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Effects of Social Modeling, Cognitive Structuring, ' s
"and Self- Management Strategies on Affectlve Self “Disclosure

co . : . T

i -

Althougn research in the area of self-disclosure has been extensive,

many inconsistencies in findings have been reported ({(cf. Cozby, l97g%.
. . { .. .
One general conclusion whlch can be drawn' from thesé confllctlng results

is that the selﬁ disclosure construct is extremely complex and thus is °
difficult explain empirically. Methodological problems across studies
. SN : .
* have contribyted largely to these inconsistencies. For example, definitions

of self—disclosdre have not always been operationalized, and the distinc-
¢ . . '

: -0 - : i
tion between affective and cognitive components has seldom. been made.
. . o _ . . S
Actual performance has been used less frequently than self-report measures,

and when it has been’émployed the‘quantity and -quality of self-disclosure

©

have often béen confounded (Goodstein & Reinecker, 1974f. Furthermore, the

] . - v

) primary focus of self-disclosure research has been on identifyipg specific
pa;ametefs of the construct. «Of the few studies which have been directly.

.
)

. & - )
concerned with interventions designed to irncrease self—disclosure, most

. v

bave'fbcused on the counselor-cllent relationship (e g., Highkem & Baccus,

L) " . ‘. ‘
'in press; Mang & Murphy, l975%§ '

. g * . y )
Yot * 5 .~ s L : -, : ‘
With the above concerns in mind, we chose to: (a) fotus on the affec-

‘tive component of self-disclosure, (b) devi§; criteria ta,measure both

amount and dpality;‘(c) evaluate the efflcac' of interverntion strategies
- L 7 o

X oo = s . .
" designed to teach. affective self-disclosure skillsi . . (

- 1»4 . [ - .
" The efflcacy of tralnlng stratng.es base 6n social learning principles

e

-

. ' )
s
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most of these training snyategies have,focused exclusively on behaviorad

techniques. Within the last few years, the use of cognitive strategies a ¥
[y . H 2. -. . . . o ~ .
has increased. Several studies have compared’ the ‘effects. of cognitive
o ' . . \ . .
and behav%oral strategies for facilitating socially sanctioned emotional .

. . ) “ M B

- 'responses. For exsmple, Glass, Gottman, and . Shmurak (1976). found that
R . . . * . - . : .
- . 1Y
cognitive self-statement modification was superior to response<acquisitjion

¢
'

treatment with girl-shy males in'dating skills trainingJ' Also, in,aqtq§k” .
. i . . - . N . Y ) .
. ¢ o . % o

analysis of assertive behavfbr, Schwartz and Gottman (1976) discowvered

v .
' [ “ ‘x

LA

- ( N A S
that a major contributor to n:g;assertive behavior was,the nature_of fhe

Y .-

[ -' s
/-‘

\individual‘s internal ﬁialogue: The major - 1mp11catlon from this study is

]
4

2 that cognitive, rather than skill, deficits may be the cause of.some mal- .

,'1

adaptive socia1°r‘sponses. To date, however, no study has exam;ned . ) ]

* N
~
. . The

behavioral and c gnitive training programs for fac111tat1ng the express1on

- .

, of feelings. Therefore, the major purpose of Study 1 was to make such-a
7

. . v R
- . .ote . :

. _ , )
.comparison. . . ., . .
4 .

Along *itﬁ the growing interest in cognitive—ﬁehavioral\strategies;is' _

the increased use of self-management strategies;' in sprte of this interest,

. . . \v .
‘ > ., . , T g ® N LI
"

4 however, very little research has focused on _the effectiveness of goal%

= . ’\ o

setting and self—reimforcement strategies. For example, Mahoneyd(l972) ?‘ "

- e .
L

. . - "found that goal- settlng when compared to self—monltorlhg d;d not 1mprove

. .
s ! -

! management of obesity, while Kelb et al., (1968) found soclal re1nforcement e

3 . P . . ~ ‘. I

superior to a combination of self-monitoring and goal—setting in a group; Co o3

- 4 . PR . e a N - ’
As a primary treatment strategy,, self-reinforcement reﬂuéed anxiety (Rehm & , .

. 3 . . “ R
o Marston, 1968), and as a secondary strategy self-relnforcement malntalned . 3
~ . I B .
f o ':.
performance level in a nonsense syllable dlscnlnlnatlon“task (Marston & " _-?-

. ';) “ " Kanfer, 1963). Most recently, Greiner and 'Karoly (1976)ﬂfound a combination ".‘-'
ERIC : ,- . o
Rl L SRR
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. ’ of self-monitoring, sélf-reinforcement, and planniﬁg strategies were most

A\
-
.

.

By ness of goal-directed practive_and §e1f-reinforcement'strateéies.as primary
and secondary training procéaures rema%ns$unanswered. Study 2 addressed

[

this selfhmanagément issué within the context of teaching affective self-

7
. . \“\A -_ > Lt .
- For these companion studies, affective sei?ldisclosure was defined as’

. ' N : o ‘SN 4

a speaker' voluntary verbal statement made as an initiator or respondent

disclosure skills.

i »

in, a dyadic interaction which expresses his emotions in feéling terms, is

. *
P VT TV N ST T

- \

§resent oriented, and self-referenced. Therefére, within thi context of

this research affective setf-disclosure signifies the expression.of feelings
‘. . ‘
. - to others. : . 3

.

’
PN
I
*

- 7 ' ., STUDY 1
- .~ . r3 - -

~ . Study 1 examined the effects of social modeling and, cognitive struc-
. ’ . . . #

-

N

turing multicomponent training strategies on the affective.self-disclosure

* +

of single, undergraduafe males. Sﬁecificall?, the objectives of this in-
3 o, : - . . -
¢ . I . ~

s+ . * westigation were: .

o

.
~

B

LI 1. to assess the impact of social modeling and cognitive structuring
I3 N \ . . N
. A - "strategies on males regarding (a) amount and (b) quality of affect, ™

ie .

- . (c) concomitant level bf anxiety, {d) skill negéssary for affec-

-
.

-

T . . » - t
. - tive self-disclosure, and (e) attitudes towaéé disclosing feelings.

2. to examine tnaihing effects over time by administering a delayed ”‘
. . . x

T T N T U oy

-

-

L ﬁ?m oo . posttest, to participapts who did not receive the lself-management
A _ . * progedures of Study 2. ., . D L o
w : ¢ - S - /... - e o . )

' .~ Based on pilot study resufts,‘it was prediéteq that the training
ERIC:.." -7 7 , : 5 S T ,
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effects of social modeliné‘ahd cognitive structuriné would be greatér than B
a those for attentlon-placebo and nd—tralnlng control‘condltlons. a second‘

B \ P
- hypofhesls stated that %he eﬁfects ‘of cognltlve structurlng would be gr:ater

than‘for'soclal modellng, whlle a thxrd predlcted‘that no dlfﬁerence woul§

) ~ - ’;‘ N . R . . e, P . -
i . exﬂst between\attention—piacebo and no—training COﬂt:;I\EORdlthﬁS-. For th iy BN
\ P ' . N i . "K\) -

‘\ T - delayed posttest, the same d1rect10nal hypotheses were formulatedﬂ_*lngaé =

¢

»

- . action effects‘would be found., - .' . . *o \\ f;-l, i

Particlgants' " : "1 o, . >//

v . ' . \
Fifty~-two undergraduate males volunteered to participate in a researc
. . N A

¢ * . .
-
g

training project for improving expression of feelings to others. Hdweber,

1 - .
PO . - - . . . N4

) . . | ] I
. because of techhical problems, data were incomplete for fowyr subjects. ﬁ '

e

s, . o The:efore, only data ﬁrom 48 sub]ects were analyzed for thé first questlon .

<
»

e o
Bopr e "4

i ! : of 1n€;%est._ For tbe three=week follow-up, only\l3 of the l6 sub]ects who

> . 2N . o g o v ‘
ST . did not .receive training in-$tudy'2 returned. °The gverage age was 21.5.

- . - .

3

°

: ‘ o N 1 L
years with a range of 18-26 years. All subjects were randomly assigned to
- . ¢~ ' . hd . * . 4 '
. P Y . N ; . . ' . S . :
v - training conditions. o - .. -

.
WA

B T R Y . TP ST

~:Training Conditions . o . N . ‘
.t v \ K . . . - '.7 o' o . » .
- o Particiﬁhnts received one of fo&ﬁ conditions. The social modeling and

- .. ¢ ; - - a .

. . cognltlve structurlng training moduleﬁywere presented on v1deotape, while .

v
-
-

:‘~
i

the attention—placebo condltlon was presented on audlotape. ,These thrée

R > . N . . - . I [ ‘e

- e -
) . tra1n1ng condltlons were aof comparabIe lengﬁh, each lastlng approx1mately
‘ ol ‘ LN -.' *’” g . ‘e - N ‘u Vo
. } SO minutes. -~ - : R ‘ : LN
- PR , e - 1w N — - . o
. : ot - ‘ ’
¥ ) K 7 G - A '
LS N ’5 )
*

N ' o . LY o * )
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- Social modelingl Pafticipantswviewed a vidéotaped‘muiticomponent
I . [ R L .

trainipg packagegemphasizing learning affective self-disclosure thrpugh"" :
) e Co .
iQus conditioning procedires. This package consisted ,of .an. .

overt Vic

. . ) I N i . ’ s i . '
‘ introduction\apd four discrete learning components: ,(a) instructioh, (b)
. . - o

- ® :

. behavioral modeling, (ﬁ) overt behaVior rehearsal‘ and (d) a review of the b
' ‘Ll N S ('* L .
',j' ;\. procedurés'coGEred in the learning package.’ Paper—and—pencil self-tests
" J ¢ - * ol

., were given at the end\of parts a and b, Wlth prOVlSlon for reﬁycling through

. . .
the component if the mihimum d&iterion of acceptable performance was not !

- B e » 'k \‘ R ’ . .
met. . . .t . - . .
! 1 . . . o
[ S . . .-

Cognitive_structuring.' Partiorpants Viewed a Videotaped multicomponent

-« ¢ . . .
\ |

treatment package which emphasized learning affective self- disclosure

L

~

through both verbal and imaginal covert cognitive mediating processes. @his

-
'

. package cons:Lsted of&n 1ntigt{ction aqd four d”i'screte ]:earning components- T

v
(a} instruction, (b) behaViorai and cognitive (i,e., internai self—statement)‘

modeling, (cid cognitiue_selfrmodeling, and'(d) a review of procedures ‘covered

M .

‘An thé learning module. Paper-and—pencil'se1f~tests_were given at:the end of

N ‘ AR . . < - ' y

,th%/first two components with provision for' recycling if the mijimum criterion

» ’ g

“

‘ - -

& — &

I * . » .. .
of/ acceptable performance’was not met. - = - ' . C . o
'v‘,( - ot . L ) - : - ® s

Attention;glacebo: While sitting in a recliner chair,fparticipants‘

. - _J o €
.

istened to an audiotaped presentation of training in deep muscle xelaxation.

— e v, .

This condition was included to control for any demand characteristics which s.g
v . . A .. . 14 £ee . .\-X
may have influenced paxticipants’ perception ofitheir role in the-stud¥ﬁ\'- .

Iz R . . -
’ . v

No~training. ‘Participants.assigned to this waiting list control group " ¢

Yoo
4 l—“_\\

N .
&3 . °

féﬁ ' = o i i -y e . o »
,ﬁ?,; "received posttesting.only. . ‘ . e . .
o " A . - . . ’ . . . . ‘. ’ . -. . .
Zf'} _Degendent Measures L //)// Co . g
w ol Q . N . = - L ] 3 ¥, . o
\.1 [ »? - \ - / . .
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+ binations esented."Participants were instructed to consider ‘the tape&\—s\\Q“

.
-

., ‘s ! .
Performfkce test. The performance test consisted of 16 audiotaped .

situations.  grype-of-subject-role (initiator, respondent), type-of-fefeling-
« \ =

respdnse ‘(po itive, negatjive), and sex-of-best-friend--(male, female) were .

crossed *fa s, witgntwo different situations for each of the eight, com-

’i
]
i
i
|
|
)

~

“ .

J W N . ke . . .
voices s fheir beést male or female friend to control for intimacy level in

Y N . . . .
the simu@ted dyadic intp;agtions.' After each stimulus situation was pre-

v

t

sented, the‘subject—;és insﬁfucéea_to make a'éespdnse which was audioreco?d—
e@. Fbllbwing gach ve;baliéltion: the partiéipané reported Epe anxieéy he

.felt while making- his response. .A 1-7 Likertftype papéf—and-pencil scale 5 3
. - 5 i SN
was u§ea for this'self:repartvanaféty measure. Each anxiety sc;rg was com- «

N LY ’ . ‘;i\;}‘m
pyted By spmming actoss the 164iituationsal ' -\ ‘

.

-~

Typescripts of |the audidtaped responses were Qade and then unitized +-

<
' *

‘using a modified ve s%on of Auld and White's (1956) rules for dividing ! }

.

- -

contipuous conversatfions into sehtencés. Two raters were trained to eval-
Sy o -

A Y .

two three~hour training sessions, Hoyt;interrater reliability coéfﬁicients

. ‘s .

Each npit‘yitﬁin the 16.resp6nses was rated for amount and qualityaof‘

affect by the raters. A unit was considered to contain’affect if it met:
AY . . [y -~

(a) Crodley'§ rules (1970), or (b) a déginition of "affect (English & English,

. -

.1958; Goldenson, 1@70). If one unit within a responge met the criteria for

hd - ' e -

I . . . -
affect, an amount score of one was given for the -total response.: Therefore,

. . —-- " . -

. - ' v
" . . -
the amount score range was 0-16. .Only thosg units which possgfsed an afﬁec-

) ! ‘ P . ~
tive component were rated for quality. Thus, the affedt;qual;ty score was
' ~ ' . : . b \\\‘ .
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re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents were 87 for the sk111 test and é4 for the attitude
‘ survey. : . Tt
- Data Analysis ' g. L
T, To test fo{%the main effect immediately following training, a one-way
i',“, 1 ¢ , .
. multivariidte anadysis of variance dtilizing orthogonal planned comparisons
. was employed. A"‘peated measures multlvarléte analysis of varlancegtest
- '?%(&. ° ~ ¢
- was used to«ascer 1@ the malntenance of treatment effects over t1me. 'The
0 (
hed comparisons, were again tested. .
v '. . - ?
Results - - o
AY Y - s
‘_)Y" . t . .' P -
- ﬂﬁéﬁﬂ‘ The means and standard deviations for the five dependent measures
by b
3o . . ' . . )
i and four training conditions are .presented in Table 1. The multivariate
D .o : ~ %
. analysis of variance testing fhe first planned comparison for spcial .. s P

vy

v

.

the summed'tetal of all the unit quality scores across the 16 situations.

The quality measure incluéea six categories of varying numerical’ weights:

IS

(a) reference, 0-12 boints; (b) time orientation, 1-6 points, (c) appro-"f

: -~ ) /
priateness of affett,\6-8§points, (d) reason, 0-5 points, (e) -specificity
\ ' T . ’ - .
of reason,. 0-8 points. , - .o .

2
Y

. . ° { Y
. Paper-and-pencil instruments. The skill test was a 24-item miltiple

: ' : . v N :
choice measure with correct\azswers\keyea'to the definitional criteria for
. ) . . Al ‘

affective self-disclosure. 'The att1tude survey was a 30-1tem instrument.

e ﬁ“ ’
- Subjects rated items such as "when I'm angry w1th others, it's,best to tell

’ « .
. .

them so" and "I' m more' comfortable keeping my feellngs to myself" on a 1-7

. . t
“

Likert scaley.ranglng from strongly agree to strongly dlsagree. Hoyt

. \
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. .

modeling and cognitive structuring versus attentlon—placebo 'and no-

»

‘u‘

treatment control was s1gn1f1cant, F (5, 40) = 5,97, E< 000‘4., Thls
fmdlng Ln‘dlcated that the main effects of both training strétegles‘

Althoqgh the ) .

PEAd
[N

were greater than effects for the two control groups.
L]

~
ﬁ i ‘

sécond prediction that effects of coghitive structuring woylé be
greater that those for social modeling was not supported, t"}gere was

~ .

L/
a strong, but nonsignificant, trend in the predicted d1rectJ1 n.,
i
J%le n attentlon-

’u

F (5, 40) = 2,33, .E< .06, The\ginab planned comparison be
\d
placebo and no-training control groups was ‘not 51gn1f1car,\£ _F_;_ (5, 40) =

.70, p <.70. ° o

</ §3

1mmed1at)e and délayed» posttests, F (5,40) = .96, p

none -of the measures effects for the three plarmed g

-, .
4 .o :

-t three comparisbtns
, 93, R’<.S3 for the co’ptras

ficant, ‘i‘_ (5,5)

L2

‘ I's
ental and the wdcontrol group§, F (5,5) —Z
)[=11.93, p < .49 for the

rast betwben experl ental groups, and F (5,/

o 10
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contrast between the two control groups. ThereforeL‘the results do not

i 4 ' A - - - -

x‘suppogt the hypothesis that tne training effect would be maintained-’

e

at the three-week follow-up.. _ . " -

Discussion ‘ /
=<=2C1UsSsSon .

. . . ,
The principal finding of this Study was that multicomponent ‘cog- -

nitive and behavioral strategies combining 1nstruction, modeling, "and

rehearsal resulted in significant changes in affective self disclosure
. - . ‘

v . -

level immediately follow1ng training. Howeverr less.c‘par is the fela-

. . ¢
tive effectiveness of cognitive structuring and social modeling stratégies.

Although the predicted superiority of cognitiwve structuring was not con- . \.
* [ ) ’

firmed,.the data jndicate a strong trend in this direction. For subsequent ¥

>
'

. ‘ . ' . .
research on affective self-disclosure, ,we recommend that a task analysis .

i
&

be conduéted{prior'to training. As Schwartz and Gottman (1976) indicate, -
A
it is important to identify whether the ‘problem is one of skill deflClt

or due .to other factors such as self—perceived anxiety and negative self—

- , .. H

statemeqts. Thus, pne ppssible explanation for the/slight superiority of

) ¥ [ —
cognitive training is thag\?his interventi6n more directly addressed the
[ e . : .. - -

-
-

“participa ts' actual deficits. However, this issue must be empirically

addressed before this conclus}on can, be accepted wsﬁh certainty.

S S S ,

)

. The unexpected finding that training effects“kere.not maintained s
‘over time may be explained in several ways, First, sgjnce cell size

o ) « ‘ ol .
ranged from two {to four,:statis!ical power was greatly reduced and may .~ )
. T e . - ' , :
not have been sufficient to defect group differences.™ However, since train- o
. ‘. i ¢ « .
: . ] e - + 7}

ing group‘means'declined on the delayed posttest while control group means

e
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gharply increased, the regressitn effect may have contributed to,the

Tack of difference;. Since attrition only occurred within both control

groups, perhaps only ‘the most'h;ghyy motivated gpnq;ol subjects returned,

. \ .
théreby sharply increasing control delayed posttesgt .scores. A final -

A - B

explanation is edﬁally plausible. .The So-minuqe training modes may-
: e ~ ‘ ° . ) . ’ .
'ﬁpot have been potent enough to maintain training effects over three
v K - . N ‘ . . . S

weeks. . ) .

. - . '
. . ' . -

»

The.overall purpose of this study was to aSses§ the effects of

.

self-management strategies as primar?‘or secondary training procedures

for incréasing affecgive gelf-disclosure qf single, undergrﬁduaté males.

" Wwith the training from

0y

v

v

Stﬁdy l.used as a blocking variable, participants "

. < 5 -

were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: (a) self—reinforcément,

-
. -

© \ - 3 s .\. .
(b)¢ goal-directed practiée, or (c) no-training control. It,was predicted.

- d .o .

Eh;t‘no interaction between prior ﬂr%;hing Q§tudy 1). and self:maﬁéggment
. . r ot ‘
pfaining wb?ld be ﬁound.' A second hyggtheéis predictqd/that é%e main ’
'e:ﬁE:cts of goal-direateé pr‘acﬁice ‘déelf—reinforcemept.conditions "
woﬁld bé equ{va%en£; while a third predicted that the effect of no:t{aining

) . e P
v

control would be legs than either of the two gelf-management cohditions.

. - -~ ©a
Finally, it was éreaicted that ‘groups receiving “training in both studies
.~ ‘ . - - - . ¢

+ would be supeffér to gfoﬁps receiving. either one or no. training strategy

.

from either étudy. :
* v .

- ' ’ - . -
Training Conditions : . . -t i
: SN - : L N ' T,

*+ .+ + Participants received one of three conditions: (a) self-rginfqrceménﬁ; -

—_— - )

<
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(b{ goal directed practiéé, o¥v (c) no- training ¢ontrol The‘?séential
N 4
%
,components of both tta\ning strategics‘followed the Bandura (1971} and ",

- — . g
Kanfer (}971) models fo Sclf-observation was facili<

;self-management.

R ~.‘ . « 27 .a
. tatéd bYsa cléar: operational definition. 'Graduates self-imposed‘gbals
L3
. < N - 4 - .
and Qontracting for chan e were v1ewed as eloments in self-evaluation T
{ . YN tar - . \ﬁ‘ ’ .

. v P
’ T *

4.
In. the self-reanforcement dondition, ﬁhoice of reinforcers and self-
\ N ta . < . .

h ]
PA determined reinforcement lans were used to plan for self- reinforcement.

-
N

Self-reinforcement. In phase 1, oach parchipJ(t completed a pro-

PS
a

.

\ grammed text consisting, of sevemsunits: (a)\d?finltlop and’ examples of <.

gﬁl}description,of sel?}reinforCement Pro-

A : « ., - ',
. affective self-disclosufé

‘
————— 1

. v *
xé) definition; ex mples of ang practice .in goal setting,,(dfatrw B
’ ., . ' ;

principles; examples, and dem/ﬁfpment of qhaping plan, (e) 1dentif1catton

el

A

’
N
~ C . ~»

N4

~

. of valued self-reinforcexs and.develOpment of pérsonalized reinforcement
N ret -
plan,

P

(f) development of final and daily.goals'recorded on packet of, - -
«1' - k' Al R .. . e Bt . ) N , ‘
cards, (g) completion of self-change contract. gJelf-tests.followed each- ‘

L \ ] - ’ . ’ ’ . < ’: . P
of the First 'six units, with provisigns for recycling if the participant's
~ . .. ‘s; ‘3. .. - 13 ’ < -

-understanding‘did not meet criterion

f 70% for cach unit. At the end of. .
f’ S Seae, . . . ' ! -

anée contracts: to an assistant,.

phase 1, participants showed their
. * - b . e
reviewed the conte of the programmed text, and discussed their own self-
k! . : oo . .

reinforcement projects. They were also 1nstructed to use the packet of

c . < - . -

' cards prepared while\working on_the programmed'text to record when goals

J . . . » - //_ ) ~. . .
were met and reinforcement received, thec number of feeling statements
.ot . 5 . . !
. 1 R . Ce « .,
made to males and females, and whether their daily experience of express~ R

. . .- -
ing feelinygs. was good, bad, or Afieutral. ., S '@ i ,
. . LS 4 K - -,

N Goaledirected'paactice. This groyp also recci;ag;a two-phase train- - .

- *

~, - .
,/?n'pﬁése 1, participants completed a proqnammed text compbr- L2

T ’ . N . . -
. . N

- g 3
‘ . -_ .

,*' . I s <; : e ,13

ing module.

I'd

N

T

i




- -

-
, & - .
able to the self-reinforcement text without the units on self-reinforcement.

.
—-— N e - . .

Provisions were -also made for recycling and mastery learning. 1In phise 2, ‘

each particibant also.discussed his goal-directed broject, chanqe'contradi,
AR . . ° : . . "

A} . . .NL" . T m ) -
, and the 1nstructlonal.cohtent with, an assistant. These condltlons4were theﬂ-

. -~ . . + L4 s
P . L ° [RY z
v .same as they were with the self- relnforcement group. . =
’ ’ .No-training control This group was dlsmlssed following their orior i»

. ’ .

traihing posttest.from Study 1 and requested to return for folloy-up in

et} -
8 . "

b -three weeks. - CooTERERE SR °
‘ - Instrumentation, Data Collectien and Analysis . ‘ .
- C e . . ' - g . +
s . i - »-, The sawg dependent, measures and testinéwprocedures used in Study 1°
P R B N SRR N 2 T A B i
] . v C L2 . . ’ :
were, employed at the' three-week follow-up session. Since five partigi-
[ 4 M . . ~
! . o < A PR . <~ .
» pants did not return for the seboﬁé‘session and equal n's wereegequdked |

. N .

R T TP I S TP Ty

.

-~
&

. . - ﬁqgﬁdata ana1y51s, subjects were randomly dlscarded from tralnlng groups

’ '\ - . :%’(“*@ v f - . -
- so that the usable N was, reduced t? 36. Data were analyzed%USing a two-
By T S, - "

~ Vo

v

, 5 .. way multlvarlate analy51s of varlagge to test both 1nteraotlon and main J ;

"o &

effects. Also, a onerway multlvarlate analy51s of varlance was conducted

e e e kA ade

.to compare folir levels of a, transformed independent variable whlch cor-.
&

N IS .

-4

.

4 -

responded to parth1pants' amount of tralnrng experlence in both Studles. ‘

';.:.

‘ . (The training amounts compared-were~ (a) train1ng in both studies, (b) no .
. ’ - \ ' .
; training %ﬁéeither study,,ie)-only“training in Study 1,- (d) only trainlng . .
‘ ' - ‘6‘ ¥ ' ‘£ i - -9

“ . - * ’
. . .

’
.
IR I TP Y

A g .
- o . 4 = .
- .- - . rn,Study 2. } - . _ . . .
. . 4 ‘ LY . -
. - - h
o
Lo m . y . Y, b
N . . RO h . N
- . . . f.,: . P . ° . -
. L, - - : . _+ Results | . '
., . . . T e v .
’ : K. - A o -
; e e

’ ) o : . -
Means and standard deviations for the, dependent measures and three
RS . - . .

.
. RIS I . . - - —

- '« training conditions are presented in Table 2.  As predicted, therggwas na

) e

. ... interaction betweenlprior training in Study 1 and training ih‘gfudy 2, . )
- . . L ‘ . . IS -

Q T , - - z\ -
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~§:(15,55.6)'%:1414, p < .35. Likewise, the seoond prediction that results
of both self-management'strategies'would be equivalent was supported,
= ’603, p < .70.

EVQ6,20) However, the third hypothes1s which predicted

that either self—management strategy would be slgnlflcantly better than the

Y i
no-training condition was not supported,/g;45,20) = 1.00,‘p.< .44. However,

results, from univariate F tests revealed differenpes in the predicted dir-

ection (with the overall. alpha level of .05 d1v1ded by flve for each uni-

variate test) for amount, P (1,24) 5.06, p < . and for‘qua;ity, F (1,24)
& - .
= 4. < .04. ' R T
4.90, p 94 ; s | ;:*. : ' x . ’
. ) f ________ _b___‘___zw__’ _____ R g b} o
i v T . L4 » ) ;‘/’
b .
. Insert Table 2 about here
/ § TEmmmmepmmeeesm T :
. o . . . ]
Tests Across Total Training Eiperience , v 3

1 r 4" I
* . vy
G Means and standard dev1atlons for the ffbe dependent measures and the

!
féur tralnlng combinations across Studles 1 and 2 are presented in Table‘3

4 \ | “—'— -
It was predicted that final scores across .the flve dependent variables
¢ M 7 .0 4 L 4

,would demonstratp that the comblnatlon of tralnlng from Studles 1 aqd z

&

would be superlor to e1ther tralnlng experience alone or to nelther traln—

£

~

ing experience.

diction, F (5,28) = 6.50, P X

The multlvarlate analysls of varlance supported<th1s pre—

-

an

.0004.

Results also supported the prediction

E3

.

-

that the effects of training prdbeduresogsed inVStudies 1l and 2 were equiv-~

alent, F (5,28)

. of a single training procedufe-frem either study would be’ significantly

Y .

beéter than theueffects of no training.

#
e f <
supported, F (5,28) = 1.39, p <

~
.

=:.79, P <

S

’

-

W

.2591.

3
.26.

» <

? -

L)

Flnally, 1t was predlcted that the effects

Thls prediction, however, was not

.
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. - favoring Ehe two selfbmanaéeméhﬁ@procedﬁfes'fdrftﬁe'amohﬁt7 quality, and *

: complete and reqplres less recogd keeplng‘for the“ﬁﬁb]ect,

. ~ Insert Table 3 about here . R

Discussion ° . o R
As predicted, no s1gn1f1cant d1fference was found. between the two

self-management cond1t10ns.

¢ However, neither self-management strategy
’ L4

- .

) . &
produced a greater effect than the no-training condition.
. . Iy )

* ¢

the major hypothesis of this study was not confirmed...

Therefore,
However, a’ trend

skill measures can:be abserved in the cell means presented in Tablezgn
[0 8 T - = * . -
. (% . T: . ‘ B
It seems-possible that this trend of change would favor{detection of dif-
- - - - .- ;{ . - ’
. R , - 2 : s,
ferences if,the power anﬂ'precision of the test were highér or if the

training strategies were more poteht.a<However, the nonslganlcant dif-

- i
{ . ~
ferences between goal—dlrected practice and self—relnforcement suggest
- . - \,. B . .

———
.

’ that such trainlngéchanges would not produce 51gn1f1cant differences in

;.terms of this contrast. Therefore,‘it appears that the two training

k! 4 '

"mefhods have equivalent effkcts. -If this is true, economy;is gained
- 3
through use of goal-directed practice ¥ince it requires less time to -

” ’

. '

“To. our knowledge, this is the first study to provnde experlmental

ros
PR

ev1dence suggestlng that goal ach1evement is inherently

college students. Th1s re1nforc1ng effect is probably related to pOSl-' .

“tive self-evaluatlons which -came frdm goal attalnment.' On the other hand,
! &@" -
-although the two self-mapagement groups scored-51m1larly on all measures,

- . . . : . L

N, T _
i - W .
7, - . . - . ¢
.
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many more in,the selfrreinforcemeﬁt groﬁp regulerli met thei%\izals.
we

there is no reason to belleve thatp§\1f~re1nforceme more real-
" AN £

N\
stic than those set by the goal~ dlrected group, it seejs likely thét self~

o

relnforcement served as mot;v tiomn for meet;ng~goals. iherefore, it appenrs

that self-reinforcement in .this study proved to be a motivator ‘only, and

that overnt self—reinforcement was not g heéessary'condition for change. -In
) 4
this context the positive fegdback galned from self—evaluatlon of goal

e o s j '«\.‘\

‘ achievement could .be considered a covert self—relnforcer which was at least

.V‘:,,Q.l.‘...,:ﬂ,
.

'the result of greatest importance.’

- . . .a

as effectlve as overt self—reinfprcemedt. . R

. . . 0 . . [N 0
i AN

- \

.
N

~ ie
R

-
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. The comparison of thehtotal traininé experience across both stﬁdies is

E c .
~ £ - W P x .

Since the groups who received training

-
~

“in both studies scored s1gn1f1cantly hlgher than all! other grqups, this

*

¥

[

2%

:

flndlng supports the basic contentlon underlying this research' namely,

M .
that short~term tralnlng is best when combined with such secondary training

-
-

programs as self-management if desired change is to be maintained.
B - . .

The failure to detect differences between any of the single training

groqps and groups who received no training is difficult. to wunderstand.

“a

cell méans reported in Table 3 indicate.thét the neithér training group did

‘. - Al

P v . pe - . .
most poorly across all measures. The lack of significance may be related

[
.

to possibleaetgrition bias in the groups receibing'no training. Low power

and precis1on should, also be considered as poss1b1e causes, * ‘

L, . 5 -

Brev1ty of _training procedures is. hoth studxes most~ 11ke1y contributed

-

- »

to the absence of single treatment effects over time.

Therefore, the.lack

-5y

Since

The
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- o - ‘ Table 1 . ‘_‘ ) ’ —
;‘ . N ° [ n ’V . - , , - . _"- - ) . -
. v ) Mean and Standard Deviations 'fgr Amount, Quality, Skill, —
* Anxiety, and Attitude Across Training Modes in Study 1 <
| . . h " . s B - - :
e, * . 1 a .
. Al i ] B - . -
’ ) . Training MSde b, .
‘ ¢ . - ~ . ; * ‘o
1 , S ; . :
| NS Social Cognitive - « Attentionc: *No-Training -
oy ‘ Modeling Structuring Placebo Control o
Dependent R v , T L.
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