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A ‘ “

Whereas prew.ous studies have focused on personality oorrelates or
situational context as important factors in assertJ,on, the present ‘study
examined both the individual and combmed effects of persorxallty func-
tionmg and situational context as possible mfluences on assertion.

-

-  Personality variables studied were fear of disapproval, interpersonal
anxiety, se.}f—est’een, 1oc{1's -of control, and depreesion.,qullet;y-:six‘\ x;ale
arid female undergraduates comple a battery of.personality inventdyies,
self-report (RAS, CSES) and role~play (modified BAT-R) measures of
assertion. . ‘ | »

. Gonsistent with predlctlon, individuals who reported t‘ngnseives as -
nost .assertive also reported less fear of disappvjval, less interpersonal

anxiety, greater self-esteem, and less depressivé symptomatolod.

" Level‘l of ,assertion‘related most strongl‘} to Personal, Social, and,
surprisingly, Pt'uysical Self subscales 0f the Tennessee Self-.concept )
Scale. M;re assertive individuals also responded least ijjce psychiatric
patients, in general, and neutotic patients in particular., on items
previously shown to differentiate clinical from mﬁcllnical sanples. .No
R relationship was found between self-report level of éssertion and locus

“

of control.
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Oontrary to predlction, personallty measures and role-play assettlon
were unrelated. Interpersonal anxiety was, hcmever ¢ -shown to interact
with situational context in detemu’.’r“xing_‘overali level of assertion.

SJ.tuational factors studled were type of .assertive situation (pOSltlve

. vs. negatlve) , as well as sex (male vs. female) and familiarity .-

(fargu.liar vs. unfamiliar) of the stimulus-persen. Scores On the Social

LY,

Anxiety and Distress Scale were used to dichotomize individuals into

‘hlgh— and low—anx:.ety groups.

A

As predlcted, g‘tuational‘ effects were both rrore pronounced and '

.

markedly dlfferent for- hlgh- versus low-arpclety 1nd1v1duals. F1nd1ngs .

sugdest that assertlveneﬁs-tramlng pl;ograns nu.gbt do well to enphasue
different types of .'Lnterpersonal situations for J.ndJ.v.Lduals varying in

initial level of anxiety. -

Results support the relevance of both cogniti

* assertive versus nonassertive Qhav*mur anhngs also ind:.cate that

relationships among personality variables and assertive behaviourmay.be
obscured by fa_blure to consider specific aspects of the, situational '

» context within which the individual is required to assert. -'The

a

-

differential..likelihood of antlcipated, negatlve oonsequences for self-

’ assertwn — both vis=-a=-vis external, social reactions from e‘thers a.nd

internal, psychic conflicts over aggression —— "are discussed as. possible

factors underlying situational influences on assertion.
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INTRODUCTION

/

During the past decade, the sﬁbject-of assertiveness and ‘ |

assertiveness—tralnmg has received J.ncreaSJ.ng attention from researchers
Iand clm1c1‘ans. This rapld rise in interest is apparent "both in the grow-
i.ﬁg number of assertlven&ss-tralning prograrrs that have 5prun_g up across
North America, as well as in the mmense acceleration of books and articles .
that have ~recently been written. “

In an extensive review of the assertiveness-training’ .hterature, .
Brown and Brown (1980) note that of 344 reports published in the 35-year
time period between January 1942 and December 1977, “fully® 63% ... have

appeared sincé 1975, and between 83% and 84% have appeared since 1972"

“(p. 266). Similarly, Harris and Brown (1979) obseﬁe that, the recentiy

growing popularity of assertiveness-training as a major topic of interest
for therapists, researchers, and writers "is evidenced by the fact that

articles related to assertiveness'indexed in Psychological Abstracts

increased erm 20 in 1973 to 60 for the first six months of 1977 with a
total of 191‘ in this 4]"/2-year period™ (p. 18l).

A careful review of the contént of the .assertiveness literature
reveals, however, that despite the increasingly large number of works being
'erttel, the range of assertiveness issues being studled has remained
surprisingly narrow. To date, the majority of theoretical descriptive,

and empirical works on assertion have been concerned prnna.r;ly with issues

‘related to:

1. the definition of verbal (content) and nonverbal (stylisi:ic)
caponents of assertive beha{ziou:;;

2. the development of new and improved ement techniques
. N\
for screening individuals in need of assertiveness-training
\\

and/or for evaluating the outcame of tréameni:\h\tervehtion, and

v
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3. - the design, implementation, evaluation of numerous

. assertiveness—ltraining pybgrams, most of which erploy a
wide wvariety of treqm‘ent P eduref (e. g.r rehearsal, .
role~playing, therapist-modeling, coacl'd.ng, instructions,
group feedback, @iﬂm restructuring, and I'mnev\or'k or
'in~vivo' assignments). . ‘ .
A number of excellent review: articles (Bodne.r, 1975, Galassi & Galassi,
,1978 Heimberg, Montgomery, Madsen, & Helmberg, 1977; Hersen & Bellack,
1976; Hersen, Eisler, & Miller, 1973; Jakubowski & Lacks, 1975; Rlcl} &
Schroeder, 1976) provide comprehensive summaries of work in theSe(a.ge\as. .
The importance of these issues not withstanding, it is lnterestm;;
to note that, in ocontrast, very little attention has been paid to
exanining the potential cognitive-personality variablves which may be
associated mth the initial development and/or subsequent maintenance of
assertive versus ronaksertive behaviour. - The marked paucity 6f research
in this area is particularly surprising when one considers the heavy
emphasis placed on these factors by early theoretical and clinical
origin_ators of the assertiveness concept (Salter, 1949; Wolpe, 1958).
More recent authors' have also emphasized the potential ‘inportance of
cognitive-personality variables as’psychological determinants and/on
sequelae of individual differences. in assertiveness (Hammmen, Jacobss,
(Maval, & (ochran, 1980; Heimberg & Becker, 1981 Hersen & Bellack, 1976;
Kelly, Kern, }<1rkley, Patterson, & Keane, 1980).: A brief historlcal

review of the literature on assertiveness and assertiveness-training

. should serve to highlight ﬂiis point, while at the same time‘proviQing

some insight as to the types of cognitive—personality variables one might

L]

expect to bear relevance to assertive behaviour.

i
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Hlsporlcal Perspectlve - e

Andrew Salter. “In 1949. Andrew Salter publlshed his book Condita.oned

Reflex Therapy. T'hlS bock has since come to be regarded’ as thes beginning

of an ever-grow:mg lJ.teramre on assertlveness and assertlveness-tralnlng
Although Salter (1949) himself did not use: the word assertiveness, his work
does provide what are now generally accepted to be the first clinical

descriptions of assertive and nonassertive behaviour. These descriptions

. Of what Salter (1949) temmed 'excitation' (assertion) and 'inhibition"

(nonassertion) are important in that they provide the basis for most later -

definitions. They will thus be reviewed here in some detail, with sub-

sequent definitions to be discussed at a further point in the Introduction, -

According to Salter (1949), the essence of excitation was the honest,
spontaneous, and direct expression of emotiod. An excitatory (assertive)
individual was said to be one who engoyed anotlonal freedom -— one who not

only felt ut felt free to ccmmm.cate and act upon these feelings. In

contrast, the mhitfitory (nonassertwe) individual was said to be one who
had learned to suppress his/her emotiohal expressivity. This inhibition ° )
waé said to result fram an emotional conditioning which ‘took place during
Childhood and which Salter (1949) described as analogous to the clasSical,
éonditioned—reflex learning first outlined by Pavlow} (1.927, 1928) in his
work with dogs. ' v

SaJ]ter (1949) argued that humankind was, by nature, an emotional.
animal with a tendency to give free expression to feelings, impulses, and
desires. During childfxﬁod, however, the individual leérned to temper these

expressions.with social restraint. If this restraint was not excessive,

_ the person reached adulthood having attained a healthy balance between

self-expression and inhibition. If, however, the child's frequent attempts

.
¢ . L
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‘at self—ex-p>ession were repeatedly net Wlth parental anger or dlsapproval,
then excitation became linked with the initial fear and discomfort aroused
by his/her parents' punishing response. The individual thus learned to

oonceal or distrust his/her own tendency towards self-expression, an

a ’ inhibition which persisted into adulthood and showed itself in a wide °

' ~ e;ni'ay of intérpersonal situations. .

o - “For Salter (1949) then, d'xe central determinant of nonassertiveness '
Lo " in adults was 'an, early history of parental disapproval, followed by a pon—(
- sequent fear of dlsapproval later on. This fear was alse said to elicit' .

oo

strong feelings of anx1ety in situations involving other pe0ple, par— )
. ) ticularly, in situations where assertion of one's own thdughts and feelings
" was 1ikely to conflict with other’ peopie's views. ‘ .
According to Salter (}949) , a subsidiary b.;t important aspect of K
) "i.nhibition was low self—esteen. This characteristic was also said to
. - ‘ . derive from the md1v1dual s past hlstory of dlsappmval for self-
& ; expression. Salter (1949) argued that because the mhlbltory mdiwdual
had learned to suppress his/her own psychologlcal experlences, he/she also
learned to devalue hJ.s/her own ‘sense of se/).’f Thus, even as an adult, the
‘., inhibitory md_wldual remained dependent n other people s positive
evaluatioris for his/her own feelmgs of sdl_f-worth Disapproval by others

per51sted, therefore, as an object of ooﬁtinued fear not only because of

5 WW'WWWHW“ AR
f
T
k-7

< past childhood associations but because opositive evaluations by others -

»

were needed to Iolster feeldngs of low self-estee, <

Saltér (1949) maintained furtheér that the key to increasing an

T e o

:Lndividual s level Of excitation was to change the way in whic¢h this ~‘

BT o

person felt and thought about hjm/herself He argued that as long as the  .¢

individual continued to lack confidence in his/her own self-worth, it

- . -y s . LR - [y S, o — R
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seemed likely that thlS person would contmue to feel reluctant to express
'thJ.s self to others'-— toO insist that what he/she felt had credence.
Feeling good about oneself was thus viewed by Salter (1949) as cr:ucial to
one's ability to assert oneself openly, honestly, and sponténeously with
other people.’ ‘
} According to Salter (194.9) . the \way to increas'e a person's feelings
‘of self-worth was to change the manner in which this individual J.nteracted
- Wlth others — in effect, to encourage those behavmurs wh;ch he/she
feared the most. Salter’ (1949) argued that by deliberately forcing oneself
to act in an enptio@lly—expressive manner despite one's oondit,:ioned fears,
one would gradually come‘ to feel nore self-confident, less anxious, and
% less fearful of dlsapproval in ﬁituations irivolving other people. 1In this
way, the individual would eventually come to regam his previously lost.
. capacity for spontaneous self—expressmn. 'I'pls transition from inhibition
to excitation was said to occur via a process referred to by Salter (1949)
as’ 'retroactive inhibition' whereby newl}learned assertiye respepées
g would, as a result of continued practice, gradually come to ‘j.rllhibit
previously-learned patterns of, emotional and behavioural inhibikion. This
proposed mode of treatment, with its heavy. enphasis on the contimued
practice of as's/ertive behav1our both within ard outside the therapy milieu,
is now generally reg‘arded as the forerunner to nodern—day, behavioural
approaches to assertiveness-training. | .‘,
Joseph Wolpe.n ‘In l958,‘5oseph Wolpe published a book entitled
s

Psychotherapy by Reciprocal Inhibition in which he. too advocated the use

|
_ of assertlvaness—training as an txrportant treatment nodallty Whereas -
Salter (1949) viewed assertive behav1<7u.r as both a means and an erds, :

Wolpe (1958) saw it not as a goal in itself but more as a mechanism for

r

1
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overcoming interpersonal anxiety. "Ihat is, in cases where anxiety was

usually ewoked in the presence of other people, 'assertiveness-training'

R o

’ was considered by Wolpe- (1958) to‘be the.trea/ment of choice.
Wolpe (1958) maintained that the wag to eliminate interpersonal
# anxiety was to tedch the individual an embtionally incompatible Tesponse.
) For Wolpe (1958) assertivenes:s was this re"a;\p\onse. He argued that, with
continued practice, assertiyg behaviour wouls\soon ocome to inhibit anxiety
in much the same way as anxiety had initially 1nh1b1ted assertion. Vblbe
(1958) termed this process of mitual effect 'reciprocal inhibitien', a
process similat to that‘ previously described .by Salter (1949) as 'retro-
active inhibition'. . |
_ In contrast to Salter (1949), Wolpe" (1958) did not elaborate the
specific childhood conditions through which interpersonal interctions
might originally come to elicit fear. Nor did he devote mich attention to
the type of 'parental responses that might be afssociated with later
difficﬁlty in self-assertion. Like Salter (1949), Wolpe (1958) did main-
~ tain, tDwever, that assertlveness "and mtexpersonal anxlety were mversely
-related, andnthat anxiety in mterpersonal situations was likely to stem
from fear of dlsapproval

Recall that for Salter (1949) the key to’increasing excitation

£
r
o

(assertion) was to encourage positive feelings about oneself. 1In contrast,
Wolpe (1958) did not invoke the concept of increased self-estéem as a‘
necgﬁéary mechanism for omg interpersonal fear ard inhibition. He
did maintain, however, that in addition to lowered anxiety one benefit of
increased assertiveness was likely to be greater self-esteem. For Wolpe
(1958), as well.as for Salter (1949), assertiveness and self-esteem went
hand-in-hand. P

—————y
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‘Snyder (1979) mote that "assertive behaviour involves the direct expres-

. Recent authors. This idea of an.association among agsertiveness,

fear of .disapproval, interpersonal‘ anxiety, and self-esteem is one which N

_has persisted throughout the assertiveness llterature A number of more

recent writers have, for example, suggested that the fear of being dls-
approved of by otl'}ers may be.a prime factor in inhibiting self—assertlon .
(Kahn, 1979; Kelly et al., 1980; Kipper & Jaffe, 1978; Ludwig & Lazaxlus,
1972; Pitt & PotQ 1978; Tryon, 1978; Wolpe, 1970). These ‘Writers view-
nonassertion as a\type @%ance strategy whereby the individual limits
self-expression in an atterpt to minimize the risk of interpersonal con-
flJ.ct and the oonsequent. negative evaluations by others which may ensue.
Implicit in. this conceptuallzatlon is the assunptlon that nonassertive
individuals both anticipate, and fear disapproval by other people. 0
7 Another variable which co'ptinueﬁ to be cited in relation to
difficulty in self-assertion is that of interpersonal anxiety. Some
authors have, in fact, inoerporated the notion of low interpersonal ‘ : v

arixiety into their definitions of assertive behaviour. For example,

Wolpe (1969) defines asserti;e behaviour as the "outward expression of

practically all feelings other “than anxiety" (p. 61), while Leah, Law,

sion of feelings, preferences, needs or opinions, enabling a person to -

standAup for his rights withoqt undue anxiety" (p. 443). Similar

definitions have also been put forth by others (Alt;erti & Em'toris,' 1970;

Gulanick, Howard, & Moreland, 1979; Materi, 1977; Shelton, 1977). L
More so, perhaps, than for any other factor, the relationship Y

between ,'assertiveness'and interpersonal anxiety continues to be viewed as ‘

bidirectional. On the one hand, high interpersonal anxiety is said to

interfere with the expression of thoughts and feelings yhile reductions
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in interpersonal anxiety are said to bring about increés}es in assertive

behaviour (Latimer, 1977; Wolpe, 1969; Wolpe & Lazarus, 1966). Conversely,’ |
increases or decreases in assertiveness are said to result in opposite ' - - %
changes in. interpersonal fear (Bourque & Ladoudeur, 1978; Cotler, 1975; ‘
Friedman, 1971; Phillips & Groves, ':1/#)79; Steven\sen & Wolpe, 1960; Wolpe &

Lazarus, 1966). This latter line of reasoning has provided a maf):z)r i o
rationale for assertiveness-training, leading .some clinicians to advocate

training in assertive responses for individuals who report high inter-

personal amiety even in the absence of reported difficulty in self-

éssertion (Bloomfield, 1973; Booraén & Flowers, 1972; Phiilips & Groves,

1979; Stevenson & Wolpe, 1960). ,

Another variable wiich continues to be mentioned as a factor of

potentiai relevance for self-assertion is that of self-esteem. As with
- \

. interpersonal anxiety, some writers have incorporated the notion of self-

esteem into their definitions of assertiveness. For example, Lazarus
(1971) defines assertiveness as the ability to express both negative and .

positive feelings in a forthright and self-confident mammei‘, -while Shelton

(1977) notes that a commwon strain throughout the professmnal literature

on assertiveness is the idea that assertive behaviour involves "the

_ confidence to stand up for oneself" (p. 465). Other authors have gone so

far as to equate assertiveness with feelings of high self-esteem
(Fensterheim & Baier, 1975; Wilk & Coplan, 1977). oo

High self-esteem has, at the sa;ne time, been referred to as both a
necessary prerequisite and most likely consequence of assertive behaviour.
For example, Pitt and Roth (1978) note that "a person's self-concept is a

‘critical aspectﬂof assertive behaviour. When a person experiences self-

i

worth, assertive behaviour is more likely to be a consequence.

[ty
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Oonversely, behaving assertively can lead to increased self-confidence,

and a nore positive self-evaluation" (p. 275). A similar arqument has

been suggested by others (Albérti & Emons, 1970; Butler, 1976; Cameron,

1951; Cotler, 1975; Jakubowski-Spector, 1973; Kelly, Frederiksen, Fitts,

& Phillips, 1978; Kelley et al., 1980; Valentich & Gripton, 1977; Weiskott N
& Cleland, 1977). This mﬁon of assertiveness as a 'self-enhancing pro-
cess' (De:;iovanni & Epstein, 1978; Piercy & Ohanesian, 1976) has also .
constituted a major rationale for assgrtiveness-training.

Feelings of low self-esteem have, on the other hand, been said to -
ointerfere with Asserfive bek;aviour (Rathus, 1975). For example, Alden and
Cappe (198l) have suggested that "nonassertion and its concomitant anxiety
‘arises in part f‘rom negative self-evaluation" (p. 103) ( Other writers
have arqued that ronassertive individuals may find themselves giving in to
o] people's demands because tfley -lack the self-confidence necessary to
a_:gt themselves in social situations (Gelber, 1967;( Weiskott & Cleland,
1977). Failure to assert oneself may, in turn, lead to further'loss of
self-esteem making it more difficult to assert oneself on subsequent
occésions. |

Another potentially important factor that has often been mentioned

‘with reference to assertiveness is 'locus of control'. As defined by

Rotter (1966), locus of céntrol refers to a generalized expectancy that

one's outcomes (rewards) are contingent more upon one's actions

(internal locus.of control) or more upon outside factors-such as luck,
fate, or other people (pxternal locus of control). Al Wolpe (1958)
made no mention of this construct, Salter (1949) did note that the non—-

assertive individual was more likely to be externally-,/as opposed to

» 3




WP pr

2 de g F L ®

—10—

. A" . .
externality was said to be evident in the nonassertive individual's lack

of initiative in socia_l situatiohs, in his/her tendency to rely upon

other people's thoughts and opinions for guidance, and in his/her @refer- -
ence for letting other peg;{fe take the lead and do things for him/her. .’
In contrast, the assertive individual was described as-having a basic ‘
trust in his/her- ability’ 'co get what pe/she needed from the environﬁent
through' direct action upon 'his/her iﬂterpersonal world.

More recently, propgﬁnents of assert_iveness-.-t?aining have arqued that
one benefit of increased assertiveness is greater tontrol é)ver one's
interpersonal life (Bower & Bower, 1976; Cotler & Guerra, 1976; Edwards,
1972; Jakubowski, 1977; Lange & Jakubowski, 1976; Lapointe & Rimm, 19804
Phillips & Groves, 1979; Wilk & Coplan, 197'}) . ‘A logical ‘,extension of

this argument is that people who assert themselves with others should feel

more in control (i.e., internal locus of control). Conversely, individuals

who feel they can control their personal outcomes (internals) may be more
likely to develop and use the assertive skills neéessary to manipulate.
their social world (Appelbamn, Tuma, & Johnson, 1975; Doherty & Ryder,
I979), In contrast, individuals who feel they have little control
(externals) may not bother to assert themselves even in situations where
increased self-assertion could lead to greater interpersonal control. An
inverse relationship between assertiveness and locus of control would,
thus, be predicted (Borges & Laning, 1979). L

‘A final variable to be discussed with reference to assertion is
that of depression. Although Wolpe (1958) did not invoke the concept Of
depression in his early writings on assertion, Salter (1949) did describe

the inhlbltory (nonassertlve) individual as notably dlscontented, unhappy,

and insecure. In Salter's (1949) own words, "depression means excessive

)
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inhibition" (p- 152). e o .

N Modern~day behav:.our theorists such as Lewinsohn (1974a, 1974b, 1975)

have also argued that nonassertlven&ss _may play a central role in the onset

of d&aressz.onz The ratlonale here has been that/ individuals who fail to .

assert themselves with other people end up receiving relatively little

' positive reinforcement from their environment, a paucity which may lead to

A} 3

feelihgs of ‘depression. An inverse relationship between assertiveness and
degree of .depression would thus be expected (Libet & Lewinsohn, 1973)

C Seligman's (1975) ''learned helplessness model of depression also ‘
predicts an inverse relationship to assertion.- According to this modeP,
g.ndividuals who experience relatively little oontrol over their envison- M
ments should feel dépressed. If, as has been arqued elsewhere, non—
assertive individuals do lack control over their interpersonal world, then '
feelihgs of depression sh'(guld be more prevalent among this group than
awng nmore assertive individuals. An mverse relatlonshlp between degree
of assertiveness and level of depression would again be predicted.

:Ib' sun;na.rize, both recent and early writings on assertiveness suggest
that high assertion should be related to minimal fear of disapproval, iow '
interpefsonal anxiety, high self-esteem, ifiternal lodus of control, and

less frqu_ent feelings of depression. What, then, is the arpirlcal

-

evidence to support these hypothesized relationships? In the following
section, research findings on assertiveness and the five variables out-
lined above will be reviewed.

Review.Of the Research Literature o

'
'

Feaf of disapproval.. A number of studies have examined the”issue

of whether individuals low in assertivenéss also have higher fear of

disapproval, Although these studies have relied almost exclusively on

Y
/
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' selfyreport measures pf assertion they do provide at.least initial support .

+ for an inverse relationship between assertéion and fear of disapproval.\

&,

Using the Rathus Assertiveness‘ Schedule (RAS; Rathﬁs, 1973).,

B TRy L EL L eP e 2 S S
4

Orensteln, Orenstein, and Carr (1p75) found a sn;mf:.cant negative

-

o corfelation betvben assertlveness and ‘fear of negatlve evaluation’ on
the Geerﬁ(f965) Fear survey Schedule. RAS scores, also corr;lated ‘
negatively wi’gh soc:i!al fear' (e.g.. , fear of being cri_ticued, 1gnoréd,

- rejected, or disapproved of by others) on Wolpe and Lange's (1964)

' Fear Survey Schedule ITT (HSllandsworth, 1976; Morgan, 1974). In addition,
Hollandsworth (1976) found a significant negative cdrrelation between
'social fear and scores on the Adult Béelf—E:q:ression Scale (ASES; Gay,
Hollandsworth, & Galassi, 1975), another self-report n‘veasure of assertion. '
A similar relationship to 'social fear', using both the ASES and Gambrill | A
and Richey's (1975) Assertion Inventory has been reported (Hollandsworth,
1979). Finally, low scores on the College Self-Expression Scale, another 1
assertion inventory (CSES; Galassi, Delo, Galassi, & Bastien, 1974), have |

. beén shown to correlate with high 'fear of negative evaluation'on Watson . | j
and Friend's (1969) FNE scale (Deffenbacher & Payne, 1978; Kern &
MacDonald, 1980) Oorrelations between asser\ilveness and fear of dis- , s

approval range in magnitude from -.24 (Morgan, 1974) to ~.62 (Kern &
MacDonald, 1980), depending upon the specific measure used.

AT - 1o e e o = e
-
. B

Additional support fbr a relationship between level of assertiveness

-
N N

and fear of disapproval comes from studies which have looked at the kinds
of statarents which individuals make to themselves while responding '
loud' to behavimral, 'role-play' tests of assertion. High-assertive

e individuals, categorized on the basis of self-report scores, have been
shown to make more positive and fewer negative self-statements in




e s pmeg N

;
?

PTIRIE e

L

_' 13 - ' ° '.

comparison to low-assertive individuals responding to identical role-play

situations (Bruch, 1981; Gorecki, Dic]'cson, Anderson, & Jones, 1§81 :

) Schwartz & Gottman, 1976). The self-statements which ,mét clearly

differeﬁtiated hié;h— from lowjassertive indiv::Lduals were those which
reflected concern about negative self-image and fear 'Df being disliked.
The only study tO examine the relationship between fear of ;iis- )
approval’ and assertive behaviour per se is that of Kern and MacDonald
(1980).. These resear%‘repo'rt a sig:nificant but low (r = -.18, P <.05)
inverse relationship between assertiveness on the College Women's
Assertion Sample, their own role-play measure of assertion, and scores or'x
Watson and Friend's (1969) FNE scale. This or;e behavioural study provides
only-weak sx;pport for an inverse relationship between assertio;x and fear \
of disapproval. Mﬂwnrdm, that the research was lmuted exclusively
to females leaves unanswered the question of whether assertive behaviour
and fear of disapproval are relatéd within the combined male/female
population. Given that fear qf disapproval is a central construct’ in
theories of assertion (Salter, 1949; Wolpe, 1958), further work in the

area seems warranted.

Interpe.rsdnal anxiety. Both Wolpe (1958) and otﬁers (Bourque &
Ladouceur, 1978; Cotler, 1975; Friedman, 1971; Wolpe & Lazarus, 1966)

have argued that assertion is inversely related to interpersonal anxiety.

Studies attempting to explore this relationship have, however, relied
primarily on global measures designed to tap anxiety aroused across a
wide ar..'ray of both social and nonsocial situations. Caution is there-
fore indicated in interpreting the results of these studies with refer-
ence to assertion'arx’i interpersonal fear. o
Nonetheless, Gay et al. (1975) do report lower scores on the

> -



R TR T AT

A

Ea it s~ & X L R

R e o e R

B v ° . - P « - - . « e A————— e e e

- been shown to cg;'relate 9051tively with anxiety on the Multlple Affect o

IS - 14 - ' / '
Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (TMAS; Taylor, 1953) for individuals who
score high on the ASES. Similarly, lower scores on the Spielberger
State~Trait Anxlety Inventory ~-- Traft Scale (Spielberger, Gorsuch, &
Lushene, 1968) have been found for hlgh RAS individuals. Nonassertiveness
.on Bates and Zimmerman's (1971) Social Constrlction Scale (SCS) has also
Adjective Check List (MAACL; Zuckerman & Lubin, .1965). 1In additlon, Kern
and MacDonald (1980) report, sxgm.ficant inverse relationships among the

CSES, the Conflict Résolution Inventory (CRI; McFall & Lillesand, 1971),

and two other self-report measures of anxiety (modified Self-Report

.

JInventory of Anxiousness -- Endler, Hunt, & lbsensteln, 1962; Autonomlc

Perception Questionnaire —— Mandler, Mandler, & Uviller, 1958/)' . All of

the above/studies were conducted- with undergraduate s_tudentSA/

Similar findings have been réported using psychiatric patients of

_mixed diagnostic categories (e.g., neurotic, psychotic, personality- .

disordered, and so on). Shows, Gentry, and Wyrick (1974) xeport a
significant positive correlation between nonassertiveness on the SCS and
anxiety scores (Research Scale A) on the Minnesota Mlltiphasic Person-
ality Inventory (MMPI; Hathaway & McKinley, 1951). Percell, Berwick,
and Biegel §1974) no?e a signifi’cant negative correlatior‘x- between
assertiveness on the modified Interpersonal Behavior Test (IBTy
Lawrence,'l970)., a self-report measure, and TME&'S socores for wamen but
not for men. ] P | ;
Studies which have used betaayioutal, role-play measures provide
onLyu equivocal support for a relationship between assertion and anxiety.
To illustrate, Pachman and Foy (1978) found that anxiety scores on the

’

- . F o bt e iy e bn n ok g
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' MAACL for male alcohglic inpatients were negatively correlated with =~
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overall assertion and positively correlated with compliance to unreasonable'

requests '(i.e,, nonassertion). Correlations among anxiety and other
L4

behavioural measures were nonsignificant. Kern and MacDonéid \(?1980) also -
note that relationships among role-play scores on the CWAS and self-repoxt

measures Of anxiety were either rbnsignificant Oor opposite in direction to

those predicted.

.'Self-report studies of assqrtion and interpersonal anxiety provide.

‘some support for a relationship between these variabf&s. Lindquist,
f@ndsay, and White (1979) report that scores on the RAS and CSES were
’:Iﬁversely related to scores on Watson and Friend' s (1969) Social Anxiety
and Distress (SAD) scale. Their heterogeneous sanp}e included: heroin
addicts, non-heroin drug addicts, psychiatric patients, and college
students. Kern and MacDonald (1980) report significant negative cor-
relations with interpersonal anxiety (Scale II) on Richardson and Tasto's /
(1976) Social Reaction Inventory, while Burkhart, Green, and Harrison
(1979) note significanﬁ negative correlations with interpersonal anxiety
on the Endler S-R Inventory of General Trait Anxiousness (S-R GTA;

Endler & Oka, 1974). The latter two studies were comprised entirely of

‘ undergraduate students.

wWhile self-report studies have typically found low (r = =.27,

. 2( .01; Kern & MacDonald, 1980) to moderate (r = -.61, p<.001;

Lindquist et al., 1979) correlati_.ons lbetween assertion and mterperi*.oua}

ratings, failed to differ on. the Willmghby (1934) I;ersonality Schedule,

a clinically-derived measure of interpersonal fear. Similarly, Kern and
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. MacDonald (1980) found .no significant correlatiop between interpersorial

anxiety on the Self—Re;po'rt Inventory of Anxiousness (SRI;: Endler et al.,
1962) and mle—play responses on the CWAS, wlule Burkhart et al. (1979)) ’
found no relationship between mterpersonal anxlety on the S-R GTA ard

any of six, behavioural nole-play indices of assertion. As Burkhart et
al. (1979) note, "these results leave m doubt the relevance of ...
(interpersonal) ... anxiety tO -assertive Vbehaviour"’ (p. 382), while at

the same time suggesting the need for further r&se;iéh to clarify its .
;o;e nmore precisely.

Self-esteem. ) Studies of assertiveness and self-esteem have again
been limited primarily to self-report measures of assertion. Nonethéless,
these studies do provide preliminary support for the hypothesis that
individuals high in assertion also have greater feelings of self-esteem.

-

‘ High assertiveness on the CSES and ASES has been shown to correlatél
positlvely with self-confldence and negatively with self-abasanent
(Galasm et al., 1974; Hollandsworth, Galassi, & Gay, 1977) on the
Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough & Heilbrun, 1965). Signifio_::ant
r’elat'ionsﬁips anotg _rlg_nassertive;mss on the SCS, low self-confidence, and
high abasement have also been noted (Bates & Zimmerman, 1971). Assertive-
ness scores on the RAS and CSES have further been shown to vary inversely -
with self-abasement scores on the Jackson (197'.%) Personality Research
Form (Green, Burkhart, & Harrison, 1979). These results are all based
on data derived from university students.

) High assertiveness on the RAS, AI, and IBT has also been found to
correlate positively with self-acceptance scores on the California
Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1957) both for college students

(Harris, & Bmwn, 1979) and for psychiatric cutpatients (Percell et al,,

A
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1974). In addition, Rathus and Nevid (1977) note that therapists' ratings

of their patients' self-gonfidence levels were positively correlated with

2 ~

-

patients' assertiveness scores on the RAS.

Ingcontrast, undergraduate stydents who scored poorly on the RAS and

3

CSES had less positive self-concepts (Tolor, Kelly, & S ins, 1976) on

" the Tennessee Seilf Concept Scale (TSCS; Fitts, 1965). imte and Rimm

(1980) note that women who scored pogflyson the RAS also had more
catastrophizing and irrational feelings about their own self<worth. In,
addition, low scores on Lorr and Nb;:e's (1980) Assertiveness Scale were
associated with low self—es‘t.eem, leading the authors to conclude that
assertive .behaviour is "associated with a positive attitude toward the
self" (p. 133).° -

Additional support for a relationship between assertion and positive
feelings akout the self comes from a study by Alden and Cappe (1981).
While nonassertive male and female urxierg_'raduates, clessified on the .
basis of selfj}“eport (AI) é:cores, "fenctioned more like trained raters
using stringent evaluation standards ... (to rate their performance in
role-play situatlons) ... assertive subjects were more self-accepting"
(Alden & Cappe, 1981, p. 113) and tended to rate their performance more
posit¥ively in comparison to independent observers.

Unlike self-report studies, the only two ‘studies to relate
behavioural, role-play assertion to self-esteem have yielded uniformly
negative results. Lagointe and Rimm (1980) note that feelings of selff-
worth "in depressed females were unrélated to assertive béhavi.eur‘in four,
role-play situations. Pachman and Foy (1978) also report mns;gnificant
differences between high and low self-esteem males (alcoholic inpatients)
in five 'vocationally-related' role-play situatidns. .. Both the abowve

v e e - — . U (e
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‘studies are llmlted, however, in terms of their use of clmJ.cal, same-sex

Y

T At L

& ' . parﬁc:Lpants and with respect to the small number- of sifuations sampled.

Some caution is thus warranted m_ -‘generall‘zmg the results~of these -
studies to male and female nonpetients, with further research using non-
,clinic;l sarr;)les' and a wider range of role-play situations needed to

. clarify the relationship between self-esteem and-assertive &behaviour.

Tous (_control. Research on a;eertiveness' and locus of control )
nas also been confined almost’ e;cclusi\'rely' to paper—and-pencil measures of
'assert';ion. Unlike studiee x::hich st:}ggest e_relationsh-ip to .fe‘ar‘ of dis-
- approval, int@persenal Eanxie'ty, and self—esteem, res'earch on locus of
control has produced largely equivocal findings.
Hersch and Scheibe (1967) report that individuels who described -
themselves as most assertive on the Adjective Check List (Gc')ugb & Hei&;brun,
~ 1965) were more internally-orfented on Fotger's (1966) Internal-External
‘i Locus of Control Scale. -Locus ef con.troltseokes were ‘unrelated, however,
L. to ‘assertiveness ratings on the‘CPI (Gough, 1957) while eorrelations with L

assertiveness on the CSES (Borges & Laning, 1979), ASES (Gay et al., 1975;

Tanck & mbbins, 19795 ' and a.self-report: inventory designed specifically
!

[

& for use with adolescents (Pentz, 1980)' were also nonmgniﬁcant. In

-

contrast, Appelbaum et al., (1975) note that - internais p soored

significantly higher on the RAS, wh:.le Bates and Zimnem\an (1971) report

P i o - e U
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a"*sz.gnlflcant positive con;elatmn between externality and 'r_mq_nassertiveness
on the SCS. Significant :anerse; relationships among I-E scores and
assertiveness on the RAS, CSES, and CRI have*also been reported (ngtwig,
Dickson, & Anderson. 1980). ‘

Behavioural stmdies of assertiveness and locus of control fail to

provide stmng evidence of a rela.tionship between these variables. In a

) . ' )
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study of ninth grade adolescents, Pentz (1980) found no relationship

between locus of control (I-E) scores and either 'role-play' or 'in-vivo'

-

measures of assertion. Similarly, Doherty and Ryder (1979) found no

relationship between wives' I~E scores and degree of assertiveness in role-

play situations designed to simmlate marltal—confllct interactions. In

contrast, husbands who scored high in mternallty also obtained higher

assertlveness, ratings.

4

Finally, Schwartz and Higgins (1979) note that while nore internally-

oriented undergraduates were rated by trained, independent observers as

' more able to refuse unreasonable requests (i.e. greater negative asser—

tion), differences between 'internals' and ‘externald’! ih.eight, role-play

@bflity to act assertively in general social
situations" (p. 688 significant. In light of the gemerally mixed

findings provided N report and role-play studies of assértion,

«

JBurther research on locus of control seems warranted. .
Depression. Resea;'ch on_depression has°provided fairly consistent
support for an inverse relationship with assertion. Nonassertiveness on
the SCS correlated poéitivej,y with depression on both the MPI (Shows et
al., 1974) and the MAACL (Bates & Zimmerman, 1971). In additlon, Rathus
and Nevid (1977) mote that therspists' ratings of their patients' happiness
were positively correlated with patients' scores on the RAS. Sanchez and
Lewinsohn (1980) also report that level of depression, monitored on a
daily basis using the Depression Adjective Check List (Lubin, 1965), was
ﬂ:wersely" related to psychiatric patients' self-reported daily rate of ~ ‘ ( i
assertive behaviour.’ | '
Studies of clinically—depresséd females have sr'o'vm that post-

. b .
treatment increases in assertion, following ‘assertiveness-training, are

-
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associated with concomitant decreases in depression on the Beck Depressioln
Inventory (BDI; Beck, Ward, Mendelsohn, Mock, & Erbraugh, 1961). This
‘finding has been reported using the RAS (Frey, 1976; Lapointe, 1977;
Lapointe & Rimm, 1980), the CSES (Hayman & Cope, 1980), and the AI (Sanchez, '
Lewinsohn, & Larson, 1980‘) to measure assertion. In contrast, pre;
_treatment correlations between depression and” assertion were nonsignificant
(Hayman & Cope, 1980; Lapointe & Rimm, 1980). Significant negative
correlations between assertion.\q.r;d BDI scores have, however, been found

in studies using nonclinical samplges (Langone,, 1979; Lea & Paquin, 198l).

Role—-play stﬁdies have been divided in their findings. Pachman and
Foy (19')_8) néte a significant inverse relat-:fonsh‘lip between depressiofx on
the MAACL and overall assertich on a modified version of the Behavioral
Assertion Test (BAT; Eisler et al., 1973). Participants were male,
alcoholic inpatients. wIn contrast, Lapointe and Rimm (1980) found no
relationship between depression on the BDI and degree of role—play. asser-—
tion in female, psychiatric ,pa{tients. Finally, in a treatment study of
depressed females ingreases in behavioural, role-play assertion following
assertiveness-training were asséciateg with decreases in depression on the
HDI but no significant changes on the MMPI clinical scale of depression
(Rehm, Fuchs, Roth, Kornbluth, & Fomano, 1979).
While research dn assertion and depression provides some support

for a relationship between these variables, studies in the area have,

with few exceptions (Bates & Zimmerman, 1971; Langone, 1979; Lea & Paquin,
', 1981) , been limited exclusively to psychiatric patients. These studies
tell us little, .then, x.'egarding the potential relationship'betwéen
assertion and feelings of depre;SMQ in the 'nmormal’, nonclinical popu-

lation. Further research on nonpatient samples, using behavioural as well

P
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as self-report ‘indicies of assertion, is clearly indicated.

Statement of Purpose

The main goal of the present thesis is tO expand current knowledge
regarding the cognitive-personality dimensions of assertive versus non-
assertive behaviour. Specifically, this thesis will explore the relation-
ship of assértiveness to fear of‘disapproval,‘ interper%onal anxiety, self-

‘e-steen, locus of control, and d-epression in a non-clinical sample of male
and female university students, using both self-report and role-play
measures of assertion. Clarification of these relationships could, enhance
our understanding of assertive versus nonassertive behaviour, vhile at the
same time providing empirical suppoxgt for theories which hypothesize
relationships among tk}ese variables. O

A second aspect of this study concerns the possible mediating effect
of co?nitive—personality variables on situational factors previously found
to influence assertive behaviour. Various authors have argued that the
degree to which an individual asserts may depencf prim'arily upon the
situational context involwved (Jakubowski & Lacks, 1975; MacDonald, 1975).
For example, level of assertion may be influenced by the type of assertion
called for (e.g., the expression of negative versus positive feelings),
the sex or status of the persoﬁ with whom one would like to assert, the
mt:.macy or degree.of familiarity characterizing one/'s relationship with
this person, the degree 0f control (perceived or ;M) over reinforcing
event‘s in one's life that this person holds, and/or the number of
observers present at the time (Jakubowski & Lacks, 1975; MacDonald, 1975).
This emphasis on situational factors is representative of the Situation-
specific view which posits that assertion is not a global, personality-
trait but rather a behaviour more likely to occur for all people in some
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situationé than in others (Eisler, Hersen, Miller & Blanchard, 1975;
McFall & Lillesand, 1971; McFall & Marston, 1970; MFall & Twentyman, 1973}
Rimm, ényder, Depues, Hganstad, & Armstrong, 1976). Indeed, researcﬁ
evidence supports the idea that assertion does vary depending 1;pon the \!
situational context inwlved. For example, people have been shown to
behave more assertiwvely in situations involving positive as opposed to

'negative assertion (Eisler et al., 1975; Hamilton & Maisto, 1979; Hersen,
Bellack, & Turner, 1978; Pitcher & Meikle, 1980; zZielinski, 1978;
zielinski & Willim, 1979) , females as opposed:uto males (Hersen et al.,
1978; _Higgins, A'lonso, & Pendleton, 1979; Pitcher & Meikle, 1980; Stebbins,
Kelly, Tolor & Power, 1977; Zielinski, 1978; Ziﬂe‘i‘inski & willians, 1979)

* and unfami.liar as compared to familiar\ stimlus—persons (Eisler et al.,
1975; Hamilton & Maisto, 1979; Zeichner, Wright, & Herman, 1977; Zielinski
& Williams, 1979). |

While both situational and personality variables have been studied
separately relative to level of assertion, the potential interaction
between these variables ha§« not yet been examined. It is this issue which
constitutes the second major focus of this thesis. Given that both

‘personality and situational val:iables have been shown to influence level of
assexrtion, it seems likely that situational inflﬁences on assertion may |
vary depending upon the individual's level of cognitive-personality .
functioning. For \exanplbe, reduced assertion in negative ‘situations may
be more pronqunoed for high—anxiety individuals.

A sem goal of this thesis, then, is to examine the potential {
mediating effect Of one aspect of oogn‘it.ive-personal'ityAfunctioning —.. K -
that is, interpersonal anxiety =—— on éituational determinants of ass;artiion. \

This will be done by assessing the role~play behaviour of individmxals who

*
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differ in level of interpersonal fear (i.e., high vs. low anxiety groups)

and who are exposed to identical role-play situatlons varied in terms of
assertion—related, contextual factors -— that is; type of asseg:‘tion ,
(positive vs. negatiwve), sex (m?le vs. £ ’ e), ard familiarity (familiar vs,.
unfamiliar) of the\stixmlus-per‘son. If /interpersonal anxiety and
situvational factors both infiuence‘ level of assertion, then situational
influences on role-play behaviour should differ for high versus low
anxiety individuals. - Use of this approach could provide an important . 1link
between global and siu_lation-specific‘ views 6f assertion, while at the <
same time providing a feasibl@ for predicting the relative degree of
difficulty likely to be experienced by different individuals required to
assért themselves in similar situatipns. Oonsistent with previous

research, greater assertion ‘in positive situations, with fatal%, and with
unfamiliar stimrlus—persons was also predicted. ‘

Methodological Considerations

In this section, basic approaches to the definition of assertion
will be reviewed. A brief discussion of measurement pr0ce'dures most
comonly used to assess assertiveness follows, The rationale for assess-
ment techniques ‘chosen for use in this study is :anluded e

Definitions of assertion. The ,first major difficulty involved in

research on assertion is the question of - what exactly constitutes
assertive behaviour. Attempts to define assertion have ranged fron'{ :
global, tharacterological' definitions in which assertiveness is defined
as a generalized response—tendency (e.g., Salter, 1949) to more precise,
behavioural definitions in which sone! attarpt is made to delineate the |
specific response-classes best subsumed under the Jcategory of assertive
behaviour (e.g., Lazarus, 1973). | ,
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Despite a general lack of agreement regarding the aécﬁ meaning of
the’ term 'assertiveness', -an examination of the relevant literature does
re\‘;eal a number of common themes. In keeping with Salter's (1949) h
original definition of assertion (excitatiox.'x) aslthe‘ kbhesj:, spon;taneoué,

and direct expression of emotion, more recent’ definitions have also

& Zimmerman, 1971; Butler, 1976; Galassi et al., 1974; Hersen & Bellack,

‘ emphasized emotional expressivity as a key element of ‘assertiveness (Bates

1976; Lapointe & Rimm, 1980; Lazarus, 1971; Materi, 1977; Morgan & Leung,

1980; Paulson, 1975; Percell et al., 1974; Pitt & Roth, 1978; Rathus &

~ Nevid, 1977; Rathus, 1975; Rimm & Masters, 1974; Scott, 1979; Shelton,

1977; wolpe, 1969; Wolpe & Lazarus, 1966). For example, Lazarus (i971)

defines assertion as "the forthright and honest expression of one's basic

rd . 4
feelings" (p. 116), while Rathus and Nevid (1977) refer to "the-expression

of oneself in a manner that is consistent with the way ... (one)
(p- 81): These and similar definitions (Butler, 1976; Bloomfield, 1973;

Galassi et al., 1974; Hersen & Bellack, 1976; Kelly et al., 1978; Materi,

.1977; Percell et al., 1974; Shelton, 1977, Wolpe, 1969) all emphasize Ithe

point that assertion inwvolves the ability to express }:oth positive (e. ‘g.,
praise, appreciation, and affection) and negative (e.qg., anger, resent-
ment, and annoyance) feelings. These two categories —— commonly referred
to as 'positive’ and 'negative' assertion, respectiwvely —— parallel )
Wolpe's (1969) original use of the terms 'commendatory' and 'hostile’
assertion. Sal£er's (1949) original definition has since been expanded
to include the expression of beliefs, opinions, preferences, ard needs,
as well as emotions per se (Alberti s Emwons, 1970; Bower & Bower, 1976;
Cotler, 1975; Deluty, 1979; Gulanick et al., 1979; Harris & Brown, 1979;
Hollandsworth et al., 1977} Jakubowski, 1977; Jakubtwski-Spector, 1973;
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~acquisition of personal reinforcement" (p.. 265). Similarly, Doherty and
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Lange & Jakukowski, 1976; lange, Rimm, §& Loxley, 1375; Leah et al., 1979;
Manis, 1977; Sansbury, 1974). . a
A second aspect of assertiveness involves the emphasis on ihter-
personal conminication (Alberti & E&fnbns,‘1970; Fensterheim & Baier, 1975;

.Ga,ly et al., 1975; Nortop &‘Warnick, 1976; Pearson, 1979), with prt;por;ents
of éssertiveness-training typically maintaining that one goal of increased
assertion is the facilitation of inte;_r:personal communication (Brown & Brown,

1980; Cotler, 1975; Fiedler & Beach, 1978; Lazarus, 1971; Rimm & Masters,

1974). Since assertion takes place within an interpersonal context, a key

. element has also been one of self-disclosure (Fengterheim & Baier, 1975;

[«]

Ludwig & Lazarus, 1972; Morgan & leung, 1980). .

A third point is that self-discloswre has typically been viewed as a
means of fulfilling interpersonal goals (Alberti & Emmons, 1970; Brown &
Brown, 1980; Gulanick et al., 1979; Rich & Schroeder, 1976; Smith, 1975).
Assertion has been seen not only as a way of fostering mtérpersonal
intimacy (Butler, 1976) but alo as a way of Fulfilling personal needs and

maintaining high lévels of reinforcement in situations where one's own

needs and wants conflict with those of other people. A few.recent

definitions emphasize its instrumental or goal-directed nature.

Rich and Schiroeder (1976) note that "assertive behavior is.the skill
to seek, maintain, or enhance reinforcement in an interpersonal situation
through an ex:;ression of feelings or wants" (p. 1082). Brown and Brown

(1980) state that assertive behaviour "is concerned primarily ‘with the’

Ryder (1979) observe that assertion involves "attempts to modify the

" interpersonal partner's' behaviour in order to maintain or enhance one's

interests” (p. 2213), while MacDonald (1978) defines assertion as "the
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open expression of preferences ... in a manner causing others to take them
into account" (p. 890). This emphasis on the use of asserfivejehaviour

to ‘attain personal goals in- interpersonal situations is central to

definitions of assertion as standing up for rights in situations involving
other people (e.qg., Alberti & Emmons, 1970; CgrlSOn & Johnson, 1975;
Galassi et al., 1974; Jakubowski, lBjJakubowski-Spector, 1973; Kahn,
1979; Lazarus, 1971; Lange et al., 1975; Lesh et al., 1979; Macbonald,
1978; ] @;L%,/ls?ﬂfﬁ.—;ten, 1977; Percell et al., 1974; Shelton, 1977;

Smaby & Tgruninen, 1976; Wolpe, 1969; Wolpe & Lazarus, 1966). A key plat-

form for assertiveness-training has, in fact, been that assertive.

behaviour allaws the individual to maintain personal dignity (Shelton,

1977), increase personal power (Lapointe & Rimm, 1980) , and enhance inter-
pe;rsonal effectiveness (Cotler, 1975; Duehn & Mayadas, 1976; Kahn, 1979;
Lapointe & Rimm, 1980) by providing the social skills necessary to
manipulate one's $ocial environméhit to maximm advantage (Phillips &
Groves, 1979).

To summarize, global definitions of assertion have focused on the
ability to express one's thoughts and feelings in interpersonal situations
such that one's needs and preferences are both effectively commnicated
Am adequately fulfilled. The expressive, interpersonal, oonmm;éative,
and instrumental nature of assertiveness have all been emphasized.
Although such coamon aspects may prove useful in providing a conceptual

Eramewoxk for understanding assertive versus nonassertive beh.aviour,

they offer litt%e help towards operationalizing assertiveness in a manner

precise enough to allow for its accurate observation and assessment.
Recerit attempts to delineate the specific response-tategories inwlwed in
sc_alf-assertion offer more promise in this direction.

5
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LaZarus (1973) has arqued that assertion inwolves four separate
response-classes: the ability of (1) saying "no," (2) asking favours or
maklng requests of other people, (3) expressing pos:.tlve and negatlve )
feelings, and (4) initiaf:ing, maintaining, and terminating social inter-
acéion. Siinilar categories have been proposed by Butler (1976) who uses
the terms 'limit-setting', instead of the ability to say "no," and 'self-ir’
initiation', instead of making requests and initiating social interaction.

Other authors (Lore & More, 1980; Lore, More, & Mansueto, 198l) use

'social assertiveness' to refer to the ability to initiate, maintain, and

terminate social interaction, while the ability to refuse unreasonable
requests is called 'defense of rights'. Additional categories inwolve the
ablllty to express personal limitations, differences of opinion, and
replies to criticism (Firth & Snyder, 1979; Gambrill & Richey, 1975 Leah
et al., 1979; Rathus & mppe:rfgn).

Factor—analytic studies of assertiveness scales (Futch & Lisman,a
1977; Galassi & Galassi, 1979, 1980; Gambrill &.Richey, 1975; Gay et al.,
1975; Heimberg & Harrison, 1980; Hull & Hull, 1978; Kipper & Jaffe, 1978;
Law, Wilson, & Crassini, 1979; Nevid & Rathus, 1979; Rathus & Nevid, 1977)
pfovide empirical support for the idea that assertion involves a wide
array of inter-related but partially independent interpersenal behaviours
(Lore & More, 1980; McFall & tillesand, 1971; Rich & Schroeder, 1976).
These behaviours include (1) asking fawours and making requests, (2) set-

- ting limits and refu;ing unreasonable requests, (3) stating opinions,

(4) expressing negative feelings, (5) expressing positive feelings,
(6) standing. up for personal rights, and (7) taking initiative in social
situations. '

Measures of assertion. Self-report inventories have the advantage
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range of
behaviours in a relatively short period of the This \advantage, coupled

of allowing the researcher to sample an almost unlimit

with their ease of administration and scoring, may \expl in why question-

~—

naires are the most ooxrfro\nly-used means of assessing assertive behaviour
(Bodner, 1975; Booraem & Flowers, 1978; Jakubowski &
Assertion inventories have been widely-used to screen i
perticipation in assertiveness-training programs, to

assertiveness following treatment intervention, and assess level of

. assertiveness relative to other variables.

Since the appearance of the first assertiveness questionnaire (Wolpe

& Lazarus, 1966), at least 16 other paper;-axxi—permcil,n\easures have been
deve'loped:w(éalassi & Galassi, 1980). Of these, the two scales which have
enjoyed the most widespread popularity are the Rathus Assertiveness ~
Schedule (Rathus, 1973) and the College Self-Expression Scale (Gelassi et
al., 1974). "These instruments are the most commonly used of the self-
report inventories and appear to have generated the greatest amount of
data ooncernin:; psychometrié propérties" (Galassi &*Galassi, 1980, p. 44).
Both are suitab]:e for use with uniyersity smden£s, having been designed
and standardized for use with college .students. In addition, 'the RAS and
CSES possess the same level of readability (Andrasik, Heimberg, Edlund, &
Blankenberg, 1981) both for directions (grades 10-12) and test items
(grades 8-9). The RAS an:l‘CSES were chosen for use in this study based on

. the above considerations. A more detailed description of these scales is

proVided in the Method section.

Follow:.ng the exanple of Tolor et al. (1976), two separate self-

report measures were used. This was done to control for possible

. deficiencies :Ln either inventory and to enhance confidence in any.
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zelationships/ obtained. The RAS, generally considered a more global
measure of assertion, was used to elicit initial involvement in the study.
The CSES, which enconpasses a much wider and more clearly—-specified range

of interpersonal situations (e.g., family, friends, strangers, business

‘relations, and authority figqures) was administered with other experimental

measures in a later session. Self-report inventorieé used to assess fear
of negative evaluation, interpersonal anxiety, self—esteem, locus of
contxdl, and deprgssmn are des¢ribed in the Proqedure. The rationale
for the choice of each' measure is also provided.

Another frequently-used means of assessing assertion is the ’
behavioural, role—play test (e.q., Eisler et al., 1973; MacDonald‘, 1978;
McFall & Twentyman, 1973; Smye & Wine, 1980; Warren & Gilner, 1978). This’
test requires that participants respond 'out-lowd' to a series of inter-
personal situations designed to similate real-life encounters with other
people. Situations‘are presented via audio~—tape, video-tape, or through
live-narration. Responses are auc(l_ﬁioﬁ- or \)ideo-taped for later scoring by
trained raters, Nonverbal or 'paralinguistic’ components are assessed
(e.g.; eye contact, body n:vemént, facial expression, latency and duratic?n
of response, vo,lume‘ and fluency of speech, and affective tone of woice),
as are verbal content (e.g., campliance ;:o unreasonable requests,
exf_>re§sions of pr?/ise and appreciation, requests for new behaviour) and
overall level of assertion. Emphasis is thus placed on style, or how
the message was delivered, as well as the message itself.

Ewirical support for this approach is provideq by studies which
have shown stylistic and content components to differentiate assertive
from ronassertive individuals, previously categorized on the basis of

overall assertion (Bellack, Hersen, & Turner, 1978b; Eisler et al.,

Betn e i 3R ANy
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1973, 1975; Romano & Bellack, 1980; Rose & Tryon, 1979; Skillings, Hersen,
“ Bellack, & Becker, 1978). Paralinquistic and content variables have also
, been enphasized in traming-program_s designed to increase assertive skill
(Alberti & Emmons, 1976; Butler, 1976; Sansbury, 1974; Serber,‘l972;' Wolpe
& Lazarus, 1966). .

Like self-report inventories, role-play procedures have the advantage

of allowing for the quick, easy, and economical observatlon of a wide
" variety of assertive behaviours assessed across a wide ré?geo/of\}nter-

personal fituations. Unlike self-report inveritr:ories,. which estimate the \>
probability that an individual will behave assertively, role-play measures
allow the r‘esearcher to assess the actual quality of response. Use of a

\ behavioural role-play test in addition to self-repdrt inventories thus ‘
allows for two conceptually different approaches to the study of assertion
and cognitive-personality functioning.

That previous studies in this area have been limited almost
exclusively to self—reporr measures Of assertion probably reflects a
difference in the theoretical underpinnings or the self-report and role—

___— > play techniques. Self-report inventories haV;e usually been associated

"with a 'response-inhibition' model of nonasse'rtiveness (Salter, 1949;

Wwolpe, 1958, 1969), or the idea that cogmtlve—personality factors inhibit
self-assertion. In contrast, role-play measures are more strongly.

_associated with 'response—deficit' (Lazarus, 1971) theory, or the idea
that nonassertive individuals lagy the behavioural skills necessary for /
self—assert:lon;‘ While the response-inhibition mdel .p'c:eits‘ fewer - |
assexrtive responses in less assertive individuals, the respz/anse deficit

rodel predicts poorer assertive responses or—less-skilled behaviour A .

nmore detai.led discussinn of the response-inhibition (know how but cannot)
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* versus response—deficit (know not SO, cannot) controwversy, is provided by

/
Algen and Cappe (198l1) , Bruch (198l), Eisler, Frederiksen, and Peterson

(1978), Fiedler- and Beach (1978), Green et al. (1979), Hammen et al. .
(1980), Linehan, Goldfried, and Goldfried (i979) , and Schwartz and Gottman
(1976) -

Of the current role-play measures available, a modified ver'sion of
the Behavioral AssertivenessaTest —— Revised (BAT-R; Eisler et al., 1975)
was chosen for use in this study. A number of reasons ‘guided this choice.
Flrst, the test is the most widely—used and extenswely-researched role-
play measure of assertion. Second, it is the only one to oontaln }Dre
than a token representation from the positive-assertiveness domain" (Green
et al., 1979, p. 17). Third, it provides for the use‘ of famlllar and

unfamiliar stmulus-perso f both~sexes, a stJ'Jrulus manipulation

essentlal to the second goal of thlS thesis — that is, examination of the
potentlal interaction between cognitil pa:sona]gty variables and three
situational determinants of asser , Pourth, the measure-is easily
adapted for use with-both male and female university studests. Amd £ifth,
the test possesses a weELl-si')ecified scoring system (Eisl_er et al., 1975)
with individual ratings on a number of paralinquistic and content com—
ponents, as well as an overall assertiveness score. R

As noted previocusly, audio-tape (Burkhart et al., 1979; Green et al.;.
1979; Warren & Gilner, 1978), video—tape (Hamilton & Maisto, 1979; Stiye &

Wine, 1980], and live (Bellack, Hersen, & Turner, 1979. Bourque &

+ Ladouceur, 1978; Romano & Bellack, 1980) stimilus—presentations have all

been used. Participants' responses have usually been aundio~taped
(Burkhart et al., 1979; Green et al., 1979; Warrén & G:Llne”{, '1978) or
video-taped (Bellack et al., 1979; Bourque & Ladouceur, 1978; Romano &

b ’
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Bellack; 1980) for later scoring. Al‘though verbal prompts delivered by a
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live confederate. would seem toO parallel more closely assertive inter-,

- . actions out51de the laboratory s1tuation, standardized pronpts delivered

.. via a tape-recorder represent a more efficieht and eoonomical assessment
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technique (Galassi & Gal Si, 1976) . Furtherrrore, in one of the few .
. 4 . -
studies to examine the effegt of role-play variations on assertive

behaviour (e.\g., Galassi & Gat:

1976; Nietzel & Bernstein, 1976,

\ Westefeld, Galasm, & Galassi, 1980); no significant differences were found
between live and taped-stimulus presentations in either assertive content
ox paralingixistic components such-as response iength (Galassi & Galassi,

T . 1976). An audio-taped presentation of stimuli was therefore chosen for
o use in this studv. 4 )
' . _ - Responses were also audio-taped. Although v1deo—tape has .the

. advantage of allowing the experimenter to soore‘additional, nonverbal
. B coﬂ;')onents‘ (e.g., eye contact, body movement, ‘facial.e:mression, and so

on), the extra ‘time, cost, and equipment involved in this procedure seems

. unwarranted. These additional components are not only harder to score,-

! but less effective in ‘dif.feren‘tiating assertive from nonassertive

R

‘i'ndividualS/ (EiSter et al. , 1973; Heinmberg, Hammen, Goldberg, Desmarais,
&.Blue, 197]9) Furthernore, the use of audio-tapes eliminates the risk
_that individual differences in physical attractiveness could influence
. Judges' ratings of assertive skill (Glasgow & Arkowitz, 1975). Finally,
audio-tapes were felt to better preserve the amnymity of i:articipants

) _in‘'a situation where student raters might be familiar with the_student/s;

being rated. Increased anonymity was thoyght to be an important factor

2 o )
both in soliciting initial participation and in ensuring unbiased ratings
of assertive skill

-

a
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A primary gbal of this thesis was to examine the relationship between
/

individual differences in assertion and five aspects of cognitive-
-personality functioning —— that is, fear of negative evaluation, inter-
perscnal anx;éty, self-esteem, locus of control and depression. "It was
predicted that individuals who scored highest in assertion would also be
characterized by less fear_of negative evaluation, less interpersonal
anxiety, greater self-esteem, a more internal locus of control, and less
depres;ive symptomatology. Self-‘report inventories we::e used to assess
these variables. o | \
Agsertion was measured using both self-report and role-play measures.
Two self-report measures of assertion were utilized — the Rathu;
Assertiveness Schedule ind the College Self-Expression Scale. A modified
Qersion of the Berfévioral Assertiveness Test —— Revised (BAT-R) was used ._to
asseserole-play ggse.rtion. Both paralinguistic and content variables

+

were scored, in addition to overall level of assertion.

-

A second major goal was tO examine the potential interaction between

%

‘personality a@ situational correlates of assertion. Role-play scores on

the modified BAT-R were varied along three contextual dimensions pre-

viously found to influence level of assertive behaviour. These were

2 .
. "+ type of assertion (positive vs. negative), sex of the stimulus-person

(male vs. female), and familiarity of the stimulus-person (familiar vs.
unfamiliar) . ~Respondents were dichotomized into low- and high-anxiety |
groups. using selfzreport soores It was predicted that if both inter-
personal anxiety sib.:atj.ona]? context relate to an individual's level
of asserti\én, then situational influences on role-play assertion should

be different for low- versus high-anxiety individuals. Consistent with °
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‘ pfevious research, greater assertion in positive situations, with females,
4 and with unfamiliar stimilis-persons was also predicted{'lregardless of

g level of interpérsonal anxiety.
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C METHOD
Subjects

Participants were 96 English-speaking undergraduates (48 males, 48
females) \ solicited from psychqlogy ::lasses at Concordia Univers'ity, Montreal
during the 1981-82 spring semestér. English was the mother—tongue', for 79%
of the total sample (males, 72%; females, 87%) with all participants °
havipg been educated in English for at least 10 years: Participants -

ranged in age from 19 to 52 years (M = 23.99, SD = 5.64), with a median age .

‘of‘22 years. The mean age of male (M = 23.29, SD = 3'.54)‘ and female

\

respondents (M = 24.69, SD = 7.13) did not differ significantly (F(l, 94)

= 1.48, p» .05).. 'Participation was on a woluntary basis with no monetary

reward. o a -
Assertion inventories aré déscribed first, followeq by s {es of
self-report inventoriés used to assess cognitive—personality 'functioning. ) /

The two assertion inventories presented are the Rathus Assert,ivexl‘x%s
Schedule (RAS) and the College Self-Expression Scale (CSES), described in

- this order. The Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (FNE), Social Anxiety

and Distress Scale (SAD), Tennessee Self Concept Scale\ ('I‘SCS)‘, Internal-

External Locus of Control Scale (I-E) and Beck Depres/sion Inventory (BDI) - X
follow as indices of cognitive-personality functioning. .A modified version

of the Behavioral Assertivénegs Test — Revised (BAT-R), a role-play C /J ,

measure of assertion, completes the description of measures administered’

~ to participants in this study.

RAS. The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus, 1973) is a 30~
itein questionnaire designed to measure an individual's tendency, towards

<
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emotional inhibition or assertive self-expression in a variety of business |
and social situations. Questions are based on situations derived from
Wolpe (1969) and Véolpe and Lazarus (1966), on items modified from Allport
(1928) and Guilfora and Zimmerman (1956), and on situations reported by .

‘ college situations as inwolving verbal behaviours which' they "would have
liked to exhibit but refrained from exhib‘itiné because of fear of aversive
sc;cial consequences” (Rathus, 1973, p. 400). The scale-is scored in a .
positive dlrectlon such that higher scores indlcate greater assertlon.

- The kl—B was selected because of its previous widespread use in
research on assertion and an abundance of psychometric‘data attesting to
its good reliability and validity (Appelbaum, 1976; Apéelbamn et al.,

1975; Blanchard,“ 1979; Burkhﬁt et al., 1979; Green et al., 1979; Harris & |

Brown, 1979; Heimberg & Harrison, 1980; Hollandsworth et al., 1977; Hull &
| Hull, 1978; Mann & Flowers, 1978; Nevid & Rathus, 1978, 1979; Orenstein et
al., 1975; Quillin, Besing, & Dinning, 1977; Ratl%us, 1973; Rathus & Nevid,
1977; vaal, 1975; Yestewig & Moss, 1976). The RAS is also s:i.trplé to use,
quick to admin'ister, and easy to score. An average of 6 minutes is
required to complete the schedule (&éjq:mowski s Lacks, 1975).

| CSES. The College Self-Expression Scale (Galassi et al., 1974) is
a 50-item inventory designed to assess an indiv;dual's tendency to express
both positive and negative feelings in interpersohal situations’ involving
family, friends, s&mers, business relations, and alithority figqures.
Items on the scale are derived or mdified in part from wo\rks by Lazarus’
(1971), Wolpe (1969), and Wolpe and Lazarus (1966)-: High' scores reflect
greater assertion. u ' '

'_L:Lke. the RAS, the CSES is simple to use, easy to score, land quick to

administer requiring an a{verage of about 8 minutes, to complete )
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(Jakubowski & Lacks, 1975). , Considerable rel:'i.ability and validity data
have also been reported (Burkm'rt et al., 1979; Callner & Ross, '1976;
Galassi et al., 1974; (;:lassi & Galassi, 1974, 1975, 1979; Galassi,
Hollardsworth, Radecki, Ggy, Howe, & Evans, 1976; Green et al., 1979;

Kern & MacDonald, 1980; Kipper & Jaffe, 1976, 1978; Schwartz & Gottman,

11976; Skillings et al., 1978; Stebbins et al., 1977; Wyrick, Gentry, &

\‘
Shows, 1977). The CSES has also been used extensively in research on
assertion. ¢ z:: '

%

- FNE. The Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969)

is a 30-item inventory designed toO measure concern about unfavourable

evaluations by other people. Tes,t‘-zietest reliability has been .shown to

be adequate, while evidence of good construct validity has also been
reported (Watson & Friend, 1969). The FNE has been used previously in‘ e
research on assertion (Craigheall, 1979; Deffenbacher & Payne, 1978;

Hammen et al., 1980; Kern & MacDonald, 1980; Tiegerman & Kassinov, 1977;
Wolfe & fbdor, 1977). Higher scores on, the FNE indicate greater feag: of
negative evaluation. “ ' A

-4 .

SAD. The Social Anxiety and Distress Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969)

'is a 28-item inventory designed to measure an individual's tendency towards \

feelings of subjective anxiety and the consequent avoidance of social
situa}tions. Evidence of good reliability and validity has been provided
(Watson & Friend, 1969). The SAD has also been used previously in
émdies on assertion (Golden, 1981; Hammen et al., 1980; Kirchner, Kennedy,
& Draguns, 1979; Lindquist et al., 1979; Nietzel, Martoraro, & Melnick, |
1977; Tiegerman & Kassinov, 1977). High scores indicate high social / 4
a;&iety and distrgss. ‘ [ ) /

ISCS. The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965)/is a-100-item

‘ ' - // \
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'questionnaire designed to’measure attitudes and feelings about the self.
It is the most comprehensive, well-standardized, and widely-used measure
of self-esteem currently available (Robinson & Shaver, 1973). Adquate
reliability and.high construct validity have been reported (Fitts, 1965).
Despite its length, the TSCS is easy to use and requires‘only 10-20
‘minutes to complete (Fitts, 1965). Use of the TSCS in two other studies
of assertion has been reported (Fiedler, Orenstein,: Chiles, Fritz, &
Bréitt, 1979; Materi, 1977). The scale is scored :_n a positive direction,
with high scores (i.e., Total Positive) indicating high self-esteem.
Unlike other self-esteem inventories (see Robinson & Sﬁavor, 1973),

the TSCS has the advantage of being multidimensional in nature. In
addition to overall self-esteem (i.e., Total Pos;tive) . .it Provides for
scores on five, differept dimensions of self -- Physical, 'mral-Eth.:L/cal,
Personal, Family, and Social SGlf. Use of the TSCS thus allows for
exatti;lation of a number of potentially interesting but previously untested,
additional hypoﬁxeges regarding level- of assertion and "self-esteem.
Specifically, the TSCS allows the researcher to test the prediction that
level of assertiveness is more stropgly related to feelings abogt one-
self as a person (Eé;:sonal Self) and in relation to other peopJ:e (Family
and Social Self), than to feelirf® about one's body (Physical Self) or
'Im_ral-ethical and religious position -(Moral-Ethical Self).

 Two forms of the TSCS are available: Thé Clinical and Research
Form was chosen for use in this study because it not only provides data
obtainable on the alternate Counseling Form but also includes 'empirical.
scales' indicative of hdw one.uiews oneself relative to psychiatric-
patients of various, psychodiagrnstic groups (e.g.., neurotic, psychotic,
and pe.rsonal:.ty-disordered) . Inclusion of these additional subscales
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“provides a further means of exploring relationships among assertion and

cognitive-personality functioning. Oo::parisf)n of scores on the Neurosis
subscale -for lovg-» versus high—assertive mdividﬁals could, for e@ple, '
provide additional support for previously~reéorted inverse relationships
between these variables (Bates & Zi:unérnan, 1971; Hernandez & Mauger,

1980; Orenstein et al., 1975; Shows et al., 1974; Vestew:.g & mss, 1976).

' F:Lnally, inclusion of two subscales desmgned to measure defens:.ve

-fesponding (e.g., the Self Criticism and Defensive Position subscales)

al%gws for control of the‘ possible confounding effects of response-*bials',
introduced through the use of subjective, self-report measures of asser-
tion and cogmtlve—pergonality functioning. '

I-E. The Internal External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, 1966) is
é 29-item inventory designed to assess the degree to which an ind1v1dual
views the consequences (rewards) that accrue to him/her as; contingent
largelyf upon his/her own behaviour (internal locus of contxol) or as
primarily upder the control of external factors (external locus of control)
such as fate, luck, or other people. The I-E was chosen because it is the

nost widely—used and extensively-researched rteagure of locus of control

(lbbinson & Shaver, 1973). It is quick and easy to administer, has good
reliability and validity- (Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1966; Phares, 1976; Rotter,

1966; Strickland,_ 1977), and is the only locus of control scale previously

used in studies on assertion (Appelbaum et al., 1975; Bates & Zimmerman,

1971; Borges & Laning, 1979; Doherty & Ryder, 1979; Gay et al., 1975;
Pentz, 1980; Rimm, Hill, - Brown, & Stuart, 1974} Schwartz & Higgins, 1979;

. Snyder, 1973). The I-E is scored. in a negative direction, with higher .

scores .indicating a more external locus of control.
BDI. The Beck Depression Inventory (Beck et al., 1961) is a

’v‘
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ci.inically:derivé self-report m‘easure "designejc} to include ail synétons
integral to the depressive constellation and at the same time to provide
for grading the intensity of each" (Beck, 1967, p. 188). The scale is
faster and easier to use than most otﬁer depr;ssion inventories, a factor
which may account for ité widespread application. 'I”he BDI has be/en used
in over 100 published studies (Beck & Beck, 1972), including those on

assertion (Frey, 1976; Hayman & Cope, 1980; Lapointe, 1977; Lapointe &

- Rimm, 1980; Rehm et al., 1979; Sanchez et al., 1980). The psychometric

properties of ﬁe scale have been widely investigated, with good construct
validity evidenced by correlations with other depression inventories
(Seitz, 1974), with interview rating-scales (Hammen, 1980; Schwab, Bialow,
& Holzer, 1967), and with clinical ratings of depression (Beck, 1967;

Beck et al., 1961; Metcalfe & Goldman, 1965). Although originally designed
for use w1th psychiatric patients, the BDI has also been shown to be a
reliéble, @id, and useful measure of depression in college students
(Bumberry, Oliver, & McClure, 1978; Hammen, 1980). Higher scores on the
BDI reflect a greater severity of depre§sive symotomatology .

BAT-R.‘ Role~play assertion was assessed using an adapted and

modified version of the.Behavioi:al Assertiveness Test — Revised (BAT-R; Eisler

et gl., 1975). The original BAT-R contains 32 scenes designed to

’ simulate real-life interactions with other people. Fewer scenes (16 or

less) have, however, typically been used. Two scenes from each of the
eight categories (See Appendix 1) were randomly chosen for use in this
study. Two practice scenes, omitted from- the data analysis, were also
included.

+ Role-play scenes were designed to elicit a Qariety of asgsertive

respenses across a wide range of :L})terpersonal contexts (Eisler et.al.,
3
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1975). Scenes varied along three contextual dimensions.: (1) type of L
'asser%on, (2) sex of the stinulus-persqn, and (3) fafniliarity of thé
stimilus-person. Half the scenes involwved negati?ig assertiop, or
expressions of, anger, criti;:isrn,.c or disagreement; the other half involyed

positive assertion, or expressions of praise, appreciation, or affection.

'In half the scenes, the stimulus—person was male; in the other r;alf ’

female. Eight scenes involved assertion with a familiar person; eight
i‘xuvoli/ed assertion with a strang‘er.

Order of scenes was randomized within two blocks. Each of the eight
categories or combinations of role-play dimensions (e.g., male positive
farﬁil;arr male negative familiar, and so on) occurred once within a

single block. Block presentétion was counterbalanced. Half the partici—

: \
pants responded to the scenes in natural order (Block 1, Block 2), while

the other half received the scenes in reverse order (Block 2, Block 1).

A nmore detailed descripti;)n of the role—-play test is provided in the

Procedure

Participation was solicited during classtime, following verbal per-
mission from instructors. The 'Request for Studen;: Participation', read
out-loud to each class, is shown in Appendix 2.

The RAS was administered to students who indicated a desire to take
par\t A 'Personal Data Sheet' (Appendix 3) was completed by each par-
ticipant. ‘ - .

Within a few weeks, pa:rtiéipants were contacted by phone and
arrangements made for completion of the study. The testing was done on
an individual basis, requiring approximately 11/2 hours per respondent.

' Upon arrival to the experimental session, each participant completad

\\ [ - BT . . A -,
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a 'Consent Form' (Appendix 4). Half the respondents (24 males, 24 females)
received the questionnaires next, followed by the modified BAT-R (Order 1).
The remaining participants'(24 males, 24 females) completed the modified |
BAT-R before the questionnairés (Order 2). Sélf-report and rqlej-play
rbeasur&s were preceded by wrltten instructions (@ppendix 5).

Sixteen 6 x 6 Latin squares (Meyers, 1979) were used to randomize
the order in which questionnaires were administered to individual respon-
erts. This was done to control for possible sequential effects due to
order of testing. ¢

Role—play scenes were recorded on 33/4 i.p.s.u (8.5 am) audio—tabe and

}
presented on a Sony TC-106 reel-to-reel tape-recorder. Responses to role-

_play scénes were audio—taped on 33/4 i.p.s. (9.5 am) tapes, using a Philips"

EL-3541A/52C reel-to-reel tape-recorder. Volume and tone level were set
at constant levels for all respondents, both when presenting the stimulus—
tape and recording responses. .

The experimenter remained seated next to the respondent throughout
the role-play procedure to operate the guq.io-tape equipment. The stimlus-
tape was stopped at the end of each scene and re-activated once the
individual had completed his/her response. The seconc? tape—reoorder,’
used to record participants' responses, was allowed to run throughout the
role-play administration.

Upon completion of both self—feport and role~-play measures,
participants were debriefed and advised to wa£ch for bulletins, to be
posted in tlﬁxe psychology building, at the'start of the fall semester,
notifying them of the availability of written results. ‘Provision was made

to mail results to participants who anticipated being away. Respondents

were thanked for their participation and dismissed.

-
el
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Scoring of Modified BAT-R

Role-play re;ponses were sqorﬁ twice, once by a trained research-
assistant (official rater) and once by the author (‘reliability fater),.
Both rateré were 'blind' as to respondents' scores on the self-report
inventories. Training consisted of: (1) familiarization with basic
assertiveness concepts (Alberti & Emmons, 1970), (2) familiarization with

scoring criteria for the modified BAT-R, to be presented below, and
) 1

(3) instruction and actual practice in rating role-play responseé , obtained
by scoring practice scenes on the modified BA'I‘;R until inter-rater '
reliability was sufficient (r> +.90) to allow the female research-
assistant to work independently of the experimenter.

Responses to all 16 role-play scenes were scored for overall asser-
tion and four, paralinquistic or nonverbal behaviours: latency to respond
(in sec), du:r:-ition of speech (in sec), ratio of speech disturbances to

/ !
words, and degree of affect. Four content variables were also scored, two

for each of the eight positive and eight negative s;:enes. Content -
variables were as follows: praise apd pogitive behaviour (positive asser-
tion scenes), compliance '‘and new behaviour (negative assertion scenes).
The role-play measures, similar to those employed in previous role-play
studies of assertion (e.q., Eis‘ler et al., 1973, 1975; Hersen et al.,
1978; skillings et al, 1973), have been shown to differentiate assertive
from nonassertive individuals, categorized using self-report and clinical
ratings of assertion (Bellack et al., 1978b; Bourque & Ladouceur, 1978;
Eisler et al., 1973, 1975; Gorecki et al., 1981; Heimberg et al., 1979;
Romano & Bellack, 1980; Rose & Tryon, 1979; Skillings et al., 1978).

To ensure accurate scoring, only one measure was rated for each

audio—~tape playback. Responses were replayéd as often as necessary to

P S o e itk
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obtain what were felt by the raters to be accurate judgments of behaviour.

~

Socoring criteria were as follows:

1. Latency of response. Time elapsed from the end of each scene to

when the respondent began to speak was recorded in/seconds using a stop-

watch. ' - \

2. Duration of sgeech Length of time spoken was recorded for each

scene in seconds, using a stopwatch.
. . |

3. Ratio of speech disturbances to words. Nmtﬁer of speech dis-

- '

A '
turbanges, including stutters, -pauses (less than 3 jnds) ., repetitions,
expletives such as ap: 'ah', 'um', and so gn ( , 1956) was recorded

for each scene. Ratio of speech disturbarices was computed by dividing the

-

number of speech disturbances by the number of words spoken. |

4. Appropriate affect. Affect was scored bn a scale of 1 (very flat,

unenotional, *or inappropriate tone of ’voice) to § (full and lively inton=-

|
ation appropriate in tone to the positive or negaitive context of the scene).

* 5. Praise. Expressions of admiration, appx%;val, or gratitude were

i
scored on an occurrence/nonoccurrence, basis for each of the eight, positive

scenes. / - \

6. Positive behaviour. //‘ Spontaneous offers to perform some positive

act for the stimulus-person werd scored on an occurrence/nonoccurrefice
basis for each of the eight, positive scenes. \

7. Compliance. OCompliance was scored on an oc&urrence/mmccufrence

-

{ f 3 , . .
basis for each of the eight, negative scenes. Compliance inwolved failure

to resist the4stinulus—person's position.

-

8. New behaviour. Requests for riew behaviour the stimulus—person

.were scored on an occurrence/nonoccurrence basis for (each of the eight,

negative scenes.

a
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9. Overall aséertion. Level of overall assertion was scored Qfor .al'l

16 scenes using a scale of 1 (very mnassértive) to 5 (very assertive).

Both paralinguistic and content variables were considered in making this

TR
'

rating.

Reliability of Role-Play Measures /

] , ‘
Inter-rater reliability was assessed for each of the nine behavioural

measures. Reliability checks were derived from procedures previougly
described in role-élay studies of hassertion (e.g., Ee'\isler et al., lé73_,

1975; Hersen et al., 1978; Skillings et al., 1978). Inter-rater reliabilities
;for latency, ,)duratio'n, ratio, affect, and overall asgertion were computed

!

by. calculating Pearson Product-Moment correlation co-efficients between

Jmear’ ratings assigned to all 96,individuals/on each variable by raters 1

and 2. The proportion of inter-rater agr t provided reliability

Inter—-rater agreement was calculated by
dgreements per measure by the total n
were instances in which both raters jud

occurred. -

)

o
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RESULTS . S

Q

Results for the self-report inventories will be presented first,

-followed by findings ‘for the role-play measures. Results for the seoven,

L .
self-report inventories center around the relationship between assertive-
/

ness, assessed using the RAS and CSES, and cognitive-personality functlen-
< 3 .

. ing, measured by the SAD} ﬁNE, TSCS, I-E, and BDI. Also Aincluded in\ this

) » ¢
section are the relationships observed amdng assertion’ and} specific sub-

~~

’R'eéults for the mle-plgy '/n;eas-ures focus on the rel ti\.onship of role-
play assertion to cognitive-personality functioning, measured as above
The‘:effects of situational variables on assertion are al assessed, both
by themselves and in relation to’ interpersonal anxiety on ithHe SAD.

5]
situation, as

Situational variables studied include the type of asserti
well as the sex and familiarity of the stimilus-person inwglyed. A summary
of oth self-report and role-play findings concludes the Results section.

2 Self-Report Inventories

Preliminary analysis of the self-report inventories revealed no

o
significant effects due to order of +test or scene administration,
indicating that oounterbalancmg procedures employed in the study were
successful. Self—rei:ort data for the entire sample-of 96 respondents were
conbined for further analysis.. - | C | :

Results for both assertion inventories (RAS, CSES) reveaﬁed less:

social anxiety and distress, greater self-esteem, less fear of negative

.evaluation, and less depressive symptomatology. for more assertive

individuals. Assertion scores on the CSES were most strongly related to
the Social and Personal Self su.bscéles of the TSCS. High-assertive T

+
[
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individuals were also less likely to endorse items on the TSCS character-

istic of psychiatric pati ) in general (General Maladjustment subscale)
a;'ld neurotics in’particular (tcleumsis subscale). ’ ‘

Attempts' to statistically control for" the potential confounding
effects of defensive responding (Defensive Position subscale) on self- ‘

report inventories failed to alter the basic pattérn of significant >

relationships among variables. The most notable change was that assertion
‘ T

"no longer correlated significantly with less depressive symptomatology.

A more detailed presentation of results follows.

P

Preliminary Analyses -

Order effects. Prelilnt analysis of self-report inventories'
revealed no'significant multivariate effects due to order of test,

F(6, 87) = .43, p> .05, or scene administration, F(6, 87) = .36, p > .05.

‘Nor was' there a significafft interaction between order factors, F(6, 87)

= .66, p> .05. The RAS was excluded from this analysis as it was always
completed in class, prior to the role—play administration. Self-report
data for the four combinations of test by scene administration were pooled

for further analysis.

Effect of sex and age. Multivariate aﬁalyses of variance for all

seven self-report inventories revealed a significant multivariate effect

3.46, p<.0l, with significant univariate effects on )

4.62, p<.05, and FNE, F(1, 94) = 7.90, p<.05.

the RAS, F(L, 94)
N / &

Males (M = 16.04,7SD = 19.00) scored significantly highier than females L !

(M =5.71, SD = 27.37) on assertion, while females (M =13.67, SD = 7.56)

scored significantly higher than males (M = 9.77, SD = 5.92) on fear of

negative evaluation. Sifice most measures did not show significant sex

dffferences, data for male and female respondents were combined. Only

N
;]
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self-esteem oorrellated significantly with age (r = +.28, p <.05).

Relationships Among Assertion and Personality Inventories

-

The primary goal of this thesis was to examine the relationship
between assertiveness and cognitivéﬁpersom\lity functioning, specifically
fear of disapproval, interpersonal anxiety, self-esteem, locus of q)r}trol,
and depression. Pearson Product~Moment correlation coefficients computed
among the two assertion and.five personality inventories revealed three
main findings (T{;\ble 1. First, with the exception of locus of control,
all correlations are highly significant even when alpha is adjusted to
take into account the large number of correlations tested (see Harris,
1976; Larzelere & Mulaik, 1977). Second, all relationshjps are in the
predicted direction. Individuals who soqred highest in ass tion also
reported léss social anxiety and distress, greater self-est + less fear
of negat{ive evaluétion, and less depressive symptomatology. ird, the
pattern of correlation is identical for the RAS and CSES (x A 473, ‘
p<.00l). _Sonﬁdhat stronger associations to the CSES may reflect 'that
this inventory was administered with the bérsonality measures while the
RAS was administered separately in class. Differences betw;deen
correlation coefficients for the two assertion inventories were non-
significant. A test of the significance of tﬁe difference between
correlatior; coefficients for correlated s;nples (Ferguson, 1971) was used
to make these comparisons. \ .

Relationships Among Assertion and TSCS Subscales

Frame of reference subscales. Table 2 shows significant positive

2
correlations among the two assertion inventories and all eight 'frame of

reference' subscales. Again, the pattern of correlation is identical for N
the RAS and CSES with two exceptions, Conpared to0 the RAS, the CSES is
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‘Table 1 . ,[

Product-Moment Correlations Among Assertmn
and Personality Inventories

Assertion inventory

Personality inventory | - . RAS CSES
FNE ' ' —.39%%x * = 4TreR
SAD . =47 —.54*%x
TSCS - | . L e43%wx . L 49win
I-E . | -2 -.20°
BDI ' -, 27%* ~.31wex

Mote. A two-tailed miltistafe Bonferroni procedure (Larzelere &
Milaik, 1977) was used to test the significance of thig and all
correlational data presented in matrix form. -LF reflects the family-
wise Type 1 e.rrorrate-lT is the'IYpelerrorratepertest. N was
96 for all analyses. (_

v

“porderline significance; -tT <.05. Borderline significance indicates
resul®s for which the null hypothe51s H:p= 0 would be rejected
accordmg to the conventional hypothesis-testing procedure.

L F W< .05; -‘-T = ,005. ’ T —

***.(F <.01-~'-'r = .00l "

LY
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Table. 2

Product-Moment Correlations Among Assertion Inventories
and ‘'Framé of Reference' Subscales on the TSCS

-

"
. . Assertion inventory
Self-concept subscale RAS CSES
Internal frame
Identity 3%k B KL
Self satisfaction , A2%k% 4 2kkk
Behavior i ' Ry L T SLwwk
External frame o \ .
Physical ' * 4L kkk 3Rk
Moral-Ethical . 28%% 30
Personal L3RRk 45k
Family 274 24w+
Social ' 36%R% .51 wkk
A Y N
—a .
ek .05: = . . ‘ , . %
< F  ¢.05; 4T = .00312 | | ;
ol ; =
‘*** F,,<.01; < T = .00062.
4
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a

more strongly related to the Behavior, £(93) = 2.14, p ¢.05, and Social .-

Self subscales, t(93) = 2.29, p <.05. Significantly stronder associations

&

t0 the CSES are also observed for the Social and Personal Self subscales
as compared to Family, t(93) = 2.99, p ¢.01 and t(93) =2.51, }<.05
respectively, and Moral-Ethical Self, £(93) = 2.38, p <.05 and £(93) =

1.99, p ¢.05 respectively. All other comparisons are nonsignificant.

~

Enpirical  subscales. Table 3 demonstrates that individuals {%
scored highest on assertion atso responded least like the various kpf,ycm-
diagnostic groups on items previously found to differer;tgiate psyéhiatric
patients from nonpatient samples. This pattern was predominant for the
General Maladjustment and Neurosis subscales. Higher scores on a‘;f;‘tion "
did not, however, correlate significantly with "level of adjhsgnent’ or

degree of personality integration" (Fitts, 1965, p. 5). Results for the

L)

RAS and CSES were again similar.

The relationship between assertiorﬁ and Defensive Position (DP) is
of parf:icular interest. High scores on DP may indicate "a positive self-
description stemming from defensive -distortidn" (Fitts, 1965, p. 5).

While most participants (91%) were well within the normal range of

‘minimally defensive responding, the relationship between assertion-and DP

scores does suggest that individuals who scored highest in assertion may
have been characterized by a more positive response~bias. A nore. positive
response~bias could partially account fc;r significant relationships among
assertion and peréonality-fmctioning since low SRD, FNE, and BDI scores
wefe also reiated to higher scores on DP ‘(Table 4). Self-esteem

(i.e., Total Positive on the TSCS) was excluded from this énalysis since
correlations with DP tend to be spuriously high due to overlapping items
(Fitts, 1965). Oorrelations“ axro;xg personality variables and Self

- P ere———t o S o &
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Table 3

Product-Moment Correlations Among Assertion Inventories
’ and 'Empirical ' Subscales on the TSCS

Assertion inventory

Self-concept subscale RAS . CSES
Defensive Position ’ 26%* « 33k
General Maladjusunenta 40w .47**"
Psychosis —.27%% . 33uw
Personality Disorder® W27H* S 3200k
Neurosis® 4L rws . gqurw
.Personality Integration .01

-.03

a General Maladjustment, Personality Disorder, and Neurosis are
inverse scales. High scores indicate responses least similar
to those given by individuals of that psychiatric grouping.’

| kR .¢Fw<.05;¢'rw = ,00417.

" . = \
ki F,<- 0l1;« T, .00(?83.
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Table 4

Product-Moment Correlations Among Personality Inventories
and Two Measures of Defensive Responding

Defensivehess subscalea

Personality inventory Defensive position Self cz}iticisrn
FNE ’ - 43%ax .19 .
SAD —.45%** .04

I-E : ‘ -.20° : ~ .07

BDI ' ‘ T = Gk ' : .12

qpefensive Position (DP) and Self-Criticism (SC) are scored in
opposite directions. High DP and low SC both indicate high
defensiveness. Scores on DP and SC were inversely rela

(x = -.34, p¢.001). ’ :

Phorderline significance; «T, <.05. :
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Cr‘&icism, a less subtle index of defensiveness (Fitts, 1965), were non-

significant (Table 4). Neither the RAS (r = +.05, p.>.05) or CSES
(r= .+.11, p> .05) correlated with Self', Criticism.:

M,. Higher scores on assertion (RAS, CSES) were related to
less social anxiety and distress (SAD), greater self-esteem (TSCS), less
fear of negative evaluation (FNE), and less depressive symptomatology
(BDI) . Correlations with locus of eontrol (I-E) were 'nonsignifican't.
Higher scores on assertion were also related to more positive performance
on all eight, 'frame of reference' subscales of the TSCS and all
'epirical' subscales with the exception of Personality Integration.
Correlations among assertion, personality inventories, and the Defensive
Position subscale of the TSCS suggest that a positive, response—bias may
partially explain significant relationships anr;ng assertion and person-

ality functioning.

Relationships Among Assertion and Personality Inventories
With Defensive Position Controlled e

In light of observed relationships to Defensive POSlthn, assertion

and personality variables were re—examined usmg.partial correlation
(Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbremner, & Bent, 1975) to statistically control
for. the possible confounding effect of defensive responding (Table S5).

Despite a reduction in absolute magnitude, the péti:ern of correlation

.anong assertion and p_ersonality inventories remains virtually ur}change"d

(see Table 1 for comparison). Assertion still correlates most strongly
with low social arixiety and distress, high self—-esteem, and low fear of
negative evaluation. Oorrelations with locus of control, and now

depression, are nonsignificant. ' ‘ :

1

.
N h | e ————p———r—r— oyt St ot 1 S R Sty i s
' .

!



s R N

- [
- §§ -

Table 5

, Partial Correlations Among Assertion and Personality
Inveritories With Defensiv§ Position Conyfrolled

Assertion irii;mtox;g

“ . . perbonality inventory , RAS CSES
° FNE - 3%k —.39%%*.

SAD ’ | ~. 40w meaTHwn

A TSCS E ' .38wan .40%ww L
I-E ! o -.07 -.15
BDI }’ . -.16 ., -.18
— !
§

*hk . =
| M**<F_<.01;%T = .00L.
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Relationshlps Anong Assertion and TSCS Subscales
With Defensive Position Controlled <

Frame of reference subscales. Table 6 shows th‘at relationships among

aésexi‘tion and mtefnal 'frame of reference' subscales remain significant,
although somewhat reduced in magnitude, once the effect of DP is removed
(seé Table 2 for comparison) . The pattern of correlation for the RAS and
CSES sis again similar with one exception. Scores on the CSES correlate
more strongly with Behavior than do scores on the RAS, t£(93) = 2.18,

P <.05; Behavior also correlates more strongly with the CSES‘ than do
éither tﬁe Identity, t(93) = 2.55, p<¢.05, or Self Satigfaction, £(93) =
2.18, p< .05, internal 'frame of reference' subscales.

Relationships anmong assertion and external 'frame of reference' sub-
scales are glso somewhat reducgl‘in magnitude and significant nowonly for
Physical, sonal # and Social Self. The pattern of correlation is again
similar for the RAS and CSES, except for a significantly stronger
association between Social Self and CSES, as compared to RAS, scores,
£(93) = 2.32, E(.OS. Social and Personal Self are again nore strongly
assoc:Lated to the CSES than are either Family, £(93) = 3.96, p <.00L and
t(93) = 2.97, p<.01 respectively, or Moral-Ethical Self, t(93) = 3.02,
P<¢.01 and £(93) = 2.40, p< .05 respectively. Physical Self also
oorrelates more strongly with CSES scores than does Family Sélf » £(93) =
2.59, p<.05. All other conpa;:isons were nondignificant.

Emwpirical subscales. Table 7 demonstrates that with DP coritrolled,

relationships among assertion and 'empirical' subscales remain significant
only for the General Maladjustment, Neurosis and, in the case of the CSES
alone, Psychosis subscales (see Table 3 for comparison). That is, high-

assertive individuals were less likely to endorse items previously found

i
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Table 6

Partial Correlations Among Assertion and 'Frame of
Reference' Subscales With Defensive Position Controlled

=,

Assertion inventory

Self-concept subscale - RAS - CSES
Internal frame
© Identity J29k* .28* \
Self Satisfaction L34 .28%
Behavior .28% 43 %kk
External frame
. ' Physical J3gknn .33%%
sMoral-Ethical .16 14
" Personal . 28% 33w
Family . .15 .07
Social s .26* L42% k%
* . =
.tFw g.lo,..t T .00625. Y
iV F_‘w < .05;~£Tw = .00312. ' \
Rdedk ol . = .
]?W— <.Ol,--4'1‘w = .00062. L}
]
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Table 7

N

Partial Correlations Among Assertion and 'BEmpirical'
Subscales With Defensive Position Controlled '

S

Assertion inventory

Sel f-concept subscale RAS CSES
General Maladjustment® 3l%x .36%n%
Psychosis -. ZLb -.26%*
 Personality Disorder® .16 .18
Neurosis® . 3 wnn 31w
Personality Integration " -.04 -.10_

aHiqh scores on these subscales indicate responses least like .
those given by individuals from that psychiatric group'{ng.

 Phorderline significance;« T, 4.05,

* .10: & =
-LFw< 10; Tw
**-le<.05;-LTw
[ 2 1 ] .
‘Fw(.Ol,\l.’\I‘w

Fems p g p————

.010.
.005.
.001. -

N
R i s 8
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to distinguish psychiatric patients in general. and neurotics or psychotics
in particular. | |

Sumary. Use of partial‘con*elat‘i_On tb control for the possible
confounding effects of defensive responding did not change the basic
pattern of significant relationships among variables. Despite a reduction
in absolute magnitude, assertion scores on both the RAS and CSES still
oorrelatéﬁ significantly with low social anxiety and distress, high self-
esteem, and low featr of negative eval'uation.' Partial porrelations with
dépre‘ssive synptomatology were nonsignificant, as were those for locus of
control. Rélationships among assertion and TSCS subscales were also
reduced in magnitude but remained significant for all three internal
“(Idemgity, Self Satisfacfion, Behavior) and three of five external

(Phy‘sical -Self, Pex:son.,al Self, Social Self) 'frame of reference' subscales.
R‘elationships" to both the RAS and CSES were now gignificant only in the

case Of the General Maladjustment and Neurosis 'empirical' subscales of

- the TSCS.

2 [l

Role-Play Measures

L)

~

. Prel;l.minary analysis®” of role-play measures showed rno significant
effects due to ord&_oj test or scene administration, supporting the

. efficacy of counterbalancing procedures used in this st{niy. Role-play data

for all 96 respondents were pooled for further analysis.
High inter-rater reliability was observed for all nine,i.‘fole'-play

measures. Contrary to predietion, no significant relationships were found - -

among role-play measures Of assertion and cognitive-personality functioning,‘

assessed using self-report inventories.
Situational variables wefe founa to influence level of overall
assertion with greater assertion in positive situations, with females, and
N .

¢
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with unfamiliar stimulus-persons. Interpersonal anxiety (SAD) interacted
. ”~ : '

with situational variables, producing markedly differential effects on

overall assertion for high- versus low-anxiety individuals. A more

detailed presentation of results:follows.

Preliminary Analyses '
'F‘leliabilitz. The reliability of role-play measures was assessed by
examining the degree of concordance between scores assign@a by rater 1
(official srater) and rater 2 (reliabilit}y Eater) . Pearson Product-Moment
corre;,déf ‘

ion coefficients were computed for overall assertion and para—

linguistic measures of latency, dguration, ratio of speech disturbances,

-and affect. These correlations indicate high inter-rater reliability for

. all five measures (Table 8). Inter-rater agreement is also high for the

»

four content measures of role-play assertion ('I"‘able\ 8). Only ratings
assigned by rater 1 (trained, r_esearch assistant) were used in exammmg
the relationship of role-play assertion to personality-functioning. This
was done to awoid the potential effect of experimenter-bias whic{x could
be introduced by utﬁizing the reliability rater'; (i.e., 'the author's)

scores.

Order effects. .No significant multivariate effect was found for .

order of test, F(9, 84) = 1.11, p» .05, or scene administration, F(9, 84)
= .34, p)> .05. Nor was there a significant interaction between order
factors, F(9, 84) = .56, p> .05. Role-play data for all four combinations

of test by scene administration were pooled for further analysis. i
for sex

Effects of sex and age. A multivariate analysis of variance

. ™
" produced no significant main effect, F(9,-86) = .95, p> .05. Role-play
- data for males and females were combined. None of the nine, role-play

measures correlated L§i.gnificantly ‘with age.
. L0
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Inter-Rater Reliability of Role-Play
- Measures of Assertion

Role~play Product—~Moment Proportion of inter-

measure . Qorrelation® ¢ " rater agreement
) -
i ' . ’
Paralinguistic
Latency ) .99
Duration .99
Ratio .99
Affect J94 )
Overall - ) <94
Oontent g ) :
Praise .98
¢ ]
Positive Behaviour*~ .99
Compliance ' .97
New Behavmur ’ - .98

aDegree of correlation between mean scores on that measure assigned
.t0 each respondent by raters 1 and 2.

b'mtal number of agreements divided by total number of positive or
negative scenes.
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Relationships Among Personality Inventories
and Role-Play Measures

Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficients computed among
personality inventories and role-play measures revealed ho significant
relationships afmong variables, evert using conventional hypothesis-testing
procedures (Table 9). More stringent testing procedures, using multistage

.Bonferroni analysis (Harris, 1976; Larzelere & Mulaik, 1977), were not
pursued. | _

Use of partial correlation (Nie et al., 1975) to control for the
possible confounding effects of sex, age, and Defensive Position failed to
alter the basic pattern of nonsignificant relationships among variables.
Role—-play measures were also unrelated to self-report inventories of
assertion. The only exception was a significant partial correlation
between overall assertion and RAS scores (r = +.33, p<.05).

/"I‘he Effect of Personality and Situational
. Variables on Role-Play Assertion

The second major goal of this thesis was to examine the potential
mediating effect of cognitive-personality functioning on situational deter-
minants of assertion. Of all five personality variables included in this
study, anxiety is the one most frequently discussed with reference to
assertion. Social anxiety and distress was thus chosen for use in
exploring the potential interactional effects of personality and
situational variables on role-play assertion. Scores on oveliall assertion
provided a summary measure of assertion. Inter-relationships among over-
all assertion and other role-play measures are provided in Appendix 6.

Design. Overall assertion was analyzed usi:ng a four-way univariate
analysis of variance with repeated measures on three factors. The design

consisted of one crossed subject-factor (énx_tety level) and three crossed

it
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Table 9

Product-Moment Correlations Among Personality Inventories
and Role-Play Measures of Assertion

ES

Personality inventory

- o e vm 4 preme et % R M em e n e s ety =

_ Role-play measure . FNE SAD Tscs I-E BDI D
¢
Latency -.02 .10 .03 -.07 ~-.03
Duration . .04 -~.13 - .08 =-.12 .07
Ratio « .11 -.08 -.08 =-.12 .16
Affect -.07 .00 .15 -.08 ~.05
Overall -.05 .00 17 .04 -.08
Praise .14 .02 .01 -.08 ~-.02
Positive Behaviour 5 .02 -.16 -.01 _ .10 .09
Compliance -.06 =-.10 .09 -.12 -.14
New Behaviour .03 -.07 .19 -.10 ".02
!
| N
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situational-factors (situation type, sex of the stmulus-persoq, and

familiarity of the sfinulus-person) which were repeated for each respondent

(Table 10).

and high (n = 47) anxiety groups using scores on the SAD.

Participants.were dichotomized at the median into low (n = 49)

Situational effects. Significant main effects were found at the .00l

level for all three situational variables of situation type, sex, and

familiarity (Table 10). Assertion was higher in positiwve situations, with

females, 'and with unfamiliar stimulus—persons.

Means and st;andard

deviations are presented in Table 11. Low- and high-anxiety individuals

did not differ significantly in overall assertion.

A significant two-way interaction between _situation type and sex,

F(1, 94) = 6.07, p ¢.05 revealed that increased assertion in positive

situations was evident only when interacting with males, F(3, 92) = 36.50,

p<.00l. Scheffé tests (Ferguson, 1971) were used to make all post=hoc

- comparisons between means.

«

A significant three-way interaction between‘ situation type, sex, and

familiarity, F(1, 94) = 6.89, p < .01, showed further that greater assertion

in positive situations when interacting with males occurred only with

unfamiliar stimlus-persons, F(7, 88) = 38.05, p <.Ol (Figure 1). With

familiar males, assertion did not increase significantly in positive

situations over and above that observed in more negative situations.

Respondents were more assertive with females than with males in all

‘stimulus-person.

¢

"situations, except those :anoiving negative assertion with arfamiliar '

Interactions between personality and situational variables. All

, e ' .
three-way interactions between level of anxiety and situational variables

were significant (Table 10), j.ﬂdicating the markedly differential effects

s pesges
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Table 10

Anova Summary Table for the Effect of Personality and Situational
variablesonLevel of Overall Assertion (Modified BAT-R)

Source - ‘ daf MS _P:
‘Between
Level of anxiety (A) » 1 .004 .01
Error b ‘ ' 94 .750
.,  Within ,
'. Type of situation (T) . . 1 17.437  36.55%%*
T x A 1 .185 .39
Error w 94 .477
Sex of stimilus-person (S) 1 28.105 76 .34 %en
S xA , 1 .605 1.64
Error w ' . 94 .368
Familiarity of stimilus-person (F) . 1 9.637  24.04%*"
FxA 1 7 613, 1.53
Error w ) 94 .401
TxS 1 2.029 6.07*
SxF 1 .725 1.69
T xF y 1 .196 .53
TxS xF : 1 2.3:13 6.89%*
AxT xS Ll 2.915 8.72%*
AXT xF 1 1.855 ' 5.00%
AXS XF T 2.407 - 5.63%
TxSxFxA o - Tl

.360° 1.07 -

L4

v

*p <.05
*p<.0l ,
“? 4.001 . ’ ' ¥
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Table 11 .
Means and Standard Deviations for Main Effects
(Modified BAT-R) .

Main effect. M SD
Type of situation

Positive . 3.62 .50

Negative ) 3.36 .78
Sex of .stimilus-person

Female 3.67 .67

Male 3.29 .61
Familiarity of stimulus-person ) .

Unfamiliar 3.59 .63

Familiar 3.37 .65
Level of Anxiety 3

Low | 3.48 .65

High 3.48 .63

-
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of situational variables on assertion for high— versus low-anxiety
individuals. A significant three~-way interaction between anxiety level,

situation type, and sex, F(l, 94) = 8.72, p ¢.0l, revealed essentially

- opposite effects for the two groups (Figure 2). High-anxiety respondents

)

were -significantly less assértive in pegative situations with males, as
compared to both positive situations with males, F(7, 88) = 33.47, E'<.Ol,
and pegative situations with females, F(7, 88) = 38.56, p<.0l. In con-
trast, low-anxiety respondents were significantly less assertive in
positive situations with males, F(7, 88) = 27.35, p_<.61, and in negative
situations with females, F(7, 88) = 16.35, p<.05, as oonpared to
situatlons involvmg positive assertion with females.

A significant three-way interaction between anxiety level, situation
type, and familiarity, F(1, 94) = 5.00, p ¢.05, revealed more pronounced

situational influences for-high- versus low-anxiety individuals (Figure 3).

No significant situational differences were observed in the low-anxiety

group. In contrast, high-anxiety respondents were significantly more
assertive with uhfainiliar» stimilus-persons in positi_ive, as compared to
negat:we, situations, F(7,88) = 22 Wl. High anxiety individuals
were also more assertive with unfamiliar stimulus—-persons in positive
situations, as compared to positive situations involving more familiar
others, 'F(7, 88) = 19.03, p <.05.

Finally, a significant three-way interaction between anxiety level,
sex, and familiarity, F(1, 94) = 5.63, p <.05, revealed further differential

influences for sit{national factors on high- versus low-anxiety respondents

~ (Figure 4). While high-anxiety respondents were more assertive with

familiar females than with familiar males, F(7, 88) = 28.97, p <.0l, low D
e

anxiety respondents did not differ significantly in this respect.

BTN




iaat

ettt o DS -

bt PPN

[ L . - Camet e e e - — - e - R [P

-69—

.

&—% Female spaaker
E————# Male speaker

3s . . '
—y
. - . 0 o /
? : .
=z s J .? -
e . !
- - -
[ 3
w
n 34 J -
®
o e« . R N
J - -
-
«
. x 32 o
w
>
- ° . -
3 .
[ [ ‘ ] ]
) ] L) o1
POSITIVE NEGATIVE POSITIVE "NEGATIVE
SITUATION SITUATION - SITUATION SITUATl'QN
LOW ‘ . HIGH

¢ ‘ANXIETY

-
-

N

Y Figure 2. Effect of interpersonal anxiety, type of situation, and sex
" of the stimulus=-person on Overall Assertion.
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Low-anxiety Mividuals were more assertive with unfamiliar as compared to
familiar Jl‘r‘emitl&s, F(7, 88) = 18.68, p«.05. The only significant
situational effgct common  to poth lowl, F(7, 88) = 30.15, p<.01, and high,
F(7, 88) = 24.42, p<.0l, anxiety individuals was greater assertion with
unfamiliar females than with unfamil‘iar males. ' -

Summary. Oonsistent with past research, overall assertion was higher
in positive situations, with females, and with unfamiliar stimulus-persons.
Greater ass;artion in positive situations was due primarily to situations
involving unfamiliar males. Respondents were nore assertive with féxnales
in all situations, except those entailing negative assertion with a
familiar person. ‘ ) A

Interpersonal anxiety was found to interact with situational variables
in determining level of overall assertion. Situational influences were not
only different but more pronouncéd for high- versus low-assertive

individuals. The only situational effect comon to both high- and low-

anxiety groups was greatef assertion with unfamiliar females than with

L.

‘Summary of Self-Report and Role-Play F%ndinqs
Individuals who scored highest on the RAS and CSES also reported

iess social anxiety and distress, greater self-esteem, less fear of

negative evaluation, and less depressive symptomatology. Correlations
with locus of control were ronsignificant. Higher scores on assertion
were also related to more positive- performance on both internal (Identify,
Self Satisfaction, ‘Beh‘avior) and external (Physical, Moral-Ethical,

Personal, Family, Social) 'frame of reference' subscales on the TSCS. 4In

I~

addition, high assertive individuals were less ‘1ikely to endorse items

fi'z‘gcI:an:c';nct_erist:l.c of psychiatric patients, in general, and neurotiés, in

c
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particular, as evidenced by significant correlations anong assertion and
five of the six ‘'empirical' subscales of the TSCS. Degree of Personality
Integration dld not correlate significantly with assertion. B

s - Use of partial correlation to control for the possible confounding
effects of defen51ve responding,on self-report data did not substantially
alter the“ pattern of significant relationships Observed among variables.
Other than a slight reducti'on in magnitude of relationships, the only
notable chinges were as follows: ,) (1) assertion and depression no longer
correlated significantly, (2) significant relationships ano'nZJ assertion

P and external 'frame of reference' subscales y:ere retained only for

Physical, Personal, and Social Seif , and (3) relationships among assertion
and ‘empirical' subscales were significant only for the General Maladjust-
ment, i\leuxosis, and ‘in the case of the CSES alone, Psychosis subscales.

¢

Results for the nine, behavioural role-play measures showed no

N 9

significant relationships among assertion and any of the five, Personality
inventories. Role-play and self-report measures of assertion were also
unrelated. Situational va.riablese of situation type, sex of the stmulus- »
’perSOn, and familiarity of the stimulus-person were, Nhowever, found to
influence overall level of role-play assertion both alone and in com °
bination with degree of interpersonal anxiety Assertion was highest in
positive situations, with females, and with+unfamiliar stinulus-persons.

Gre;t;r.ajs_e_r_t.jﬁpdn positive situations was due primarily to situations
inw6iving uifamiliar males, while greater assertion with females was

_evident in all situations except those involving negative assertion with

TR IS e O

PR

B AT
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a familiar person. Inte.rpersonal anxiety interacted with all three,
pa.irwise combinations of sit\iational variables, producing effects which

<  were both different and more . pronounced for high- versus low-anxiety "
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*  DISCUSSION

Amajor goal of this thesis was tO examine the relationship be'tween

level of assertiveness and cognitive-personality functioning. Results

support the hypothesis that individual differences m assertiveness are
A re¥ated to the more general, psychological functio'ning of the individual.
y Self-report data reveal that adults who report themselves as most assertive 1 .
‘also experience less interpersonal anxiety, greater self-esteem, less fear , .

of disapproval, and less depressive symptomatology compared to less

assertive individuals. Assertive individuals were also less likely to
‘respond like psychiatric patients on 'empirical' subscales of the TSCS.

= While role-play data fail to substantiaté a linear relationship

between level of assertiveness and cognitive-personality functioning, they

d provide evidence of a link between personality-functioning and situa~ o

tional variables as influences on gesertive behaviour. Interpersonal

P

anxiety and situational variables interacted in determining the overall
. ‘ QA levels of ‘rolé—play‘ assertion exhibited by high- and low-anxiety
' respondents. That high- and low-anxiety individuals showed different
patterns of assertive behaviour when compared across similar ro'le-play d
/”' scenes highlights the importance of both personality and contextual factors
in un&trstanding assertive versus mnaés:.ertive behaviour. A nore detaijled

L

; discussion of self-report and role-play findings follows.

.Self-Report Levels of Assertion ) ’
and Personality Functioning -

s -

e

 Results for the two assertion inventories utilized in this study
s;upport the hypothesis that individual differences in assertion are ‘
related to more general aspécts of an individual's personality function-

g S ing. As predicted, higher. scores or‘l the' Rathus Assertiveness Schedule

4 ‘ . 4
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and College Self-Expression Scale associated with less social anxiety
and distress, higher self-esteem, lesg fear of negative evaluation, and
less depressive syr@tomatology. These findir}gs are consistent with pre-
vious studies on personality correlates of assertion (e.q., Deffenbacher

& Payne, 1978; Kern & MacDonald, 1980; Lindquist et al., 1979). Further-
'more, significant rela;tionships among assertion and personalit;.y variables,
other than depression, were maintained even when the potentially confound-
ing effect of defensive responding was removed. This.finding suggests
that significant relationships cbserved in this stu\dy are likely more than
just artifacts arising from indi\}idual response-biases inherent in filling
out self-report questionnaires. Furthermore, that low interpersonal
anxiety and high self-esteem were most clearly related to self-report
negsures of assertion provides support for theories which posit the
centrality of these concepts in understanding assertive versus non-
assertive behaviour (e.g., Salter, 1949; Wolpe, 1958).

.Locus of control. OContrary to prediction, mo relationship was found

between locus of control and assertion. This finding arfgues against the
hypothesis\ that individuals who are more assertive in their relationships
with other pecple also feel more in control of their lives. At the same
time, howevdr, it should be noted that locus of control items included in
the mtbér (1966) I-E scale span a wide range of diverse situations,
involving both personal and world affairs, and positive as well as negativge
events, to name just a few. This diver€ity of items raises the possibility
that use of the Rotter (1966) I-E scale may have confounded different types
. of locus Of control (e.g., personal versus political), resulting in con-
' founded relationships with assertion. Considezation of the potel;t.:ially
miltidimensional nature of the locus of control concept (Berndt, 1978;

~
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Nowicki & Duke, 1974; Robinson & Shaver, 1974} coculd yield stronger support

for a relationship between locus of control and-assertion since logically-
speaking assertion should be more closely related to personal, as opposed
to sociopolitical, feelings of control (Replogle, O Bannon, Mdhllough &
Cashion, 1980).

Deggsssion. Contrary to prediction, the results of this s‘tudy fail
to provide strong support for a relationship between low levelé of
assertiveness and greater de;;ressive symptomatology. While scores on the
BDI were inversely related to assertion, the significance of this asso—
ciation was not maintained onge the effect of defensive reéponding was
removed. -This finding suggests that inverse relationships previously
reported anoyng assertion and depréss;ve symptomatology may be inflated by
failure to control for individual response-biases (e.g., Hayman & Cope,
1980; Langone, 1979; Lapointe & Rimm, 1980).

Al ternately, relationships observed among the BDI and assertion
scores on the RAS and CSES 'may have been minimized by a restricted range
of scores on the BDI. - Specificall)‘/, 78% and 15% of the present sample
fell within the "not depressed" and "mildly depressed" categories, with
only 7% describing themselves as “moderately" to "severely depressed "
Intq:est.ingly, the magnitude of association between BDI and assertion
soores was similar to that previously reported in studies of moderately
to severely dépressed psychiatric out-patients (e.gq., Haynén & Cope, 1980;
Lapointe & Rimm, 1980). Taken together, these findings suggest that level
of assértion and degree of depressive symptomatology are similarly related
at both the upper and lower extremes of the depressivej spectrum. Further
clarification might be obtained, however, by examining individual levels

4 )
of assgruon in persons sampled across a much wider range of depressive
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affect. One approach might be to use a research-based (e.q., Lubin, 1965)
as opposed to clinically-derived, scale more likely to yield individual
variat-_i;an at both the upper— ard lower-rost levels of depressive affect.

A wider range of scores might also be obtained by combining both out-
patient and non-patient samples (e.g., Lea & Paquin, 1981) .~ Greater
variation in depreséion scores could lead to stronger associations with

assertion.

Self-Report Levels of Assertion and TSCS Subscales

Enpirical subscales. Further supp'ort for the interpretatio}x that
assertiveness is not a.single-trait phenomenon but rather a more complex
characteristic related to the general psychological functioning of the
individual stems from thé observed relationships among assertiwveness and
empirical subscales of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale. Consistent v:rith
prediction, individuals who scored low on assertion\ (RAS, CSES) were more
iikely to er)Ldorse items previously found to differentia\_te psychiatric
from nonpsychiatric grouwpings (Fitts,*1965). This p‘attern was most
apparent for the General Maladjustment and Neurosis subscales. A
significant inverse relationship between assertion and neuroticism is )
consistent with studies which have used other sel f-report inventories to
e.:/cplore this relationship (Bates & Zimmerman, 1971; Herr{andez & Mauger,
1980; Orenstein et al., 1975; Shows et al., 1974; Vestewig & Moss, 1976).
From a conceptual viewpoint, an inverse relationship betwgen assertion
and neuroticism is also consistent with the notion of nonassertion as a ‘
fear, anxiety, inhibition, or awidance-based phernomenon (Salter, 1949;
Wolfe, 1958). This finding also lends support to éle argument that
interventions designed to increase assertive behaviour may be particularly

warranted when dealing with certain, neurotic-type psychiatrié populations
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(e.g.', Clgambless, Hunter, & Jackson, 1982).
Interestingly, level of assertion was unrelated to level of psycho-
logical adJustment, as indexed by the Personality Integration subscale of
the TSCS. Th:.s finding suggests that, while low levels of assertlon may
be related to greater psychopathology, high levels of assertion are not
necéssarily indicative of above-average psychological functioning. Some

caution is thus warranted in interpreting greater assertion as evidence of

“more pronounced, psychological health (Flowers, Whitely, & Cooper, 1978;

Goldman ,& Olczak, 1981; Olczak & Goldman, 198l; Rathus, 1978).

} Frame of reference subscales. One novel aspect of this study concerns

the Observed relationsﬁips among self-report levels of assertion and 'frame
of reference' subscales on the TSCS. While other studies have examined
assertion relative to overall level of self-esteem (i.e., Total Positive)
on the TSCf‘S (Fiedler et al.), 1979; Materi, 1977; Tolor et al., 1976; Wolff
& Desiderato, 1980), the relation of assertion to specific 'frame of
reference' subscales has not been previoﬁsly explored. Examination o‘f these
subscales reveals that level of assertiveness is related to all’ three
internal ‘frame. of reference' indices of self-esteem. Individuals who

described themselves as most assertive also felt more self-accepting (Self

—satisfaction) and more positively about who they were (Identity) and what -'

they did (Béhavior) . o

Examination of the external 'frame of reference' subscales revealed
that, as predicted, assertion related fost strongly to feelings of per—
sonal worth (Personal Self) and feelings of adequacy in social situations
(Social self). It is djifficult to say why feelings of value as a family
menber (Family Self) did not relate more strongly to level of assertion
since feelings about oneself as a person and in relat@ to others would
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be expected to originate within one's family of origin. One possible

explanation might be the lack of specificity regarding family of origin

versus family of marriage on items dealing with Family Self. Since both
married and unmarried individuals participated in this study, it seems
likely that individuals from the two groups may have interpreted and
responded to these items differently, resulting in a possibly confounded
relationship between assertion and Family Self. A clearer assessment of

this relationship might be obtained by specifying items solely with refer-
N .

o

respondents.

That correlations between assertion and Physical Self were similar

. to those observed for Personal and Social Self is also surprising. It may

be, however, that perceptions of one's body, health, and physical appear-
ance are intimately tied to nnre“ global feelings of personal worth,
resulting in an apparently inflated association bei:.ween assertion and
Physical Self. Some support for this mterpretatlon is provided by the
magnitude of observed correlation between the Personal and Physical Self
subscales, both in the present study (r = +.67) and the original Fitts
(1965) data (r = +.65) . Alternately, it may be that people who feel
better about themselves as persons also take better care of their health

o e S ———r————
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Role-Play Measures of Asserfion
and Personality Functioning

‘ontrary to prediction, personality variables ard role-play measures

of assertion were unrelated R)le-play data obtained in this study thus

feil to support the hypotheses that individuals who behave more assertively

with others also feel less anxious in social situations, less fearful of
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riegative evaluation, more in control of their 'envirohment, less depressed,

~

and more positive about themselves.

The issue of construct validity. }'hat personality and role~-play

_ measures should be unrelated is particularly surprising in view of the

significant relationships observed between pers?nality meas'ures and self-
report inventories of assertion. Three possible explanations exist. The
first pertalns to the-issue of construct validity and the degree to which’
the various techniques designed tO assess assertive behaviour adequately
fulfill this function. While the degré@ of cx‘)ngruence between self-report
measures was high (r = +.73), and similar to that reported in other
studies (Burkhart et al., 1979; Galassi & Galassi, 1980; Green‘et al.,
1955.; Rock, 1977; Tolor et al., 1976), self-report and role-play indices
were unrelated. Discrepancies between the two have been reported elsewhere
(Burkhart et al., 1979; Friedman, 1971;~Futch & Lisman, 1977; Heimberg et .
al., 1979; Hersen et al., 1973; McFall & Marston, 1970), 'ra}ising further
qﬁestion__as to the construct validity of these measures. . Self-report and
role-play‘ data obtained in this stu;lyamay thus have been tapping two

distinct aspects of psychological functioning, only one of which pertains

_to assertion. This would explain differential relationships to person—

ality variables for the two measures.

One possibility is that personality variables relate most strongly
to how assertively a person lfeels he/she acts with other people, as
opposed to how aséertivéiy he/she actually behaves in social situations.,
Underlying this interpretation is the assumption that self-report
measures refléct no more than a persdn‘s perceptions of him/herself as
an assertive or nongssertive individual, perc%)tions which may or may not ’
be accuraté with respect to overt behaviour. mliar-play measures are, in
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contrast, presumed to conwey a more valid impression of assertiwve
behaviour. This interpretation gives minimal weight to the obserwved
relationships among f)ersonafity functioning and self-report measures of
assertion, while emphasizing the nonsignificant, relationships among
personality functioning *and role-play assertion. Altarnately, it may be |
Fhét role-play measures are not a valid index of assertion (see Bellack
;t al., 1978a, 1978b; Bellack, Hersen, & Lamparski, 1979; Curran, 1978)
and that a lack of relaticanship to personality functioning reflects this
inadequacy.

‘v
The multidimensional nature of assertion. A second, possible

explanation for the discrepancy between self-repor:t and role-play 'findings
observed in this study’ pertains to the _multidimensional nature of the
assertiveness construct (Kendall, Finch, Mikulka, & Coleson, 1980), or
the idea that self-report and-role—play measures may be tapping equally
valid but psychologically distinct aspects of assertive function. To
illustrate, self-report inventories generally require that respondents
estimate the descripux;g accuracy of self-statements across a variety of
social situations, providing what may best be viewed as a "probabilistic"
or "1iké.limod" statement of engagirig in assertive behaviour. In con-
trast, role-play measures are typically attuned to both the verbal and
nonverbal, qualitative aspects of the individual's response. Viayed in
this light, self~report and rolé;-play data obtained in this study indicate
that while cognitive-personality functioning may be related to the overall
probability of selfrassertion, it has little relevance for the actual
quality of response once emitted. Qualitative aspects of sélf-assertion

. are, of course, generally unavailable from assertion inventories while

"
. probabilistic considerations are similarly omitted fram role-play

4
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assessments by virtue of the task requirement which specifies that par-
ticipants respond to each scene. Use of the ro_],.eC}lay procedure may, in -

this sense, enhance assertive behaviour (Gorecki et al., 198l1; Higgins et

al., 1979), thereby confounding relationships between level of assertiveness

and personality variables. With only one or two exceptions, role-play
trials in the present study were, in fact, always followed by a verbal

response.

The joint contribution of personality and situational variables.

Nonsignificant linear relationships among personality functioning and role—

play assertion may also reflect the dembnstrated, joint contribution of

both personality and situational variables to level of behavioural asser-
tiveness. As predicted, interpersonal anxiety was found to interact with
situational factors in determining level of‘ overdll, role-play assertion.
Thus, high- and low-anxiety individuals responded differently when compared
acbss different types of role-play éituat'ions. These findings suggest
that relationships among personality variables and assertive behaviour may
be obscured by failure to consider situational aspects of the interpersonal

context within which the individual is required to assert. This problem

" could be overcome either through use of the present "interactionist *

approach” or by examining personality functioning in relation to role—play
behaviour assessed one area at a time (e.g., negative assertion with
familiar males only). In short, a global examination of role-play
assertion in relation fo cognitive-personality functioning may be
inadequate when assessed across a wide range of diverse, interpersonal
situatilsfis, with greater' elucidation resulting from limitation to certain

pre-specified and uniformly-grouped situations. -
" - -
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The Effect of Situational Variables and Inter-
personal Anxiety on Role-Play Assertion

The results of this study substantiate the differential effects of

three situational variables (.type of assertion, sex of the stimulus-person,

)and familiarity of the stimilus-person) on the assertive, role—play

behaviour of high- versus low-anxiety individuals. The results demonstrate

that situational influences are not only different but more pronounced for

high- versus low-anxiety individuals, suggesting that assertive behaviour
N g t T
may be particularly susceptible t0 situational influence, and perhaps nore
& : N
prone to situational disruption, in the former group. Effects for high-

versus @.ow—anxiety individuals were, in some instances, directly opposite. ?

‘Thus, while high-anxiety persgns were less assertive in negative situations

with males, low-anxiety persons were less assertive in negative situations
with females.

_While similar interactions between situational variables ‘and other
aspects of cognitive-personality functioning (e.g., self-esbeem, fear of
disapproval, and so on) remain to be demonstrated, the results for inter-
personal anxiety do highlight the importance of considering both person+
ality and situational $actors in attenpts to understand individual
differences in assertion'. A similar view has been put forth by Heimberé
and Becker (198l). From a clinical perspective, these findings suggest
that clients who present for assertiveness training may benefit most from
intervention in different typ&s of sog:ial situat;i?ns, depending upon their
initial levels of interperéonal anxiety. Training prégrams designed to
increase assertive behaviour might, therefore, be well advised to assess
initial level of anxi:aty and/or levels of situational assertion as a

necessary first step in treatment intervention.

L
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Some Possible Causes of Situational B
Influences on Assertion

Fear of negative social consequences. That participarits in this

study behaved more assertively in positive situations, with femalés, and
with unfamiliar‘ others, irrespectivé of persona],ity—functi‘oning, is con-
sistent with other studies on the situational determinants of assertive
versus nonassertive behaviour (e.g., Eisler et at., 1975; Hamilton &
Maisto, 1979; Hersen et al.; 1978). While the effect of situational
;Jariables alone is well-established, little effort has been made towar\-d/s
understanding why individuals should behave léss assertively in some
situations than in others. One“ likely hypothesis is that situations of
reduced assertion repi:eseni: g/reater .interpersonal risk vis—a-wvis antici-
pated punishnentf from others. ) ‘ LY
v While assertion has usually been viewed by professionals as a
| positlvely—valued, psychologically heal thy, and socially—adaptlve behaviour
(e.g., Petrie & Rotherham, 1982- Schill, 'Ibves, & Ramanaiah, 1981),
research evidence suggests that assertion is not always positively viewed
by pthers. For example, Kelly et al. (1980) note that while assertive
. Ahdividuals are described by others as more competent in social-conflict .
situati.ons',, they are also seen as ikeable . less flexible, less warm,
and less friendly than more nonassertive persons. ISimilarly, Woolfolk and
Dever (1979) repdrt that assertipn, relative to rbnassertion, is viewed as
"ess polite, more hostile, and less satisfying to the recipient” (p. 404).
Similar findings have been reported by others (Epstein, 1980; Hull s
Schroeder, 1979; Schimizu & O'Neill, 1982). ’ |
Clinic¢ians who pract:l.ceﬂ assertiveness-training also note the initial
~ negative responses elicited from other people when cﬁnfrmted by the

. ‘~~

\




o E m o we

T I

\ - 86 -

bl

client's new, increased level of assertiveness. Unfaxburable reactions to
assertion occur most often in situations invof\’/ing negative assertion
since it is these sil‘tuations which involve the great\est degree of inter-
personal conflict or client-Opposition to gnother person's goals.
Expressions of anger,\ disagreement, and disapproval are more likely to be
experienced as unpl}ea\;y;ant and responded to unfavourably by others than are
more positive exp.fessions of praise, appreciation, and so on.

Anticipated nega\'tive consequences for self-assertion could, likewise,
carry more "inhibitory \.\ weight" when interacting with familiar, as opposed
to unfamiliar, individd\als, since negative reasti\oPs to oneself and Cne's
behaviour are presunably more meaningful when elicited from significant
others, as compared to é;trangers. Anticipated negative responses from - 0
males may also elicit a‘)stroﬁger desire for awoidance as a way of main-

taining a positiwve self-}image, given the generally higher status, power,
j

and importance stereotypically attributed to the opinions of males in

our society.

onflict over the expression of aggression. From a psychodynamic

|
.viewpoint, greater inhibition of self-assertion in certain situations

ocould represent internal threat stemmming from conflict over the expression
versus inhibition of aggressive impulses. While the distinction between
assertion and aggression has been emphasized repeatedly in the assertive-

ness literature (e.g., Alberti, 1977; Degiovanni & Epstein, 1978;

Hollandsworth, 1977; Rakos, 1979), this conceptual distinction may well

. 4 '
be lacking in the lay-population. Furthermore, there is some logical
basis for confusion in that while assertion is not intended to injure, it

is nonetheless aggressive in that it provides a means of psychologically

i
defending against "territorial invasion" or violation of one's personal

4 # ' i
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space (e.g., defense of rights; 'dign.ity, and so o;x) ‘while at -tl.le same time -
allowing the individual to fuiction offensively in an "active-intrusive"
node (Erikson, 1959, 1964) . Given these conceptual links, it seems likely .
that fear of e:cgreésing aggressive inpulses could underlie rgducéd asser=-
tion in situations invoiving negativé asse:?ﬁipn, male recipients, or nore
familiar others. .

From a social—learning point of view, Dollard et al.‘(1.939) have o
arqued that aggression is most likely to be expressed‘when fear of punish-
ment is less, depending ypon such factors as sex, power and importance of

the other person vis-a-vis his/her relationship with the individual.

Psychodynamically-speaking, inhibition Of negative assertion could reflect

‘impulse anxiety related to the expression and/or loss of control over

aggressive impulses. Awoidance Oof negative assertion may, therefore,

constitute an. effective, albeit ultimately maladaptive, mode of reducing

)

conflict over the expression of° aggression.

Assertion with males, particularly negatiwve assertion, may’

in.this study, fear of retaliation could take the form of "castration

anxiety" (Brenner, 1955) or same o{:;ler physical threat, while positive
assertion by malds with males may elicit homophobic fear. |Females, on the
other hand, might be expected to experience "s{lperego anxiety" or feelings’
of gullt (Brenner, 1955) related to taking the initiative and acting in
the "active—intrusive," as opposed to stereotypicany-feminine passive-
receptiVe;" mode (Erikson, 1950, 1964).

Reduced assertion with familiar, as op@sed to unfamiliar, others
could reflect feelings of seffation-anxiety or fear of losing an important

i )

\
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object—relatio\n\s;ﬁp (Brenner, 1955) if one maintains an aut&rpnous stanhce
vis-arvis the other person. The fear of,losing a valued obﬂjéa:"“shidize; '
or of psycholoqlcal abandormént by a s:Lgmflcant other, has been discussed
?‘extenswély by Kohut (1971) who enphasues the mdlvn.dual's early need for,
pOSltlve regard by others Kusually th.c!&hll\ s parents) as a way of main-
taining sel‘f—este‘em. The persistenceﬂgf an_infantile need fpr "onenes; 1
(pathological’ closeness) and for positive regard in adulthood, as'a result
of \inadequate early "mirroring" and the concomitant failure to int.efnalizeﬁ
.positive feelings about the self, has also been discussed (Kohut, 1971).
‘These "psychodynamic exg:lanations" for situati‘orial influgnces on assertion
' are, of course, merely speculative at present, with further'résearch
required tQ denonst.x"ate their role as true, causative factors in assertive
versus nonassertive behaviour. Nonetheless, it is worthwhile notifg.that
this conceptualization of extrapsychlc, situational variables within an
intrapsychic or psychodynamlc franenork fits nicely with actual flmimgs

observed in thié study — namely, that low levels of assertiveness are

most clearly related to feelings of interpersonal anxiety and low self- -
esteem.

[y . ’,' - -
Summary o

« The resu:Lt)s of this study support "the hypotheses th'at level of
asgertiveness is related to the personality functioning of ‘the inslividual,
as well as to the characteristics of the situation in which the ihdividual
is required to assert. These findings \suggest the importance of both N

cognitive-personality‘variabls and situational context as important '

factors in understanding assertive versus nonassertive beixaviour. S

Situational context was shown to interact‘ with one aspect of person-

ality functioning, as evidenced by more pronounced and differential
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effects on overall, role’-play kertion for high- versus' l()w-anxiety
lndlvidnals. Findings suggest that trair}mg-prograns designed to. increase
\A\\ ' ——— L
o e o assertlve behavmur mlght do well to focus on different types of inter- N
personal situations for cllents varying in mltial level of anxlety The
\ differentlal\llkelmood of ant1c1pated, negative consequences. for self—
assertion =- both VlS'a"'VlS external, sOcial reactlons fraom others and
mte;'nal, psych1c conflict over the expression of aggressive impulses --
B are discussed as psssible factors underlying situational influences on
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money but prefer not to lend it. He says:

-class your professor comes over and says::
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APPENDIX 1 ' L e
'Behavioral Asser'tiveness Test - Revised' 'Version‘ |
Adapted and Modified from Eisler et al. ,(1975)

.
. ) LW
- t

% b
-Practice Scenes . at ’

Male Negaﬁive Unfamiliar . , . .

You have just fmlshed class and are feelmg a little hungry You are
getting a candy bar and milk -from ‘the machines when a student you have .

seen but do not know comes over to borrow some change. You,have the’

"I seem to ke out of change. Could you lend me spme until next
class?" ’ .

Female Positive Familiar

You have just delivered an important presentation in class. After

""You -did a great job on that presentation. You must have worked

vety hard." .

Test Scenes

o - s

Male Positive Familiar ' B S

You have been working on a difficult assignment all week Your

professor comes over with a pleased smile on his face and says:

"That looks like a very good job you've done. I'm sure you'll,

get a high grade " ‘ ' i ‘ ; :
Yoqr friend has Been in the hospital recovering from a minor illness.
You're really quite concerned about him and go to the hospital to see
how he is. Your friend says: ' .

"It's great .to see you,"
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Male Negative Familiar ) . “~ ;
You have been wopking very hard while your friend has been goofing off
in the lab. Your lab instructor comes over to complain to you that

the lab will never be done on time. He says:

"Say, will you two stop fooling around and get this lab ‘done?”
You have worked for the same profurmr doing the same job-for over a

year now. A more advanced position will soon be open and you feel

P Ty

that you deserve the promotion and would do a good job. You go to see
your professor and ask that he\consider you for the position.  He says:
L
"I'm not sure that _you have enough experience for this job." 4
-

Y,

Male Positive Unfamiliar

A él@ssmate has just helped you finish your assignment a day ahead of
time so that you can work on something else. You-think he has done a
particularly fine job. He says: -

"W'el{_,_ what do you think of it?"
You are just getting ready to go out for dinner when you notice that

the painter is workinq overtime to get the.painting done. You are

. very pleﬁ with his work. He says:

"I shbuld have this finished by tomorrow instead of the following
day." ; '

Male Negative Unfamiliar

©0il change., You tell the attendant that you can only leave your car
s , :

You are having lunch when a classmate suddenly comes over and asks you
if you would lend him $30 until next week. You have the money on you
but were planning to" spend it on something for yourself. He says:

""Can you lend me the money? I'll pay you back next week." °

You bring your car into a local service station for a grease job and

o

Yhaase dle
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| . .

for an hour as you have another appointment. He.tells you to come back " /‘

in‘sils minutes and that your car will be ready. When you return to the
| ‘ .

station an hour later you see that the car hasn't been touched. Mhe

attendant \says: g )
"'Imsé;rrybutlJusthaventhadachancetogetto1tyet" .

[y ¢ 4

Female P651t1ve Familiar _ |

Your girlfriend hasﬁus\bought a new-outfit and is trying it on. You
really like it and think it suits her very well. She says:

"Well, how do I look?"
You come home from a busy day at school and are fe:eling very tired.
You know that you are supposed to-go shoppingﬂtonight with your girl-
friend. Right before dinner, the phone rings and it is your girl-

friend calling to suggest that you postpone‘th'e outing. Shg says: ‘
"I just. remembered that .today is your busy day at school and/
thought you might be tired. Why don't we stay home tonight and
go shopping talorrow?"v |

Female Negative Familiar

You have had a very busy day at school and are'tix"ed. Your friend
comes over toyodandasksthatyouséay late to work on your lab'
a-ssi“gnmmt together. You really] feél that ;(ou wotlld like to go home
early this aftennon. " Your part}xer says:

' "I've fiﬁished all my classes for t':oday.‘ Would you'mind staying
late this afterpoon so that we can work on our assignment . —
together?" | ' | '

You are in the middle of listening to some records on the stereo.

Your roomrmate walks in and turns on the TV. She says:_

‘ "Let's watch a movie instead. There's supposed to be a good .

| .

4 - d
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one on right now."

7. Female Positive Unfamiliar

You have ‘just come home from a weekend trip out of town. You notice
that your grass has been cut. As you are getting out of the car, your

neighbour comes over to tell you that she cut your grass, for you. She

f

says:
"I knew yéu would be late getting back, so while I was cutting my

own grass, I cut yours too."

»

You are just caming home from school when you notice a neighbour in
her yard. éhe has raise;i sbme great-looking tomatoes and offers you

some. ° She says:

Ve

’

. /
"I have plenty of tomatoes. Please hel;/# yourself to'some of

these." /

8. Female Negative Unfamiliar .,

. B L 3
You are in a restaurant with some friehds. You order a hamburger

very rare. The waitress cames over to your table and serves you a

hamburggr so well done that it looks burnt. She says: -
"Enjoy your meal." . ’

| You go to a concert with a resgrved—seat 't‘ick'et.’“ When you arrive at‘

youy seat you see that someone else is sitting in it. You ask her

to move and she says;' | ‘

' "I have a ticket for this seat." ‘ .

\
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" APPENDIX 2

) Request For Student Participation

As my Ph D. project in psychology, I am now conducting research on
- personality and social behaviour. The purpose of my visit here today is
to ask for your partJ.cn.pat:Lon in my study. '
The study consigts of two parts. Part 1 involves having you conplete
a 30-itefn questionnaire on social behaviour in class today. The question-
. naire is short and takes approximately 10 minutes to complete. Since par-=
TR ticipation is not a course reqoirgrent, you may decide hot to participate
if you so choose. However, should you ‘decide to help out, your Soopera-
tion will certainly be apprecriated.

Part 2 inwolves having you complete some additional questionnaires
at the Loyola campus of Concordia University within the next few weeks at
a time convenientJtO us both. Durlng this second phase you w:.ll also be
asked to respond 'out-lowd' to a series of tape~recorded situations
mvolvmg similated interactions with other people. Your responses to
these situations w;.“.Ll be audio-taped for later scoring by a trained
reéearoh—assistant but, as with all information mllgcted in this study,
your responses will be treated as strictly confidential. Under'no
circumstances will ﬁu names or identities be revealed. The total time
required to complete Part 2 is approximately 1'/2 hours.

/ \ ,  Participation in this study is on a purely volunta.ry basis with no
monetary reward. Written feedback on the results of the study will,
however), be made avapilable once the research is conpleted. Please think
about vhether you would like to take part and let e know as I.come

argund the room with the questionnaires. But first, are there any
. ¥
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questions abdut the study?- ‘

'

AY
(questions answered)
.. <
- I will now be handing out the questionnaires. As I come around,
please let me know if you would like to participate. Thank you for
" listening. L
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APPENDIX 3
4

‘Personal Data Sheet

PL‘e.ase indicate‘ below your first name, telephoﬁe number, and the tineé)
when you can best be re;ched so that I may\ contact you for pz;rticipf:\tion
in Part 2 of the study. In gdditjbn, would Ypu please indicat® your sex,
.::\gej, and nother tongue. /’I‘”:mis information will allow me to or;galnize ny
data in a more meaningful way. All i'nfor'mation will be kept strictly.
confidential, Thank you for helping out! |

o :

Esther\ I.gfé\'rre., M.A.
Ph.D. Candidate in, Psychology

Malcolm West, Ph.D.
Thesis Supervisor
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. _ L I understand that my participation in this study on personality and
S , social behaviour ;s on a voluntary basis with no monetary reward and that
' ‘ I am free to w1thdraw at any tlme I grant. permiss:.on that my verbal

a

responses 'oo t&recorded social situatdns be audio-taped “for 1ater

- - y

sooring by tralned research-assxstants, directly involved in the pmject

e TR G i i
1

I understand t.hat all r&sponses given by me, . whether, written or verbal,

ar%to be treated as st'x;lctly confidential and that under no circmnstances

*t,w . Will my name or 1dent1ty be revealed.
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. -APPENDIX 5 o .

Instructions for Questionnaire and Role-Play Procedures

fom
N ”

Questionnaires ) -

You will now be completing a series of six questionnaires. I will
hand out the questionnaires one at‘ap time. Please read each item.care-
; fully and be sure to answer each one. Do not spend too much time on any
N " “one question. Just try to answer each question in the way which best
describes you. As sd?n as you have firlished one questionnaire, please
let me know and I will hand out the next one.
Ro‘le-Plaz , ‘ )
pose of this part of the study is to find ouit how students

- ‘react in cersgin interpersonal situations that might occur throughout the
course of A day. To gather this mformatlon, Iwill be askmg you to
pud to a series of tape—recorded situations inwolving “
P e similated real-life encounters with other people.. Please try to respond
/j to these situations as you would if they were really happening to you..‘
.'You.r responses will be tape-recorded to be listened to by a trained
research-assistant later on. Undér no circurstances will your name or
1dent_1ty e revealeda S N ‘ . _ L
' What you hear on these tapes will go something like this. First,
each situation will be described to you by a narrator, in this case -
myself. As the situation is being described, f)lease' try to picture it in
yourminda:ﬁtoimagine that you are really there. As soon as the
narrator has finished, the other person with whom you are interacting
will make a statement. Try to respond to this statement -as you would if
you were actually in that situation. 'Ib familia{lze you with the
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procedure, we will first do two practice scenes. Listen carefully and try
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-

; to respond as you would if they were really happening to you. -7
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APPENDIX 6 . :
. . ) , N
Product-Moment Correlations Among Role-Play Measures of Assertion
< : : - Positive
-Measure Latency Duration Ratio Affect - Overall Praise Behaviour Compliance
Duration -.01
Ratio .02 LGL*%R
Affect ., -.12 .09 -.25% . .
Overall -.11 18 . =213 jgues ”
Praise ~-.10 .252 200 L2320 33w
Positive Behaviour' =-.16 .16 -.01 .07 .20% .09 L
Compl iance 09 -.207 .02 ~.32%4%  —.62¢+% 00 . -.09 S
New Behaviour -.13 L4axxx 14 31 .3B%Rx 13 -.03 —.35%%
[l . \ . -
8porderline significance; LT < .05. _
* oL o ol =
F, <-10; =T = .0030. ) _
**LF < .05;0¢T = .0020. .
4% <F_<.0l; LT = .0003. | .
- & . \
~ < \ .
t




