assertive training be‘applied to High Schoel - ‘

Students (Rathus 8 Ruppert 1978c), the efficacy

of AT on thls specxfic subject population has

s

remained unexplored untll recently. McCullagh T o ‘

— 4 oy
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and Vaal evaluated the efficacy'of\AT on 12
male unassertive Juniop High School students.
The subjects were éelected on the basié of self-
referral, referral from teachers, interviews and
scores on the Modified Rathué Assértiveness
Schedule (MRAS). Assertive training consisted of:
, instruction, modeling, peer, trainer audio or
video feedbBack, and behavior rehearsal. Treatmegtv/r"\
procedures were carried over a period 6f %welve_
‘weeks at the rate of one 45-minute session per : .
.week. Pre and post measures of changes inéluded
the MRAS as well as the Junior Bysenck Personality
. Inventory (JEPI). Results indicated significant
changes inoboth dependent measures of assertiveness,
In summary, although there are some =
»methodological vériations between these studies,
overall result; suggest soﬁe emerging patterns;
A) Skill training (AT or SST) is more effective
than placebc treatment or no treatment and leads .
*téd significant changes in sﬁecific ta;get

i

behaviors, B) Component techniques vary in their N
» . , . . o
relative efficady, modeling and inétructions

. appear to be the mos{ powerful ingredients in s

J
, 8kill training. The evidence concerning their imw\ﬂu

, mﬁtual enhancement is contradictory,,C) There are




;.

" some suggestions that modeling and instructionhs

produce differential effeots on different verbal

4

and non-verbal components of behavior, D) Unguided

practice alone has been found insufficient in

effecting behavior change, E) There is some
5’ i
\
evidence suggesting that social skills are

-

situational e.g. vary as a function of the~"_

_social context, F) Some basic components of

assertiveness have been identified experimentally,
G) Behavioral dependent measures appear to be-
consistently 'sensitive to change while self-report

findings .are contradictory, H) Evidg;ée concerning

generalization of training to novel situations

is meager. However, there is some evidence of

transfer of.training'from trained scenes to -
untrained but highly similar scenes.

0Briefly, thesemgesults indicate that Skill
Training js a préﬂiging therapeutic toqﬁ. .
However, various aspects of the research'menfioned
previously limit the conclusions that can be
reached concerning/thé‘clinical relevance of this\
approaéﬁ.’ A first criticism is that with few. |
exceptions (Gittelman, 1965;'McCullagh & Vaal,
in press), most '‘empirical work on SST has been

restrictéd to adults, mainly College Student} and

o
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psychiatric infatients. Little information ‘ .
is’ available concerning pofential effepfs of SST .
with other age groups and other populaﬁions.
Second, findings were for thg most part , \ ' .
obtained though group comparisons where within'~
subject” information such as individual rate of 1
chanéelor skill deficits were not‘acknowledged. °
Furthermoré, by its very nature, a treatq?nt ) ;5 )
procedure that is administered-to a group of subjegts
is not spegifically &esigned to respond to

"

individual needs, Although it is most likely
that an indiv%dualized selecti;n of procedurés‘
and ‘target behgviors will enhance treatment.
effec¥s, it is still necessary to eyaluate 1) the

efficacy of skill training when épplieé in

V
clinical situations, and 2) the extent to which

specific behavioral changes obtained in

.

experimental situations arge to be equated with’
. ‘ N ‘
Third, thegnajor%ty of sk%ll training R
research has been done with analogue studies @
where treatment proé@dures havé.been, for the
most part, carried- out over extremely short
periods of time with very few sessions. Thiég

brevity of treatment procedures affects possible ‘7

) s, #

Y
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conclusions spncerningﬁiﬁe cliﬁical application.
of skill training on "two main dimensions,
clinical relevance of target ﬂehavior and
ggneréifiétion of trai;ing. &hen dealing with .
short-term tr;atment procedures, a dimension to
consider is the qifféfent componenté'of
expressivé‘behadion. There ik some suégestion

‘ in the literature that some components of_

"expregsive‘behavior aré more complex and therefore

more difficult to acquire (e.g. request for
behavioral change, éersen et al., 1973), It s
not &nreasonab;e to assyme that more complex
s%iiIS‘might require more extensive training
in order to be firmly established in the
repertoire of an individuél. Thus, brie?
treatm;ant pr%eduve.s might have led to( ‘

significant short term improvements without

necessarily being sufficiently extended to install

complex skills in the individual's repertoire.

A logical extension of this argument is that brief

f;eatment pfocedures might have tended to favor

the acquisit%on of simpler skills that, for

clinical phrposes might be irrelevant. For

example, eye contact has been repeatedly

selected as a target behavior in the skill trainin%

»
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literature (Eisler et al., 1973b; Eisler et al.,

}9730; Eisler et.al., 1974; Hersen et al.,, 1973;

Galassi et al., in press) -however in both studies

e

conducted to isolate specificg%omponents of

‘assertiveness (Eisler et al., 1973a; Eisler et al.,

"1975) eye contact was not found a siggificant

. e
factor differentiating unassertive subjects. In

other words, there is no reason:to béliéye that

Ty
e

&
significant changes in any given skill will

necessarily lead to therapeutic improvement.

In fact, clinical improvement may well be largely

?;%endent upon.the more c;mplex skills and .
therefore, to' a certain degree; upon more’
extensive treatment procedures,

Another consequence of short treatment
pfocedurég is that it 1is likely to obscuée
the conclusions cohcerniné‘the generalization of
treatment effects: As wf'héve seen previouély,
tﬂe evidence supporting the generaliiation of
training effects <is péor. This may. be accounted
for by.the fact that treatment procedures were
carried over too short periods of time‘for
transfer to novel situations to occur and/or for

treatment effects tq last overtime. On the other

hahd, it is also possible tha;—skill training is
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too situation specific }or trJnsfer over situations-"
to occur and/or that although rapidly effective, .
4 © skill traihing will not lead to lasting improvements.
’ ¢

It is therefore{difficult to differentiate -

whether the evidence of generalization is

> “

unconclusive because of the brevity of treatment
procedures or because of skill training per se.

A complementary criticism of the research in
skill training is that little spec?fic'effort
' has been made to foster transfer of training to T P4

‘the natural environment. Typically, skill training

!

"in these studies was carried-over standardized
situations which are ﬁﬁr the moft part unrelated
to the life situation of BRe subjects, Few if
any empirical studié; includea behavioral.
homeworks which are usually included in the
clinical applications.of skill training in order
to enhance training effects. Generalization
cannot be expected if ,no specific efforts have

o been done to encoufage\transfer of training

~ effects.

* L s
Failure to obtain evidence of generalization

of training effects cannot be overlooked as

_,ﬁlreventually, clinical application of SST fhust

M\ ’
engender generalization of effects to the natural
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\
environment if we are' to conclude to the
L.

clinical relevance of.skilg training. In vic;w
of these criticisms it appears that a different
approach to, the evaluation of SST with particular
c;)ncerr'l over the clinical application and
generalization of~SST is indicated.

‘The' \purpose‘of the present study “was twofold:
a) to evaluate the efficacy of SST w];en training
procedures are highly similar to actual clinical-
application ‘of SST and b) fo evaluate
g*eneralizatia of\tr;ining \fszects when such
conditions are provided. An N of 2 within-subject
multiple baseline design was used. In selé’ging

. this design, various factors were taken #nto

LI
— \

consideration. Primarily, in order to provide

~——" ' glose representation of clinical application of

SST, certain criteria had to be mét by this study:
individual training over more exténded periods .
B : : .

of time and with a larger number of sessions than

wert offered {n previous research; complete

A

assessment of subjects' individual skill deficits
nd selection.of target behaviors that are
“ ! 14 N

t \ » . B
y relevant to the subjects' fieeds; selection of rolesx

‘play .situations that are velated to subjects’

- natural environment. As well, in order to
/ ot .

x
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evaluate generalization of traifning effects,

. - v

exterisive assessment procedures are required.

Briefly,'efforts to evaluq;e'efficacy and = ¢ ;\?
genewalization of SST in its cliniecal application ' ,
are timg—consuming and can only be undertaken

™ "
with single-case experimental methodology.-

-
3
.

Another factor influencing our “choice of

s

methodology %5 that within-subject expefimen?s

are recommended when subjects are not'a
h&hogeneous groua (Leitenberg;r1973; Sidman, 1960;
Jeffre¥y, 197%). Eventhough, our subjects were ©
both unassertive, there was no reascn to assume
" that they wéré’representatiyes of a homoéeneoué . - 1.‘
group. Assertiveness is a broad category of
-ﬁehaviors and it }s unlikely that unhsseftiVe a

subjects will all be deficient .at the same level.

i

in the same specific skills. In fact in'this | N

study, both subjects were deficient in many

skills of which they only had two in common: ‘

) ’ 3
In order to evaluafe the efficacy of SST we / )

L

short duratiogs of reply and poor affect,

K
needed a design which would permit the C ‘

demonstration of causal relationships betweeh

v

variations in subject's behavior and introduction
~N . .

of experimental procedures (training). The two

* | S .
’ |

ey 3
et ’
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. most common‘wiXhin—subject design; ABAB reversal
> ) .

* .and nmultiple baseline could have fulfilled that ) 1.

g purpose. Briefly, in the ABAB reversal %echnique’

-
N

baselfn:/Fata are obtained on one behavior

Bk

A .
during the initial A phase,. experimental procedures
' s b .
are introduced in the°first B phase, then withdrawn

in the second A .phase and again reintroduced in

‘the second B phase. With this design, cMusak

|

relationships can be inferred’ when changes in ) ‘ N
. behavior only coincides with the introduction of -
experimental procedures (B phases) and behavior is .

. expected to reverse to its initial level when

experimental procedures are withheld (second A

phase), a - . (

.

In the multiple baseline design, data 'a'r'eu

. . . obtained .on three or more behaviors per subject.
. . o, s o . /
‘ Following initial 'observations where no treatment

. o procedures are applied, experimental procedures

“ are introduced to a first target behavior (tbl) i

P

2 ° . . 3 [ A
and restricted to this behavior; in a second 2
. - N

phase, treatment procedures are dropped for tbl

but "are aiming at tb2 and so on. As suggested
<t by its name, in this design multiple independent

baselines "are obtained, one baseline per behavior,

The baselines are obtained friom observations of:

et - . » . .
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behavior prior to the direct application of

EX

"~ experimental conditions to that behavior. Since

-

. & . =
. aebqe imental procedures are introduced at different
CJ‘ 3

) v - ¢

- jh P *ses for eachcsepqg*ate behavior, baseli‘ﬁe *
ﬁer}ods vary in -Jlength with basellne of tbl belng . ,\.

’ Y, they shortest., Baseline of tbl is obtained on
1 N . ! a

y hehavisr prior to the application of experimental
! L ° v
¢ procedures to that behavior. Because tb2 does not peceive

*direct attention of experimental conditions . “‘

-

"while tbl is being trained, baselihe of tb2
includes obuservatiox‘lbs of,.that'b‘ghavior during -the

phase where no experimental procedures wer s . “

-

appljed at gll, as well during the pfsé where
111 be ‘ )

tbl' wgs being ‘ﬁraingd: Baseline phase
L4 . . o

lengthened for tb3 as it includes observat®ns = .

e P on thaf behavior during initial no tr'eatmentl o

_ phase' and ang {:he phases\where tbl and tb? '
- -x:ecelfred expermental condrtlons. In this '

, L desxg;x i,l't is assu{ned that beha\rlors are -

1° @i 1ndependent frcl)/m one another. A causal . !

— relatlonshlp can be 1nferred when a spec1flc

'tb which ;prev:.ously was stabilized duri(lg its A

- . . respectlve basel:,ne phase suddently improves

[
~, »

with the direct 1ntroductlon of, experlmental

3y, ' ' proéedures ta that very behav:.or.
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% In this study, the.multiple-baseline

. ‘ , presented the follo&ing advantages: 1) it permitted

fo evaluate a closer representation of therapy
i ~N - 9

i

P b Bthan ABAB 1‘ewarsél because Ja) more than one skill
'could be trained and evaluated, b) *those skill
.couid be trained one at a time as in cliniqglF
N ' work; 2) simce a ba;ic éséumption in this study .
+ is that onﬁéxﬁyfficient training is prowvided, ~ f&
. .gains in skjlls will be maintained, ABAB reversal
was cléarly not indigatéd and 3) although we
\ assumed that skilli were indepenéent, to opr
} knowledge, no research is availablg to confirm
or dis?onfifm that hypofhesis; lajltiple-—gl
baseline makes available some process
infprmation by permitting to evaluate what happens \
.qr does not happen to other skills when another ‘
target behavioré%s being trained. The present
study added two complementary sources of information

S

" to our design: 1) anoattémpt to replicate the

experiment by yfing a second subject; "In contrast N
ar -

\, N
to groups statistical experiments in which groups

A ! < il .
4 : rég{lcatlon seldom occurs, individual subject
, \

/

experimeh{; that utilize more than one subject

f - automatica ly gontain intersuﬁject r®plication., <4
-

Each additional stuect constitutes at least one«i\

£ \
N

.

0




““attempted replication of the experiment",
€Sidman, 1960)‘and‘25 evaluation of overall
f%aiﬁing effects with pre-post follow-up comparisons.
Finally in this gtudyp”unassertive High School
Students were used as subjec£s. _As mentioned |

previously, that population has réemained | -

relatively unexplored. Because of the nafure

of our design, a Qgir amount of 'individual

P

;iégformat;on could be obtained and although it
could not be generalized to t?g High School

3y populatich, this information @ould PDOVESE

)

some background for fgguremﬁésearch.
Although there is no’systematic resgarch

establishing a direct relationship between

spgcif{c social skill:;rﬁd academic QGEBFSS,

there is a progressiveftrend in educational

’

) psychology to consider interpersonal skills and
competence in school as being interrelated.

Shapiro (1973) suggests that interpersonal

skills of students are likely to influence

teachers' perception and expectancies concerning
' . . o
their academic potential. Teacher expectaneies '

. have in ;d?ﬁ been.demon§trated to influence . v

A

among other things: academit performance _.!-

(Meichenbaum, Bowers & Ress, 1969), teacher
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pupil interactions (Good, 1970; rR¥st, 1970)
and appropriateness of classroom behavior

(Meichenbaum et al., 1969). This leads us to

‘suggest that students with ppor interpersonal

skills are susceptible to suffer from negative
teacher expectancies 'and from their cogﬁolary
impeding influence on academic fu§?tioning.'
In addition to potential negative effects on
tea;her expectancies, deficient social skills
per se are-likelx\fb interfere with academic
performance. In a study relating achievemeqt,
and classroom behavior,,K Swift and Sp&vack (1969),
isolated eight factors negativély relgted to-
academié success. Along with factors such as:

3y

poor work hgbits, lack of intellectual

independence, expression of inability etc.i.,
%ere included a high level of general anxiety
and quiet-withdrawn behavior. Interestingly,
both definitions of general a&xiety (“displéy of
outward nervousness during cl;ss and flpstering
and blocking when expressing ideas verbally"

’ L
(Spivack & Swift, 1973)) and of quiet-withdrawn

behavior ("the student is WRcommunicative,

oblivious, and lacking in social interaction" .

(Spivack €& Swift, 1973)) are pointing out two

T
.

<G
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difficulties in social situations which have

been considered in the literature as dimensions

-~

of assertion,

)

This more direct relatio‘%hip between social

"skills and academic performance can be best

understood by specifying certain demands
typically made in school. Usually learning is

equated with the acquisition of information and, S

- .

cognitive competence 1s~ev$luated on the basis
of how this informationi$s given back’; with the °
assumptibn that if the informétion is well
integrated, it wil]l be.expressed, eithef vefﬁally
or in the written form, in a coherent, well
érganized synthesis of the material. In both
aspects of this process of taking and giving

back information, social skills are involved.

Effective gathering of informatidn

requires more than listening to the teacher or’

-

careful reading of text books. In fact, ftudents
can maximize their fRformation input by being

active in the process of learning. This implies %

\
the use of additional learning tacties and - T

RS -
resources such as asking® duestions, borrowing
. &

notes or books from peers, discussing ideas and

comparing results, etc. Thus optimal gathering of

-




. information requires various interpersonal
skills. A student deficient in some or many of

these skills has fewer means and opportunities
i ”»

of gathering 1nformat10n.‘ As a result of his

‘d

,dlfflcuf%y in "seeking out" 1nformatlon his

academic funct;oniqg-énd,performance may be
handicapped. g&milarly, intefpersonal skills
can enhance or impede a student's actual
performance or thé)"giging back" of information.-

v

Typically cognitive competence in High School

-

is evaluated through‘various modes such as

objective tests or papers, vérbal presentations,
;

group discussions, etc., With partieulap &

refgrencé to the verbal modes of evaluation,

interpersonal skills are often implicitly

included as part of the evaluatlon crlterla.

’For example, the evaluation of group partlcplatlon

usually includes freqﬁency of verbal

interventions and presentations are judged on

format as well as content. Being judged as

>

competent on these tasks requires such gkills

as being articulate, illustrating ideas clearly,
»

wdefending a point of view, contrasting ideas;, etec.

A student who is deficient in these or similar

\

skills will not be effective in reflecting his

b
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1 ,
ideas and knowledge, thus exhibiting a poor
performance and most likely,‘optaining lower
. grades. s » =
. In summary, SST appears ﬁhrticulafly
rel;vaht to High School Students lacking or
. deficient inf social skills for this milieu
reprsents increased demands on inteppersonal
skills for both school adjustment andAacademic

functioning.

T \

€




participating only minimally in group

METHOD

Subiects >

Two male unassertive High Schod1l Students
A

3

of 14 years old were the subjecté il this study.

Bbdth subjects were registered in sp

cial classes
for slow learners at the Montreal Ca%holic
Schoolboard. The sgbjects were selected on the
basis of teachers' referral, scores on the
Modifiéd Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (MRAS;
Appendix 1), scores on fﬁg Self Assertion

Sc;le (SAS; Appendix 2), interviews with parents
and a role play assessment (Appendix 3).
Criteria for teacherét referral were as follows:

student of adggage ipte%ligepce, shy, withdrawn,

discussions and activities, having few or no
friends. To r?le out the possiﬁility of
occasional or situational "shyness" 6nly
candidates corresponding consistently to this
description f;r over a period of six monthé

were selected. Furthermore, four teachers who

knew the subjects but weré unaware of their

" participation in this study were asked to rate

s . .
both subjects with 20 other classmates ¢n the

Teacher Rating of Assertion Form (TRAF; Appendix 4), ‘

L}
»
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al., 1975i;/ According to a multiple baseline ) :

gessions, training procedures were no longer

EN

With all four teachers the subgects obtained /
lower scores than their peers. Finally I.Q.
scores were obtained with the WISC-R-test of
intelligence; both subjects were situaéed in the
\£%w average rangé. MRAS and SAS duestionnaires

are described in the dependent measure section.

" Design

A N.of 2 within-subjéct multiple design
was usggﬁin this study. Three dependent target
be%aviors were identified for each subject’ on the
basis of two criteria: a) subject's individual
skill deficit as evaluated during the ,role-play
assessment and b) empirical evidence indicating
that selected behavioral components are o )
clinically rélevant i.et that they differentiated
significantly unassertive subjects from

assertive ones (Eisler et al., 1973a; Eisler et

procedure, the subjects received a two week
baseline périod where no, treatment was applied,
followed by,a two weeks or 4 session period where

training procedures were aimed at and .Yestricted

to increasing targéf behavior 1. After four

applied to target behavior 1 but were introduced -
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to increase target behavior 2. Finally after eight
sessions training procedures were droppef for

* “target behavior 2 and applied to target behavior 3.

See Figure 1. The sequence of introduction of

A .
]

each target behavior was counterbalanced -for the

second subject in order to find out if the results

. would be replicated with a different sequence.
@ : \
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, Insert Table 1 about here ) . !
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In addition pre, post and a six-weeks follow-yp.

« Measures were taken to evaluate generalization .

over time and performance in rehearsed
situations was compared to performance in

- \ -
unrehearsed situations to evaluate generalization

rover context. Again, there was full randomization

. of situations to prevent order effects. Klso,

‘self-monitoring data on two behavioral homework
. e /
assignments. per subject were used to provide an

/
\ index of generalization of training effects to

P
the natural environment. For both subjects the
fiyst assignment was introduced at the beginning
\ -
4
of training and the second during the third

.7 - week, i.e., in the middle of training. The

I}
\ order of introduction of these assignments was
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Table 1

¥

U42A

Sequence of Introduction of Target Behaviors ‘

3

Sessions "1-4

Sessions 5-8

Sessions 9-12

. Duration of No Training -
< . Baseline Reply (t.b.) 1
Subject
A Requests For No
. Behavior Change Training
Baseline . (t.b.) 2 )
-Affect
(t.b.) 3
Baseline .
. . P -
Sessions l-4 Sessions 5-8 Segsions 9-12
| Spontaneous No Training
A ﬁ Baseline Positive .
Subject . | Behavior (t.b.) 1
B¢ - Affect No :
! Baseline (t.b.) 2 Training
. Duration
\ Bagseline % of Reply
L ' / M M (tlb- ) 3
o v \
. . r -
‘.
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determined by the level of difficulty they
represented for%a given subject starting with
the eagiest one. Finally, in order Fo ;valuate/
generalization of tpaining effects across

behaviors, behavioral rating of a fourth

untrained behavior was obtained :for each

'adolescenf.

Setting

The experiment tock place in a room with a
two-way mirror. The subject’and role-player
sat facing one another with the video equipment
being in a corner of the room. The.experimenter

*

observed the role-plays through the twg-way
mirror and ent;red the experimental foom only to s
deliver feedpack. ¢ '
Material:. Struc;ured Situations

A total of 20 structured situations were’
used in this study as contexts for role-play
(Appendix 6). Oné-half of the scenes consistedS
of situations where positive expression of
feelings is ‘appropriate énd spontaneous pésitive
beha;ior possible, and as such conétituted a

positivé context. The remaining 10 situations

consisted of scenes where negative expression ..

of feelings is appropriate and requests fqr
N (' ' ' . EN ° -
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i “u , \
P , . \ !
scenes (2 positive and 2 negative) which.were\ ¢

only.utilized feor pre, post and follow-

assessment. In order to increase the likkelihood

of transfer of training effects to the natural i
environment, the structured si?gations were kept

as closely related to the subjects' real héfe

as possible, \ \

Procedugg

‘A, "Assessment Phase

> e

In a first meeting, subjects were asked to o
fill in the information, SAS self-report and the s

/. 0
/

parents and subjects were given the followin ) |

5 situations- questionnaires (Appendix 5, 2, 11).

Once these questionnaires were completed,

?

rationale for the project: . '
" "The 'program we are thinking of offering to. vy
your son is called Social Skill Training.
SST is a behavioral technique that is dimed *
.at teaching complex skills such as grou
participation or making «friends. This
procedure is currently used in clinical| +-
situation with adults and teenagers to help
them feel more "adroits" in social
situations.  Many studies indicate that

.
-

° . . a ]
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this technique is effective with adults, . ' ‘
however, the efficacy of SST has not been ' —
evaluated systematically with adolescents.

The purpose of our projects is to evaluate
systematically the efficacy of SST with
teenagers".

~

Parents and subjects were asked for their

_ .consent to participate in the project and the -

exﬁerimental schedule, in terms of time demands .
for the ég?jects, was expl§ined. Finally, each - - . !
subject was presented -individually with four role
‘play situati?ns (Appendix 3) and specific
componen?s of assertiveness were evaluated by the
experimenter on a l-B‘fating scale. 1In éecond
meeting, sugjects,wére administered a WISC-R so . B

that recent I.Q. scores were made available.
. -

S

‘Finally, in a third meeting prior t¢ exberimentétiqn o

" the session. ” T .

the subjects were provided a "dry run" in order to .
-~ ! - \
get habituated to,the video ‘tape equipment. This '

"dry run" mainly consisted. of familiarizing'

)

the adolescents with the functioning of the . a . N

equipment, letting them'tape one another and -7 .
observe themselves until they no longer giggled, . e |
, . » - .
made faces or comments on themselves or the other

-
e £

subject, but expressed their wish‘to"terminate' e *
4 -

. . AL 4
L3 W .o

B. Experimental Phase

The Subjects were asked to come t? Concordia . . K;

- “ ! . . b S

Q ’ - g
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’ . University twice’ a week for a period of eight S . :

. - \ ] :
* consecutive weeks for a total of 16 sessions. ° . '

"181x ‘weeks ‘after the termination of training the .

v

- Bubjects were asked to ‘come to an additional

[Vl

follow—up session, Dﬁring-the first two weeks

© of the experimental .phase, the subjects were .

¥ i -
. - PN .
- ,seQ2~individually for three separate 30 minutes

13

' baseline sessions. D%riﬁg each Qf these seggions
1. . L
(\ the subjects, were asked to role-play four
‘situations with a trained pdié—plﬁyer as

.

L
eractive partner. 'Before each*baseline - ‘

.session the follgwing tape recorded instructions
¢ o e, Lo ‘ )
Were provided: \ : >

s

. &
o "Today Mike will read a description of four _
NV situgtions. ‘Each time he will give you a  * . . cr
‘ card|{with the descrlptlon of a sjtuation . . "o
) '+ and you will read with him. 'If you do not X &
. understand the situation, say so, and Mike - - ) ,
o will read it again. For edch'situation I A\ x
would like you toégre;end it is happening o ' ’ N
‘k. - to you right riow ahd I wouldd like you to N X
d . answer as;you would normally do. Some
v situations might be much like situations
. that happened to‘:you, others might be: A .
totally different. In any 'case, do_as yom . - C
- ~ -would normally do, if it happened to, you I »
. . danad pretend ‘Mike is the son who has been .
. described 1n the situdation. After these
o 1nstruct10ns Mike will ask you to summarlze
- . what I have said to make sure ever
: is 0.K.", ..
. - . 9" :
- Durlng role-play, the role-p

-t




-—Q

e N 47
subjects' pérformanbe. As well,| no treatment
was delivered during this initial period.
Training consisted of 12 in&ividual 45

minutes sessions provided:at- the ratalof twice .

i .
1

a week, for a period of six weeks. Training

techniques included: instructions modeling,

»

behavioral Behearsal, video, self and experimenter's
1

feedback. These techniques were restricted to .
only one target behavior at a time for four
consecutive sessions according to thé multiple
baseli!F.paradigﬂ described in yhé design

section. At the beginning of each training’

session, each subject was presented with

stahdard audiotaped instructions and these were
' - e

- ,

played back until the subject indicated .

~understanding by giving a summary. The subject

was then presented with a written description of

+

a social situation to which he was a&ked to N

respond as closely to instructions as possible.
To control for possible reading difficulties:,
thesrole-player also read'outloud the description

L

of these si&rations. Role~played situations

]
led to extended interactions which lasted on the

~average 2 minutes and were ended naturallylby

either the Eﬁbject or the role-player.
) /

14

i

-




-

’

Following the initial performance the

experimenter entered the experimental-room and

! provided specific comments on the just completed N

! role-play using the video tape to exemplify
fwv: , her comments, also the subjeq&’was asked to . o
o \*’\

| ‘ .

”
comment on'his own ferformance and/to evaluate
v ~ it in relation to the instruc%ions.

Subsequently, the role-pléygr modeled' the

°

’ desired behavior exemplifying a slightly better |

;wuw i performance than*the subject's perform:hce | ;

| ("Coping model"). The experiménter left the room

and both subject,and.role-playérw;epeated agaiﬁ

the same situation so that, the subjecf could re-

- " hearse and apply some of the feedback and.-modeling
“He had received. Finally, the entire Erocedure'

was repeated again with a different situation.

At the end of session 1 and session 6, eaeh

'subject was asked to start one specific ) o
homework assignment at a time. These assignments
are described in the self-monitoring section. -

No further instructions or ffaining techniques

were provided to foster generalization to the

,»'\ . . . . .
\ natural environment. ﬁfﬂ .
{tkﬂ/ p At the end of these 12 training sessions
Y . .
~— < the subjects were presented with 12 situations.
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: to respond to, eight of these situations had
-been rehearsed at various times guring training

. I :
and the remaining four had only been agsgssed

once during baseline. This post evaluation was

-

conducted individually and lasted approximately

90 minutes per subject. During this evaluation,

1

the subject received nothing but the
instr&ctions\used during baseline. The same
procedure was carried out agaiﬂ six weeks after

termination of training for follow-up assessment. p

Ve
As mentioped previously, the order of ‘

presentation of the situations as well as the

order of rehearsed vs unrehearsed situations _ y

3

"o/was fully randomized for each stage of fhe“ .
. N T

N

: § evaluation.

\

Pl .
.

Trainihg Techniques

Instructions: Instructions consisted of specifie )

-

and detailed descriptions of what behaviors were
equctgd from the subjects, Instructions were .
audiotaped so they remained constant across
sessions for Both subjects. These were given
at the beginning of eacﬁ sessi;n and the tape
was played b%ck until the subject indicated

undengFnding by giving a sumfiary.

H
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Instructions aiming at increaging appropriate
affect were as follows:

} "When yoﬁ talk with people, the way you say
. things is as important as the words you say.
© In order to be more convincing usually people
try to express with their tone of voice and
with the expression on their face what they
mean. Today I would like you to try to
o i"‘press in your tone of voice and with your
ace what you are saying in words. That
‘L. means that if you want to he frlendly and -
positive,. take a live}y expression and a
lively tone of voice, smile and look at the
- person when you talk to him. When you are
angry or displeased take a serious expression
and a serious tone of voice and look at the

person'.
g

Instructions aiming at increasing duration-of

1

reply were as follows:

"When people meet they often try to talk
together for a little while. Often when you
want to be interesting you need a little time
to describe what you did or what you like; .
also, when you want to convince someone,

- you need sometime to explain what you mean
and how you see things. Today, I would like
you to t to speak more, for as long as you
can, do your best to maintain the
conversation by speaklng fqg longer pgrlods
of time", .

¢« Igstructions aiming at increasing Eéquests

for behavior change were as follows:

"When people do somethlng that annoys you,

. that you.don't llke, it is important to tell
them exactly what bothers you so they can stop
doing it. If you don't say it they 'might
not guess it and they might keep on doing it
for as. long as” you know them. Usually
telling people what you don't like helps

. .them change, but if you want them to change
- faster it is helpful to say exactly what

« £

AT '*'*"""ﬂv;m .o
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annoys you, and at times.to suggest
what else they could do instead. For .

example: if someone cuts the line in
front of .you, you could say that you
don't like their cutting the line, but
you could also add that they should go back

- to the end of the line:. Remember when
you want someone to stop annoying you, if you
tell them exactly what you dislike and
suggest what else they could do, your chances
of getting them to change are better"

Instructions aiming at increasing spontaneous

“x

positivé offers were as follows:

"At times people are as nice to you as you
are to them: If you offer a lot they offer
a lot and if u don't, they don't. When
you want to be frlendly it becomes -important
to show that you like people and to offer
them, things. Also, when you like people but
disagree with them it Recomes important to
offer alternatives that is, to suggest other
ways to do,things-that maybe would please '
you-and them, so that both of you are happy.
Today, I would like you to try to offer more
things, more favors, also, L.would like you
to qffer more alternat1ves,6,wsolut1ons to
a problem. What I mean by offering a favor
is for ‘example, if Mike says he is broke,
you _could offer to lend him money; what I
mean by an alternative is for example, )
if Mike says he can't come because he has to
babysit, you could suggest someone else who
babysits and who could replace him. So try
to offer as many Rhlngs as you can and as

# many ideas as you ‘can".

Feedback -

[ )

The subject received three sorts of feedback:
a) video playback of the just completed role-play,
b) subject's self-labelling which the experimenter

suggested should be specific to the target behavior

’




1

’
- 1

for that session, ¢) Qerbél reinforéement by the
experimenter for the performance that met the
criteria fo; that rolélplay and éuggéstionsqfor
subséquent rehearsal, ) -
Modeling

Médeling consisted in the actual demonstration
of the desired befaviors by the role-~player.
Modeled behaviors| were used to illustrate the
experimenter's suggestions for subsequent
rehearsal and while résembling closely the
subject's initial performance they exemplified
a slightly- better pe?formance; in other words,
coping modéls'were L;ea.

Role-Play and Rehearsal -

. Role-play consisted in havigg subjects
respond in the experimental room to situations
as if these weren€5ﬁpening in their natuﬁél
ehvironment.~ The subjects acted as thgmselves
in these situations with\a trained role-player
as interactive partner, The role~player was

P trained on a standard set of replies frém which
he could choose depending on their relevance to
the subject's replies (see Appendix 7). Re@garsal
congisted in having the subject and’ the role-

player re-enact a given scene after modeling and

/
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.a) subject's individual skill deficits as

feedback had been provided to the subject.

Experimental Yariables

A. Dependéng Variables'

The dependent Yariables or target behaviors
consisted.of threé specific components of\~
assertiveness per subject.-'Each taréet beﬁavior
was selected on the basis of two criteria:

& . \ :
evaluated during the assessment phase and b) .
empirical evidence indicéting~that selected \\\\
behavioral components differentiated significantly
unassertive subjects from assertive ones
(Bisler\et’al:, 1973a; Eisler et al., 1975). In
other words, after assessment, variogs potehtial
skill deficits were isolated fbr each subject;

: ?
however, only those skills which have experi- ;

mentally been demonstrated as differentiating

unassertive subjects from assertive ones were .
selected as targ;t behavipré” The'target behaviors
for subjec?"A were: 1) appropriate affect,

2) duration of reply anij) request for behav1or
change, for subject: B were 1) approprlate affect,
2) duration of reply and 3) spéﬁtaneous pg;itive

behavior. The operational definitions of these

independent variables were borrowed and adapted

T
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from the'original studies in which they have been

isolated as significant components df assertiveness

v

, %
(Eisler et al., 1973a; Eisler et al.j 1975).

, a)-Duration of neﬁiy: Therlength of time (in

seconds) that the subject spoke to his partner

was recorded for each scene. Speech pauses
~.0f greater than 3 seconds terminated timing
until the subject began to speak again.

A
b) Appropriate affect: Subject's affect was .

scored oh a 5-point scale with 1 indicating a

very flat, unemotional tone of voice and 5

lf\/f/ i%dicating a full and lively intonation
( appropriate to each situation.‘ ,
c) Reqyest for behavior change: Verbal content
< ' requesting new behavior from the interpersonal

partner was scored in terms of frequency. .

The subject\had to show evidence that -he wants

5ié partner to change”his'behavior in negative

« f ' contexts (for example: "I would like you to give

me the money.ybu owe me back").

a) Spd‘ﬁaneous positive be%avior: Verbal content

VL iﬁdicatﬁng that the subject volunteers to perform

°

o ’ some act for the partner or offers a viable -

& f. [

S alternative solution (for éxample: why don't

. . e . . .
b we go in my house for a while, it will give us

-
L
o
} -
A8




obtained on three occasions; pre, post, and six—
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-

time to warm up agg we might want to play some
more after). Spontaneous positive behavior were
evaluated in terms.of frequency. Y .
B. Dependent Measures '

The efficacy of SST was evaluated oh three

major sources of data: a) rating scaleées .including

two self-report questionnaires, b) behavioral,

ratings of both global assertiveness and of

specific compgnents of assgrtiveness, and c)

self-monitoring data on homework assfg;ments. ’ < -
Self-report data and behavioral ratings were )

weeks after treatment. In addition,’behavioral

ratings of four specific components per subject ‘

(3 trained behaviors and one control behavior) were

”~
compiled throughout the six treatment weeks., 7As well,

self-mohitoring data was: obtained on a ‘daily basis
during the entire experimental phase and for
a week prior to follow—ub assessqpnt. . P

Rating Scales . ) ' , - ’

1, Modi}ied Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (MRAS) .

* The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule has been "o
considered one of the most valid and-reliable
self-report instrumenps for measuring o -

assertiveness .(Rathus, 19%3a; Flowers, 1%75).‘

N o

-
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A modified version of this adult scale has

recently been adapted for High School Students

by Vaal (1975) (Appendi%, }). Test-Retest
reliabilities of r: 0,76 for the 30 items MRAS

and r: 0.83 for the 19 items MRAS were obtained

over a t@o months period. Sup;ort for the !
validity of the MﬁAS'was provided’by co;paring

the sample used in Va;l'S'study to Rathus'

original samplej there were no significant

differences between the two samples. The MRAS .

»

is a 30 item inventory where the respondent is
asked to ané%gr.on a 6 point scale ranging from -3
(very uncharacteristic of subject) té 3 (Very
characteristic of subjeét) with no 0 po%&;\
(Appendix 1). ) i

2, SAS: Self-Report

The SAS scale is a 30 item self—repoz;,//

} A ' . - )'
questionnaire where the respondent is, dsked in \\

-a forced-choice situation to check frue or

false after each item. This scale/includes 20
.
items related directly to various dimensions

of assertion and lOlitems irrelevant to

assertiohf The irrelevant items were included -
so that the resBondent remains blind aé to the
specific»purpose'of this siale.' The order of

» ¥
\




relevant and irrelevant items was/randomi,zed

as well as the true—falsg order of relevant

items. - The 20 relevant items fell into the
foilowing categories: 1) expréssing ideas in

group situation, 2) initiating social interactiomns, P
3) giving negative feedback, 4) assertion in

service situations, and 5) turning down‘r\eéuests.
‘Scores on the SAS were obtained from the total
number of asser:tive'responses on the relevant .
items. This scale was specificaily dlevelope_d

for the present study by the experimenter.

A variety of sources were employed in

aeveloping the list of items including students'
reports (e.g. item 18), clinical experience

and a review of the literature. Many items

were adapted from adult scales, mainly the

Assertion Scale devel,opeci by Gambrill and

Richey (1975) and the R&athus Assertiveness

Schedule (Rathus, 1973a). In order to provide
comparative information, the SAS was administered

fo l#BOr'ancitomly selected students who were .’ '
registered in the slow stream 9th grade at the
.same High School as our éubj ects. To control
for possible sex differences only male students

-

were kept as a compargati\}e sample. This sample

|

o
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included 22 adolescents ranging in age from 13 .

years 10 months to 16 years 1l months with a

mean age of X: 1u.09.- Their mean score gn the SAS
was of x: 14.35 assertive responses with a s.d.

of 2.26. - A test-retest. reliability of r: 0.73

was obtained with this &ample .at two months
interval. For test—retest reiiabiﬁity_the

" Pearson Product by Moment Correlation coefficient
was esed. - - '

Videotape Ratings :

Videotape Ratings of interactive behaviar

have been shown to reach accepfable levels of

1nter-observer agreement and correlate well with

b

assertlvenes in the natural environment
(Eisler et A1l., 1875, As well, ratings of

specific components of assertion have been ;§Hely

“
1

used in research as sensitive measures of change
in assertivéness (Eisler et al., 1973a; Eisler

et al., 1973b; Hersen et al., 1973; Eisler et al.,

A\

1974a; Eisler.et al., 1974b; Curran, 1975;

Eisler et al., 1975). In this study, five trained

o

independent raters evaluated videotapes of pre,

post and follow-up assesemeﬁﬁ‘as‘well as videotapes

¢

of the subjects' perfprmance in all the treatment

- SN R Y - ) -
sessions. 'Two of these raters were asked to
. '
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I : L
evaluate global assertiveness while the

- . 9

remaining three ﬁated'specific components of .

E

assertiveness. . Training was provided separately

for those two groups of raters in order to insure -
that the evallation of wach dimension Jdf - o
. assertiveness (glabal vs speécific) remained

independent from one another. Training of

A)

raters lasted 8 ﬁours and consisted in defining- S

experimenta} thavioral 8ategories (Appendix 8), L : ,5ﬁf’

énd in pFoviding a rmeutral practice tape t9 rap;, ' g '

When.usingka ratiﬁg scale raters were asked to

consider thé 1 to § scale as an equal interval -

~scalen Fgrﬂexample, the distance between 1 and 2 ! :
.. equals 2 and 3 thch equals 3 and~u, ghich equals !

4 and 5. At the end of this tr 'ﬁinghin%er:rater ‘ e

.agreement ranged‘betwegn r: 0.88 and r: 0.98, \

e
S
i
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Table 2.
.

Inter~Rater Agreemqp¢'bn

‘Neutral Tra}ﬁing Tape,.-

N

Speeific Components of Assertiveness:

Af"fect:l..‘"iﬂ‘.Q;.’..l'l.'..."‘,...’,.?l’ﬁ: 0.88

Duratlon/of reply............. «o.r: 0:98

Request fon behaV1cr change:.. cevess..80%

S ntaneous p031t1ve behav;ors essease.B88%

’
n

s

o
. - ¢ a

Global Assertiveness:............”f r: 0.93

o o
% =

-
¥
il s .
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For evaluation of eﬁperimental tapes raters
were not provided any additfpnal‘instructionﬁﬁv
Fﬁlthougp, there were often ﬁore’&han one réfer‘
. viewing a givgﬁ %ape at thé same time, thg'raters
. : were not g}lowed’to copmunicate between themsq}veé.
They were shown the videotapes only once per
dimension evaiuatgd. In order €or the raters to
remain blidd‘aé o the sp%éific éape they were
evaluating, th&srdeffof ﬁresentation of all-
. ' videotapes was fully randomized. - B .
Pre, post and follow-up assessment tapés
were each divided into three 5 minutes sebtionsl

per subjects so that a total of 9 short tapes

pef gubjects were fully randomized.

. Y . A 4 g N G . g
g
*

Insert Table 3 here
o ) 4

o = o 0 = S . g O . g e o o
- @ .

There were 6 éession by session tapes each

3 cohtaining two sessions for botp subjects. .
Againothesé fabee were randomly péfsented to
the raters. IﬁterArater agreeménf was obtained
by having twouindepegdent raters evalugte the

. ééhe tagea;whiléégating the same @imension.

. o In order to increase reliability, subject's

behaviors were rated one at a time for each
’ .o 1 .
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{ ' Tablé 3 ‘
wv
Randomized “Order of Presentation of
’ Dt

2

Videot ‘
ideo agﬁzs |

— ¥ - o

Tapes For Each Subject.: Total 45 Minutes Per Subject ’

. N
Pre: 15 minutes: 3 x 5 min. sections =
L

la, 1b, lc

Post:15 minutes: 3 %x 5 min. sections = 2a, 2b, 2¢

Foilow-—"hp:ls minutes: 3 x~(€ min, sectior{'s = 3a, 3b, 3¢
. R N 0 . hd ' ) N

% -
’

L

. &
Order of Presentation For:
' Subject A: lc, 3a, 2c, la, 2a, 3b, 1b, 2b, -

Subject B: la, 2a, lq< 3a, 2c, 1lb, 3b, 3c, 2b.

e

o
L
N

- «
N
p
-
.
e
4
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B
7
o
4
17
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video playback, and reliaﬂility checks were

-,

made throughout the entire rating procedure.
Inter-rater agreemeﬁt on global assertiveness,
".‘ was obtained on all pre, post and follow-up.
2 _ tapes and was of‘r:;B.éu for subject A and
. r:-0.85 for subject B. Inter-ratgr'agﬁéement .
. was obtained separately for every spécific
components of assertiveness for éach subiject ’ 4
" 3

on 1/3 of the pre, post and follow-u? tapes

and ranged between 75% agreement, and B: 0.99 -.

n ~ ‘3 - " o s o o S P S
. ‘ N ° ‘\ .
" c ' Insert Table 4 here ’ T A

s ey .
- T - o . - o = - 3
:

- N

Finally, inter-rater agreemént.was obtained on |
25% of +all sessioﬁ by session tapes and ranged |
between r: 0.64 and r: 0.98. Qitﬁ the exception o 3
- . of frequency data (sponténgous positive

behaviors and requests for behavior change) .o

where inter-rater agreement was ,evaluated i
- percentage, Pearson Product by Momént
L ‘correlation coefficients were used.{ ,

‘j----—-———--.---a-q-.- < B- —_—

;o 'Insert;Table 5 hered ,
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Inter~Rater, Agreement On

Pre Post Follow-up ‘Tapes -

LY

é Y
A: Specific Components of Assertiveness:

Affect: RN ‘SA: r: 0.95

, | t SB: .r: 0.90
Duration of reply: SAt r: 0.99
SB: r: 0.98

Request .for behavior change: SA: _75%
», | SB: . 3%

" Spontaneous positive - EA: 83%

behaviors: .
' SB:  83%

B:' Global AssértiQéness:' SA: r: 0,84
- . A -,
SB: 1r: 0.85

s

N.B. Inter-rater agreement was evaluated on 1/3
of the data for all specific components
of assertiveness and on all the data
for ratings ofgglgbal assertiveness,

v ,) .

v

-

\

Iz
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Table 5 -

7

’ [

Inter-~Rater Agreement On

N

Session by Session Tapeé

v H * 7

! A: Specific Components of Assertiveness:

[

. ‘ " Duration of replyteseirieceressessaseri 0,98
~ A

Affect:l.h.UQCOCOOOQO...‘..l.'.l.“.r: 0.6“
f ' Spontaneous positive behaviors:........ B81%

. ; Requests for, behavior chanée:.......... 69% ' /

i

I3

B: Global Assertiveness:....};........r: 0.67 ' ,
' /

.

e it . )

e

A

N.B. Inter-rater agreement scores were obtained
on 25% of the session by session tapes
for both subpjects.

A

A
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Self-Monitoring Data .

As mentioned previ&usly, so that one index

of generalization to the natural environment

coulé be obtained, our subjects were asked to

carry out two homework assignments and to record

on-a daily basis the frequency of these behaviors.
There were two homework assignments per subject'

and these were introduced one at the beginning

of training and one in the middle of training.

The suﬁjecté were asked to rate assignments 2

&

according to level of difficulfy and these
behaviors were bresented in a hier;rchy starting

with the easiest one. These assignments

conéisted of: 1) asking qﬁestioﬁ!kin class,

de 2) 1n1t1at1ng interaction with peers for: ,
subject A and of: 1) injgiating interaction with
peers, and 2).volunteeringﬁ¥nswers in class for
subject B. The subjects werg provided with an
operational definition-of these behaviors as well .

-

as with some examples (see Appendix 10). The

only instructions provided were: "Try to increase'

this behavior as much as possible and put a check

mark on the sheet every time you do it",

*

A

In order to increase the relluﬁ{\ity of the data,

the subjects were shown how to use the self-

LTI Ty
¥ ‘f\n«‘*w‘l ‘m -h ‘“?f
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monitoring sheets (Appendix 9) and were also

asked to rate the level of difficult§‘of each .

.

behavior and the level of satisfaction experienced
. -

afterwards. As well, the subjects were asked

to summarize on the back of the sheet each

recorded behavior. Finally, prior to every,

training session (e.g. twice a week) the

experiménter reviewed with the subjects all the

: B

o

self-monitoring sheets taking away data that

did not meet criterion. Criteria for asking
- questions in class weré that the subject on his - < )

own initiative asked a pertinenﬁ question iq class

such as: "When is the next éxam?", or "What is .

‘an equation?". -Questions that were not pertinent "

such as: "What time is it?", or questions that

~

were not asked during class were eliminat

R q

//, As well, double questions.such as: "Who whs

King Arthur and when did he die?" were orly

recorded as one question since they reprégented

onlyione active intervention'in ciass. iteria
: for volunteering an answer in class w that
. the subjéct on his own initiative atte P to
ansﬁer a:question raised by the Sgapher in class.
Answers had to reflect a genuine attempt to
respond to the question, independently of their

-

¥
. , . ‘ 1

'\}1&1{“{ Ly t‘ﬁ&eﬁg é‘ 7
3

e
V't o

oong
AP



being correct or not. #For~exémp¥e: Q.:

"What is an island?"‘A.: "It is a piece of

water surrounded by land", would bé acéepted
while Q.: "What is an island?" A.: "It is what
you described yesterday!", would not be counted
as an answer. Answers that were provided
ihdivi@ually to the teacher after class were not
used as data. As well, answers that were

: directly sollicited from the teacher were not
ineluded as data. Critexnia fcg initiating
interactions with peers were that the subjects &
on their ownsinitiativ; would use verbal behavior
to initiate an interaction with a peé;TQ)For
example borrowing notes, inviting someone to
your place or asking to jgin dgroup would be
considered as iﬁitiating inferactions. On the h
other hand, joining someone without speaking

to him/her, watching other pe;;ie play ping-pong
or responding .to someone saying Hello to you,
would not be considgred initiating intkractions.,
As well, shogt interactions such as barely

saying Hi! when someone is passing by were not

included as data.

Ay

s




65
s Results
Training effeéts.as well as tﬂeir duration
over time were evaluated<by pre, post, foliOWAup
compérisons on 6 dependent variables : two self-
report éuéé%ionnaires (MRAS and SAS) and ratings

of four behaviors (global assertiveness and 3

spgéific target behaviors). Process information

‘
AT MU URT RN

was obtained .with session by session observations

on 4 behaviors: 3 target behaviors per subject

and 1 untrainéd or controlﬂpehayioﬁ. Generalization

of trainif§ effects across situations was

1 5

evaluated by comparing performance in rehearsed

vs unrehearsed situations on 3 dependent measures

(ratings of global asgértiveness and obsefvations
on two’specific comﬁonents). Generalization -
of training effects across behavioré was ”
évaluated by comparing performance in one tpained
or target behaviornko an equivalent untrained
or control behavior. Information concerning the o
relevance of application of content behaviors
(requests for behavior change and/spontaneous'
positive behaviors) was obtained by‘evaluatiné
the frequency of those target behaviors (t.b.)

1

as a function of the context (positive or negative~

situations). Finally, an index of transfer of
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training effects to the natural _envir'on;rient

1

was obtained with self-monitoring data on two
dependent measures er«subjects (frequency of \
init\iating interactions with peers and frequency
of asking questions in class or volunteering

answers in class).

Self-Report Questionnaires

had L3l

—"" 1) MRAS: On the MRAS, Subject A obtained -43
: . prior to tr'ahin’ing, 'a score which situated him
" below the low7f range .of this measure of ‘
o . assertiveness. ﬁ.t post evaluation his score
‘ - "_ 'hadlincreased tc)> *+9 situating him with'\p the

a‘verag\é'range al;d\at follow-up, Subjectkﬁ.
receive‘d'a 428 score on the MRAS whigR situated
be hin: at thé L;pper ran;e limit of th{g_test.
. . In qlifference scofef this represents an increase
- o\f §2 points podt training with an additiona]: 18
poiﬁts at follow-up for a tota;l. of 71 points |
gained from pre~assessment to folllow-up for
Subject)A.‘ Subject B on his part showed a’ less

drastic increase in score as he obtained 0 prle,

) *'6 post, and 429 at follgw-up. In difference

scores this represents §n increase of 6 points
- ’ ' ‘P«

post training with an- itional 14 points at

follow-up for a'total gain of 20 points from pre

s
~

I 3

Ry
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towfollow-up éséessment.
2), SAS: On the SAS, Subject A obtained 6 at pre
evaluation, this score situated him below the

~
average range of his peers on this test., At post

evagluation he obtained” 20 situating himself

'

aﬁpxe the ﬁpper range of his peers on the SAS and

.

N ’ - 3
at Tollow-up Subject A maintgined a score of 20;
20 is the maximum score on this test. @$ubject B

. ' | .
followed a similar increase as he went from a scoye

of 6.pre, to 17 post and 18 at follow—up. - -

J

Behavioral Ratings -

A. 2-Way Anélysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Pre, post and follow-up differences as well
as performance in. rehearsed situations versus

unrehearsed situations were analyzed by means-

°

of separate analysis of.variance on three

¢

deperident measures: rasings of global assertiveness,
duration of reply (in)sec.), and ratings of

affect. Hence, 3 x 2 factorial designs with
; .

repeated measures weraised with A: time as the

2

first 3 level factor and B: situations as tﬁf second

2 level factor, | %

A\
\




‘Table 6
\ -
Self-Report sQuestionnaires: ) :
Results
o ' ‘\ i ' Y. -
Y , -
Questionnaiyre Raw: Scores Difference Scores .
I. - R ‘N ’ »
A: Modified " Follow- | Pre-~ Pre- Post-
Rathus Pre Post~fyp Post Follow-Up Follow-Up
. — T AR 7
o SaA] 43 49 | +28 52 71 19. I
S:B 1 o 46 420 ° 6 20 14
[} Ly . . J
B: Self- . \ | ‘
Assertion |- P |
- 1 - -
S:A 6 20 20 1y 14 ‘
8:B 6 17 < 18 - s 12 © 1
N e 2 , /l ?
-~ |
- ' rl
N.B., MRAS has a-mean of 0 with - 28 S.D, 1.
SAS has a.mean of 14,35 with < .2,26 S,D. ;
\ , . e
N . 2 . ]
. ' ' 3
;
|
¥ , . . ( 1
L
-~ ~ PR
yi
.
“ (s
: ’ ‘ o
S




As there was an unequal number of rehearsed

situations (8) vs unhe%rsed ones (4) ,per cell, scores

s L

4 on rehearsed situations were reduced from 8 to 4 by.

7

‘ randomly palrlng them 2 at a tlme and u31ng the mean.

3 3 ’ Q,

) Since our analysis included replication within a
’ LS )
level of a factor on the same subject the possibility
F . N
k C . of Type I error was increaseq,” To compensate for

NI =137 J . 4 o

this, we chose the above procedure over analysis for

Y
s ~unedqual n as it/ﬁepfesents a mere cofservative

, . analysis by reducing thé degrees of freedom.
LI | , -
1. Global Assertiveness

v

o
)

" ‘ Ratings' of glgbéT assemtiveness indicated a

. 31gn1flcant main time effect r bogh‘subjects

2 ’ - w‘!
(F(3, 92) ¢ 0,05 for Sub]eqt A, and (F(15. 33) //

[

.0.0% for Subject B) w1th no Flfference between

. ' t
performance in rehearsed and unrehearsed situatjons "~ @
o’.? ' b ol , N , - . L > ‘: . /
and there was no interaction hetween the time and
: . . ° - ! .
practice factors. .
- -

v 5 oo v |

( -y am e m A mA . - - _———— . T

° * N . ) 7/
. - - Insert Table 7 here °

' \ Aal b 2tk ol ol b ol ol .:——‘AH/ v - - . ‘
~ \‘ " ' ‘ ' ]
Post ho¢ comparisons using thj Tuk test indicated '

-

- that for, Subject A although thfre was an 1ncrease in

performance post treatment, thg main’ treatment effect *
¥ o L o
P was attributable to the performande at follo;zpp.

1
On the other hand, for Subject B post hoec co

arisons



'ehe follow»up i}"hasea\ wgre Slgnlfldantly
scores obtained bef“ re trea‘tment.
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Table 7

- i )

*. 2-Way Anova o

> -+ - Factor M.S.

1) Global . >t
-Assertiveness: .
!‘:A - Time ‘2.9 (2,18) 3.92% 0.05
i Prac‘tice,- . 0.TH (1,18) 1. N.S.
Time x Practice 0.79  (1;18) 1.07 ' N.S. ¥

n f ] N
. _S_:B "\ Time 14.34’ (2,18) 15.33%% 0,01
) .‘ Practice 0'71 /(‘1,18) /0-8 1 NlSu
Tlme x Practice f 0.11 (1,18)  0.13 N.S.

N.B. 'I‘:Lme Pre Post Folﬁl.ow-up\“ 7 .

Practice = Rehearsed situations vs unrehearsed '
. situations - -

SR
,

) Appvoprlate . - Lo v
‘\‘ ﬁffect- ) . ‘ Lo
* N L . N ‘Eg’ Y ' ‘ - . Q-
. . SiA Time . - 10.93 (2,18) 57,53%% 0,01
. ' ' .Practice - 0.01 (1,18 ' 0.05 _ N.S. '
T Ti%i; x Practice - 0.16 (1518)° 0.84  N.8, )
Q5B - Time © 77.88 (24187 uo.63%% 0,01
W0 '* ' Practice.. . 0:19%  (1,18) 0.003% N.S.°
' . Time x Pract,i.ée l 0,003 .(1,18) 0.02 N.S. .
v N.B. Time Pre Post Followwup . .
L . (Practice = Rehearsed situations ve unrehearsed
?';%;::‘ e situatlons N " R ,

: R - R A
+ o .
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e Table 7 . S
;‘ . 1' N 3 | ! . \ T 3 . ﬂ.'f
1 / . ' . ’ "rfz J:}
: P) [ ‘ $ « . L fpt‘
* / . .o . o e
. J z-way Anova : ,‘ . . | r. ;'
: - -- Factor M.S. . d.f. F N & ‘ a5
Y , . - N Py al -'-“
v of ' " ~ - -
. 3) Duration of R V
. ! iR Reply: ' ‘g ) e’ . ‘ e
coL - S:A Time & 52.53  (2,18) s.06%® 0,00 . . R
\ ' , : . Practice 13.93 | (1,18) 3.1 N.S. ‘ Phig
‘ . « Time x Practice . 0.87 (1,18) 0.13 . N.S. . \ S
‘ ' M * ki s
AS f ' . * ’ . ' N h N
L S:B Time - 6.68 | (2,18) 6.42%% (0,01
L : ° s N . . g, p .
S Practice 2483 (1,18) 2.28 N.S.
' n Time x Practice - .0.08 -+ (1,18) 0.08 N.S. -
. ' - 4 : :
. , R : ' \
, N B~Time = Pre _Post Follow-up
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. ’ S - - sityations ' R R
- - - PO B 2 . . o .l .
. . 3 ! .
. . R - ’ . M ‘ A ’
: ‘ :1 - R %‘
< . ) " ' & d"
.. ' . ’ -~ - ’ . . \Ar’ v
< ‘ . . :
14 r\ﬁ . ’ . ot : LY
% uﬁ . I . ' :
? - ‘ - 1 | . * e
. -
%’ B L ’ ,'4‘ Y hat
! _ . , P & o
7} “ e . r ";kx
t : L3
s . b - e
- ‘ v » "
7 L
. ..
¥ * - ‘ ¥,
+ ‘% t ’:,/' '(\:. "-’ n‘{'.' ! Y g
W Y »‘ L L .
v ﬁ ‘ ’ "’ )
. . o ,::.,j&f.. y ";';. - y,; Iy ,‘«VL,. 1\‘1‘ . . , \‘ .
“ zlgi‘:l:}ff*:l’;“‘}’ﬁ“z?y .3'\“ P »,J ':.&;r AN ~:"-§{“"’, :»t “, ‘; [T " -
AN T i B S, B O N N S T O O




R o e PRI 4SNP

¥ > ‘ ’ ‘ . 4 v A
@ . . 69 ‘
o - - .

‘ o o
(see Table 8). Post and followf?p ratings did not

[

2 differ from one another. [ n oo

2. Appropmate Affect - L

! Ratings of approprlate affeot 1nd1cated a E
51gn1flcan€’ma1n time effect £or hoth subjects
(F(87, sa),, P. 0.81 for Subject A and (F(40.63), T

0. 01 for Subject B) with no dlfference between

/ performance 1n rehearsed sztuatlons and performance _ 2

in unrehearsed ‘ones. Agaln there was no o~

o t 4

. ‘ L7 . .
intevaetion between factors (see Table 7): Further . v

analysis 1ndlcated that for both subjeots post

’u

and - follow—up performance was 81gn1f1cant1y

«

¥ greater than performance prlor*to %ﬁeatment : ;\ t
: | and for both subjects performance in Tollow-op was e | :
greater than poét—ebalﬁEtion (éee Table .8), ; bk
‘ 3. Duration of Reply ™ o T “gn”;\) o T
g LI

Ngain Hlth duration of reply*a sign§f1cant s

o o ne JR i

main time effect was observed for both subjects ' b
. (F(8, 06), P 0.01 fog Subject A and (P(B 42),
. 0. 01 for Subject B) and onoa mpre fhere was no

"t . 3 e ¥ ‘ .“ \ \

o difference between performance" in rehearsed

L versus unrehearsed sltuatlons. No %h action

v o
»
’ .

CL was. fou%g between the time and praftice factoré"

; (see Table 7).*’In post ‘hoe anal sis, for both , e
’ ~ .
. subjects' performance 1n post and followfup phases Was
A o ‘
\ ‘..‘."' ' A '/ © 7
e L SR ‘ .
‘ --(' o \ f ‘3 \ ' R ! i“l(‘.‘ u& .,
. v, "a . ‘~‘ ° . -"'.‘?_ . 01 . ',
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~—  superior to performance prior to treatment
- and there was no dlfference between post and
- ' _ follow-up scores.

« f

T eh g et e s gy S e i g e S P

Insert Table 8 here .

E .} / - W * -.‘-~-'“--—-“‘---l-‘~4-
B. 3-Way Ana1y31s of Varlance (ANOVA)
- LX

Training effects were ewaluated by comparlng
pre,-posT ‘and - fol;ow-up total séores’ Jin the

frequency of contept qcmponents of aésertiﬁenegg

(e.g. requests for"beﬁé@ior change and spontaneous

K

positive behav;ors) and were analyzed by means; of

\

ana1y31s of varlance. Also thebfrequedty of a’

e

‘trained or target behawlor was compared to that

O
RS LR

*;
of a corffrol behav1orqand the effects of context

_ (pdsitive sgtuations vs¢negat1ve sltuatlons)

in which these,behav1oré took place were alsc

+ * .

& and;yzed. Hence, a 3 ' 2rx 2 factoriél design

v - " £

' - Sy

s wlthjyepeated measures wag uséﬁ wlth A: time

LT "*3

y @ (

A

levels and c* ontext Cpcsltlve situations vg

factor w1th 2"

L

K negatlve situations) as ‘the last
1evels‘ o :;‘f* ?|‘nfd; "
' ‘,: 2N He 2
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<o . '~ Table 8
R \'Post Hoec Comparisons
Summary
Tukey tests: q (3,21) = 3,56 at 0.05
Behavior: q?3,21) Msq, Error:' T, T,
- 1) Global . '
Assertiveness: .
S:A , . '3.58 6,74  : 24,75 32,75
»  S:B ~ 3.56 0.84 : 18,25 34,38
"2) Appropriate ° . *‘
Affect: + 0 , .
S:A 3,86 - 0.18 : 15.5 28,88
_ ' S:B 3.56 . - 0.19 11.89 '22.63
h - 4 o

3) Duration of .
Reply: ®» . \

. SiA . '3,56 s,..‘szJl i 33.09 61,83
'SiB f  3.s8 1o i 21.33 33,28
T . . "8
N.B. A) T, = Total pre sdbres : o
A T, = h;aal post scores ' ’ )
T, = Total follgaw-up scores . )
| B) q* at 0.05 level of sigpificance - |

~

C)' Un&erlined totals are those which do not.
~ differ significantly -

s R
\\ ' .
' '
‘e
.
v O
. .
. v
*
. s
3 -
L ) °
.
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, «
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gains were maintained or 1ncreased at follow~up in all

‘ AR
. the: aecond faotor-with 2 levele an& Cz context

708
. !
superior to performance prior to treatment and there
was no dlfference between post and\fgllow-up scores.
Hence} with global assertiveness,, ugﬁiion of raply

and approprlate affect, results indicate 81gn1flcant/

galna\post trainihg' (except w1th global for S:A);

those dimensions.

U O QA S g, 4T O L o 4 B
o

Insert Table 8 here -
LN

. -~ .
L R QAP N S 0t o g e

.

. . ]
Training effects Qere'evaluated by comparing

B.. 3~Way Analysis of Variance GANOVA) L .

pre, post ,and follow—up‘tofal scores in the frequency
of content components of assertiveness (e.g+ requests ‘

fof.behaviér change and spontaneocus positive behaviors)

and were analyzed by means of analysis of variance, . ¥

B
‘s Y

Also the frequency of a trained on target behav1or o

was compared. to that/of a control>behavior and the

effects’ of context’ (pos1tive situations vs negative
8ituations) 4in which these behaviors took place were ) ¥
also analyzed. ‘Hence, a 3.x 2 x 2 factorial design i

w1th repeated measures was used with A: time (pre, ' Y

post and. follow-up) @s “the first. factoz- with 3\levels; L

i

v . ‘_;b
B: behavior (targa;zpehavior Vs, cqntrola%?hxatdb) as =~ )

pw:f\- -xk‘ﬁ
‘.« vw. ".;u&

A3
.g"'u Paa. ”, N

J’ n/; ' &

izu(pﬁhifive situations vs. nega§&Ve sifﬁ@tlons) as the last

n'?a‘, . . Wu N ); e,

factaﬁ With 2 1eve18. ;d,‘,,“ '”Jg;a; e T - - k
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1. Spontaneous gitive Behavior/Requests for
3 C ' ° )

* . Behavior Change - ‘ 1

@

T

Although//;ere was an increase in the total
* number of content behaviors, ,there was no

51gniflcant tlme effect in the frequency of those |

.

béhaviors for either subjects. ,Comparlsons
between target beahvior and control behavior
indicﬁted that for Subject A no differ;ncé
was observed between frequency of tavget behavior
and of control beHbVLor. A sxgnlflcant behavior

by context interaction (F(SS.MI),I’s0.0l) )

.

indicatgé-howe?er that while the control behavior:
was used at a much higher frequency in positive
context, the target behavior was used: with hiéher‘
frequéncy in negative context (see figure‘i).
As well, a significant three-way interaction .
55(6.75), £ 0;01) in&icates that this '
&iscrimination was greater at the end of the
training phase and was maintained at‘follo§~up
(see Figure _'2).'.i E - o . )
There was‘a significant-main'behavior
effect (F(l3.\83),}?‘ 0.01) for Subject B with the
trained Eehavior'baing used at a hxgher frequency
than the control one. . No interactions were

x‘«

obseryeduforXSubJect B and no main context effects

A2
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were observed for either subjects.

r ) )
G PO G e G Y g, s S S S W O,

Insert Table 8 here ' ' .

0 v G e W e T G A S Y

Session By Session Data = . 0 ' . -

VZ 3

Performance of our subjects was evaluated . ’
. . 4;\ - '

S for every session of the experimental phase.
. ' Thus session- by session data includes all

& ‘ .
. baseline, training and follow-up sessions. The v

Y

scores of eédh'spgcific target behavior as well

- Y 1

as of one control behavior were obtained .

‘;: H independentl& for both’subjects, and with/the : '

f, ) exception 6f frequ?ncy scores these scores o o
? SN were averaged across situations per week of the . ;‘ w0
. experimental phase. These observations ere

ol Am 5

36 seconds during the {'

the introduction of
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3-Way Anova
Factor ., . M.S. 'd.f. F P
. Reque®’ for , l
, behavior ' d
4 . change/ . .
spontaneous :
; . positive :
' behavior o oo
S:A Time | 2.52™\ . (2,60) 3.04  N.S. B B
| Behavior 0.06 “(1,60) 0.07  N.S.
. Context 0.89 A1,60) 1.07 N.S. Ve
’ : Time x Behavior 0.62 (3,60) 0.75 N.S. ‘e
. ' Time x Context 0.45 - (3,60) 0.54 N.S.
. Behavior x Context 29,39 (1,§0) 35.u41%% 0,01
5 Time x Behavidr % Context 5.6 . (2,60) 6.75% 0,01 L
! ©8:B Time 1,63 (2,60) 2,6 - N.S.
j - Behavior 8.68 (1,60) 13.89*%% 0.01 '
g . Context 1.12 (1,60) 1,78  N.S. o
- Time x Behavior 0.73 (3,60) 1.17 N.S. oo
, Time x Context 0.53 - (3,60) 0.85 _N.S. et
-y - Behavior x Context 0.68 (1,60)° 1.08  N.S. ‘
. Time x Behavior x Context - ~ 0.44 (2,60) 0.7 N.S.
. | | ) . i} B
N.B. Time g Pre Post Follow~up Y
Behavior gz Target behavior vs control behavior Y
ﬁ T . _+  Context gz Positive situations vs negative ‘situations v
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target behavior for Subjedt A (requests for
behavior change) compafed to tstal frequency.
of the content control behavior (spontaneous
ositive offers) in relation to thiﬂéontext

. in which those behaviors were used.
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- .

“the exception of affect,#all targét behaviors,

. : | )
_ were atytheir peak level of performdnce during

the phase at which experimental procedures were

¢

. sbecifically applied to those behaviors. As well, .

although ﬁerformance.in anyigi&an t.b. was not ‘¥ , -
N " © V7 ' necessarily maintained in the weeks following

) \
. application of training fecnniques, performance e

' ‘ was either maintained or indreased at follow-up.

n - Observations on the control behavior,ére

. I -
D eontradictory in that while for %hbjectlA there

e em b

is an overall increase in behavior ‘during the

-

training phase,;fhe freqLency of the control

- > [qa et

. behavior remained ‘unchanged for Subject B

"throughout the experiment (sée Figure 5), -
3 © Self-Monitoring Data

o ’ !

AS mentioned in the method section, self-

mopitoring data were gathered by the subjects

-%—4~L*m~w—on—a’dEiT?”IEEﬁETTFBEffHE_SEEEhning of baseline ' o
v " uhtil the~last traiﬁing session énd again for gﬁo"
weeks prior to follow-up evalgatién. “ For these
wée@s, data is complete for Sﬁﬁject A, but

Subject B lost his obsefvations of-the'gec&nd | .
baseline week . Freqﬁencieé of initiating . L. . ‘

interaction were averaged across week, while - ‘ . 1

. : ‘ : {
. . frequency of school related behaviors were averaged '/

°
IS “ ' . -

i . l\
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AN
Figure 3. Session by sessionathavioral

observations. Magnitude of three separate

, targe; b%havi&ps for.Squeqt A in relation to
variatiéns in experimental proceduresx-
Base}ing observ§%i§ns (BA) training of the
specifie farget behavior (TR), no subsequent

-

fbaining of that behavior (NTR), and observations

*

<

obtaiped at a six-weeks- follow~up (F-U). -

Magnitude of behavior was averaged across
\ c
' situations per week for t.b, 1 (duration of reply)

[

“and for t.b. 3 (appropriate’affect), and the

" total\ frequency of t.b.2 (requests for behavior

change) was averaged across week,
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1 ‘ ‘ Figure 4, ~ Session by sésgsion behavioral
\ . PR . . | - , 3
- - observations. Magnitude of three separate
e . L : . Ia ‘ .
+, i target behavior for Subjeet B in r*%latlon to
- - . *

o , " variations in experimental pracgdures:

\ Baseline observations (BA),’\ tr'*iivlni"ng of the
| ‘specif'ic target behavior ‘(TR),.T\IO subsequent

L ' _training of that behavior (NTR), and observations

v S obtained at a six-weeks follow-up (F-U).

, . Magnitude of behavior was averaged across

:
£

‘

, ) situa’cion}s per weeks for t.b. 2 (appropriate

» -

1 ‘ ¢ o a
I3 affect), and t.b.3 (duration of reply), and the

- . total frequenty of t.b. 1 (spontaneous positive’

. N & s

behaviors) was averaged ‘across weeks > ’

- . ’

s .
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T v . , obsel‘;‘va‘fions‘. Magnitudé of thea control behavifohé T

) i . E . - ‘ of ,each Xsubje.ct'as a fune 1on'o§1‘tﬁg/e>;p\e'rimental )

« : S . procedures: Baseline observat/ions’. (BA) ¢ no |

i- i“ trair:ing of that b(é}‘lavior wh§~1e other térget. ¢ R '

; yPehaviors were be‘:!??g tPaihed (NTR), and observationé p .

- - *

A - " obtafned at a six-weeks followkup (F-U).

) ) ) . . ‘ N | \ .\’ . , e
< - “Magnitude of behavior for- thosé‘ conmtrol behaviors ‘

. { » -

. . . R
at - : was the total frequenoy of emitted behavior : .

-
v ~

) . per week. p o

(o

‘a




- LAY SR SRR SR TG TR Sy
— - R ) X a e ' . . X
~ - e B i e 4 e e g,
A / p
. % N "
o P
.
. . \ . 87
4 ' )
N - , ' n
-~ - -
~ . - . LA
. «
e ;
- s
R »
\ » oy

' %

. L x.freq: : | @_._'_;A;Offers'.

) ' 12 ' ' . oL
: R . ‘ ---;Bi Requests . .
5 ‘ ) v ) . .. ] . i R r , ‘g/

“
)

. C i : B
1 )
- o !
\ , @ \Js
. : Y /
. ., - .
" . . []
a . 11 . i
~ 6 A |
~ ‘ v .
: F~U
LY
R . , - .
" +
. )
I
L] - . L4 ‘
’ ]6'F - ' , . ‘
‘ ‘CB ; * " 4 K]
S, | ! 1
* - . ' A
. X freq. . «
- 12 o .'\)’f ’ p .
* s -

V’v/f , vy ’ R
/. S e o’ 7
o : . N B i 7
AR RO . - . /
’ * J l// // 4 / / ”'/ / ’ / s

.
B pppeat et n e . . . R L -
; o IS . paag : V3 «
MR St L




“training weeks when the subject was ®ipected to

the subject was expected to increase the number

Subject A

’ v
For Subject A, the first homework assignment )
S ' , : ' \
was to ask questions in class. Average daily

. ~ ‘ . ) \
frequencies of gquestionning behavior were of 0 T

1 »

during the first 'baseline week and of 6f2 during

\!

the second baseline week. During the fi&gt‘three

- ‘ Py

increase tﬁe frequency of that behavior, daily

frequenbies were'respectively of X: 1.75/day;

0/day, afid 1.6/day. "During the three following

5 ; . . y
weeks the frequghc1es of this assignment
. - €

continued to increase and were respectively

X: 1.75/day, 2.33/day, and B.E/day. Finally,

during the follow-up weeks average frequencies
of questions askedlby Subject A in class were
respectively X: 2.8/da§ and 3.5/day. The second

homework assignment for Subject A was to initiate
interacfieps'wi£h peers. Average frequencies

of this ggha&ior per day were of respectiveiy:

A
0.4, 0.5, 0.14%, 0/°0.86 for the.5 baseline

S

L "
weeks. During the three-.following weeks, when
{ .

\ L~

of interactions with peers, frequendies were

respectively of ¥: 1.14 int/day, 1.56 igt/day, and
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heid +

© 0.75 int/day. At follow-up the frequency of this

behavior. was maintained with a frequehcy of

X: 1.1% for week 1 and qf 23\1 for the second

foliow-up week. '

N

Subject B

& .
For Subject B, the first. homework assignment

ks s +

to initiate interaé%ion with peers was of mean
frequency per day of 1 during baseline, was
increased to 1.57, 1.66, and 1.6 during the

thrée weeks when‘the subject was expected to

increase his behavior continued to increase

during the subsequent three wWeeks (X: 1.71 int/day,
G 1

1.86 ing/day, and 1.86 int/day). At follow-up,

the behavior was maintained during the first

1

week (X: 1.43\{nt/day) apd erStiéally increased
duriﬁg the second week (R%: 3.33 ihf/daf).~

The second homework assignmént to volunteer
answers in class was kept ;% én average frequgnc§
of d throughout'the.baseline'weeks. Duriﬁg the -

three weeks when‘Subject B.was expected to

v

increase the number of answersghe volunteered
o .
in class, the medan frequencieg of this behavior

were respectivgl of ®% 1.75, b, and 1.11.° _
o : : .

Mean frequencies .were increased to X: 2 and X:

Al
o f"

during the, two follow-up.weeks. - .
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' * Histograms of homework assignments indicate
\ y : ’
that for both subjects, assignment behaviors ’

’ N .

\
M .

remained relatively unchanged unfil specific

©

instructions aiming at increasing the behavior , °

were provided to the subjecf (sée Figures 6 and 7).

.

When those instructions were provided, there wgs.

a direct increase in.behavior and-that behavior

- »

™ -
was either maintained or continued t'¢* increase

-

during consecutive experimental weeks as well

. -

as at follbw—up. In summary, for both subjects,
] ' .
"results on the two self-report questionnaires N o

PR
Aindicate an _increase in score post training
1Y _ !

Y . . T
. and this increase is either maintained or

improved at follow~up. Results on behavioral

‘ / a1
ratings of global assertiveness, duration of
, - >

reply, and affect are consistent in indicating .

a significant maih time effect as well as no
- - Y “

difference between rehearsed and unrehearsed
g

" situations. With the excepti?y of ratings \ .
of 'global assertiveness for Subject A, post hoc-

comparisons indicate that time effects are

attributable to results obtained post training.

Follow-up scores were always equal to or

-

significantly greater than post training scores.

)

Resulty on content components of asseprtiveness do

.

}

i ———————
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;:figure 6. Self-monitoring data. Mean :

. .frequency per week of two social behaviors

(asking questions in class, initiating interaction

<

with peers) emitted in the natural- environment

by Subject A. Mean frequency of each separate

behavior is illustrated in relation to the

L .
. three.separate experimental phases: Baseline

H

obserVations (BA), training phase where SST is
applied to target behaviors in tgs laboratory

(TR), and follow-up phase six weeks after ,

. ©

- \ W .
- termination of training (F-U). The arrow (4)
N
indicates the time of introductien of:specific

.instructions concerning those social behaviors

“

to be carried in the natural environment.
) \ , Q\“‘.
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Figure 7. Self-monitoring data. Mean

.frequency per’ week of two social behaviors

N

-

»(initiating interaction with ﬁeers, volunteering
. l B
answers in class) emitted in the natural

.

environment by Subject B. Mean fr?quency of each

separate behavior is illustrated in relation

°

\

\ .
to the three separate experimental phases:

I3
~

Baseline ggservatiqns (BA) , training phase where

};;et behaviors in the

gy
laboratory (TR), and follow-up phask six weeks
after termination of training (F-U). The arrow
(4) indidates the time if introduction of specific
instructions concerning those socia% behaviors

to be carried’ in the natural environment.
-\ o .
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7

.8
at a signficantly greater frequency than the

- « \

control behaviors by Subject B. There was a .
. ‘ .

signficant behavior by context interaction

AN

for Subject A as ‘well as a significant time x -

behavior x context .interaction for this subject.
h ;

For the‘sessiom;by session data, although;there(

"was an overall increase in all t.b. for “both ,

7 '

subjegts, carry over effects from one target
behavior to tge next vefe observed. As well,
while Subject A showed a gradual slope,of - K
acquisition Pf the contnol behavior, Shbject B
maintained the control Lehavior at a constant
level. Finally, datg on homéwork assignments

indicate an increase in behavior that coincides

'with the time of introductién of 'specific

instructions pertinent to those behaviors.

Inferential statistics were used to evaluate

-

overall efficacy épd sgvegal aspects of,generdli;ation

of SST. TFor these purposes they presented the

advaﬁtages of 1) providing estimate ofs significance

of change and 2) permitting scrutiny of interaction
between factors (generalization). Descriptive
statistics|were used to permit visualization of the

rate of "chdnge and how it related to introduction of

training.

L




A

Discussion

.- As mentioned previously, althp%gh SST has = *

been repeatedly evaluated as effective in

] _
increasing assertiveness, evidencé concerning

ES .

<
13

VI e . !
generalization of training effects to the natural

.

environment, across time,

. S

is either lacking or incon

could\be attributed to group application of

clusive. . These ngs

situations or behaviors-

SST

where for lack of time aﬁa facilities, training

effects could not be maximized for each indiy
subject, and where generalization might

been fostered sufficieptly.

’

\

thelqgs

<

idual
i

nétﬂﬁégé'j

—y \

, as long
(ﬁ. L

as generalization of/SST cannot be confirmed,

-

- -

its utility én clinical work remains to be

B

\

‘established.'

rThis study attempted to zzflect.clinical

application of SST. 'With, these obﬂectives'in mind,

g

the present design was’atyglcﬁl of SST resegrch

on several dimensions: a smaller sample silze was

v

A _ .
7G;ed;-subjects received individual trainingy

training. procedures were amongst the most

extensive used in this area of reseafch;

subjects were initially. referred for clinical

1

assistance prior to selection; efforts were made
. . . 23 '

to évaluate generalization of-training affects
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{ T across time, beh rs, and situations; as well,

c ¢

,attempts were fiade to evaluate generaiizgxiqn

“

onment on Behaviors pertingﬁt
’ " .t

\ ﬁé_the natural envi
"ﬁﬁ?‘ \\;to the subjeéts; raining was provided on specific
- components of‘EESertivenegs that weéé ﬁértinepﬁ

to the subjects' needs;.and specific effo}ts

we?e made to insu%é sdbjeéts' dignstanding of =

+

.instructions. R AN

In addition, the small sample size used in

this study peﬁ%itted a more complete gathering of

"\ A information. For example, ;He de§ign used «
3

. -
n/l[\ . included evaluation of both overall training
L . ' ¢ ‘ .
f ~effects with pre, 3bst, follow-up comparisons
\ : , .
\ and of specific training effgcts with the session

~ .
by session information; contrary:to most studies,
0 data was not based on a sample of subjects
performance but on its fbtality throughout }

W} - - experimentation; as well; content copponents

were evaluated in terms of frequency so that

- again total performance 'could be reflected by
;/,,/" the data; and finally, data concerning
generalization to the natural ernvironment were

. .obtained on a daily basis throughout experimentation.

- t

e Difference;scores on both self-report '
A N a ° \
queétionnaires’indiéate»that.with our subjects,

N iy




therefwas anclnerease in self-perceptlon of

6
assertlvenessfat the end of tralnlng And that thls

>
- L

.improvement was e%ther malntalned or increased

« ¥ -~ -

at follow-up. This’suggests,that'witﬁ‘these - -
R4 a
\\ adolescents, S¥T was effective .in 1mpr~ov:mg self- ]

v

o

perceptlon of assertiveness and that 1mprovement

B

»lasted GVer time, Results onggpservers' ratings

rof global assertiveness seem to ind{sate that for

Subject B, training was effective in increasing . -
overall assertiveness and that change lasted over

{ime. On the other hand, although Subject A'

1]
performance was rated as-more assertive post ; .

.4

tralnlng,_thls 1qprovement only reached

~

statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant levels at follow-up . .
&hls is 1nterest1ng,;n tbat although change E
. A
in global assertlveness cannot be directly
A

attributed to training foi Sebject A, it suggests

that’ change had started to take place duriné and,

) . . . m
that the process was continued by the subject

4 3
du;ingvthbse six weeKs between pdst assessment

< S [N
and follow>-up. This h&pothesis i's supported to \\E

ot

»a certain extent by the fact that whenever a h Y

a

>

‘main time effect was ébserved in behavioral »
v . ,

-ratings with.afih‘subjects, total follow-up

"scores were numerically and at times significantly -

J ~ ' /,‘/ ' ) !

I\
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&

) /. ) /
- larger than pést scores (see Tablens), Also,’

H ~ N
. : > .
both subjects| indicated a continued increase in -

a

self&perceived ssertiveriess at fol w-ﬁp;
— .

thls might suggest thaty with our subjects, not

“only was self—perceptio, conelstent with’ dverall

¢

behavioralucnange,/Bzﬁ?that it might have been_
ug

’

discriminative endt to detegt smaller changes in

behavior which took jplace between post and follow-

AN _up assessment..VOn the other hand, only ratings of

appropriate affect 1ndléated for both subjects

a 51gnificant 1ncrease between post and follow-up.

-]

It might be interesting to evaluate with a larger

!

sdmple of subjects in future research if: .

_1) self-perception is discriminative.enough to

detect overall slight improvements in behavior

« !

"and/or 2) self-perception ‘is predominantly

influenced By significant changes in‘any given

- component of assertiveness, and/or 3)’bhanges,h

>

in\cebtain specific components of assertiveness

are more susceptible to 1nfluence self-pérception -~
and 1f so, to isolate these components.

“Results on duration of reply indlcate,tnat

’

training was effective in inecreasing the average

.length of reply for both subjects and that this '
~ , .

increase was maintained over time. Also, training
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seemed to be effective in improving apgioprigte
e L

- " affect with our subjects. The extremely high

F ratios for the time factor in affect appear to be ) :
=T, e’ ' N
attributable to the combined increase between pre ¢
o .andugosteperforﬁance and between post and follow- e
up performance. This, although liqited to two : . s
ad?lescents, ié very- encouraging for the clinician
to observe in that it suggests that onge affect
' - “has been improved, subjects could be capable of
continuing progress on éheir own, at least on that
dimension. of assertiveness. This, however, igiuld‘

be verified with a large sample of subjects

.o . u 3

affect as well as possibly for other components
of assertiveness. In the eventuality that v
. [ . .
continued progress was confirmed, cost aﬁalysis -
)

' could be carried to evaluate optimal <length of , ~$

<4

training and bptimal combination of training
‘ ° »
s tgchniques necessary to insure probable

P continuation of progress at-minimal cost. - . .
Another encouraging finding is that (\". : M

consistently; results on global assertiveness,
affect, and duration of reply did 'not indicate
\ . .

differences between performance in rehearsed
situations and unrehearsed ones. These'results

1

suggest that genheralizations of training.effects
. * %

-~ . 'S
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across situations was obtained with our subjects.
In spite of oveball increase with time in
frequency of requests for behavior change : .

(Subject A) and of spontaneous positive behaviors

» "t
\

. ) % )
‘ (SubjectB), there was no main tiﬁ% effect on these

°
5 content' components of assertiveness for either
! [
. A -/

subjects. The fact that training did not result

" e '

in increasing the frequency of these target
‘ behaviors, raises two main possibilities: 1) SST

-4
might have been ineffective.in changing these

!

ccontent éomponents with our subjects, or 2) these

-

compohents of ‘assertiveness -might have been more

53

oo ’ .
) complex. and moge difficult to egtablish in our

I subjects' repertoire, thus requiring more

\ training sessions than other target-behaviors

.
v oy 3

before significant chankes could be ohserved. ' .

CéncarningAthe first possibility, it is
interesting to point out that SST has been shown
> as being effective with less extensive training’

in changing reduests for behavior change by

: Eis#er.ét al. (1975), and Hersen et al. (1973).

: ~ It should be noted however, that these authors
. \'
used a slightly different measure of this t.b.
. ~ s .
in that change was evaluated in terms of an

/ &, . . )
{ occurrence-nonoccurrénce dichotomy while in' the
r .

’
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-used in %hig study.

-change or offering ideas, thus not feeliﬁg the

m
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present study f{otal frequency of t.b. was used.
It could be that freqqency of content behaviors

is'not as sensitive a measure .as the occurrence-

’

nonoccurrence dichotomy used by Eisler and Hersen.
1 v ‘:_) .

It is also possible that the total frequency
of content behaviors was 1imited by constraints

inherent to"the kind of extended intetactions ~,

What is meant here is that

'

although a small variability was tolerated, .the
role~player was instructed to gelive% a constant -
number of replies of 5 with a maximum of 6 'within "

each situatibﬁ, after which he would either T/

. agree to the requests or accept the offers made

by the subject. It is possible,that as a result

of a fixed number of replies, a plateau effect P

was created in the total possible content behaviors

that could be made. Another interesting . s

possibility~is that the kind' of expected outcome

r

" might have influenced the frequency of content

behaviors. In other words, as outcome was
’ IS \ v M -
consiétently positive in this study’, subjects

might have learned to expect a positive outcome )

tndependently of their persiétence in requesfing

need to continue-to increase the frequency of these Mh

¢ ’

a

i
S

v
'AI" ¢
o

@
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behaviors and again a plateau effecf would be '
‘ ‘created. As tﬁ; specific effects OF outcome of ’ )
i_ _ behaviors on the frequency of those behaviors ;
v were not ;he focus of the present experiment,
' they were kept constant throughout the study.
. K . Nonetheless, it would be interesting for future -
i . research to evaiuate the effects of outcome of . _ !
‘ behavior particularly with regards té.persistence

\ ’
in those behaviors. ‘ |
]

As ﬂ@&ults were consistent in indicating .

f [ " training effects and generalization of these .

effects across situations for all other t.b. for .

both subjects, the second alternative that content 3

components are more complex skills to acquire, ! E

> . deserves further attention. At this p&int in time,
s~ it becomes.particularly interesting to note
that while Subject A obtained significant behavior
by 'context and behavior by '‘context by time
inter;ctioﬁé with no main behavior effect,
Subject B obtained a“signifiéant behavior effect
with no interaction whatsoever. Tbgse resu té.
. ,"' (1 - are puzzling in that: a) they are apparently\ ’ \

. qonfradictory in that while Subject A seems to

N .. ..+ 1indicate generalization, of training across
» »

" ‘. behavisrs, Subject B do%s hot, and b) how’ could one
. \ )

" ..
), .
e ¢ L»M\ﬁy
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*

_infer generaliéatidn of training effects if

-

, those were not observed in the first place by

a’main time effect? t
L]

A closer look at the' graphical representation

s

of the behavior by context interaction indicates

that Subject A utilized sﬁontaneousupositive

behaviors at a much’higher frequency in positive.

context and requests for behavior change’at,

higher frequency in negative oohtext (see Figure 1);

thus suggesting that Subjeét A practised a

selective use of beha;ior as a function of context:
~Altheugh selective use &f behavior is not”

surprising on iogical grounds, as Subject B did

not practise selectivity in behavior (Figures

3 and B, it apﬁears that we cannot take fon

grantgd that selectivity in behavior will be aﬁpliﬁd .

by subjects. Furthermore, the three-ﬁéy interaction

indicates that selectivity in behavior was

established post'trainiﬁg and was maintained Ft

follow-~up (see‘gigﬁre 2). - In other words, while

-

Subjecf‘f7used pbsitive behaviors an&}nguests for
behavior change of approximately the same
frequency independently of the“context prior to

$baining, he practised selective application of

\\“‘ those behaviors atvthé post level and maintained

*
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it at follow-up. It would thus seem that:
a) selectivity in behavior is an independent
skill not always present in subﬁécts' repertoire .
and that b) tra}nfng for Subject A resulted not
so much in changing overall frequency-if behavior;
but in'refining the selectivity of these behaviors.
As well, the fact that no main behavior effect
wjﬁ~found indicates that there was generalization
of traininé effects across behaviors, so'that ' |
while Subject A learned to apply the target
behavior in its appropriate confexf (negative),
he also started to apply the control behavior »
applied in its appropriate conrextl
Generalization of training effects “to the control
behavior is apparent in the histograms‘of seés&dn
by session observations (see Figure 5).

On the other hand, results indicated that . ‘ .

Subject B,utilized the targe{ behavior at a
much higher frequency than the confrol‘behavior.
The graphical representation of the respective
fr;quencies of theée behaviors in relation to time
(see Figure 5) indicates thaé while the frequency
of control behavior waé}kept at gpproximately the

same level throughout the experiment, the target

behavior increased pfogressively with time. It
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would be temﬁtiﬁg to suggest that the predominant
use of the target behavior over the control one
resulted frqm training, however, no time by

behavior interactipn was»foundlto ‘support this
" '

hypofiiﬁigl/—NdﬁgfheleSs, these results are
stimulating in that tﬁeyAGSuid suggest that if
there were in facé traininé effects on content
components, direction of change was divergent
with our'éubjecféfﬁe.g. discriminative use of |
befavior versus predominant use). This divergence
inﬂresulté for conéent components is in sharp

contrast with the consistency of results obtained

with other specifié skills. Changes in duration

“of reply. and affect were uniform to predictions

N

(e:g. lengthier replies and more appropriate

affect) and were replicated by our second

subject in all aspects: main treatment effeat

that was mai?tained or improved over time and
generalized across situations. This ﬁight suggest
that while individual variability is an ever-
présent factor in the acquisition’bf'any skill,

it might have' been greater for content components
of assertiveness than for du?ation of ;eply, or.

. .
affect. A logical extension of this idea is, -

that if indeed individual variability is greater
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‘%ot be directly attributed to the direct

“units of behaviors, "but composites of a variety

: - . 107
with content components of assertlveness, could it *

(2N

not be that these behaviors are in ‘fact not single

of skills? For example, the selectivity of
behavior found in thls study coﬂ&d well be one of

the sub-components of the content behaviors

examined in this study. The possibilify that
content éomponents of asserti&enesa are complex '
skills deserves to be explored by future research.

Although training was effective ég improviné
these aspects of assertiveness (gloﬁg{,-duratioﬁ,
affect) on pre, post comparisoﬂs, session by . .
s;ssion observations indicate that”chgnge could .

introduction.of training techniques. Instead,

1
/ .
carry over effects from one behavior to another

were observed (see Figures 3 and 4) and with the.

-

’ -
, 7

gradual increases in t.b. 2:.and t.b. 3 were

l
introductién of training techniques fo; t.b. 1, J
|
o |
observed. Carry over effects could be explained
by a véglety of factors\taken 1nd1v1dually or
in compinationft 1) effe;ts of SST might not be | s
skill-specific, e.g. effects of ééT on any given
target behavior might not be restricted %o that

skill, but would generalize across skills. For 3f

A e
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example, modeling used to eQFmplifV one specific
skill might°at‘the_same time illustrate .

LS
more competent performances in other skills as well’,

25 skills, contrary to our assumption, might not:
i be independent from one another and improv%ments
ig\éqy given skill might lead as Qeil‘to gain
in other skills; fdr example, lengthier replies
could favor more frequent requests for'behavior
change. 3) unspecific factors such as: increased
expeectancies, placeﬁo, increa;ed‘familfarity
with the demands of the study, increased rapport .
with the role-player, etc.., could have S
accompanied'gains in the previous t.b. and
contribuféd to gainé iﬁ.the nefé skill,
Briefly, .the first two posgibilit' s suggest
that because of the nature pf the ppdcedures uéed
and/or. of the skills trained, there was generalization:
of training effects across.skills. If indeed
generalization across skills was confirmed by
further process étudies; if would be necessary ‘
to answer the following questioné: is there
generaiizationlbecause techniques are not skill

-

specific? -ahd/or because skills are inter-
' 4
: dependent? what component(s) in the technique

Ms (are) not skill-specific? Are all skills
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/
/

interdependent? If not, which ones are?
/
) L3

those technicEl components or those skills,

can we maximige generalization across skills?

i

A troublesome\aspect of this process inform

“

is that carry over effects indicate that

»

increases in t.b. 2 and,t.b. 3 could not be solely

\
attributed to the introduction of S§T_. Does that,

~

s s e . \
mean as well that significant differepces
BN

obtainerin pre~-post comparisons canno\g be solely

\ attributed to 5ST? If carry over-effects
.resulted essentially from non-skill specific
tez\hnique and/or interdependehce of skills, it

rd
.can be argued that these are in fact effects

‘of SST and that results obtained in pre-post .
c'ompapison are only attributable to SST, On the
other haLd, if carpry over.effects were cr'eate:d ,
by ion-gpecific factors, sigrlificant pre-post
changes \Ean.not be solely attributed to S8T
per.ﬁse.'@We cannot debate that nor{-specific e
factors were absent from our results. However,
an abundant bod;/, of research has already

documented the efficacy of SST when those factors

</ W
are contr9lled for. well; w&’%}h the exception

¢ R
ff data on content componentsi\results were

0 Q replicated by our second subjéct. -Hence, if non-

~

- ‘ '
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specific factor's were to account for a large ' ‘ roe

12

ki -

3 part in our ﬁgsults, it i8 doubtful that such'a
[ ! *. -

consistency between our subjects would have been

¢

.obtained.

3

I

0

0f particular interest for the clinical

A

implications of thia study are the self-monitoring
s
observations since they represent one of the few

attempts to evaluate gendralization of training

s
.

"effects to rgality. Self-monitoring data

/_
?
K

indicates that subj ct adually increased the: -

frequency of class parflclpatlon behav1ors and .
of initdiated peer interactions. It should be
noted that: a) usually, éncreases in behaviors

correspond to the time of introduction of specific

instructions concerning these behaviors (training .
week 1 and training week 4), b) behaviors - L
. continued to increase gradually until the end of . o )

" '~ _ training, and\cf behaviors were either maintained,

or increased a%\ggiiif::? (see Figures 6 and 7). jﬁﬂ | :
‘Hence, it does seem -tha tgginiﬁg effects did : )
A generalize to the natﬁral environment, and ‘that N\ ,

once again subjects were capable of maintaining

» L}

. . . .
change or even improving it on their ow It

could be argued that increases in thosée haviord”

were attributable to instructions rather than to

N - [ ] '
~ )

\
]

e ot W G
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training per sej however, it should be reminded

~

that not only were these instructions minimal,
but that our)subjects had approximately B%
academic years during’which it is most likely

that similar instructions were provided by teachers,

-

ults are encouraging

\
in that they suggest that SST has facilitated

peers,lpé parents. Theée res

the utilization of gther school and socially
related behaviors with our subjects and ;haﬁ, 4
’ L ¥

in that sense, transfer to the natural environment

o

4 v

was obtained.
Although not the focus of the present study,

- a )

it is also encouraging to note that inter-rater

s

agreements was fairly reliable and constant

throughout the study (see Tables 1, 2, and 3).

Sgrutiny of those agreement scdres indicatg/thaf:
a?,agreeméntdécores on pre-post follow-up tapes
were closely related to training.agreement
scores,‘b) that agree@eﬁt scores on pre-~post

follow-up tapes were on the average higher than

A f

’ . - 3 ’ 3
agreement scores on the .sesslon by session,

observations,. and ¢) that the highest and most
constant reliabilities throughout the experiment

were obtained.on duration of reply. ;
' ]

, - s .
This information suggests that evaluation of

°




our subjects was kept fair®y reliable throughout

7 thé‘equriment. As well, althoﬁgh there was' full .

Ki

»

randomization of both kinds of tapes, p?é:‘POStﬁ

~'and’fo}low-up tapeg were somehow evaluated more
feliably than session by session tapes. .It could

bg-that with our subjects, differences in M

L
» ¥

performances in target behaviors were gregter
&

'1- n pre-post or pre-follow-up comparisons fhane‘

Ay

L]

let's say, between sesgion 7 and 4, thus \

" . ) .
contrasts in performance levels might have been
N .

sharper in pre, post follow-up‘tapes,'permittingi/
r' { A . . N L

°

more discrimination in ratings from observers 3
than with session by session tape. This again

might be worthwhile for. future research to;ﬁ&plore L ‘
. S Te A \‘ . 5

as it might suggest ways to increase reli.bility 3 -

- ¢

of data. The fact ‘t§ duration of reply’ was ‘
S o

coggistently high, *indépendently of the time
#t which intef—?ater agreement was obtaimed or, ~.

the kind of?tapeg being evglqated,‘is congistent '

-
* 3

, with ‘previous research (Eisleér et_al,, 1973;
n ‘ .
Helsen et.al., 1974), and suggest that duration v

of . reply is a highly reliable dependent measure

for this kind of research. | : ‘ .

-
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In summary, pre—post‘follow—up cqmparisons
indicated that with our subjects SST was effective
in impréving self~-perception of assertiveness, o
globgi éssertiveggss, duration of reply, and
‘ appropriate affect. iﬁterestingly, contrary to
redent reviews, there was not a tendency for
tyeatment effegts to drop off during the six
weeks follow-up, but training‘effect§ were either
maintained or inecreased in tgié\phase. As well;

training affacts were found to generalize

+

* from trained’siguétions to untrained ones for

global assertiveness, affeét, and duration of

»

reply. Efficacy of SST in increasing’ total
\\ frequency of content behaviors (rehuests fos

‘behavior change/spontaneous positive behaviors)
T

could not be verified. Instead, it was * '~

suggested that SST resulted in refining
selectivity in behavior for Subject A, but

this was not replicated by our second subject.
B /ﬁ\\, .
The possibility ggft dontent components might

not be single-units of behavior was discussed.

4
Serat N

Session by session infommation indicated )
- '\ PY) .

that althdugh performance was at its peak level N
. \\ &
at the time ©f introduction of training techniques, TN

- e AN )
?’cg;rx over effégfs were observed with both ‘

-

/ .. //, . 'V 1 w .,‘




1

subjects froqﬁpne behavior to another. Possible

J

° generalization across skills and/or presence
° 3
- of non-specific factors have been discussed as
..’possibly responsible for those carry over effects.

Self-monitoring data suggest that there was transfer

o ' Qf training to the natural environment.
The results concerning the generalization
of training effects are in contrast with many

previous studies where generalization could not

-» be verified. This could partly be éxplained by

\ the fact that in S?is study efforts were made
[

; “\ to provide each subject with an optimal .
e ;:g%mbinétion of training procedures which were y
tailor mage to his partlcular(needs. -
I Extensave conclusigps~about the present
« study are llmlted because of sample 81ze,”however,
this.sﬁpd;.provides some %ndications that: a) SST
could be an effective tpeatment proéqdﬁ?g‘for
‘low skilled adolegcenti?which could yield
;mprovemen% in self-perception és]well as in
i bepavior and that b) resulting i rbvemeht colild
be clinically meaningful in that positive change~
could transfer t? the haturéi en ironggnt and

generalize across situations, {lagt over time - ¢

‘ . and possibly generalize across b?haviors. On a

NN

v * .
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diffepent level, this study resembliﬁg'actual- ~ B .
-~ . clinical practice, could serve as an example h . | b

' . of methodology that could be used to evaluate .
l ' . / ﬂ"f - 4 ‘ ”?
ongoing therapy more systematically. v g

-~ . . 5 .
N )
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Appendix 1: Modified Rathus Assertiveness Scale

DIRECTIONS: Indicate how each of the folléwing

9.
10,

11,

12..

13.

14,
150

16,

¢ -3 extr

. When the food s

s statements best describes you by using
the code given below, :

~3 extremely descriptive of me
-2 quite descriptive of me

~1 slightly descrip
-1 slight
~2 quite

riptive of me
ondescriptive of mé
ely nondescriptive of me

4

"shyness"
ervéd at a restaurant.or Drive-
In is not th¢.way I want'it, I complain about:
it to the walter or\waitress. :

I am careful\to avoill hunting other people's

If a salesman\ha ne to considerable trouble
to show me some€thing which is not what I want, -
I have a difficult time in saying "No". .

When I am dsked to do something, I insist upon
knowing why. =

. There are times when I look for a good strong ‘
-argument, .

I work te get ahead as well as most students -
in my position.
To be honest, people often take advantage of me.

I enjoy starting conversatlons w1th new people
and strangers.

I often don't know what to say to good looking
persons of the opposite sex.

I will hesitate to make phone calls to places
of business. :

I would rather apply for a job by wrltlng
letters than by g01ng through with pérsonal .
interviews.’

I find it. embarra581ng to return somethlng I

,bought. o

If a close and respécted relative were annoylng
me, I would hide my feellngs rather than
express my annoyance,

I have avoided asking quest10ns for fear of
sounding stupid. .

- .

feel 'that I have been hurt,

¢

-

e




. -

20.

21,

23,
24,

25.
26,
27.

28,

5 29.
30.

v Appendix 1: . Mgd@%}ed'Rathns Assegggveness Scale A

‘During an arfjument I am sometimes afraid

‘about it.t

22 *-
-stories about ‘me, I-see him (her) as sifn as f o

‘I complair about poor serv1ce in a Festaurant
"and elsewhere.“

.just don't know what to say. *

4" -

4

DIRECTIONS; Iﬁdicghow each of the following . ‘
. .o m

best describes you by using

S
3

state
v the code given below.

.
‘-3 extremely 'descriptive of me

-2 quite descriptive of me o
-1 s8lightly descriptive of me

« =1 slightly nondescriptive of me .

-2 quite nondescriptive of me

-3 extremely nondescriptive of me . .

that I will get so upset that I will shake. )

all over. . :
If a well kﬁown person .makes a statement .
which I think is incorrect, I will have Yher. -

s

others hear my point of vieWw as well.
I avoid arguing oven prlces w1th clerks éad
salesmen.

When I have done somethlng important or
worthwhlle, I manage to let othérs know

- S
I am open and honést about’ feelings.

If someone has been spreadi®g false and bad
possib}¥ to "have a talk" about it.

I often have a hard time saying "No".

I tend to bottle up my emotions rather than s .
make' a seene. < ! .

When I am given a comgllment, I sometlmes

I some people near me in a theatre were talking
rather loudly, I would agk them to be\qulet

or te go somé other ‘plage. and sit.- )
Anyone attemptlng to push ahdad of me in a

.line is. in for'a gopd- fight. AN

I .am quick to express an»opinlon. ’
There- are tlmes when 1 Just can't say

v

anything . s& ‘“

~ " ~

N

~

L4
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~ o ‘/,, Appendix 2: ‘ \ Sekf Assertion Scale. | %
L. - f §
; . Answer. this questionaire as honertlx as you}can,all the o
1nrornation‘mill rcmain confidential.Answer nll the que?tions even 1f . N\’
sore ofuthcm might not seem to apply*to you,answer in the way that is mosh
like you, ‘ ' . .
D , N " ) J Tyrue ¢ False °
1)I enjoy watching T.V......7...,.....,........;. .....t. seevirsssticacsoannnt

2)In 5fbup discussions I have no difficulﬁy in exp}esvi g o

nj ideas.....l..l...Q..‘.....'Q.N.....QQC.CO...’Q‘.'..; >0 @ 00003 ..‘.‘...’.O.
i
i

3)1 share most of my activitics vith friemds.............'.........

4)Asxing a friend to go to the movies with' e is mot .
ea’) t‘lin‘. tO dO.:.L ie"l cl ”ﬂ" in dO}Lp‘,. p‘l . ..lll“ slss 000080

E S)Reading nystery stories is a gqgat pleasure for me..{..

t  6)When soncone "bugs" me I tell him to stop [ PO
7)I an too shy to borrow notes from a 11-1-0 o ST SRR S
-8)%hen I feei soncone is unfair to me I tell hin/her..
9)I have no difficulty in finishing ny homework on

tiue’........D...-..."J....Il....“................

tsecssessse}

l.....'..‘.
9 PO OO O-p "0 8 5 0O 0bre
LR BT N IR I N ] LI BN 2 N N R J

. '

l.l.‘o‘.‘. ss 0 0 BOPOISDS

R
poosjovrocssvstrrosoves o g

o . L

bao o-o-ooofg TEEEXEIIEX
B

10)I avoid asking questions in class because I am  °
,afraid/tdo loo:’h st“nid....‘.....lQ...II..‘.I...‘......

11)%hen sozmeone asks me‘o do something for thenm

L ask w "y.oao-nooao...oooooocc.ooooon-ooaloo-v.oo-.o b oo
b sodecencsssodessvocessod

1221 ﬁhim that Sirls are borihs........-...-..-.....- e

< 13)1 rarely sit dosn with anyone in the cafgteria N
even when I feel like 1 P R

11’)1 have lots or friesds....."....'......'...'QIOOODJ..O.......O..O...‘.....—l
.15, Violence on T. V. makes me feel unconfortableccecssesocsdony ' /

l.'.’.......'.........

16?1 haven't decided yet what I want to do as a careeriq..
17)1 trink that teachers are not aware of students'needs..

r

poadosovsncvoeososforeononos o o

. ‘
e 0SB POORP Lo re o BB 0o

o-o.‘ooooo-woooooo.oobq

sreccenrscecesssnsecsssen

o’lnooooo.ocoocl...'.“

18)%hen asked a question in class,I "“freeze",I have . - #
€ifficulty to answer even when I know the answer.......

19)%hen I invite a friend to g0 somewhere and he is too
J bdsy I as& hin to conme at anothex time..a.oo--ooo-ooooo

20)Fost O‘f‘my free tine 1is spent alone“.....lu...................o........,oo-o

" 2)In groug projects I always end up doing most of o
‘ the éa pleasa'ltucr&....---..-......-..-........-...o-
22)1 think that having the 01;‘p1c5 ip Vontreal is

a sood ideaocoooooc0000.0.0.000..0o.oo’ooooa-.coooooooc,¢ oocnooo.oboo‘001000.1

!

s s s 00000 eletoroomOeLS

L s socsessclecsnsdaone

—— —

.--o’ov...n.o....‘c.“-ﬂ'

L
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Appendix 2:

it s

23)when someone gets in trouble by their

.I°donflfeel I should try to help then
2u)mhen soncone starts conversation with

dbnt hnow \V]lat to s&v nekt.....'............Q&'.'."..‘l‘

“

own fault

out,
ne I

Seo0oasso v
.

often

25)ﬁ st of the time I feel comfortable in groups and

1 pgrticipate as nuch as anybodyY €l6€.cecsevsvcosscscas
ng friends 1s easy 302 o TS

26)Maki

7
True

False ¢

LN I LU NN I &3 B
-

(N ENNNENN

o600 06000064

-
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® 00O B S OBHOES
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27)%hen someone vants to borrow something from me . .
I have a hard time Smins NOsereevsscssssscscsencsscnsse .

. 0 66 5P 08B QL0000 IDIINOEN -
- .

ﬂ“,gS)I an not as "out going" as the other students of ”

L ny CInss.0.......QQ..O‘.'..I‘.........l.l

LR 2K I T BN A AN

29)1 feel very shy when I have to ;sk a favor from

somgone.“?....‘O.ic.I,D..‘..‘..led.....D...‘.....C.C’...

30)I disliked answering to this queétionaire............
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’ Appendix 3: \ Role-Play Assessment ' - ‘ A
|
- ) ss: 1 2 3 4-
Situation 1: ' ’ ' . .
1) eye contact 123 123 123 123
2) affect - 123 123 123 123
3) speech. flvency 123 123 123 ° g Rivp .
4) speech duration 123 123 123 123
. -.5) ask behavior change 123 123 123 123
6) persistance 123 123 1237 . 123
: 75 convincing 123 123 v 123 . 123 ‘ ‘
- 8) spontaneous offgrs 123 123 . 123 123 '
_Sﬁua’tion 2: ' ’ a ~
iden N idem idem idem idem ¢

“ ‘Situation 3: '

iden idem Zdem ‘ " idem idem
Situation 43 J . ' ‘ .
1den ’ idem idem 1dem idem ~

<

Assessment Role Play Situ;ticns:

Situation 1: The tea;:her is explaining something new ‘and there is something
that you don't understand; show me how you wc;uld ask him a B
question... '

. 8ituation 2: There is a student in your class that you’do'n't know yet but that ,
you would like to meet. You go over to hime and you say....

~“§{tuation 3: You are sitting in the cafetgria next to a group of classmates.
/

e B

They are discussing about the Olympics.

try to get into the conversation......

Show me how you would




Appendix 4; - Teacher's Rating of‘A§sertiveness Form

Teacher's Name: ‘ ' g
e . - — 4 W5

Student's Name: sy e

Class: ' ‘ : ! =

Date: _ ) -

RATING SCALE: On the' following rating scales, different

. ‘ characteristics are rated from one to five
with the number three being the average
or medium point on each item, Could you
please . circle the number you find most
descriptive of this student.

N

N
Academjic performance 1. 2 3 4 5  Academic performance
very much above / iy very much below
average average -

In class; volunteers 1 2 3 b 5 Never volunteers

answers very - - ° an answer
frequently ! ‘ Cos

In group discussions, 1 2 3 4 5 Is a very active
never presents his . member, frequently
ideas presents his ideas
Always meet academic 1 2 3 4 5 Never meet
deadlines on time . deadlines on time
Shows leadership and 1 2 3 4 5 Very ,dependent,
initiative in new adapts with
situations difficulty

Does not engage in 1 2 3 4 5 Engages in fhumerous
any extra curriculum B extra curriculum
activity ‘ activities

. g ' 4 b4

Very positivd 1 2 3 4 5 Very®negative
attityde towards ’ attitudes towards
school - = school

When asked a .1 2% 3 'y 5 Answers with great
question, answers ) , difficulty

easily '
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Appendix Y4: Teacher's Rating ovasgertivgness Form

Teacher'!s Name: ' ‘

Student's Name:

Class: - S

— —v \an v 3

Date: \:

RATING SCALE: On the following rating scales, different
. characteristics are rated from one to five
with the number three being the average
or medium point on each item. Could you
please circle the nuymber you find most
descriptive of this student.

Rude and 1 2 3 L 5 Is easily pushed qup
aggressive with by ©other students
other students ‘ “
School 1 2 3 y 5 Very irregular
attendance very
regular (XN N
Very shy, 1 2 3 .4 5 Very outgoing
withdrawn |, ,

. R « .
Never ask§ 1 2 3 4 5 Always asks questions
questions when . ‘ when he does not
he seemingly understand
does not 3} \

understand . ’/,/

Very metieulous 1 2 3 4 5 Very sloppy in his work
in his work - -

~n




Appendix t4:, ' S.N.A.,S. TEACHER'S FORM

¢

vy ¢

Popular with peers 1 2 3 4 § Have no .apparent

friend
Very comfortable 1 2 3 4 5 Very uncomfortable P
in presenting . 'in presenting to a
work or projects group
to a group ’ ¢

'

n'l..lll'q."‘l..l'00"'.!“.""

~Among the follow1ng items please circle the 5
ad]ectlves that best describe the student:

.

Flexible-Rigid : . B
Sharp:' =-Dull ‘ ' "
Shy -Confident s N

Leader -Follower
Strong ~Fragile
Happy -Sad
Popular «~Loner
Boyant «Boring-
Silent <~Outspoken
Nervous ~Calm
Outgoing~Withdrawn y
Friendly nfrlendly

@;\onato.ouoo-c-coqcocv-uooloqoooo

'Remarks and Comments:

] - i
N,

BN
« g

THANK YOU ‘ f




. Appendix 5: . General Information Sheet

i

NAME:

BIRTHDATES:.

AGE:

HOME: Add,

SCHOOL: Name

Tel: "

GRADE: e

EVER FAILED A GRADE?

&:ncf;on /:

REASON?

WECH?

. ATTEND ANY SPECIAL CLASS? nHicH?

. TEACHER:

e 0 00

LIST THE DIFFERERT CLASSES TilAT ARE PART OF YOUR PROGRAM:

N : - 5)

R)__ 5)

N

.

3) ' 63

\\\

)

%

o . ’ . ¢ "
CHECK (V) TEE . CLASSES WHERE TEERE ARE GROUP ACTIVITIES,GROUP DISCUSSIONS,

\

* NAME 2 CLASSES ©“HERE YCU FEEL HOST

1)’ ,teacher:

L)

-

COMFORTABLE

. 2) ,teacher:

. .~

2

NAE 2 CLASSES WHERE YOU FEZL MOST UNCOMFORTABLE

; . N
_ 1) .teaqper:

marks:
H

,narks:

2) - X » tegther:

v

WH&T DO YOU USUALLY DO DUR;NG FREE PERIODS?

. '2)

»3) 4)

At schoolfl) /

At home :1) .2)

R

~
|

Previous psychological intervention?
. Connents:

»3) : L)

.
L LA K B BN 2R AR I U BN B B BN BN BN DF A BN BN BC I B I RN S I B R B B NS N BC R WY N )

where?:

[

Any medication? sdescription

Any favorite sport(s)

how long?:

- ?Team sports)




* Appendix 6: Structured Situvatidns

. "W

A: Positive Context: Unrchearsed situations &

+ 1) There are three of your classmates in the cafeteria and you know them
pretty well. They are talking about the next hockey game. One of
them is complainfug that he won't be able to listen to it because

. their T.V. is broken. He says: .'Well, I guess I won't be able to
see it, our T.V. set doesn't work"...

L : 1

4 2) The Easter Holidays are close by. You are talking with a classmate.

/ While you are discussing your plans for the holidays, he says:
, « "ost of my friends are going away for the holidays, it sure will
/ be boring"... ' ™

-«
‘", o~ o .
A': Pogitive Tontext: Rehearsed situations

%
4 3) There is a new student in one of your classes, you don't know him yet

but you would like to know him more and maybe, become friends. You .
- go over to him and he says: “"Hi! My name is Don, I'm new around
here'... R _

1

‘.

x o '\'4) You missed last math class and you need to borrow notes from a classmate.
- You go over to him and ask him to lent you his notes., He says. "Well,
I'm not sure, the exam is next week and I will meed them soon'

+5) One of your cladsmates is in the hospital with a broken leg. You go
‘to visit him and while you are talking he says: "Everything is so
boring here, there's nothing to do, even the food is bad". ..

4+6) Some of the neighbourhood friends and yourself are playing street
hockey just in front of your house. Soon, some of them want to stop
playing because they are too cold. But you feel like playing some inore.
One of them says: 'Gee, let's stop, I amn-freezing'... .

———

9

+7) A friend of yours asks you if you would like to see a movie next

. Saturday. Youshave no specific plans for that afternoon, you would
like to do som&in’g with that friend, but you don't have the money
to see a film, {e says. "Hey, how woutd you like to sce a movie
next Saturday afternoon'...

.o
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Appendix 6 ‘ o .2, %1

. \ . .
L]

”

“'R«/You and a friend were supposed to go swimming. You phone your friend
Just before leaving your house and he says he can't go because his
cousin ‘Just arrived from Toronto, so he must stay there because he
"can't lcave him alone just like that”.., : ’
«&‘ . ;
* 9) You notice an interesting book on the desk of a friend. You tell him
the book really looks interesting.and he says: '"Yes., it is - :
why don't you read it. I have finished it, take it\ e

L]

1
t10) You are playing street hockey and the score is even, one member of
your team makes a very nice goal and your team now has the lead.
You tell him... ’

+

%11) You-are walking ifi the street and you are in a hurry. You.bump into an
old friend of yours whom you have not seen for a long time. You
really would like to talk with him, know what's happening and what
" he is doinganow, talk about the old days - but you don't have the time
’ right now.’e says: "Hi there, how have you been?; oo
N/ -

/

B:. Negative Context: Unrehearsed situations

A ]

- =1) You are doing some work in class and the student sitting next to you
) always peeps over your shoulder to see what you are doing.  This
] annoys you a great deal, you say... N

4

=2) You lent your notes to a classmate; when he brings them back some
" important pages are missing. He says: "I hope you don't mind,
I can't find these pages"... \ - '

+ 1 \

B': Negative Context: Rehearsed situations

+3) You are in a group discussion and Lach time pou present your ideas, -
Don interrupts you to say his own ideas, you say... ) N

—=4) There are four of you trying to organize a project for your class.
‘One student in the group always tells people what .they should do,
keeping the best work for himself. He turns to you and says that
you should do something that you really don't feel like doing.

He says: "... you don't mind doing that.do you?"

P

49
~5%) You are with a group of friends and you are discussing about the
1976 Olympics. When you present your ideas one of thi¥m stp?:ts

p



Appendix 6 ‘ - : . ) 3.

“laughing and in a very insulting way says: "You never make sense when
you talk"... but it looks like everybody else has understood.

/
~6) There is a student in your class who always borrows money from you but
never givks it back. Once more he comes to you and is very pushy,
he says: J'Hey, I saw you had some money, how about lending me
0.50¢"... / ) .

‘ ~

=~7) You are having lunch in the cafeteria and there is a classmate who
Y sits in front of you. While you are talking, he starts taking some
of your french fries without asking you, saying: "You don't mind"
but you do mind because he has been doing that quite often.

~ 8) You are' waiting for a friend to go see a movie and as usual he is
late. When he arrives you are upset. You Say. o

-

=9) There is a kid sitting next " to you in the math class,, In every class,
he spends half the time whispering to you.what happened to him last
week-end or last night. 'I:his annoys you, you miss a lot of the
explanations in math and it gets you in trouble with the teacher.
You say...

»

=10) You are waiting in line to.be served at the cafeteria. There is a lot

| X of people and thed service is slow. A student about your age cuts the
line just in front of you and then turns back to you and says...

"The line is so long, you don't mind, do you..."

- VWY SR WAL AR e N -
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Appendix 7:

Replies to situation:

f#f-2:

+6

[ )

-

|

?
Exemples ofgRole Player's Standard
\ Sét of Replies

.7 R —

< .
. Y . i

\ -

I hope you(xdon t qﬁlnd I can't £ind these pages
I can't find them g - '

It's rgally a lot: of trouble to copy them again

Don't make such a big fuss . ’
These pages‘are not important anyhbw '
I I!mow I was supposed to give them back but I lost them...
Most of my friends are going away for the holidays

Four days is sure a.longtime ‘ l

I don't know what I will do (\

I don't feel like wat.ching T.V. all the time .
Well I'm not sure I would like that '

Well, I don't know X, S
'How are we going to get together? )

Gee, let's stop I'm freezing -
But I'm cold

I don't think I will feel like playing then your mother
might mind

Well I don't know )
My mitts are wet and my feet are cold >

- v

)

o

You don't mind doing that do you?
Things are running smootyy that way
The job has to get done ‘
Everybody has.to do his sghare
Somebody has to do it

We'can't let everybody pick and choose they would all
take the easiest thing to do .

It must be organised by someone.

P, s,

wed i"zﬁ&'

i.'
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Appendix 8:

\

1. Duration of

‘\il S
Training of Raters ‘ SR ¥
- .

Operational Definitions of target behaviors .

il

\, =

reply: Using a stopwatch, you measure the lenght gf time a

S speaks unintepripted in one reply. Speech pauses -
of more than three seconds terminate the reply.

2..Appropriate affect: Using a rating scale of -1 ta 5 you evaluate the affect

v

YD

¢

3. Reéuésts for

AN

of the S. The affect is the non-verbal communication

of the § and it includes his facial expression,

posture and tone of voice. Whether affect is appropriate
or not depends on 'the ‘context.

.For example: in a positive coagext, the S's affect is
appropriate when he is smiling”and has a pleasant
expressipﬁ. In a negatjve context; the S's affect is
appropriate when he is -firm and serious while expressing
negative feelings. -

1: means a'flat, unemotional tone of voice, a passive
posture, a blank expression and poor eye contact.

5: means a full and lively expression, a lively tone

of voice, active posture and a good eye contact.

LY

»
] “

g 2 ~
s behavior change: Means the/verbal content when requesting new behavior

4. Spontaneous

~from) the interpersonal partner. You will count the
frequency per situation that the S clearly says "that

Co he waptg8 his partner to change his behavior. For

example: "I would like you to give me my money back".

or "Stop borrowing money from me' or 'Go.to the back

of the line" are all request for behavior ‘change. \\ .

The mere expression of digpleasure is not 4 request

for behavior change (!'I &on't like that...'or .
» "You are no good™).

: , . ‘ >

Positive behavior: Means the.verbal content when the S volunteers to perform

somé act for the interpersonal partner — or where the

S offers an alternative to a problem. You will count
the frequency per situation that the S clearly indicates
that he offers a service, a thing or an alternative.

For example: "Why don't you come to my.place.” or

"Take my notes, I don't need them now" or "This project
is not working as it is, why don't we organize it
differently" - or If you want me to, I could get a
sandwich for you"., :

-
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5.G1dbal Assertiveness: .Being asscrtive means being capable of-exprcsqing both - B
. » positive and negative fecelings. 1t means that you R
.7 ) . _ can cexpress positive! feelings warmly and unambiguously
e . " " and it means that you ‘can express negative feelings ‘. "
’ ' . firply, standing for your rights but not aggressively. -
. You will useal to 5 rating scale where 1 means that .
o the § is very unassertch, he doesn't stand for him-< ) .
. séﬁf, is "wishy washy" and does not express what he : ¥ -
' feels no matter if it is positive or negative. A 5 . o
4 . T would mean that the § is very aqsertive and he expresses g
. , - T himself clearly} he stands for his rights and expresses ’
o both ppsitive and negative feelings convincingly. .
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£XS . — T . - ) . .
‘ . \NAMEb o . : .
S 2 L A\ '
. ' DATE: -, ‘ .
. : " N ‘ ! N N
¢ « . " Bahavior: o / ,
. <« . . . ;' ,,ij‘
‘L ’” ° * . . . .
L L, . how man: t1mes7 how difficult? how satisfying2-
( ( , ‘ (t/each time) (g 3 % 5). (1234 5)
$: {. ’ . = — »
. : , Ask questlons ‘ T -
N b ! , " in-C]-.aSS ".’...‘QOOCUOCOIQ‘!":!l:l'.l".'.tl...ot...Q.'Q
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3) -&‘ LOQ"'!"'OO'.o:.'c.t‘OOu.oouo--u.-o.&c. .L:uo'-o-oo
_:’: * \ : L']" o ol'nclbot'ngunooo.ooao-aconq‘-ooioo.c.a. CREL RN I R A Y B
» a7 T . “J“ o (
f‘-‘x,’f’; ‘__,*’7 i N ! . <
g T . Volunteer o) -
;‘;;’g ,’ @ P answers ln ‘. ‘.‘. .0 060 ¢ 9 ave .’. .. Q‘.’. L " .‘. 0 S A 9 68 5 8 0 e A B S B * 9 s e b e o
‘:':\/L’ . c‘laSS -oq-oooo‘oc‘¢0!og¢.otpfnao‘onczn-rl..o-.-.-ol-lo-o-
;"‘} no?coo.o.vo.ac.'oqoa.o-cnouo.q‘o...-"oo.o.c‘pclon
:»:. )- " II ' O_"l'&tol./‘l.l"c'-.'.c'oouco.ltinlo'tc-ovcaoloOlcaaca
;‘,‘q = . ont'laqco,p‘-.;oionoloo;qciatoclngo.q.n.-.-nqoomlnn
"‘"'*9" - > " . "x!?'P’ll'00.00’-OlQoaunc‘lovﬂcl-;-.oua.uuo-po-dsl'.
"- :! 3 f. L * /0.;"00.00000.0'0.‘.‘5"l.plll'lo.l.....'....t"'.l
ST P U . . T '
5 o~ . T R = ‘
3 00 1 . _ Initiated . . . T ' - - .
X interactlon m.ato.a.ott.oi’bttﬁtl S 4 8 00 B P NS LS S NS EE S0 s
.7 "* \ 'lL.‘\’.IO.‘CQO...'I..Oi.r.'ttillﬂbﬂtltQ...ll.‘!l'.
o ‘:' ‘ c ," .‘.‘......‘Il...a‘...."..‘..‘..l..t.....".".".
° b III qo-?}.o.‘o-:o-.-oo-oun.-oncto-auoq’o-o-c;o---coi“‘..-
’ 4 . . ,"'QQI'QD’..IO...Q.Q..'Q!',Q‘...Q.Q.bﬁ'..‘.Ov'i.vqb.'-
> /‘u ‘. .'Q'.{l0"0..0..0-0.,‘0n.‘o.innun.aococ‘oouat-o-nou-.lo
"-‘ ‘.‘° N o'.pe '3 \ '.f 7,_ oonoooi'll.o-0‘0'006"‘0..l'ootq‘no."coon‘o.'-c.n.t.n.
N L4 .' ° - - ; 4 s
Ao T @ ¢ = s . -l.':
- .. . . )
‘ T N B L) Make & V’every time you do one of these behaviors. 1x
T L 2)- For -every: behavior,, every time write dowh how
S - difficult it was and how Gatlsfylng it was by
T8 . writing one number. . -
'n . . , e . L, ‘ . )
N4 4 - M . I3
c L leflcuaty. 1 very dszlculxo Satlsfactlon. 1w very'dls- e
. * » +

S . : .ot ‘Lg diffi ult
ERRRY A N " © ° 3 m neutral -

PR - B , Yy v easy
: L . J\ 5 g Very easy
« ca 3) For every initiated interagtion

- satisfied -
dissatisfied o
neutral - = ° L
satisfied '

very satisfied §°.

v

nHNy

2
3
4
5

~ . ¥ = . .write on the back of the sheet , 7 - . . g
o A what it .was. : :
B Y *deflnltion of . initiated 1nteract$on oi,the followang sheet. 3
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To initiate an interaction means to ‘starta contac}? with somebne.-!:ve‘ry time you go
over to someone, to ask a favor or to offer something or just to talk with him you .

initiate an interaction,you are starting it.For exemple,you initlate an interaction
when: . ’

{

S
1)You go °Yfr to someone to ask what time it is or If he likes the new teacher.

v2) You phone a friend to invite Mm or her to go somewhere or to tome at your
.. place. i ) v ,

3)¥ou see someone you know in the cafeteria and ‘you go sit with him.

4)You ask a classmate to help you ol with or to lend you-his notes. N
-5)Youask a friend to .go with you see a nn[ie ‘or Yto the shopping center.
» N

-

. ., Kf . . . .
: - - .
|

CAN YOU THINK OF OTHER EXEMPLES?

¢

”

4

LS .~ 0

Remember{’ you are not initiating an interaction when someone else starts it...

» 1




