Cobmdeifos voef v 2 iMa AT sae
.
-
~ ¥ s
v .
- - - N
- . ’ .
' B
N L4 Ll
. o - / . .
. . ‘ [ - i .
. . - ~ S f -~ teu
~ R ‘ . .
. . . . .
~_ . . -, .
~. G L s “\ 3
S o .. \ .
* 0 - . - -
! . N -,
, ’ s e O
- - N
Cr e
- "
Lo
.*

~. ‘ .
~-
~ . .
a B > .
. -

f
‘ ~.
+ \\
. N -
A N
\ \
- ’ .

- : INVESTIGATIOK\DF MODELING ELEMENTS IN A \
| Y TREATMENT PROGRAM. FOR ASSERTIVE TRAINING o
J . - . v
\’ N . * "— - e “ ¥ ' .
. T ’ * v - -\l' 4 " - s
~ \ U Morrie Golden e ' .o )
- “A Thesis . . L . Ty
) o S - dn e T , : , .
. G,’ s . . . . -
S " - .,The Department o ' .
- ‘ ‘.-é ’ ‘ Of. . o‘ , . o .
* ’ ' = ’ “".’v RN . M ’
' ' . -+ Psychology ““ T C

I e
. .- . \\§ .
/ Fulfillment of thg Requirement

t)t‘ s . ‘\‘ .
Presented in Partia
for the dedree of Master of Arts\at .
.\

R L Concordia University
R . T~ .Montreal,. Quebec, Canada ‘ S
\\‘ ~ ' ' B - . - M P ? . ¢
»\\I . I.' ‘ v "k“ ‘ R ’/ i x,\ = . .
, o X L - Junhe, 1975 . N
|. e
LI ‘
: “~ i r
AN
F) W [ N \\
. ,
el




[ '
PR ’

;,)‘; o s ,;‘. e W 4
ug ; “:,‘ 2 .,*“ﬁrﬁ © Sl

b
0 P
,H’l‘ S

I
N to ndnnxm GOLDEN IR o T
xms'rmmzou oF Monm,mc; ELEMENTS N A 'n'REA'rMnN'r

\

IS

T PROGRAM FOR ASSER IVE TRAINING
“ ' ] . A oo, o-

[ ) . = K ’ [ -
Q
\

Empirical evidence suggests %hat the mg;t effective cad

v’treatment peckage for. assertive trainin consists of e

- o ~

behavior rehearsal,‘some fo§m of instructions, and’ modeling.
The present study investigated the therapeutic imgact of
this approach when the modeling eIement is varied. Twenty:
seven unassertive college students were exposed to either

-

a self—modeling condikiun, external ”coping" models, or

models not relevent to assettion aituations. No signifiCant

. .

differences in improvement were -found between group

s

conditions on behevioral laboratory and self-report .

A

T measures, Significant changes did occur,. however, on. -

self-report and most Pehavioral variables for esch of the ! L

sel;-modeling ‘and external coping model groups. The o
nonrelevsnt modél condition.did not produce significantA
improvement on any measure.‘ Clinical implications wqpld
tend to favor the use of relevant model dehonstrations

in a treetment program for essertive treining.
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It huo been sqggeeted that euccessful treatment in

moat schoolg of therapy is often charactqfized by an

‘ imprgyement in the client‘s ability to protect his’ own

A . .and phobies accou t - fo:" only, a very: Bmall percentage of
e clients in therhpy. " He feels that usually underlying )
‘, _situational fears are interpersonal fears, 8o that a baeic
sensitivity to a particular person, place, or thing is
~w~—o~f i_r.often_acoompanied gxmirrationalﬁggcial attitudes and feelings

' end a poor self-concept, Thue, in many cases, maximizing

)

‘rights, be more outepoken and less emotionally inhibited S ' -

(Lezarue, 1971) The éigniﬁicanoe of this statement ie

laspecially well illuStrated by the numerous cases frequently

aeekinq help for physical or, psychological complaints,

the basie of which ie actually a deficiency or disturbance

in interpersonal functioning (Debo, 1973).

<

’Lezerug (197 ) contends that truly monosymptomatic fears

— —— e —

T e s

)

therageutic gaina oftenmnecessitates giving due attention

A

in both ghe aasessment and treatment‘phases tb interpersonal
sources of diutrese. . :5;,'" e 34 R

ﬁhe pxenent;discueeion focuees on one type’ of disturﬁance -
J R '

'in interpeﬁsonal functioning—-nonassertive behavior, =
COnsideretiof is given to its neture and»treatment, with o o .
perticular hnsie in the latter Qﬂ experimental modiffcation 'f(g.

within ‘a be avioral framework.-'g ,@',(ﬁ,5”



_ stressful events and feelings 80 as to alleviate the conflicta

~> .
' " and hence become more assertive., The Rogerian therapist

o

. actqa;igagiggl__ghgAgghgvigr therapist, according)to Rathus

TN

R

. and the anxiety inhibits the expression ‘of appropriate ' b

expectation that repeated enactments will reciprocaily inhigit.

of -timigd behavior and socialianxiety. Therapy would involve

-free&y‘and honestly ekpress their feelings.' Psvchotgerapists:
generally agree with the legitimacy of a client's desire to-
‘initiate assertive patterns of behavior, but there is ,
considerable disagreement regaréing@the nature of methods | . .
that will most likely” succeed

Psychﬁanalysis ‘commonly views conflictual feelings likes
guilt hostility, aggressiveness arising out of early
repressed learning experiences ‘aB the underlyingxdeterminant

an: insight-orieﬂted approach with the client reliving .

1

usuﬁlly regards parental conditional acceptance ‘as the source
of unassertive patterns of behavior.' Thus he will attempt

to provide unconditional positive regard for the client in

a permissive atmosphere that will iacilitate self-

——— T Sk — 1

(1973a), typically treats nonassertive behavior as the '
product of previous maladaptive habit formation. The client
manifests anxiety-response habits in interpersonal situationg),
feelinge and the performanoe of adaptive behaviors. In this
vein. therapentic intervention might be characterized.by )
J

attsmpts to, strengthen the inhibited responses, with the *

tha anxiety and oonsequantly yeaken the maliaaptive habit, *‘”7* -
-(‘Rathus, 1973a)..0 o T T e
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"ﬁ - The . bshavioral school has’ been virtually unique in its <

i ' treatment of unassertiveness as a target problem in social

}e functioninb ‘For well over a decade behavior therapists»

. have been modifying interpersonal anxieties and submissive and
A\

)

aggressive behaviors directly by & number of techniques ) -

collectively known as "assertive training".’ Alberti and. ,?'

. Emmons (1974} define assertivenesslaé‘“behavior which engbles
e oo

T

a person to act in his own best interests,wor stand up for
= o himself without undue anxiety, to express his rights without

-denying the rights of others" (p.2). The basic assumption .
in assertion training is that people indeed have certain - ('

S E personal and social rights'@hich they‘are freely entitled

P

© to exercise and protect, and that in fact healthy, adaptive ‘
) . 3

adjustment requires this exercise.

by 1+ | 1

bl (- incapable of assertive behavior in interpersonal relationships,

b o
b ¢

7 : lthere usually are nndesirable consequences, most often

When a person is

/ marked by a failure to achieve ‘or even seek pers?éal social
T T

rewards. WOlpe and Lazarus (1966) consider that udexpressed\

b emotions accumula;e within the individual and may leave him -
é

3

i

in a state of distress. In many cases there'arise somatic

symptoms and’ pathdlogicaltchanges iR body organs (Wolpe &
Lazarus, 1966) . o

v

o , cLN
‘ , g
whe-most common class of assertive responses stressed

, in therapeutio programs is the expression of negative

- 4" feeligqs such as anger and resentment. However, the term

assertive behavior is actually employed in a broad sense"to

i
/ ‘ ' .
’

include all socially aoceptsble expressions of personal ‘ ’

,,...‘/




feelings and rights. Wolpe (1969)/in fact states that =~ 8

appropriate aasertiveness denotes/"the outward expreqpion S

Wy i
o T

R
%
-

of praotically 411 feelings other than”anxiety"‘(p.sl).

T <;.,‘
A

Thus, for tkr purpose of this thesis, .I yould consider an

_aasertive individual ‘as one who not only caqaexclaim dgsgust

.
’

and refuse unreasonable requests, but also is able_to

genuinely express praise and appreciation, joy and adulation,

- EQUSIE <>y

endearment and love. : . :
2.3 i ' 8
> Wolpe (1969), in his clinical practice andwteaching, ’ .
distinguishes between "Host&ée Agsertive Statements (e. g.

'Thie is a line.’ Your place is at the back") and

_nct. o B0, A S AR -
Y

;“COmmendatory” Asseftive Statements (e,g. *That was
L ' brilliantly worked out"f (Pp.66~ 67). However, in general,_

the behavior therapy literature does not devote nearly - B

N - enough attention to the examination of. potentially effective

-;ﬂ

hmthods for helping the - client express his positive feelings, -

|
!
{

Tt'"““”ineraen, Eieler, & Miller““19737-*—zazarus~(197I¥ in-—- ‘ -

. i
i
<>y

E]

I B .
S particular feels that many people are dble to crfticize, Ve

o A s £ Tl i P RN

attack, and defend, but are unable to offer the healthy f

a “‘“,..x

positive emotions in social interactions.f’The issud becomes

- yery significant when it is considered that the unassertive

e client undergoing training, for example, in- anger expression"
‘ often overreacts initially and asserts himself disproportion~-.
‘ ately to a life situation. Emphasis in txeatment solely on
'the expression of such negstive feelings may thns leaa to

further deterioratien.in the quality o£ his social behavior¢ -




. - Q) - \
/ ' ambunt of empirical'x:-e\searcﬁ (regar‘ding Ehe ef ficacy of
asserntive trainxng and its component techniques. Reas'o’ns‘
_ for. the paucity of experimental ‘investz.gations are not o /
oo ‘entirely clear, but several factors probabl; enter into
| conaideration. “First, the class of behayiors labelled ae
assertive or" unassertiVe lacks the specificity of other.
behaviors like phoblas, which are mgire easily defined and L
examimed It is defrcult to adequately, identify and |
accurat;ely represent in the laboratory the stimulus context

; - of the deficient adeertive.bgiaviors afid the topography )
' o£ the desired. alternative behaviors. .;Second, there‘i's'a |
;‘ proolem with the me'a'surement of beheviof change, “sih,ce

| assertiveness is often sd loosely defined. Third, in an

"'assertive trairfing treatment a wide vax ighy of techriiques

[N S

\ are typically used (Hersen, Eisler, & Miller, 1973) and in

G

S “—*———Mative}.y complex and. Mnstandardized ways. For examplem

P T e e

-~

when employing assertive tralning procedures (Alberti &
Emmons, 1974; Bloomfield, 1973 Galassi DeLo, Galassi,
. & Litz,, 1973; Wolpe & Lazar&s, *1966) ,. combinations of such

vatiables “may bL involved~-d1f£erent stimulus cqntexts,

- operant.shaping,- con.st;ructive.rcrit;icism and .therapist
. exhortation, beha;lior rehearsal or r'espons‘e’ prac'tice,
hmodeling and role reversal, audiotape and videotape feedback

"of response§, relaxa‘:ion, and aystematid desensitizati@n

W

“‘(Mct‘all & Marston, 1970). \

\ Co o . .
o ! ' m,-- PN

o The vast majority of reports published on assertive T

‘o

training consist mainly of cli,nioal case-studiea and anecdotal




‘scope or potential of a treatment program, they are notably

" expressing a desire to be bolder, more .aggressive and-

‘ihterpersonal.COnfrontaticns.‘ Seven se891ons of treatment

‘experimenter and—discussed the topics of fear (natuxe,
f . Iy . , ! .

"aéquisitidn, and elimination)‘and:cnild—rearinb practices

RO : , o 6
/‘\. —~ : . - '

'vaccounts (e g. Edwards, ip72; Eisler & Hersen, 19723

Goldstein, Serber, & Piaget, 1970, MacPheﬁpon, 1972y | L .

Nydegger, 1972; Roback, Frayn, Gunby, & Tutexrs, 1972).

.’However, although such studiee are useful in outllning the ) e

E

lacking in BClentlflc vaLidatian. In order to eyaluate

the impact of assertive training and its component

’ b4

‘techniques, systematic/experimenfation with proper ‘corffrol. <« = . |

’,

‘groups and defined target beha&iors is neéessary.{” . 0

a«
Empirical Studles on Assertive Training

8

Rathus (1972) compared.assertive traihing, a
discussion procedure, and no treatment with unaseertive

college fema&es using a grouprtreatment approacﬁ. Subjects

4 - —————

. selected.in the experimental investigation were those P

.

outgoing in social interactions, or'lese fearful of

s o l . ’,

I3

wexre administered in each of the assertive training and:

discussion groups. In the former, subjects practised s -

. positive and negative assertive responres and were instructed

anSEy the nature a@d usefulness of assertive behavipr.

In addition, assignments were given to carry out a number ) -
.of assertive tasks between sessaons? This "homework" A
was then reviewed with the experlmenter in the meetings. - .

In the discussion'grdup treatment subjectg_met‘with the -




‘that produce guilt feelings and dependency.’ Comparisons

between grodps Were made on an overt behaviorel test as

‘well as on/ pre~post scores of a. fear inventory and self—.

. - ' .(

report Rathus Assertiveness Schedule. -The results of the
I LIRS LT .
study in general‘demonstrated that assertive training was

—

significantly superior’ to no treatment,land showed .a

.“tendency to be more effective than & discussion procedure.,

In this research investigation, however, there are

several methodological problems which necessarily lim!t

the conclusions drawn. For example, the: experimenter

selected subjects frcm his own classes,and he administered
~all the treatments himself. Thus the imp;ct of experi-

mental demand and experimenter bias may have been ‘considerable.

’ “FurthermoreJ perticipation.in the study by apy student
provided .an exemption from certain required academic work.

Hence it is suspect whether all selected subjects were

actually unassertive to begin with.

- Lomont, Gilner, Spector, ‘and Skinner (1969) compared

group assertive training and group insight therapy with
hOSpitalized psychiatric pgkients., Each group metbwith a
different“but equally experienced therapist, and sessions

'+ were conducted each weekdey over the course of 6 Weeks.

- Assertive training consisted primarily of role-playing

various Situations from a prepared script. 'rhe,t:l'uerep:ist:‘I

~seryed s a teacher-coach. Data we ‘ ‘.ined in the weeks




'“had a sighificantly greater total reduction on the clinical

Ce scales of the MMPI, and significant decreeses on the D and

’ . .

: Pt scales~' There-were no significant test chenges for the .,
éi ' ’-;' insight therapy group. “, l,'. . "'\ L S
' ' o In general, probably the main treatment s\’ ategy L

. . o
\J o : used duringoe}typical program of assertive trdin ng . is .

behavior re%earsal This procedure, iﬂ clinical practice,‘
involves the client engaging in the role—playing of
0 : anxlety-—provoking 1nterpersonal situations under the  «

' | guidence of- the therepist. .The technique provides the .

I ind1v1dual with the opportunity to practise sdﬁial K

> ' responses in a nonthreatening, controlled setting.

Klthough r0ie—playing‘proceduresrhave“been~used~for—many

: ) years in psychotherapeutic attempts ‘to modify, cognitive

N and emotipnal processes (Brown, 1952; Corsini, 19§6,

.

Moreno, 1946), it is more recently that specific techniques
have been proposed to change overt behavior within the
v - framework of learning theory principles (Lazarus, 1966,

. . ’ 0 . v . .

sturm, 1965; Wolpe 1958). - -

g

. ST Lazerus (1966) studied’ the. efficacy of behavior
. . 1,
y 'rehearsal relative to direct advice and nondirective therapy ~

e e e e e e !

o ', i1 clients with interpereonal difficulties., Each S R

‘v

e

‘{, treatment condition was administered by the suthor in, four
’ 30-minute sessions.' The criteria of change censisted of'"
,§-4~ o 3' rather global objective evidence concerning the~client' ;;}Q.{:
| ‘ behavior in initial prqplem areas., Porgex&mple, a shx;’l“. '

\ - e

girl who was beginning to go on mcre




o {
""‘*r”*w-f~fassertive rehearsal suhjecgg received four sessions of

~
LA
L. e ~

"

9

considered as improved. Lazarus found that -the behavior AN

rehearsal approach resulted i the- greatest‘changes, .
g

s and that this technique was significantly'more effective
. in resolvzng social and interpersonal problems than direct

ll'advice or nondirective therapy. The fact, however, that L

Nthe author treated all three groups in addition ko making ‘
\evaluations,of success suggests possibly much‘egperimenter.

bias regarding ‘the outcome of the research Laiarus .

ackndwledges this, but argues in any case that the
superiority of behav1or rehearsal is predicted in that it
‘ provzdes the closest approximation to real-life inter- ‘

actional situations and behavior cues.

A

N\ N

McFall and Marston (1970) investigated the, relative

. . . v

impact of behavior rehearsal in assertive training with

T college students.,
. - o
interested as well in studying the therapeutic effect of ;
<4

introduc1ng feedback of subject’s performance‘iqto the

AN

The authors were particularly

rehearsal procedure. In the analogue experiment comparisons

were made between two groups of bahayior rehearsal, one’

. with and one- without response feedback, a placebo-insight

-

group, and a no treatment control condition.. Non~

<

training on several interpersonal situations'presented on
) ' R . . . X ) ’
. .* audiotape. - Subjects were encouraged to respond as. .
_asseftively as possible, and’their overt responses tofthe o

stiiuius sitvations were'audictaped. Depending on‘the

group they wers in (i e. feedback cr no feedback),

(,s L




-

.or spent en equrvelent amount'of.time\just'reflecting on

verbal eveluations of theAr responses - aﬁd proceeded to
'pract;se the particular situation\again. Data optained

~in ‘the study revealed that both'rehearsai~group3 together‘

the effects of an assertive t;;fhing ggocedure in whﬁch

v‘assertive bebaviornethe ability to refuse unreasonable

- 10

subjecte aither listened to replays of thefr;reaponaes, L o

‘what they had said. All rehearsal subjects then ifjde -

-

r .

-+ showed significantly more improvement ‘than the combined

'placebo and no treatment groups - on behavioral laboratory,

self—reportpland psychophysiological (pulse rate) measures.
of assertion. There weré no eignifioant differences .
between either of the experimental (rehearsal) or control

(placebo, no treatment) conditioné An important point . " .

to. consider in this study, however, is vhether the non- 3 .

feedback rehearsal subjecte actually received no’ feedback, .

It might- not be unreasonable to assyme that their "time

'of reﬁlectlon"-constltuted a covért playback of responsesu .

"In this ve}n, tne‘resnlss of the present experiment would

- v

euggest‘first that behavior rehearsal with performance-

feedback'per se is. an effective‘meansjof modifying ) ;\ 3
unassertiveness, and, second that overt, feedback has s a - 4
tendency ‘to be " more powerful than covert feedback ‘

t

__In a_ later study, McFall ‘and Lillesand (1971) examined .

———————

)symboliotxi e. non—Ltve) modeling and therapist coachin

were added to- behavior rehearsal With responae feedchk

The authors speclfically £ocused on a limited Subclass of o ’:
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S requeste, Three-grou;s of subjects were assessed-neforev
and after  treatment on self-report and behavioral laboratorf
measures. Subjects in two of the groups subsaquently
practised,.either oyertly or covertly, brief‘one statément

refusal responses to ;stimulus situations. 0veqt,responses”

i' }" :were tape recorded. aetween‘successiue practices} the

foIIowing sequence occurred{',audiotaped model demonstretions
. were given, then coaching as to the appropriate and -
S desiraBle features of the models’ behavior, and finally

either a replay of,‘or silent reflection on, the” previous

jresponses. Results showed no significant pre-post

‘differences between  the’ two groups~on any of the dependent

i — -

measures.' Bpth treatments did<ihowever, produce significantly*'“
-1 I greater impro nt “than’ a- placebo condition in which
| subjects‘merely received the-assessment "package“. S
Friedman (1971) conducted an snslogue study to :?
j investigate the relative, effectiveness of several procedures
C ;in-increasing subjects’ ility to protect and exercise |
» their social rights. He compared modeling, directed role—

\
playing,,improvised role-playing, modeling plus directed

- e e e S e

Ct . conditione. Each subject receiVed 8<10 minutes’ of : e

Coee e
treatment. Modeling subjects viewed liye models perf rming

the desired essertive béhadiors.
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o assertive remarks. Depending,on the group, subjects‘in
- the assertive and nonassertive script conditions silently -
'-reaﬁ either the same assertive responses used for directed
° role-playing subjects, or material of neutral content
Friedman foznd no significant differences among the six

" ‘groups on 8 ifrrébort measuresyof assertiveness or anxiety},

|

. However, on a behavioral»task,‘the modeling plu#/directed

role-playing treatment produced, significantly greater ) ‘é:

improvem t than all other procedures with the exception

of'improjgsed role-playing. This result: indicates the“

potential impact of a condition in which subjects develop

p : and practise their. own strategies. The author speculates
that the most effective method of assertion training '

‘ might be a combination of this improvised role-playing
‘condition with a modeling demonstration of more extensive
auditory, gestural,'and visual assertive cues. He also

o suggests that a longer duration of treatment may facilitate
the generalization of behavioral changes to a self- oo ' .
P report questionnaire. ) v Coe

\' ' ' * Rathus (1973a) investigated the impact of training .

;A) Co L assertive _responses through Yﬁ?‘°b39FV§ti°n of videotape- -

Sy PR
v ediated assertive models._ He compared this procedure '

\ J with placebo and no treatment control groups. In seven

|

V%L‘j weekly . 1~hour meetinga the assertive model group viewed

i .'“'models discussing and demonstrating sevaral ‘types of-
Voo o
. positive and negative assertive behaviors. Subjects were -

| ry also requeated to practise such behaviora between.sessions.-o
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The placebo group had seven tre&tment sessions in which ’; o
‘subjects’ obseived-videotapes cogcerninq the systematic’ e
desensitization of fears. Rathus found that assertive ) : ’

@

. model subjects showed significantly greater gains on»the

i . 'Rathus Assertiveness Schedule than those in the placebo “x’
g;', - ~ and no treatment conditions. As well, the superiority St PR
gﬁ ‘ S - of the assertive model group was-confirmed by independent

i

ratings of subjects .overall assertiveness, based on ' g
» | " audiotaped question' and answer sessions. S v‘ J
' Although. the efficacy of particular assertive training N
techniques has been shown in the aforementioned studies,
the: dependent measures on whic¢h behavior changes have
. | f been judged are, in most cases,vague or non-specific.
Ratings of geﬁeral overall assertiveness or of the global’

-7 quality of refusal statements can basﬁcally only provide ‘

suggestive evidence regardi the status of’ assertion.

. I " Bisler and his colleagues (Eis er, Miller, & Hersen, 1973),

however, identified several. specific verbal and nonverbal
behavioral elements of assertiveness, hance allowing for

- . a much more precise evaluation or-treatment procedures and

P - .

|
Programs. v . . - *’ ;‘ ﬂ : S g
o Eisler, Hersen, and Miller (1973) compared modeling, ; Co
- praotice (rehearsal) control and test—retest control groups .

3 T ] on ovarall assartiveness, and as well on. ‘the followinq ‘“';if

N f seVen assertion dimsnsions: duration oi time subjeot “fif.ﬂ
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'occurrence Or NONROCCUrrence of\mﬁiving inPsto‘and bf

' requesting new behavion from the 1nterpersonal partner.

~This behavior was essentially defined as standing up for

fscenes.‘ Rehearsal or practice’ subjects received an equal
.indicated that'on overall assertiveness and on all but two _
'of the seven specific behaviora;\compdTents, the modeling <

' two gronps did not 1mprove on any of the depend nt measures,

reperéoire, the' mere repeated _exposure to.a difficult - . .
. aituation doea not alter performance., They'hence suggest

'combining rehearsal with performance feedback or direct

" 1971; McFall & Marston, 970)-to be highly efficacious.r

Pre-post differences were found in psychiatric subjects
by~videotaping their responses to several’standard . ]
interpersonal situations. requiring assertive beha;}or.

one's rights and demanding respecﬁ.from others. The
modeling condition subjects practised respondinq after
viewdng a videoteped model-who\demonstrated aéprapriate‘
verbal and nonverbal responses in the selected interactional

-

number of trials but did not observe a model. ;Results

¥

treetment produced significantly greater pre—post changes

than the practice or‘test-reteat controls. These latter

<

deficiencies in assertiye'respogses occur in one's behavipral

* >

\ =

instructions (coaching) regarding how and what to improve
in aseertive behavkor. Such prdcedures have in fact been

. shown above by McFall and his collaaguee (McFall & Lillesand,

*In’ subsequent research Hersen, Eisler, Miller,,.,

n ]




‘Johnlon, and- Pinkston (1973) ethdied pre-polt differences

in the same (Eisler, Hersen, & Miller, l973) :ituationl
for the following treatmént conditions: teet-retest,
practice . control, instructions, modeling, modeling plus -~-
instructions. - Except for ‘the deletion of the latency of
'response measure, the dep\ndent varieblee‘in this study
were identical to /those ueed by Eisler, Hereen,-and Miller
(1973). Results showed that tnere were no diiferences

. . . 4 J
between thelpractice and test-retest ¢

However, when practice or rehearsal was combifled with

modeling and ins#ructione (t}e.,nbdelinq plus/instructions

group), it produced the mos ignij cant chafiges both in

overall assertiveness ‘and in four of &8 havioral
component measures. Furthermoxe,ithis treatment procedure
was not, in a .statistical sense, significantly less.

effective’then those methode~(mooeling'elone and inetructione

alone) which led to. greatest improvements in the remaining

1

two comgonents. In qum, the comprehensive work of Hersen,

Eieler, Miller, Johneon, and Pijgeton indioates that a

.téeatment packege coneisting of ehavior rehearsal, modeling,

and therapeutic inatructione seems to: hold the most promise

e e

for euccessful modification pf unaéeertive patterns of

.behavior.,. B @ .

1

e

Iasnes in. Mbdelingfwreatment _gi, ‘ f
| tor the moet p&rt, the behavieral literqture on modeling

[ ” Jd
K [

‘~“deecrihee i:he use oz ful,ly aompetent or zmaetary models

v
r'(‘

B, "

frcm whom thq nub;}qqt learis . app grlaee, deeired“réne"péhses. S
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--"shown that negetive affective expressions by fearful o

o ' , 16
This is'certainly true for the above-noted research

f 24 : ‘ y
investigations .on assertiveness and assertive training.

AB well, in stud'yiﬁg the modification 'of ,phobic.‘ atroidance

| responees, ABar'ldura and his colleagues (e.g. Bandura, o

. Blapchard & Ritter, 1969; Bandura, Grusec, ‘& Menlove,
1967; Bandura & Menlove ' 1968) heve employe& models who '
fearlessly demongtrate approach behavior and physical
contact with the feared stimulus. -

] I'I:he use of. a ;nsséery model re‘ceivee-'s\\ippor‘t f'rom‘ i:he.'f
work og Berger (1962) andeandufe apd Rosenti'ial;g96§) . . [
on. vicarious emotional conditioninvgﬁ, in wh«i'cl{“it. is ‘
,models can represent powerful arousal cues and interfere
with eubjedte' perfomance. Bandura (1968) has suggested ..
that positive affective expressione by- models should result

in less anxiety a.rousal and henée faster extinction of

¢ o

avoidance°behavior, rather than if negative or fearful

reactions were displayed during the models' performanoe of

0 ‘ [

approach responses. o ' p -
In a recent study, however, Jaffe and Carlson (1972)
foun& “ﬁh‘f‘“t‘est-—anxioue college stndent.s ~showed greateni;ﬂm e

improvement follov\vind exposure to anxious models and/or ' \\ ,

models experiencing negative consequencee of their behevior.

.

Serason {1971) - suggeets that the bservation of calm models
may perhaps further enhanc:e inade%\;}iy fZelings in. test-
ar@j:ous i.ndivid\ials and thus be detrimen al i;o optimal

‘nu‘\uv‘ i

performance., 'rhis srgﬁmen‘t ma.y in facti ’explain a. previous




-.was_ineptﬁet games served to £ocus_young retarded children 8

finding by -Geer and Turtelteub (1967) that some snake

phobic subjects increased their appioach behavior after .

viewing fearful mcdels. o )

~

According to social comparison theory (Festinéer, A
l§54), persons tend to select models who are similar in.

o B . N -
ability, and to reject those who are too divergent from '}
. ,,9 |

themselves. An’ individualywhose performance ‘is relatively . |

low and r&ther discrepant from that of a model,may view the“ '

~N
comparison person as too divergent in ability to represent

Y

a meaningful reference for’ self-evaluation. Flanders

(1968) and Rosekrans (1967) feel that facilitation of

imitagive behavror is achieved by increaSing thé. perceived

similarity between the observer and the model. Numerous "‘q

studies‘indeed‘support this position (Bandurai Ross , & ~

Ross; 1963; slanchard, 1970;'Bsrsteiﬁ, Stotland; & Zander, .

1961 Ross, 1970; Stotlana, Zander, & Natsoulas, 1961).: |
Blanchard (1970), for example, reported ‘that an- o

important factor ‘in the successful treatment of snake

phobigs was the subject's knowledge that the model was alsc

eerful of snakas. Ross (1970) found that a model»who

o e
-

attention on the game situation and ‘caused them to engage

spontaneouslyfin conisiderable overt and covert rehearsal

of more correct relponsel. o oo AU

Meichenbaum (1971b) sugqssts the .use of models who

v

1nitia11y demonstrata fsarful.rerponsea and gradually é.; fﬁ>§
bacone more and mre{,profieient until they attaln in the &




- < BT ATy WA R ISR s a2 *“‘.‘e"'f{" By o . c
i A LA LU _}.4? TR A T i TSRS s Y A, “4 A\‘V*eg. (' ‘?‘%W .q«’ ;4 Y s o L e e
.

‘;I"“‘l . ] . L ﬁp‘ .
& N e ’ . ' . ’ . ‘ " 18 :
ahd the mastery of a situation. The sequence of such
<o "coping" models would indeed seem to parallel the ultimate

conquest. of fears or the development of appropriate “
'skilla by'cllents and selected experimentel subjects.
‘hukazdin (1973 1974b) provided corroborative evidence for
" the therapeutic impact of coping models, and emphasized
(1974a) the importance of further similarity of such models
to subjects.alongmthe dimensions'?f age- and sex.n
In a number'qf etudiesk Meichenbaum (e.g. 197la, 1971b)
. hastalso shown tﬁet tﬁaching individuals to'geherate self--
. instructions for copimé with feare and superimgosihg the
use of‘this strategy on a modelimg procelure results in
'a highlv efficient technique for modifying maladaptive

s behavior. Geer:end Turteltaub (1967), in gemeral,phavepi

. : " hypothesized that a possible mechanism of behavior change

L ) . produced by modeling is the observer's self-instruction,

o "If the other subject could do it, 80 can I". In other

K : L ~c0ntexte‘ investigators such as Davison (1968) and valins

' aud'Ray (1967)Ahave attempted to eliminate avoidance

§ " o "reeponees through eystemetic‘desensitization and altering-
‘:_N“A":fgfitive processes regerding.ihternel reaotions, and thev

.

likewise suggest that the subject's self—instructions

‘- | mediated ‘the behavioral change.'
' ,~“& . Inlview of the above observations concerning the

oo 1mportance of self-instructions in overcoming maladaptive

P

. 'hehavior, a number of rese&rchere (e g. Goldfried & o
* ‘ oo e
' D'zurille, 1869: Roosa,,1973) have attempted to ehhanee T

. TR
i l o . WAy -
P N . . N * B N

v
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1 - & eaghing of problem-solving skills in difficult situations. _
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2 M b

N . ‘a foun—f&ld orocess: defining and delineating the problem .

ituation, outlinin the possible options available for = . ;

solution; determining the real 11fe conseduences of’ these C o

- options; and’ finally, deciding on the best course of

3
.

‘ ' action .on the basis of'the most reasonable and favorable
o . o B , - ' s

option.

v
’ ¢

" 'Hedquist and Weinhold (1970) found that employing a
|
method of problem—solv1ng was effective in the treatment

' /
e IR of sdc;ally anxious and unassertive college students. .

T m e = I3

i C Loo (1971), in an assertion training paradigm, investigated

the effects of telling subjects what they might expect

T to occur. as a positive conpsequence of particular bdhav;ors

?' demonstrated by modeldy: His results provided suggestive - -
N evidence that subjegts expcsed to these\:grojeoted” ;

o e

. conseque ces tended to\improve morxe than subjects who ' .

* . were only coached reqanding the nature of t#e immediate

?' E ; ' - modeled zgsponses. McFall and TWentyman (1973) incorporaéed
71) finding in’ their analogue study on assertion

e e

. Loo's (1

- 3

: training by extending ‘the antagoniat—model role—playing

*

) . ‘interactions so as td include dramatized portrayals of’ .
the antagonistss'probable reactions to . the models' |
: assertive responses.. They found highly favonable results

on queationnaire and behaviognl 1aborat9ry measures. xn
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'assertiveness as evidenced by -an unobtrusive followbup I iﬁ
0 ))l consisting of a telephone call which made an - unreasonable ) .
request from' the subjegt. The authors point out ‘that thisg .

b ‘ “telephone assessment" falled to conclus;Vely show :

"extralaboratory generalization of assertxve behavior in

%*W“““*TETI‘EEEVIEﬁE‘studies-by~theix_reseazgh team not containing
o ,' extended role-playing interactions or qonsxderation of
b [

progected consequences of the models behavior.w -
A logical extension of the attempts to furthex develop
and*agﬁrove the basic modellng paradigm may be the o

N

development of a "self—modeling technique, in which the.».

! R N o individual can obsexrve his behavior, generate cognitlve
.4 . ' )

\
and ‘overt motor strategies, and view playbacks ‘0of changes

oy ‘arxsing out of the uge of such brocedures. uthexéznﬁkeﬁ—~_c_

*  and Amit (1973) have also referred to self—modeling as a

,video feedback technique. The idea of self-modeling is

fcertainly not new. “If ydu could only see yourself”fis

~

Cs ‘&'i. - a commonly heard phrase which\\mplies (a) ‘that 'a non-*
Jparticigant obeerver can .more realdstically evaluate the .
| - prdcess:and consegﬁeﬁées of a, hehavior,\and (b). that = - t. f
e e o ~ﬂ=eco;;;tion of changes necessary- to‘makefthe—ﬁehavee;;more___-~;*?_

P

o - o adaptive can often be facllitated when an objective

‘view is takenn . ’ S B e

Traditional therapies, whatever their theoretiaal basis ‘

?

. 5]u£‘ . or methodologioal apﬁroach, attempt to aohieve Just sudh 1 5 .
AU T

a situation; i.e., one in which objective self.-observdtion ‘

becomes poesible. A basic prphlem, however, in this A &

N
s
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situation is how to maximize the self-Viewing potential ‘ ' ‘ga

v while minimizing the therapist's involvement in the . o
. . interaction. Self—medeling,,a technique .in which the
subject acts as if he were 'his own model would seem to i !
) T fulfill both these aims and also to include response 1

prachice and the development of self-instructions and ‘ : ..

—— . !

[ e o

i
T~

qegnitiVe strategies discussed above. aemiﬁEEEEent‘Eac N

. N Co- fn”an overall modeling treatment. (Sutherland & Amit,.1973)

-

e T e

The present redearch was designed as a’ theoretical g .

' - ' & .
: ) evalua%igg/;t:dy of the geffectiveness of 'a self-modeling
t . ( .

N & procedure in the modification of unassertive behavior. - o

I
Comparisons were made between this procedure, one in which

o external coping models were observed, and a treatment

" i I ' ertion-relevant models.\
The separate therapeutic impact of each of these three s

* o

treatment conditions was examined as well. For purposes .
¢ ‘)\ "y
‘of this study assertive behavior Q%s defined as the o .
. A . )
L. a&ility to express positive feelings and’ to stand up for

1
‘
.

.’one's personal and social rights. -

.
-
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Subjects ‘ : - .

Subjects were 27 undergreduate psychclogy students at

; Géncordia University (9 male and 18 female) , recruited

. from various classes visited by'the experimenter and

selected from a pool of volunteers‘obtaining 1ow'sco;es

-

on the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule. Those scoring at
: Co ‘or ,above'’ the hean value (0) were eliminated from the study. s

, . , A PR
- . . In all, selected subjects represented 18% of the total pool

:. of volunteers.

.

Rathus Assertiveness Schedule."This'is.a 30-item. . .

i . ‘ s

3 ' , inveﬂtory which empirical evidence (Rathus, 1953b) suggests

L - is the most valuable self-report 1nstrument'deVeloped to

L _ date to measure positive and negative. agggrxiyeness-

i

futf ’ For example, a- significant test—retest reliability coef-

HH I ‘ ficient of .78 .was reported for college students over a . o

'2~month interval. Also, validational support comes’ tram
\ both an overt behaviotal test of assertivenees (questien
and answer session requiting'assettive-behévior) and ratings'
. on a modified semantic differential*scale of relevant I

personality traits in known individuals. The internal

consistency of the Rathus Assertiveness Scﬁedﬁle is .

. ’significant (r=.77, 2‘(.01), and an item analysis indicates

ts

. that individual items are representative of the total
'Vscore. Scoring is on a 6—point sbale. xanging fram -3 '-,r:
AU (vety uncharacteristic, o£ snbject) to 4-3 (very characteridtic

“';of aubﬂect), with»no 0'2"

i ¥
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o Procedure : Vo ) S |

i o Initial cont;ct.'éll studente in the visited classes

réceived and were asked to complete the Rathus Aseertrvenesé §
, Schedule. They were told that an experiment was being“l . . i%
‘ ' conducteﬁ om improviﬁg college studerxtzs{I behavior in o | S Eﬁ
4-»-h_rm\_, _certain interpersonal situatidns requiring the ability to - ' ;g
i

v ‘——“\“"-—-\
T - '>express positive feelings and to e'a

personal and social rights. Thgse-studente,who felt the -

need and desire to increase their ability in these areas:
were asked as well to complete a separate form appended
. ! i ES '

to_the Rathus Assertiveness Schedulé, giving particulars

’ like name and phone number for future contact by the

experimenter.{

e theﬁ'called té'one of eeverel

generei orientation meetings at which various topics

were discussed, such as the duretion of the study (2,weeks$,

as well éé its basic format, without going into. detail

about the speciflc treatment methods. Mentidn was made

I that all treatments had shown promise in eariier researeh
o - but that more information was desired regarding their .

88 in improving assertive behavior .

Subjects were matchéd on the, basis of Bex and

, ‘se1f~reported assertiveness and were then randomly assigned
) V“ !

to pne of three treatment package condltions, with nine ,
Y 1

subjects in each group- 1) 5e1f~modeling, se1£~instruetions,

behavior rehearsal: 2) External coping model telf— ‘f.<,

instructions, behavior rehearsal; 3) anrelevant meael,




-—-*-—~_~—~*~——sge.—‘Subgects_uere.infgxmeg_gn;zwwgat their partner was

24

.
a

'ngefal exgerimentaf format. All subjects received

separated by a-one-way mirror. Sessions involved role-

- ’ . .

playing interactional situations in a seated position’

face~to~face with a male interpersonal partner of college

]

individually three sessions in'a double-room laboratory *

o

R 2 P S N Y

a college age experfmental assistant. Each plot ran
approximateiy 2 minutes,.so that several responses were
. -emitted by the subject in this "extended 1nteraction"

. These responses were prom ed by the partner through the

A}

o N .
'use of standard lines. Descriptiofs of the scenes were

bresented to each subject by the experimenter via audiotape

from the adjacent room.~

@

.2

. The,first and thi d-sessions comprised a behaviotal’

- prer and posttest respectiveiy for all subjects. ’These
were videotaped on a Sony av-3400' portable record/playback

Videocorder for subsequent rating on measures of -

-
v

assertiveness. The particular treatment conditions were

o

applied in-the second sessmon,'which was not vxheotapedz

The. assessment sessions lasted about 30 minutes each and

i \ -

ocourred I week apart. 'I'r{e—traming~sess—i:en—was—e£_45

N © ‘R"‘.

‘ minutes duration and was administezed appfoximately 3 days’
'betweqn the "test" meetings. Following tﬁe posttreatment

S .assessment test, subjects completed the Rathus Assertiveness

LA
'

';,Schedule once again. ¢

o

Role-playingfinteractional situations., The following

two situations were used in %he treatment session: - ,‘-
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"1. You are with a friend who‘in the'paet has dohe
| a 1otlforjyou in many Qaye~-acadehic, social,
" ‘pereonal; and so on. Yoe have-tickets for some
gdod entertainment show——peﬂhaps a good hockey
game, Or the theatre——bpt it is impoesible for you
to go that hight. You decide tp'give the tickets

to_your friend. . You want to give them to this

friend hecause'yoh eppneéiate him and yoo want to
. please him. Now co ahead.
2. You are sitting in,a'reetaurantﬁ' It‘ie notébusy.'
| The waiter sees Qoh hﬂt takes his time, talking to
;.the other waiters: He finally comes over to you

and you order your meal. After a long while he - 7

s . serves you the food which is not to your specifications.

¢
T

. What do you eay?

Tpe assessment sessions contained th above eituations,

and in 'addition two other sqeneSvSO‘es to test for

.

generalization effects of the trehtﬁent conditions. These '

entrained scehes were: S . 0 :
: ' . / R
3 You are: sitting in the cafeteria with a cl §smate

just following a 1ecture.- In the lecture he hae

*“”aE‘K—presentation~or—pfesehted—a—seminax_whiah

. was exceptionally good. “You were very impressed .

u
e .

and want to exprese your feelings to him.® What do

_you say? - -]j".,

L ' ‘
g . B

4. .You have bought a teqord alb\ﬁn Upon p’iaying it ‘

I



disturbiyg for you. You try another record,

) thinking that it might be the record-player,
but yoéu find nothing wrong. nYou go'back to the
store and see thé clerk. Now gqo ahead.

All situations were adapted from items in the Rathus

Assertiveness Sche&ule. They were'selected from among

those iﬁ“faﬁces“of~pesitive—andenﬂgatiﬂe;AQQQEEi!Eﬁﬂéﬁ_;
found by Rathus {(1973b) to correlate relatively highly

[

with total scores 'on the questionnairé

g -

Treatment conditions ' . S .

Group ‘1: L§elf-modeling package. Subjects, in this,

condition received the following eeqnence once for each of

"the two training situations. rehearsal of the particular
P

interpersonal scene; viewing twice the videotaped playback
p
.of their performance, responding to a series of audiotaped;
l\

questions desiqned to help generate aeif instructions and

cognitive strategies for improving their performance,

rehearsing the particular interpersonal aituation again.
: Subjects received the directions about their treatmenb
- condition via audiotape as the eezeion progressed It
was emphasized.that an 1mportant phase of learning 'is to

0
obeerve one's own mistakes and to try“nﬂ*correct—them—~

Subjects were asked to focus on the aapects that they felt
"were parﬁicularly conducive or non~conducive to a positive .
result. They were told that maﬁy people find it initielmy
‘f'uncomfortable to’ eqp themselves on television, and aﬂ;w'ﬁ .
,f%surprised at what they do and any. However, they wege S

ﬁ
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to consider it as a learning experience, with errors being

. ' e)_cpected \ln the process. Subjects were told that discomfort ﬁ
' should diminish as they concentrate on behaviors to be g
, . ",modi’fied and recognize ways to improve their performance. *
The questions employed for the development of self— ’:
instructions in'the modeling procedure were: ﬁ
‘ } S -Jiow, was_your eye contact in the siluation? ?Wae
- it appropriate? ' If not, what needs to be dome, E
~ and how would this change your performance? ‘ '
! - ’.,2', “Were your responses too .'Long or too ahort? In, 13
= t what . way, if any, do you think you should change ) '!9.
- . this in a subsequent practil:e? . , 3
‘ 3. Was your tone of voice appropriate for the situation? 53
C ‘ 4. Considering the way your partner responded to you, -
' \ what do you think would have happened in the :
‘ J situation if.the interaction conti;‘:ued? R ./
) , 5. Overall do you think your responses\ were appropriate
. and credible? If not » what might you do next time? oy
_ /éroup' 2: Ext’ernal coping model package. Subjects ) P ij}:
Ry in this condition followed the same sequence as self- |
’ modeling subjects, except that instead of viewing their .
» owR reéﬁmywvtdeotape*those—of—cme—mate—an =
' b one female coping model of college age. The models inter- ) i
e , et acted indiv;.dually with the same partner as the eubjects, ) {;ii
. | ‘. ' and they showe\d improvemenr in verbal and nonverbal aSpects ) ,‘ |
“" h ',’ " of their performance as the interpereonal situaéon went ; : . j

on.

The questione to. generate aelf—inetructions vete |




'performance. ‘ ‘ >

. . +

posed to subjects in reference to the “models’ responseq

Description of the treatment was presented via audiotape'.

In particuLar, subjects were told that the -observation

 } the models' behavior would help them improve their own

)

Group 3: *Nonreleyant‘model package. This group was

included/to<control for the relévance of the modeling

elément to assertion in the context of the present o
ekberimental sequence (i.e. groups 1 and 2). Between

subsequent practices of a particular 1nterpersonal

situation subjects'in this condition observed heither thelir:

own‘responses, nor those of relevant models, Instead
they saw, on videotape the same méé:le 'as external coping’

modei subjeets discussing topicslof'vacation spots and
‘ E'4

'o” -

JUIJ PO . J

. 12

‘on’ the basis of this videotaped performance. Subjects were

told via audiotape that sometimes juet taking note of other
people '8 behavior will help them improve their own

relationships .

Measurement of Changes in Assertive/BehaVior ,

4

Changes in essertiveness were determined in all

Framd iy

by judgemental ratings of the Videbtaped role~pleying
\

‘asaeébment situetions: The ratings were made on verbal

and nonverbal components of assertive behavior derived or
o

modified from the work of Eisler, Miller, and Hersen (1973)

.The behaviorelpcomponents Ware defined as:




’ . ' 1. Eye contact: Percentage of time in the interaction

o
.

‘that subject 1ookéq at the interpersonal partner, This

meadsure was expressed on, a.7—point scale, from 1 (0% of

') L]

‘ ~ the time) to 7 (1008 of the time)

)

' Cw 2. Duration”ofvreply: Length of time that subject

spoke in the role—playing context. If subject paused for

'~longer than 3 seconds, timing was stopped until subject

4 ’ ’

began talking again.® ) S C ,

3. Affect: Subject,'s tone of vojce was rated on a

’ 7-point scale, from 1 (inapprbpriate, umemotional, flat)
t0.7 (fuli, appropriate) o )

. . 4. Overall, assertiveness or expression of feeiing:

verbal content encompaSslng the subject's stating of his

rvsiticnﬁin_each_scene_and_insistence that this poeition

’

is aizepted by the interpersonal partner. Particular
‘attention was paid to the appropriateness and credibility
of the subject's responses, as well as to h;s,flexibility

in meeting the partner's cdunterresponses. .Rating of this-
component was on a 7—point scaie, from ;.(ver} unassertive)
© to 7 (very assertive). . ' .

.  mwo iudgegsﬁblind" as to the experimental gondition

a

. . for eaoh subject rated indepeggently and in a random oxrder

. O
’ the videotapes and the specific components of aﬁsertive

» behavior. The judges we;e ‘one female graduate in eﬂucatlon

trained ‘:or ‘the’ experiment and £amili.arized themselves -

5

L andyone.male in honors.undergraduate psychology._They were“

e e R e A il Al e AR . e v
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with the topics of assértivenegg\?nd'agsertive.tfaining_
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B ) . . ‘4 , -3 ) £
through selected readings in Alberti and Emmons - (1974),
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Results o

For all behavioral components, ZybjeCtSi scores
s

allocated by ebch reker were average

T

two ’ tralnedqégd two untrained scenes. Final scores were

eparately over the

then obtained by taking &he mean value of the two judges'

r&tings._e_,",,,“A‘AH,Q‘ﬁi - ", ’ : ' R

Interrater reliabirltles were - computed for all

components of assertivengss judged on the role-playlng

test (pre and post). Correlatlon coefflclents are

presented in Table 1. It may be noted that the duration of

reply variable, which was evaluated most objectively,

resulted in extremely high values whereas the other three

measures, which were more subjectively derived, resulted

in moderate reliabilities. - Nevertheless a -

]

reached siganlcance at the .Ol level of confldence. .

Treatment effects for the three groups were examxned

.using pre_to pest change scores on the Rathus Assertlveness

Schedule and the behavioral'assessment test. Although the

sy
" mﬂ"" -~

variables‘of‘affect, eye contact, and overall assertiveness-

wese rated by independent judges on- assumedly ordlnal

scalfs, analyses were mEa6“UEhnrjnuametrrc~tests~£er'
significance. ThlB is’ justlfled by evidence provided in a’

i ., '
comprehensxve report by Baker, Hardyck, and Petrinovicg
(1966). _These’ investlgators assessed the accuraoy of o

probebilxties obtained when t (and therefore E) tests are Cl

applied to data of ordinal sttength. Their findxngs showed .




' S & , . - Tablel

Pearson Product—Moment Correlation cOeffiCxents -

| v for Interrater Reliability on Behavioral Measures
o ‘ . * , i \t »
o Ny Mﬁ;gure o Prétest‘r ' Posttest x ‘ ’
] , ) Loy a -\\ - ,

, +  Dpuration of reply ( - '

- Trained 1

Untrained . - : 99 97— -

Eye contact .
o - Trained . . : ‘ :
© : ' '

1 Untrained | , ‘ 1 .

X . ; Y. ‘ - ‘ , . . .
& o Co A oo ‘ o : . \
i : c Affect . ' \ ' . , .
.;%i}‘f' . . 2 ) Trained o ) LY 56 o . . 5 4 ' »
34 ! ‘ . , -

"~y

s e
e

‘Untrained ( T W73 ' .72, ,

et

3 . ’ y S T B
- . Overall assertiveness o C S
Y ! ' .

T - ' ’ )
- . Trained g 63" ‘ . 457

! . Untréipeé . . : .68 - ‘ .75 P

'
- -
.
'
‘ i)
v .
.
. ,
.
o
3y Coo
b ; :
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:—theﬁself-reportraesertiveness questionnaire,irhere”werel,

ia 5

T o

that such data are amenable to paramétric‘analysis’ -

e l

provided that equal sample sizes are used and that

nondirectional tests of the null, hypothesis are employed.

-,

In the present study both conditions€yere fulfilled

o,

Since groups were matched for initial low scores on

L]

no_differences among experimental conditions on this variable -

prior to administration of the respective treatment
packages. The mean pretreatment questionnaire score for
eech érouo, in fact,/was about -21. In order to'determine
whether groups differed from one another prior to -
treatment on any of the behavioral components of assertion

(trained and untrained scenes), one-vay fixed design

%

;o

analyses of variance were performed. No significant
differences were obtained in all cases, indicating initial
comparability of groupe. Subsequent analysqs of’change'
"acores through treatment were conducted usiggmﬁne-Way
fixed design analyses of Variance techniques as well.

ou—
Pre to qost differenpe scores on the;Rathus Assertiveness

Schedule as a. function of the treatments were evaluated

— i

statistically by means of*e one—way treatment—by*suﬁjeff‘

' analysis of variance for ,a ma@ched group design. For both

]

reelf—report end behavmoral laboratory measures, poat-hod

e
eomparisons were made where necessary with ﬁhe Tukey test.

S
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_ obtained between the experimental groups, F(2,16) =
.372, p) .05, .’However, consideration of within group
mean differences from before to after treatment' revealed

- -some significant changes (Flg n. - -

v
»

. S .. "Signif'i'éant improvemeﬁt occurre{a' in both groups R

receiving treatment packages where the modeling components'

-

were relevant -to assertion situatioqs. This was indicated

by t.tests for .ciif-fetences between single mean difference
. - k . / : .

« scores and 0. Significance was' reached for the self-’

mad'éling;’ 'grdup,‘,_t_(a) = 2,97, and “thene‘xtenna,l modeiiﬁg
CoL E grpub-, t(8) = 4.18, at the..05. level of confidence?.'
- - 3 No‘eignificant change occurred in the 'condlr oré,where the
| modeling cpmponeht was not direct;y ';':elev’arit to - :
.o assertiveness, £(8) =2.28, p).05.. - .

Behavioral Aqsessment Test " ' :

O]

'
¢ Fl

. Co Mean d1fferenc7 scores in each experimental group were

. o

, determined\on the beh‘av:.oral components of assert:x.veness

. ,f_.or both' traine®” and }mtrainehd, scenes., '.l'hese dlff_erence

o . * scores appear’ in 'I‘able.,\ 2'. - -

- ' There were no signifa_cant dlfferences between%groups

on the f\?llowing components for either trained or untrained

A

plots., dt&tion of reply, affect, and overall assertiveness.

For eye contact judged on sxtuat:x.ons useq J.n treatment

there were also -no slgnificant differ‘énces found in the

mean difference scorea across the th;r:ee condiéxons. In
A % AN
the untrained role—playing spenes the analysis of variance




,
. N B . .
[N ' L a o, ! '
. . v (-3
. ‘ - v ~ B
LN . . : “
! [l . - 4 .
- . . ‘
: ) ‘ o LY . - .
N .
' ’ ' ! . ¢
N .
. re
o
. R .
. y e ¢ : . '
2 1
. .
o ¢ R . 1 - - ’ . r‘ ]
. B . N \\ ’
! ' * . . ! - i
. N .
. ) . . R .
. ) :
< N .
. - . o
| .
) | ¢ ‘.
4 '
.
’ . )
I . . .
N o PR
'
| .
: & .
. « ,
.
.
) . M o
| e .
t z , , .
: - : -
» .
' ' iad
: . C '
' '
. —_ .
. .. ;o
SR ’ .
<+ v » ¥
z . .
N .
1 . ] .
= R . .
1 N - . \
.
7 N
) C AN . . )
' = : ‘ I
. . -
’ \\\1
: ' N - 4
N L
. , G , '
. * o \\ . ) ;
C . ! .
A ,‘ - Rt -
t ' . e, <
. A R R
" . . T '
. '%. -~ A .
. v ! f ot v
, . /‘ S A | )
' M ;-Y : - b | e

7 F:Lgure 1. Gr "up mean diffexenc@ s¢ores on Rathus 1 oo ' 
' Asa_gxtiveﬁssb Schedile  f£roi pratreathent. to posttreatment I ,
{sh‘-*self" mbdeupg;f, ‘,-snsgthnér

md‘élelingy' m-uonrelevant D "',

4

I
RIRAAYRN

"‘ . . t b

i J,&‘*’i‘d‘. ) . I
;;;x(ﬁ «:}lv}!“ ‘ ‘..
»-A; 3'“‘ {%&@M ) l*s N

’i"s 3

Nl x ;
’q*;' ah g o
x.\\p‘\é W rdp‘,,}%‘:_‘. R b
s ‘a%:-«;. R s.«w&_ A S

%wf ol S
Mkﬁ%ﬂz& A ANy




.+ ‘rable 2 !
- . | SN, o

- ' Mean Difference Scores for each Group

in Trained and Untraihed Scenes
\ i a

‘ s

o Measure - : " Self .. . .External Nonrelevant _
‘ ' o . ~ Modeling Modeling . Modeling F(2,24)

Pl
‘ Ie

" Duration of reply ‘ '

. . Trained S .36, 8.1 4.39 . 1.26
g Untrained . “—1286. 7.58 . - 7,00 2,34
. ' ! » " . ' ¢ ’

ﬁye'contact ' ; . T

Trained 78 . 1,06 .28 1.87

. untrained .92* ~ .89 ~11 3,50

Affect . ' o e : ;

. a " »

y ‘Trained - 131 7 17 . .78 .52
Untrained . .75 © . .83 42 .98 -

OQexa}l assertiveness;_",' - o , - :
Trained - .1.33 . 1 TR .69 .67
°  Untrained - ' ;' ,61 1. os S .28 1,95
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dodhan

X

F value fgx eye contact did xeach signiffcance at the .05

| grohpg. In no cases did the group exposed to a non-

.

.

' ;ebel. Appllcatlon of the Tukey test, however, failed to

locate s;gnlflcant group comparlsons. .In this case, the
signﬂflcant F value perhaps reflects a type/; efror, and

lack of significarice with -the conservatlve Tukey test

should Be believed. ‘ - .

~

S

'Within group correlated t tests were performed on
component measures judged'beﬁorehand after treatment.

Results are shown in Table 3.. Except for ' the duration of

’reply’category, significant increases in Al; other

behavioral components obtained on trained and untrained -

situations for the external médeling and self-modeling .

Ty
.

relevant model performance improve significantly. |

Standard deviations of pre to post change'scépes for

<

each group aré presented in'TabléJQ. It is indeed apparent

-that in éenera;k§subject variability in response to -

.

treatment was a prominent feature.

+ 2 '

13
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A TR Table 3 \ ' ' ' ;
. Correlated t Test Values (Pre- ve. Posttreatment ' ?
' T Scores) for each. Group in Trained and Untrained Scenes - _ | u
) . Measure - ~ self External ~Nonrelevant |
. ' K - Modeling ,Modeling,‘ «.Modeling N
Duration of repi | _ R o o . ) , ¢
- ".l‘ra‘ihed o ;'ib . 2.0 157 | )
' ’n . '  Untrained h .66 - ‘1,97"' ,1.93 .
. | Eye cont;ct’ — - o ‘f : ) .
, Trained S so* 2.97% 1.02
P hntrainec{ . 2. 73* . 2.45*% \' ‘.s.o L “
‘ "+ . hnffect’ 1 ; e ‘ ' |
. Trained Y T 2.81* ¢ 1,42 |
iy ' Untrained T 3.29% | 2.92%, '5.01 , : o
etall asséptivehess - o a"'. |
Trained R 2.83% 2.61% 1.5 o
Untrained WU Cpae .t 1a1 L :

d »

o * o
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. , " Table 4

1] .

.Standard Deviations of Change Scores for each Group
I3 ~ N \

N .

’ . .

. ' - , ' .
' in Trained and Untrained Scenes . ) .

R -
.

.l

< . o ' - . : N . ’ , N
- . Measures Self , ' External Nonrelevant .
1 i - . : Modeling ° © Modeling Modeling

f . . .

. ' S ) ‘ |

>

. '"Durétiqn of reply: " : . L
' " (seconds) _ . / , o

' Trained 10.89 " 11.68 © 8.4l N

o Untrained 8.42" ' 11.57 .. 10.88 o
, Eye Contact - - R C . -' . '
‘ ‘(scala'score)y ~ P . . - o .
. S Trained 67 - 1.07 .8l )
k o Untrained BN O S 1.09 .66 .
é . Affect 'r' | . . ' ' e |
1 " ' (scale score) L , - T
: ' Trained. ias ., L24 . .96
; o | - Untrained | . .68 R .86
g .' . 0veréli assertiveness . "‘y‘  ’ '.p

(scale score). .

1041 i

‘ ‘ Trained -

- Untrained .74 : R T £ R

o

=

=

T

N
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o ;Discussion' o T

pR—— T L

5' e . The results ‘of the present study would at first
"«,5-? ,
?’ . suggest that self-modeling and task—releVant modeling are - -

{ s \ not important in assertive training. This notion is pre-
s r

dicated by the fact .that no significant’ differences were

-~

i"

found between experimental groupsvcn self-report and

3

S ahe "
o

\ ~ behavioral measures of assertion . ‘Such an outcome '

<

% . .' - statistically would be due to the fact tﬁat indefd group

]
4
0

f-v%

X improvements were not substantially different and/or ‘ .
‘that subject variability in response to treatment was’large.
In the present study 1t was indeed apparent that

{ . - 7

gariability was an important factor. The, highlighting'of'

42 intersubject differences within groups may have been due to

‘ several reasons. Firstly, the sample size/was limited
and one 1ay speculate that using more individuals in each

o - group might have decreased overall variability in eachﬁ

P R i a® " Lo ey | RMIEY L

> . ' conditicn. Second, only one treatment session was

/"administered//and perhaps more training-ds required to ' ’

e ///produce changes. Third it is possible that the separate
. ‘m}l {
components of the treatment packages do indead have ¢

differential impact'on different subjects;, B

‘ with regard to breVity of treatment, the presen? ) o
. ‘ “study employsd.45 minutes of training in assertion..iThis

Jhe ‘L“'“is comparable to that offered by McFall and. his colleagues

k(McFall & Lillesand, 1971; McFall & Twentyman, 1973).;2; ¢1ﬁj\

fﬁowever.,theae researehars divideg treatment time intb two
A R e AR "', o : ’ K, ‘,:yl"“'”




i :
41

]

sessions. ‘The fact that fhey aia qbtain differences ©

.between spec;fic treatménts may indicate that number of

‘ detrimental effect of self-observaqﬁdn. For example,

.contacts with a therapist is:impgrtent,in effeceing.
changes withldistfhct éroceduree.i On tﬁe o&her hahd
“friedman (r971) obtained differential effects of trﬁatment
in only one 8-10 minute therapeutic exposurz Thus the

‘igsue is as yet unclear and perhaps future research. mlght

1

provide more conclusive answers., L

o /7

The possibllity\that subjects in the present study
were effected axfferentlally when glven the same té;atment
package warrants some discussiori. For self-modeling |
.subjects, see%ng videotaped segmenes o? tgeir‘behavior may
;ndeed elicit'éifferent responses from différent iﬁdividhals.m

Empirical evidence‘suégeste that in some casee there is a

Schaefer, Sobell, and Mills (1971) found.that alcoholics |

tended to remain sober less as a fesult of Eeeing'themselves

.in a state of inebr#ation. Alkire ‘and Brunse (1974)

/

have reported deterior ion in marital units when Spouses

were shown their behavior #in role-playing problem situations.

.On the other hand, other studies reveal beneficial effecta

‘of videotape feedback. Viewing one's own behavior has Qeen
found, for example, to lead to changes such as increaseds RN
self*&cceptance (Boyd & Sisney, 1967), more realistxe

,}se1£~appraisal (Geertsma & Reivich, 1965), and increased

’task»oxiented verbal inxeractians nmoﬁg psychiatric pattents‘ii




f
N |

lpsychotherapy (Bailey & Sowder, 1970; Robinson & Jacobs, ”/_

.. in modifying behavior.

has strezsed individual differences in response to
5 .

..~ All subjec
‘and from verbal reports at least it was apparent that

‘some were

| cognitively reflective childreh used self-instructions in.

‘children.r

‘parti ular tfeatment procedufe. Eysenck (1960} has

o * -."‘,42
(Muzekari & Ramis, 1973) As'well, studies of counseling v

supervision (Kagan, Krathwohl,‘& Farquhar, 1965)-and g ,'

1970) |have emphasized the inportance of videotépe feedback _

In any case, as Griffiths (1974)

feedback must be carefully conSLdered.
The use of gelf—instructional training in treatment

packages may also have differential impacts on subjects.1 _

in the presegt study received this element

le to 4generate cognitive strategies better'”ﬂ
than others. “'Meichenbaum (l975) reports that he. foﬁnd

diffArences in children, fbr example, in “the quality of e

development and the’ nature of selfwinstructions. More

a more instrumental, selfvguiding fashion than impuisive
Thus personality differences may play a role in ..o

how . individuals use self—instructions and elf-instructional

A ]

In a more general vein, such differences may

-~

be ing;rant\determinants of how subjects respond to any

training.

certainly strsssed the . role of personality factors in ’, ' .f’ |
learning and bshavior change. < ST CL . i
~f - ‘
Aside from the issne<6f Variability in the present ( .

. study. some intsresting findings wers obtained when ths ‘-; R
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. pretreatment to posttfeatment changes in assertivendss.. :

These findings, however, should be 1nterpreted with the
reoognitlon;that in making a highly, exploratory

. ' statistical analysis of ‘the .data, employment of numerous
t tests increaees the risk of spuriously rejectlng the

.
Nevertheless, in any case,’ results do

g

nu&l hypothesis.

. )
N point.to 1mportant—d1rection3aof therapeutic change for
A ' . ‘ / P . €

experimental conditions. Both groups receiving exposure

to model performances relevant to assertive tasks

" \

> . .+ evidenced significant improvement' on self-report and

-

behavioral measures. In' the latter case both gained én

T

group which observed models performing ih situations not

directly relevant to positive, and negative assertiveness -

-+ -

did not improve‘siénifidantly on ahy measure at all.

I

Clinically tHis has‘importané implications'ih'thet we might . '

assume that model relevance is important in assertive

. o 8
¢ training but that differences are 'not apparent when self-
or external modellng is used in relevant task performanCes.

Results of the present research also ralse questions

r t

about the importance of certain behavioxal components of\

A '

T assextiveneSS. Although the groups whlch improved

Bignificantly in the nature of their assertlve verbal

«

content also improvedﬁ;ignzflcantly in eye contact and

Vet

. N : ) " - # . :
the same mponents of assertion. Oﬂathe other hand, the
% N : ,

&

\(v

.

-
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affect, both showed no s:.gnificant changes in the duration
of their responses. Eisler, Miller, and Hersen (1973)
foun‘d' this variable to be a valid element of assertiveness.

). ‘ They report that more assertive subjects give 16nger replies

,l,,/ in interactlonsl. However, their research mployed inter-,

4.

actions consisting of only one response orf the part-of

subjects. Galassi,r, Galassi, and Litz press) found that

'

relative to a nontreatment control group, -assertive -

traim.ng subjects who improved in assertive content

0

"produced briefer responses overall in interactions where
. [ .

<

several responses were required. The results of the present

(\.B

r

study de not Qrov'ide conclugsive .evidence regarding the.

duration of eply necessary for assertive behavior.

Notwit(standlng the duration of reply measure, on all .

-other beha 1oral components both relevant modeling groups
8 showed signifz.cant changes not only in situations tralned . ,
‘ in treatment, but also in those. for which no treatment , . |
‘was given. Thus some evidence of generali’zation of training

‘ ( as seen in the present, study. The nonrele'vant modeling

group P ckage showed no generalization effects, which is.
under tandagle SJ.nce it 4id not produce significant change

even bn trained situations. McFall tnd Twentyman (1973) . \

~ -

’and Goldsmith and McFall (1975) also found transfer of

)l

rehearsal, and instructions which perhaps }generated(: i | =

cognitive strategies were comb:.ned in a trea\t;ment package.

i
training‘ when relevant model perfornﬂ'ﬁces, behavior - ' : 4

" _ . The present research wag undertaken as a theoratical

o
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&
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"
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scenes was fixed in the present research may suggest that

: 45

P
‘evaluative study of modeling elements in assertion training;
Gene}allzation wds not a major consmderatzen of treatment
impact. Further work might involve untrained assessment -
situations more remote from the trained ones, or peihaps .
extralabdratory tests of transfer of training. '

'The use of self-report measures in clinicalreettinge

is certafnly a widespread practice because of their time-

' saving feature in assessment, and findings from the present

research reveellimnortant information regarding the utility

of the Rathus Assertlveness Schedule aewe dev1ce to select 9
subjects and measure changes in assertiveness. Pretreatment

data indlcated‘that gubjects scoring low on the questiennaire
‘also nantfesteq deficits in behavioral components of‘ ' ~

assertion.  Further, it was seen that experimental groups

which made significant gains in overt assertive per formance (\'

" also made significant‘ga\ns on the self-report inventory.

Thus the validity of Rathus Assertiveness Schedule is, &

N

'

indicated;
_ [ In view of, the above discussion we must return to the

basic issue of lack of signiffcant'differencesrbetneen -

treatme;t packages on the particular. dependent measures

employed in the present‘study. Repllcatifn of the procedure

‘might be undertaken with a larger sample size. It might

also be useful to screen subjects on personality measures 50

@ o L . . Ce
as to,pqseibly-reduce-or'control variability in response to

treatment. The fact that the Order of role-playlng assegsment

N

,/’




\\ treatment might have produced’ a different outcome/.

/ .

“programs is maximally assessed when their ¢ontent is

~in overcoﬁing the specific interpersonal problem o]

unaesertive behavipr.

order been randomized. Future research could be

:with this in mind. Avenues of further investiga ion may

content in that dlfficultnsituatlons ‘for 1ndivi uals\be
determined and treated, and pacznq of treatment lacco ding
to the needs of each’ subject.
are shared as well by Goldsmith and McFall (1975), t
rationale being that’rhe>effectiveness of skill training

most relevant.for the individual subject. \
. The present study, in sum, subetantiates the.efficacy

‘oé,a treatment package eonsisting of behavior reﬁfersal,

relevant modeling, and the generatlon of self- instructions

/
to improve assertiveness. It answers some questidns and

provides many leads for contmnued exploration of techniques

- °

These latter two suggestions

Ve e o
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Directions: . Indicate how characteristic or descriptive S

R S S a3 = SRV VIV L
3 '

. -
~

APPENDIX A \ Do

RATHUS ASSERTIVENESS SCHEDULE

-

a

‘each of the following statements is of ybu

by using the code given below.

' . I ' 3
‘+3-very characteristic of me, extremely descriptlve

'veven whean feel that I have beam injured.

+27_ather,chazacteristlc_of_me+_qu1ie_descxiptine_~ﬁ_*_

+1 somewhat chgracterlstlc of me, sllghtly

ot 4 a

p descriptive o : L
. } © =1 -gsomewhat uncﬁé}acteristie of me, slidhﬁly
noddescri tive \ , - .
:—2 rather unch racteristic’

of me, quite
nondescriptive

—3‘very.unqharacteristic of me, extremely

nondescriptive. e

, - : N .
Most people seém to be more aggressive and assertive’
1 _ , ,
P - A
than I am. © e v T ‘

'
.

I have hesitated to make or accept dates because

f‘"shyness" ) ‘ ‘ ' -

- -

'When the - food. served at a restaurant is not done to

e

my satisfaction, I complain about it to the walter ;

»
o

jor waitressu . . .

[

1 am careful to’ avoid«hnr€ing other people s feelings,

ot

If a salesman has gene to\cons;derable trouble to

\,l
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)
' L4

show me merchandise which is not quite suitable,

A4}

: : I ha)Ie ‘a dif'fioult time in 'saying "No".
/ L]
6. When I am asked to do something, I insist ug_on

-

knowing why.

7. There are times when‘i loolg 'for"a' good, :vigorous
argument. . | .

8. 'ﬁ I strive to get ahead as well as most people in

L n\y position. | , ', : ; . '

. 9 'i‘o be hohest', people often take advant&:ge of me, :

10. I enjoy starting conversations with new'; acquaintances
.- . and strangers.

.+ 11, I often don't know what to say to attractlve : ‘ S

'ﬂrsons of the opposite sex. S

12, I will hesitate to make phone calls to business
establishments and institutions. .

13. I would rather apply for a job or for adm1ssion to

a college by writing letters than by going through

‘'with personal interviews. ;

.

4. I find it embarrassing to return mefchandise.

15. If a close and respected relat,ive .were \a}nnoying
me, I would smother my feeiings rat_her' than express

n\y annoyance. - _ ‘
16. I hav‘e avoided asking questions for fear of
. sounding stup:.d '
.o 1,7i Dur:.ng an argument I am s\amp.times afraid that I will

, qet 80 upset that I will shake al;. qver.

‘118‘."‘115 a, famed and respe ted 1ecturer makes a statement
. which I think ,:l.sr i,,n'\.orré’cty I will haVe the a.ud:lence




.

hear my point of view as well,
\
19, I avoid arguing over prices with clerks and salesFen.
20, When I have done something important or worthwhile,

I manage . to let others know about it‘

21, I am open and frank

22; If'someone_has been

?3'

stories about ne, I
possible to "have a

I often have a hard

about my feelings,
spreading false and bad
see him (her) as soon as
talké about ‘it.

time sayiné'”No".

.

" 24. I tend €O bottle Up my emotions rather than make

‘o scene. - N\ :

25, I complain abo?t poor servgce in a -restaurant

<
. -

- and elsewhere. A ' ]

¢

2 When I am_ given a'compliment, I sometimes just

don't know what®to’ say. o R

N

27. If'a couple near.me ih a theatre or at a lecture

were conversing rather loudly, I would ask ‘them

A

to He quiet br to take their conversation elsewhere.
28 Anyone attempting to: push ahead of me in a line
is in for a good battle. o
\*__}9. ‘I am quick to express an opinion. N |

. 30. There are tines when I Just can't say anytﬂinq.‘. .

r

e ——
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- o SUBJECT INFORMATION SHEET ]
) LAV —'q’ L J° ' H
. NAME: . . A MARITAL STATUS:
. . 1 ; T .

. : . : '~ NO. OF DEPENDENTS: ~ .

| ' YEARS OF EDUCATION:

.
v A - -
. , ’ ' . ’ o
) TELEPHONE NUMBER: X .
’ ’ . ! ’ . ‘
7 AGE: ) - ' ‘ < o
. : T
" TODAY'S DATE: L ) . ' .-
- .' ) S , R ) ,
F \ L ' N . ) . P . <
B . . R ' ? ' . 3 ‘ .
; - ,* What times are- convenient for you to come to Sir  °
r" . > ’ . !
. George Williams University? oo o
e - o ‘ 3 ’ -
. e, . ' l t ° 4 ’ . . ° * !l<
. o MON TUES WED THURS FRI '
: : : o % J
' ' MORNING : 2 : . I
s, . - o ’ . 4 - .
‘ Pl . ' B
. AFTERNOON C . . ' .
o N - . | .
N ' . ’ ’ . ' ! ' . . > ’
- . t
. BEVENING ,
I " i . i . . - ' ; - ., . * ' . -
' o
.
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