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( © Yes, The Response Does Generalize
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Though théiuse of asseftiveitréining procedures has increased”
dfamatdcal1y in rscent years, ; thorough examination of the experiméntal
11terature n th1s area suggests that such training may produce rather
11m1t avwora1 change. Indeed, as summarlzed in Table 1, various

1nvest1q ors have conswstently demonstrated that the behav1ors

. acqurred as’a result of assértive training tend to be limited to those

4

asserttohs spec%fica11yitrhined during the intervention, and that
\ .

limited response generalization should be expected subsequent to

assertive training programs.. As'a result, recent discussions of assertive
training have recommended that programmed generalization procedures be

" included as part of these interventions to insure the transfer of

training effects (e.g. Rich & Schroeder, 1976)f Despite this recommen-

S~

~

‘dation the existing research evidence fails to suggest that such

g - - 13
procedures significantly enhamce inter-response generalization (Hersen,

Eisler S Miller, 1974, Rosentha]r& Rease, +1976; Kirschner, 1976).
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A careful examination of these data, however, raises questions

concerning their validity. While it is true that the data suggest '

A3 5 -

" that specific manipulations designed fo augment inter-response transfer
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*ynica11y fail to do so, the man1pu1at10ns emp]oyed in most af these
experiments tend to be conceptual]y naive and fail to incorporate

N N
parameters which have been shown to enhance transfer and maintenance

¢ -

(e.g. Hersen, P®sler &'Miller, 1974; Rosenthal & Réese, 1976). More
sobhisticated, empirically based techniques may, in fact, result in

increased transfer.

?

In addition, the assessment procedures used tn measure genera1izatinn '
" effects in these studies are theoretically inconsistent with Wolpe's
formu]at1ons concerning the etiology of nonassertive behavior. Nhl]e |
wo]pe clearly emphas1zed stimulus. generallzat1on in his conceptual

framework, measure€s des1gned\to assess assertion typ1ca1ly focus .an
. a *

‘response generalization and fail to explicitly consider Jmportant

parameters of the standard situations used in behavioral assessment

(e g. Young, Rimm & Kennedy, 1973;" Hersen, Eisler & M111er 1974;\

t »”

klrschner ]976 Rimm, et al., 1976; Rosenthal & Reese, ]976) Thus,

L

it may be that the Lonswstent failure to find response transfer

actually represents an artificat of the assessment procedure rather than
N .

2 valid empirical fyinding_(Kolotkin, 1978).
As a result of these unresolved questions cone1usive comment con-
cerning the ability of assertive training'brograms to produce generalized
~® behavioral Qhange cannot be made at thws time. It is the purpose of this
investigation to examine these issues by eva]uat1ng the effectiveness
of an empwréca!3;~based programmed generalization procedure when the °
generalization of assertive behavior is assessed in a theoretically

- /
congistent manner,
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. the study. These subjects were randbm]y assigned to treatment condi- .

~and from classes. , Ly
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Subjects were solicited from the community using a news item

*

;piaced in a daily newspapef. \Of the sixty-two 5ubjécté who responded

to the story 48 met screening and.time requirements.
Ssreenihg o

Prjo; to the experiment, all subjects Qere*requested to complete
TheQAdu]t Self~Exprés§ion.Sca1e (Gay, Ho]]ingswqrth, & Gal1as§j, 1975),
and The ﬁssq;tion Inventory (ﬁambrilj & Rfchey; 1975). Oély éubjecté
who\scored:as unassertive on both ofit%ese measures‘wefe ihc]uded in
t%ons.; In two cases subjects specijigz]ly;fequested that they bd

placed in a ﬁarticu1ar treatment group to facilitate trandportation to

Assessment of Assertive Behavior
‘Self-report measures: Both.The Adult Self-Expression Scale {ASES)
and The, Assertion Inventory were used in the experiment. Subjects were

asked to complete these measures pr{or to; immediately foﬁlowing, and
¢ ‘ .
& weeks after the experimental intérvention.

Behavioral rofe-playing test: Behavioral assessment required

‘ . . . ‘ , {
subjects to roje play their responses to a series of interpersonal
~ ! . ' -

situdtions in which assertion would be appropriate. These situations

were selected on the basis of previous research in which their

-
-
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" stimulus, or functionalrvalue, was empiricelly.éetermined (Ko]otkin,f{

1978). Subjects‘ role-play responsee were viideotaped with«beth

camera and monitor placed behind a one-way‘glass partition. A1l ‘

subgects were seated, facing the camera, behind a desk. The research

ass1stant satiopposwte them and S]lght]y to the s1de to. fac;\}tate

unobstructed recordwng )

Once the subject was éeated the research assistant, whe was-blind

S I

~as to the nature of the experiment and the asswgned treatment cond1-
tion of each subJect Jead a set of standard 1nstrucf1ons The§e
instructions were designed to relax and 1nform\the part1c1pants, and

~asked subjects to respond as thgy normally Qou]d‘were they to a§$ually

find themselves 1n the s1tuat1on Two standardlzed pract1ce s1tuatwons,

selected due to the1r mlnm*al arousal value, were presented fol]ow1ng
the instry t1ona1 phéggfto a]low SubJeCtS to famwlwar1ze themselves
with theTro]e -play procedure. \ /// |

The videotapes Ptesulting froﬁ the‘ro1e-playing ta§k were rated
\_ independently by twe judges who were blénd as-to the\ﬁature of the
experiment; the condition of the subjec?,\and the time of assessment
m{ﬁ.e.ﬁ ﬁre»treatment, post-tneatment,.or fo]]ow-up) Videotabes were
presented to these fatefs in Fandom OrdEr The raters were. asked to
assess each subgect in terms of overall assertion-and were 1nstructed
to consider both verbal and nonverbal components of the subject's

~ behavior. Inter-rater reliability for this task was eomputed using

a Pearson Product Moment Correiation and was determined to be .9083.
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Additional measures: Subjects were also asked to EOmp1ete a

Subject <at15faction Questionnajre‘at both post-treétﬁ?nt and follow-up

to determine how they responded to the experimental man1pu1atlons, how -
A ¢

they viewed their e\perwences while learning assertwon and their _

4 . :
mpressicns of the 1ntervent10n S effects on their in vivo behaxlor.

Follow-up B

Duringfthe post-treatﬁent assessment all;fubjects were reminded o
that a 6-week follow-up assessment woulgkbe conducted. Ten days prior
to the follow-up date subjects were sent a letter reﬁinding them of
the f01}ow~&p end centaining copies of The Adult Self-Expression Sca1e;
The\Assertion Inventory, and the Subject~5atisfaction Questionnaire.’
Subjects were asked to complete these before tﬁey returned to the

Jaboratory to be videotaped. When subjects returned to be videotaﬁed

S ———

- these que:twonna1res were collected and each subJect again completed

the role-playing task.

The Assessment of Assertion and Generalization

8ehavioral assessmeﬁt was accomplished using 2 §tadgardizee

behavioral re]e-p}aying instggment specifically developed for this
purpose. The assessment~fofmei useJ specifically considers the
functional properties of the standard assessment stimuli, and measures
assertion across‘sets of empirically equivalent stimulus situations
of varyiﬁg response class. Th1s measure pr0v1des a more theoretlcally
consistent proceduve than is typica?ly employed in the literature and

- i | ]

. . -
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is based upon Wolpe's formulations concerning nonassertion. A detailed ™~
description of\the dévg]opmgnt of this instrument has been presénted \

L)

~élfewhere (Kolotkin, 1978).

Briefly, tO;deve1op»this measure‘émpirica11y assessed nonassertive.
subjects were asked to rate a broad range of interpersonal situations in
thch assertio@ would be abpropriate in terms of response Biffiqu1ty. . ,
The method of successive intervals (Edwards, 1957), a classical ' |
psychologlcai scaling technigue, was then app11ed to these data to
oeve]op an emp1r1ca1 cohtwnuum aTUn§*thch these 1nterpersona\ situations
could be ordered 1ns{/}ms of their increasing difficulty. Standard,
scores derived from this process werd then used to determine a
hierarchical measure through which training and transfer can be a;sessed
acrbss‘hcmOQeqeous_groups of sgandard stimiYus situations of known
stinulus value. o i - €

A %chehatic of the assessment procedure is présented in Fiéure 1.
hs this figure indicates, all sdbjects at pre-treatment were ask§d to
ro}e~p]ay their responses to a se;ies of.four jnterpergonai situations
) Hn which\asserﬁigﬁ would be appropriate. These situatigps were.pre- -
sented to each subject in order of increasing fesponse difficulty,
and dre labelled AH—] in Figure 1. Immediatejg following the inter-
vention subjecfs were again asked to respond to a series of role-
playing situations, but for this asséssment subjects were presénted

—with stimuli from both AH-1 and a second, &mpirically equivalent

stimulus hierarchy (AH-2). At follow-up subjects were also asked
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o to respond to AH-1 sttmuli, as well as to a third set of equivalent . o R

4 . -

stimuli, labeled AH-3 in the schematic. -

- e R WS W e W T W W e W W

Since responses to AH-1 stimuli were explicitly trained in thesg
intervention, and\sfnce AH-2 'and AH-3 Eonsist of equivalent, novel;
ugtrained stimu]i, both training and transfer effecis can be evaluated
usiné thig;procedure. The compgrisons réquired for th;se measures' .

. ) y . )
are indicated in the '!sc‘hematic\. 0f significance is‘:e fact that this

1
Pan

\b medsure specifically equates standard assessment situations in terms
of their response diffiéu]ty, as suggested by Wolpe's theory, and, éi;
. " a result,-provides a more conceptually sound procedure for the measurement
of transfer than those procedures which merely assuﬁe spécific paraméters
. , . ‘,..-—3‘/.\
of the standard stimuli used for behavioral assessment. - >

Treatment Conditions . \

_Subjects who met screening requirements were randomly assigned to
the three group treatment formats listed below. Each of these groups
met for a period. of ten weeks, once each week, for two hours.

1. Assertion training with programmed generalization instructions

(AT Plus): Subjects in this group were exposed to a multi-faceted,
structured intervention which includeq modeling, behavior rehearsal,
relaxation training, tognétive\restructuring, homework assignments,

and instructions specifically designéd to facilitate transfer. " - ){
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2. Assertion training (AT On]1)~ Subjects in this group experienced

an jdentical training program as above with the except1on that the
AN T~

eproceduras designed to facilitate transfer were omitted.

3. lInsight oriented, attention-placebo control (Contro]): Subjects
in the control group experienced ?;lidentica1 assessment and meeting )
schedule as did subjects in theilwo experimentaligroups. For this
aondit%Qn, however, subjects were fo]d\that it wds"§senti§1 to learn
wny they‘wé%e unassertive so that behaviorgl changés could occur on

the basis of these insights. Subjects in.this group were asked to

s read Harris':l'm 0K - You're 0K (1969)~to learn the language of

Transactxona1 Ana]ys1s Group sessions for these subjects involved

TA- tjp& analyses of stHtuations in their life in which they wou]d lwke

to be more assertive. Relaxation training and cognitive restructurih@ .

N -/'\
prOiedurns de31gned to cha]lenge the "parent® 1n the TA mo?e] were

also 1nc]uded

The Frogrammed Genera?ization Procedure
* L 2

Subjects in the generalizatidn‘cendition were requested to keep

a ‘Journal of Assertive Situations” for the entire duration of training.

In this journal subjects recorded situations in which they found it

difficult to be assertive, anqkiddicated Ehe ambunt of subjective

distress associated-with each situation {i.e. their SUDS level).
Segihning with the fourth week d% the iﬁtervenfion subjects in

the qenerai1zatwon condwtzon were 3nstructed to fo]]ow a structured

practice. format which inc¢luded covert sens1t1zat10n (Cautela, 1973),

v
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- ) imagéry, and behaC?sra] rehéyrsa]. The éeneralization instructiqh§
asked subjects to begin préctice us{ng situations of ‘the lowest SUDS
value, to write“down‘approbriate assertions for thesé‘sityations, tb§

_imagine th%mselves being assertive in these situatibns while
relaxing, to role-play their éssertioﬁs with a "helper," and to
practice their responseé in vivo. Imagery 1nstruc£16ns asked subjecfs
to visualize multiple coping models receiving posjtive consequehces
subsequent, to assertion. These idstrdttibn; were-{nc]uded on the
basii of the literatu}e which suggests that these féetors enhance

C x \

generalization effects (McFall & Tw&ntyman, 19715 Kazg4n, 1974, 1975;
Nietzel, et al., 1972).\ Subjects were also asked tb.gradual]y
increase the® SUDS value of their practice\gituations\so that, by the
end of the intervention, subjects were using\situétions og the .
highest SUDS value as a basis for their structured bractice exe?cigeé,

Results

*

Sp%f-ﬁepart Measures
' Pfé]iminary one;way analyées of variance revealed né significant
pretreatmeﬁt\differeﬁcgs among the three groups on any‘of the ‘
~ depeﬁdent.meq§urE§‘gven.whép the daté from both experimental gr&ups

were combined. A one-way analysis of variance *conducted. on the post~ -
L 4 ’ s ~

;/-’;

traatment and follow-up data also failed to reveal any significant

_main effects for any of the self—repof‘rﬂmasures. As in the pre-
- trzatment analysis, signifitant effects.failed to emerge even when the

-

results of the-experimgntdl groups were combined.

i,
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An exam1nat1on of . the effects of treatment w1th1n each group
across time, (however, yielded 31gn1f3cant results. A trend analys1s
of AT OnI) data 1nd1cated that subjects in th1s cond1t10n reported
significant 1d§rovements in their ab111{y to be.assertive as assessed -
~ \by bgth the ASES (pe:.Odl, F = 78.16§fﬁﬁ§E§m?/30) and The Assertion
S " Inventory (pg. 001, F = 26.819, df = 2/30). AT Only subjects also
reported a stgnificant decrease in response related anxiety”a§ .
Jpeasured by the D%!;omfdrt Scale of‘THe Assertion Inventdr} (pa;.OOl,\\
= 31.483, df = 2/30). | o > .

&

A Newman-Keuls analysis of these data indicated that, in a11; -

.
£

iconparisons, subjects; scores in the AT Only gfoup ?ncreased
'eignificant1y from pre-treatment to post-treatment assessment (p<. 01);
and from pre treatment to follow-up pf 01 | Compamsons of .scores
on the Abe and on’ both measures of The Assertton Inventory, when |
evaluated#between post-treatment and follow-up assessment,” failed to
suggest any signjficaﬁt differences. These data~§ugg¢st that subjects-
in the AT “Only condition tended to describe themselves as being
"significantly more asserti%e, and less anxious wni1e being assertive;
following the;intervention..'These data also suggest that‘these effects
were maintained at.the t%metof the follow-up..
‘A trend -analysis of AT Plus data also sugéested that subjects in
- this condition felt themselves to be more assertive fo]]owipg the -
iritervention (ASES p <.001, F = 39:999, df = 2/28;. The Assertion

Inventory p £.001, F =.25.536, df = 2/28). “Significant reductions in
p . A \
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anxiety were also reported on the D1scomf0rt scale of The Assertlon
Inventory (p 4.001 F = 37 IOS df = 2/28)
. ~ Newman-Keuls ana)ysws of these data suggested that AT Plus
*sgbgectg, like those in the AT Only cond1t1on3 improved in their
. itj eelf-rated abiﬁit} tg be assertive from: pre~treatment to post- -
e i‘ treatmept {p .01 for both ASES and The Assertion Inventory), and
from pre-treatment to follow-up (p<£.01 fbrgﬁggh comparisons).
~\Reductions in subjective Uiscomfort were‘a1so\indicated‘ with‘post-
treatmént scores and fo]low -up scores y1e1d1ng s1gn1f1cant effects
when compared to the pre-treatment data (p-( 01 for both compartsons)
"ngntfwcant dwfferences between post-treatment and follow- -up scores

failed to emerge on any of these variables. t

" - - A trend ana1ysis of the data obtained from subjects Gfsthe
Control condition suggested that these subjects alsd‘#eported
significant changes~1n assertion aﬁg anx1ety: As with subjectstin
the previous conditions, Sontrpl subjects rated themse!yee ashmOre

~ dssertive on the ASES (p<£.001; F = 14:&50, df = 2/24) and on The
stettion Inventory (p<£.001, F = 14,619, df = 2/742 ' | )
As with exper1menta1 SUbJects a Newman- ﬁeuls‘anajysis suggesteg
that Control subjects felt themselves to be more assertige fgalowing
= treatment, and that.ttese effects were maintained et fbllow-up.
Decreases in self-reported anxiety followed a similar pattern (p<.01

for all comparisons). Significant differences again failed to emerge

ba
QQ,
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on eny of. the variables between post treatment and fo]]ow-up These
data suggest that Control SUbJects also felt themse]ves'fo be more
“assertive following treatment and that these changes were\maintained
~at follow-up. | \

‘Sﬁbject Satisfaction -

: ®
A one-way analysis of variance of subject satisfaction data LI

revealed significant main effects across treatment conditions in the

aréas of subjects' liking for the course (pL. 019 F = 4.337, df = 2/42),
their rating*of its value to them (p«£.001, F = 8.029, df 2/42), and
,"their belief in its probable effectiveness (p2.006, F = 5.8093 df = Z/ﬂé)
« when assessed at post-treatment. ‘NeQ%an-Keuis ana}y{es of these data
indicated that Control subjects tended:to like the'eXperience 1ess,
consider the experience as: less valuable, and believe in it less tha}
dﬁd shbjecte‘in either fhegﬁf Only or the AT Plus conditions (p}:\OSP
and p,<.05;'p<.01 end p<‘\.~01; p<.Q5 and p< .01 respectively). No‘
;%gnificant differences between the experimental groups eme%ged on any
of the subject satisfaction variables for thie assessment.

Data from the follow-up asseesment‘suggested, howeve}; thét\these
differences in self-reported satisfaction tended to decrease over time.
At Follow-up a one-way ane?ysis\of variance failed to suggest signjf;cant
main effects except.for sgbjects‘ self-reported 1iking of the~traéniﬁg
- program (p<.032, F = 3.725, df = 2/41). A Newman-Keuls analysis of

these results indicated that subjects in the control cpndition'eontinued
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to repS%Y‘Qbéi they liked thé éxpe}ience less than subjects in either‘
treatment grbué {p <.05 for both comparisoﬁs). Significant differences.
. between experimental groups‘aéain failed to emerge. )
Td determiﬁé the extent of these changes across time, multipie
fpéired t-tests were completed for all subjecis satisfaction vafiab]es
within groups and across time. One—fai]éd comparisons indicated that‘
the reduction in main effects at fo]}ow-hp wés-attributab]e to changes

'Y

in\suﬁject satisfaction for the AT Plus group. These data 1nd}é$§gd

\ that subjects in thi; condition\tended\to va]ué their ekper%enﬁés n
the experiment\]ess over time (p(;.OS), and to report less .
rétrgspective belief in the effiéacy of the procedﬁres (b‘(.038) than
they did at post-treatment.

Behavioral Data - bverall Assertion\(Training Effects)
e 1

4 . On%awaj analyses of variance utilizing a regression format were
‘conducted for eath interpersonal situation across treatment conditiOns
within the pre-treatment assessment. None of these anaiysis\reveaied
. . any significant pre—tnﬁatﬁent differences across groups in overéll
asse%tion for any of the four situations included in the AHf]
hierarchy. Application 6f thi§ statistical procedure td thé behavioral
data obiaingd at post-treatment, however, revealed significant main

effects for all four AH-1 stimuli. These data are summarized in Table 2.

o an NP e e A e e e e e A A e
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Newman-Keuls analyses of these data indicated that these effects

-

assertion exhibited by Control subjects. For all situations the

data indicated that subjects in the ControT condition responded with
} ~ \

significantly less assertion than subjects in either the AT Only or

.

- AT Plus conditions (p&.01 for all comparisons éxcept situation 1 in-

*whichip was &.05). Significant differences between experiménta1 groups,

however, failed to emerge within any stimulus situation incﬂyﬁed in
the AH-1 sequence. These post-treatmént data suggest gigni%icanfly
greater training effects for expeﬁgmental subjects than for controls.

When onea;qyssna}yseé of‘varfshce ut%lizjng a regression option
were applied to fo11oy-u£ data, a similar picture emerged. These
data are also summarized in Table 2. | ) |

Newman-Keuls analysis of these data\for situations 1, 2, and 4,;
again revealed that Control subjecfs performed with significantly less
aéSertien than AT Only or AT Plus subjects (p< .01 for all comparisoné).
Sigﬁificant differences betweén“experimental groups failed to emerge
tor these situétions. For Situation 3, however, subjecfs ig_the
Contréi group_continued to exhibit relative deficfts in assertion as
compared to experimenta¥ subjects~(p&.01), while AT Only subjects
performed significantly better than AT Plus subjects (P .05). As
with the post-treatment data, consistently é}eater\leve1s of

assertion were noted at follow-up for subjects in both experimental -

groups.
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To determine the relative extent of training effects over time,

~a trend ana?ysig of the behavioral data across time. and within treat-

ment‘cendition was cohducted’for_a]l fobhefﬁﬁ41;5timu7us situations.
~ ‘ \ S - s
AT Only and AT Plus data suggested significant main effects across

time, indicating that the intervention was successful in increasing = <

overall behqvioraleéSEertTon in response to,all AH-1 stimuli for these _

a——

~subjects {pg .001 for all trend analyses).

Newman-Keuls statistics, coemputed to determine if the effects
of the intervention were maintained at fd]]ow—up, indicated that the

N

overall level of assertion for AT Only sUbjects—et pre-treatment was

s1gn1f1cant1y Tower than it was at post-treatment and at follow-up

{p L u] for all c0mpar150ns) No differences were noted between post-

treatment and follow-up assessments. These data suggest that, not

only was the 1ntervention\sde¢essfu1 in modifying overall assertion,
but also that increaseés in behavioral assertion were maintained up to
squects.

. Similar analysis ef AT Plus data yielded equivalent findings. For
Sifuations 1, 2, and 3 Newman-Keuls analyses indicated significent
changes from pre-treatment. to post-treatment and from pre- treatment
to follow-up (p<. 01 for- a]Y comparlsons) For these s1tuat10ns no
significant differences between post treatment and follow- -up were
noted. For Situation 4, fowever, not only were overall Ieve]s of

L

assertion.found to.be significantly lower in pre-treatment. than in

17
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ei’ther‘pos't~3creatment or folklow‘-up (p<€.01), but a significaht‘

decrease (p<.05) was noted for this situation from post-treatment -

. to follow-up. Thus for the AT Plus group, increases in overall

assertion were maintained for up to six weeks, except in response

to, the sﬁtuation rated as most difficukﬁ. Fér‘this;sjtuation‘a

significant reduction in behavioral assertion was noted.

~

Ada]ysws of Control data suggested that, though these subJects
tended to rate thémse]ves as more assert1ve at post- treatment and
follow-up, these changes were not ref]ected»when assert?qn was
assessed behaviorally. For Situations 1,12, and 3 analyses of variance
etilizing a regression format failed to suggest any significant
behavioral effects. For\Sftuatidn 4,f%owever, the analysis revealed =
a signfieant.u)zkos, F =3.95, df = 2/22) change in d?erali
assertion, Y | ‘

A Newman-Keuls analysis of these data indicated that subjects inm

| this condition performed with significantly greater assertion at

post- treatment tpL. 05) and at follow-up (p £.05) when Eompared to
pre- treatwent ieveis The analysis failed to suggest significant
changes in overall assefifon between the post-treatment and follow-up

assesssments. These data indicate that only for the situation

 judged to be most difficult did control subjects exhibit ahy

~signifjcant improvements in assertion, and that such improvements

were maintained for up to’'six weeks following the termination of

the intervention.-

;v&}.
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Behavioral Data - Overall Assertion‘(Generalization Effects)

The results of one-way analysis-of variance utilizing a regfession
format for‘theepostltreatmenﬁ assessment of AH-2 stimuli, and the
f011ow;bp assessment of AH-3 stimuli, are summarized in Table 3. As
thid table indicates, these anelysis revealed significant main effects
for akl four interpersonal situations included 1n‘both‘of the stimu]ué
hierarchies. ' . ‘ ”

B TG N U O VA I

As wwth training effects a Newman- Keuls “analysis of the data ebta1ned
in response~fé\these novel stimulus swtuat1ons consistently showed the
behavioral super10r1ty of subjects in both exper1mentaJ groups when
compareﬁ‘;o éontro] subjects. For all AH 2 stwmu11 the data 1nd1cated
that Control subjects responded to these novel standard swtuatwons
wath s!qn\tlca¥t1y less assertwon than subJect§ in. e}ther experimental

cond1t1on (b <. 01 for all comparisons except S1tuat10n 2 1in which

- p was £ .05}, andsfawled to reveal any significant differences between

L \
‘experimental groups.

2

FOr.thosé no%ei Situations included\in AH-3, analysis of Ehe
fo]]ow—up data shewed that?ControT subjects berformed with significantly
less overall, assert1on than dvd experimental subjects (p< .01 for all
comparwsd%s on Sztuations 1, 2, and 4\, and again fajxed to distinguish

between exper1mentaligroups. For S1tuat1on 3, however, the data

P

g
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fsaggested\thatfsubjetts in the’AT Only group performed at significantly

-

higher levels than either AT Plus orﬂAttention—PlaéeEP subjects

(p£.05), with AT Plus subjects showing relatively greater levels -

. of assertion than Control subjects (p<ﬁ.01).

Since the\above analyses failed to determine the effects of
transfer over Eime, or compare AH-2 and AH-3 responding fo pre-
treatment levels, a t;end analysis across AHfl, AH-2, and AH;§ stimuli
within\each situation was conducted. ,Thése data are i]lusf?ated in '
Figures 2,3, and 4. o S

ngure 2 1nd1cates that for the AT On]y group, all analyses
produced. significant trend effects. F0r Situations 1, 2, 3,\and 4 the.
significance levels were ps:.OOT~( - 19.88, df = 2/30) ;: 01
(f = 6.08, -df = 2/30), p<.001 (F = 51 37 df = 2/30), and p<. 001
(F = 23.02, df ; 2/30) respectively. Newman-heu]s analyses of these
data suggested a consistent picture ac}oss stimulus situatibn in
whigh AH-1 pre-treatment levels were clearly less than ]e?e?s
determined in response to novel AH-2 post-treatment, or AH-3 follow-up,
stimuli. For éituations i, 3,ﬂand‘4 the data indicated that AT Only \
subjects performed at pre-treatment witﬁ‘significant1y less asseftion\
than they did_' at post~tre—::atment*or at follow-up {p<&.01 for aHk
comparisbns) despite_t?e fact that these subjgcts had not been
explicitly trained on AH-2 or AH-3 situations. No significant
differences were $o£gd between AH-2 and AH-3 responding. ese data

suggest that not only did transfer occur, but that these effects
were mawntavaed at least up to Six weeks after the e§per nt ended.
“ | _ | f
. N |
. , ~ g
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. An identical picture emerged for Situation 2, though for thi§'situation\

the significance of the difference between AH-2 and AH-1 was p~( 05,

while AH-3 respond1ng differed from AH- 1 levels at a probab1]1ty of

p< '(}} ‘ ' ) | \ s ' ] H

s e e e . R W R ML G e e e e e g -

As suggested by F1gure 3, the data. obtalned from subJects in the

\ AT Plus group were less consistent. whwle swgn1f1cqnt trend effects
were noted for Situations 1, 3, and 4, (p ¢.001, F = 18.463, df = 2/28;
pg.001, F = 14,188, df = 2/28; pL.001, F = 4\1‘2.538*,' \df = 2'/28'

. respective1y), the data for Situation 2 Endicated\that gubjéct% sh@wed
no significant Ehanges in overall assertion in response to this

stimulus situation as it appeared in any of the stimulus hierarchies.
. ~ '

Newman-Keuls analyses of these data proVided\additional evidence

suggesting that AT Plus subjects showed relatively less transfer and
maintenance than did subjects in the AT Ohly condition, For Situation

1 the data indicated that AH-1 levels of overall assertion were -
sig_niﬁcant]y\less than both AH-2 levels (p £.01) and AH-3 levels (p¢ .01),
and that AH-3 1evelshwere significantly lower than AH-2 levels (p¢ .05).
For Situation 4 AH-1 levels were also fdund to be signfficantly lower

than either AH-2 or AH-3 levels (p¢ .01 for both comparisons), and AH-3 .

2

responding was significantly less than that observed for AH-2\4p<;.03).

K
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For-Sjtuétion"3 the data indicated that AT Plus subjects responded

equally to AH-1 and AH-3 stimuli, thus suggesting a\rgturn to~pre§

treatment levels despite an increase in ‘performance’ at post-treatment

{pg .01). :
Figure 4 quickly reveals,the significantly lower levels of overall

assertion noted for Control 'subjects. Intekeéting?y, though subjects

DR e R el e T

R R T R A R L ke

in this condition received no direct behavioral training in the area
N ¢ - . <

ef’assertioh, some significant improvement in assertion was observed. )

S{gnificant trend effects were. noted fpr‘Situations 1, 3, and 4.

(p<.025, F = 4.4032, df = 2/22 respectively) but not for Situation 2.
Newman-Keuls analyses of these data, hbwever, revealed a mixed

picture. For Situation 1 the data indicated. that AH»Z‘]eveis\of

“assertion were significantly greater than those noted in response

to AH-1 stimuli (p .05}, thdugh AH-2 and AH:3‘1ev§1s were shown to |
be equal. AH-1 levels were also gouné to be equivaléni to those of
2H—3.c For\Situation 3, AH-1 levels were found to be significant]y
lower thah those noted for either AH-3 (p .05) or WH-2 (p<L .01),

and AH-2 and AH-3 levels were qeterminéd to be equivalent. The data

from Situation 4 failed to reveal significant differences between

pre-treatment and follow-up. Subjects weré, however; found to
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 respond with significantly greater behavioral assertwon 1n response

“to AH-2 stimuli than in nésponse to either AH-1 (p..01) or AH 3
'Y . .
(pe. . 01) stimuli..

To 1nvest1gate the relative magn1tude of transfer for eEEh
group paired t-tests were completed between AH-1 and AH-2 stimuli,

and AH-1 and AH-3 stimuli, for post-treatment and fol?ow-up

Response Beneralization

respectively. These compar1sons utilized a %xo ta11ed cr?terlon and

were comp]eted atross each hierarchical 51tuat10n within both t1me
of assessment and treatment cond1t1on

. An evaluatton of the post- treatment data across all stimulus
situations for the AT On]y group failed to reveal any significant

" differences. These data suggest th;t—training and transfer effects

were of equal magnitude for this group-. X

r

For the At Plus group, the data 1nd1cated equ1va]ence for

Situations 1 3, :and 4, but for’ Situation 2 suggested that AH-2

levels were significantly lower {p<:.021)'than they were in response |

to the AH-1, training stimulus. For the Contro]l group the data
isuogested equivalence for Situations 1 and 3, thought at those
stgn1f1cant1y lower levels of assertion indicated by the ANOVA data.
_For Situation 2, however, these‘data suggested a significant

decrement in overall assertion (p&.004) in response to the AH-2

transfer stimulus when compared to that noted in response to theéAH-] -

training stimulus. For Situation 4 the situation was reversed with
the data suggesting a'significant improvement in overall assertion .

(p-008) in response to the AH-2 stimulus.
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Data comparing AH-1 levels of assertion to AH-3 levels at

follow-up for the AT Only group\failed'to reveal significant
differences for Situations 2, 3,/hnd~4.k_Thesefdae? suggest the
equiva]ence”of training and transfer\effegts for these situations,
and indicate that transfer effects were maintained at follow-up. In
addition, a significant improvement (pd. .046) was” noted 16 subject's
responding to Situation 1 of tﬁe AH-3 hierarehy \Such data imply
that >ubgects in the AT Only condition were able to 1mprove thewr
assert1ve performance over twme on the easiest swtuat1on inc luded
in the stimulus h)erarchy.

‘ AT Plus data, while suggesting the equivalence of training and
transfer for Situations 2 'and 4, revealed that these subjects.fai]ed
to maintain their prior levels of equivalent functioning in response ‘§
to Situation 1 and 3:‘ For these subjects a significant\redugt{on in
overall assertion from AH-1 to AH-3 stimuli was noted for Situations
1 (pd .006) and 3 {(p< .014). For Control subjects e]? comparisons .
suggested equivalence between AH-]r]evelsiand those determined for
AH-3 stimuli. Such data 1mp!y that subjects in thws group reSpOnded
s1m1]ar11y to both training and transfer s1tuat1ons and at those

. lower levels suggested by the ANOVA data.

The Effects of the Experimental Manipulation - Self-Report

Due to the mixed results concerning the performance of AT Plus
subjects, a significant question emerges regard1ng the extent to

whach the prOgrammed generalization procedures used in this condition

were effective. Information addressing this*issue ‘was obtained from

%,

()4
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the subjects at post-treatment and folTBw—up using the Subject
Satisfaction Questionnaire. » o
A traditional one way ana]yéis of variance of t;e post-treatment
data suggested that subjects in all groups reported equivalent Tevels
of past and current practice, equal utiliiatiOn of the suégésted |

practice format, and in vivo practice of situations with essentially

similar arousal value

b mean = 60.91, standard deviation = 21.92).
Such data cast doubt upon the hti?itx 6f the programmed generglizgtion
‘procedures used in ‘the experiheht. | | *

An -examination of fo1low—ub»data §dggested similar resultsiin
all SUt one of the variables éssesséd. At this;tjme é significant main
effect was .noted for the number of times subjects\actua11y practiced

»

their new asse}tivé skills St the time of assessheqt (pf:}024, F = 4,065,
df = 2/41), A Néwman-ﬁeu]s»ana]ysis of these results fndicatéd that-
these effects were attributéb]e to the\significantly greater freduency :
L Spf practice reported by subjects in the AT Only cbnditjon when comﬁared
to AT P]u§ (p<:.05) and Control subjecfs (p(’_.QS)..'~ No diffefences were®
noted between AT Control and AT P}Qs subjects in regard to the .
frequéncy of se}f—reppﬁted 1ﬁ*;?VO practice. |
o Discussion _ \ -
i The-results of this experiment, unlike others. in the 1iterature;

support the conclusion that behavioral changes observed following.

assertion training generalize to novel situations requiring assertive °
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= responses whicﬁ—differ from those explicitly taught as part of the

NN

tra1n1ng program at. 1east when transfer is assessed“ﬁn'the ]aooratory.s'
For subjects in both: experwmental groups behav1oral performance in

response to nove] situations of vary1ng respgnse type and dwff1co1ty -

. Was found to be s19n1f1cantly and cons1sfent1y super1or to the ‘

> 5.
RN

~performance 8Xh1b1ted by those in the control. condwtwon In additioh:

\\experlmental subjects were found to perform wwth s19n1f1cant1y more

assertion in response to nove] st1mu11 at post-treatment and fo]]ow -up

than they had in response to then novel, pre-treatment stimulus

-

situations.
| .he oonclus1on that subjects cont1nue to effectively apply thewr '

new assertive sk11ﬁs in novel s1tuat1ons\even after the termination |

5
*

of assertion training is also supported by the results of -this

~

experiment. Subje&ts in both experimental groups were found to respond

to novel situations with cons1stent1y superior overal1 assertwon thans
K m}\‘

tontrol subgects aven when assessed $ix weeks after the conc}usaon

" of the trawnwng program, Exper1menta1 subJects When assessed at )
i fo!?ow-oo, were also found 1o respond to untratned stimulus sutuatwons

with swgnwflcantly hwgher Tevels of overall assertwon as compared to

their: performance in response to novel, pre-treatment stimuli.
‘ Wh11e previous data suggest that tra1n1ng effects tend to be
greater than transfer effects, when assessed wwth1n the same general

response class {Young, mem & Kennedy, 1973; Herfén, Ews]er, & Mll]er,

s

@
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1974 ; Kazdin, 1974 k1rschner 1976) the results of this experiment"
support the conc1u51on that tra1n1ng and transfer effects tend to

be equavalent of the stheen poss1b]e patred comparisons computed

-

‘between tra1n1ng and novel stlmuli across post treatméht and fo]]ow up'

'assessments for exper1menta1 subjects, only three suggested lower

¢
levels of assertion in response to transfer stimuli. In fact, for

one of these comparisons the data showed an increase in assertion

in response to a genera]1zat1on stimulus when compared to an

equ1va]ent trainipg stimulus. ‘
In addition, the data also suggest\thdt, not only were the

generalizatdion procedures ineffective\ih produc;ng increased transfer,

but also that these procedures may have resulted in less generallzatton

than may have occured had they not been utilized. While subJectS~1n the

AT Only cond1t1on were found to respond to all transfer stipuli at . ‘ |

N
pqst -treatment and follow-up with s1gn1f1cant3y 1mproved assertwon as

-

compared to that exh:b!tedeﬂ;Qrettreatment, subjects in the AT Plus
> R ‘- .

condition failed to produce sucq consistent'results. For these subjects
. 2 . . i

H

a marked decrement in transfer/was noted.at poste=treatment in response

to S1tuat10n 2 of the AH-2 hierarchy. Af Plus subjeéfs also faiied

-to consxstent]y maintain their post-treatment 1evels of assertion when

assessed at fo]]ow-up. Transfer effects were also found to be .
significently'}esstthen trainihg effects for these‘subjects.

Though the behayiora1 data cleerly shoﬁ that the intervention used
in the exper%hent produced significantly gr@éter behavioral change in

experimental subjects, no differential training effects were noted

oo

/
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in the self-report data. Such results are consistent with those in the
1iterature which aleo show increases in self-reported assertion for those
in a control condition {Kazdin, 1974;\R5mm, et ai., 1976; Nietzal; et al.,

197?), or with those studies which show equivalent\]evels of assertion

»

for experimenta] and control subjects (Kazdin, 1975). Decreaées in

subjective d1scomfort, even when observed in the context of contwnued

»

behavioral deficiency, has also been reported in the lxterature (anm,
A N

et al., 1976). ’
. , \
On the basis of these data 1t would ~appear that se]f-report measures

fail to assess actua’l.behavwra] parameters and, rather, assess sub,Ject
)

characteristics more closely associated with attr1but10na1 and attitudinal
aspects of functioning.. While this cenc1usion appears to be warranted,
o - \
an ancillary conclusion regarding the inapprog;%afeness of self- .
report meaeyres does not appear to be‘justified. Rather, it woule seem

Y

= that such measures are of value in the initial screening of subjects’

~prior to the imp]eme@tation of assertion training, but of little v;iue
in aseessing either;training of transfer effects. .
It is .also interesting to note that control subjects; desﬁige ihe
'+ fact that they recei!ed no actual training in assertion, exhibited a
eignificant increase in\behavioral assertion over time for the most
difficult situation included in the training series. It may be that it
is thws limited behavioral improvement that is actually being assessed .
# by the self-report measdres B ‘ ;
8ehav1ora 1mbrovement of control subjects is certainly not

\~\

withodt precedent (McFall & ‘Twentyman, 1973; Kazdin, 1974'and 1975;
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Nietzel, .et al., 1977). It is, however, of‘some coefort to note
that, Ehough control subjects showed 1mproved performance, such improve-
- ment was not of magnitude as tha?‘exhibited by those in the expéfimenta]
groups. Perhaps control subjects, as a result of attending greup
.sessions in which assertion was discussed and in which subjects could
\é nteract with other nonassertive individuals, redefined their problem.
As a result of their participation these subjects may {have gi—ven them-
selves\"permission" to Behavekjn an aséertive manner. the se]f—reported |
decreases in subjective discomfort noted 1nwthis\e¥pe;iment wpe1d |
tend to\support this view.

The beHaviora] improvement\noted for control subjecfs may also
rep}esent an artifact of the videotape q&sessment fo}mat.k Recently,
behaviora] assessment procedurés such as those used in-this experiement
have been criticized concerning their lack of ecologicéi and construct
va}idity (Bellack, Hersen & Turner, 1928). Despite efforts to insure a
va1id assessment of subjects' in vivo behav%ors, if is likely that |
subjects in this assessment situation would attempt to conform to the
experimental demaﬁdﬁ ofsEhe’measurement procedure. Thus, con%ro].
subjects,:yanting to E]ease the experimentef and conform to the demand
characteristics (Orne, 1962) of the assessment situation, hay have
atiempted to maximize their assertive eerformance.‘ Since subjects
in the control conditien were not exposed to explicit training in the
behavioral cemponents gf assertion, their efforts, though showing

improvements over those exhibited at pre-treatment, failed to equal

* v
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thosé di;played by subjects in\either experimental‘grodp.1~Suchia
-formulation would also qccount for thé tendency for éontroi subjects
to pe:form at equivalent levels in response to both training and
transfer stimuli. As a result, it may be that the behavioral
improvement observed for Contrb] subjects can be corrgct]y viewed’as
an estimate of maxiﬁum behavioral performance e]%cited in response
to attitudinal change and to ihe demands of the assessment situation.
If so, the actual magnitude of training and transfer effects for o
experimenta1)subjects may be accurately ascertained ?y e]iminatin§
" such extrﬁneous;%nfluences.‘\ \ii

Despite the rather massive_éttempt to faci]itgte generalization,

the data suggest that this manipulation was not successful. Similar

findings\ha&e been reporteq by other experimenters (Heréeﬁ,iEisler,i
& Miller, 1974; Kirschner, 1976; Rosenthal & Reese, 1976). While
the programmed geﬁefa1i;§tion procedures -were designed to increase
in‘vivo practice\across\é wide range of situations of increasing
response difficulty, the data indicaie that; not only were the
procedures not effective in achieving this end; but that AT Plus
subjects actually tended to practice_1ess than those in the AT Only
condition. Though AT Plus subjects initially expressed as much
9§tﬁsfa§tion in treatment as AT Only subjects, AT P]us\subjects
be;ame less satisfied with the intervention as time ﬁasséd énd showed
decreased assertive ability when agsessed at follow-up. These data

suggest that complex generalization procedures, though recommended

N oF
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has\a meéns to~insure transfer (Rich‘&-Sctheder; 1976), may actually
reduce the effects Qgich they are ihtended to produce and may detract
from the subjective experience of group pariicipants.

" Though the data féil to -address thg question of why AT Plus
subjects showed 1és$ préctice énd satisfact%on than AT'OnIy shbjects,
some speculation concern1ng these findings ~appears to be warranted
w1th1n both individual and group treatment formats, res1stance to.
behavior change is common]&ﬂaoted (Korchin, 1976), anq effqrts are
usually made~to reduce Or: overcome .such resista@ce. Given the
highiy_strucfuréd nature of the genera1izatioﬁ pro&edures used in this
experiment, and the tendeécy for nonassertive individuals to employ
passive means to gain cdﬁtro1, it may be that the subjective effect
of these procedures*funétionéd to increase the fesistance of subjects
in the AT Plus group by tappxng into old nonassertive behavioral
themes relating to passive res1stance to author1ty Pa551ve attempts )
to retawn control whzch common?y characterize nonassertive 1nd1v1dua]s
may thus have been responsible for the relatively poorer performance
noted for those in the AT Plus conditjon, |

- Subjects in the AT Only‘coqdit?on, however, were free to practice
*  their new éssertive skills in whatever manner they desired. Such a

situation obviously allowed these subjects to exert more control

\ over their practice and thus over their behavior. It may be that

-~

this relatively increased sense of control contributed to an increased

desire to practice for these subjects. Increased pré&tice may also
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account for the data which iﬁdicate consfstent]y‘greater genéralizat%on
and maintenance\for'subjects in the AT Only‘condition. ~While clearly
speculative, data from the modeling literature, which show that
subject'control of therapeutic modeling stimuli enhaﬁces treatggnt
effects (Bandhra & Menlove, 1968) supports such an\interprefation.

Though the data obtained in this experiment tend to support Wolpe's
\{1958, 1969) notions concerning the importance of stimulus genefa]ization
and sifuation;] specifity in the deve]opment\of\nonassertive behanor,;

4

" the nature of these data prec1ude\conc1usiVegcom@§nﬁ. And, while the
data suggest Qhat the formulation and;br assessment of -transfer across
homOgeneon response Eiagges is %]1-advised, as well as theoretically
inconsistent,va strong conclusion in suppor£ of these views wodld\be

. premature at this time. ‘

The‘proﬁlem with any suCﬁ conclusion is that, onthe basis of the
data obtained‘{n‘this expérimént, it is\dﬁé1eqr whether\it was, the novel
nature of the aSsessment‘procedures'empioyed, or fhe extended nature of
the intervention utili;éd, which .was fesponsible for the rather unique
finding that generalization afross reSpoﬁse‘c}asses may be expected to
occur fol10w1ng an intervention designed to increase assert1ve behavior.
ThOugh these data do suggest that previous studies have attempted to
evaluate ge&;ral1zat1on i{fects in an inappropriate fashion before this
concdusion can be advanced it would be necessary to tease out the
separate influences of these variab1es. An experiment employing the

assessment tool used in the present research, but which trains assertion

iﬁ'the short-term, analog format typically found in the literature,
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1d be invaluable in this f?egard. The results of this St&pe of

-

t would greatly facilitate conclusive comment within this
' 4 - e
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N Table 1

Conclusions and Supporting Research Concerning the Transfer

of Training of Assertive Behavior. ConcluSions are Listed in

order of Docreasing Definitiveness. Studies failing to meet
Minimal Design and Methodological Réquirements have been Excluded.

Conclusion . Supportive Research
1. Training of a specific type 1. McFall-& Lillesand (1971)
of-assertive response will \ McFall & Twentyman (1973,
’ transfer to novel situations Exp. II) -
~in which the same response - Hersen, Eisler & Miller (1974)
is called for, at least in Kazdin (1974; 1975) .
the laboratory. Kirschner (1976)
i ‘ Nietzel, et al. (1977)
2. Training of a specific type 2. McFall & Lillesand (1971)
" of assertive response will .  McFall & Twentyman (1973,
typically transfer to a ' Exp. I, II,.-111)

more demanding situation ~ - Nietzel, et al. (1977)
requiring the same type of o - \
assertion, at least in the

- laboratory. ‘ \ - \ .
i 3. Training of a ppecific type 3. McFall & Lillesand (1971)
of assertive response will \ McFall & Twentyman (1973,
typically not transfer to ; Exp. I, II, III, IV)
similar in vivo situations Kazdin (1974) '

- which call for the same S ~ Nietzel, et al. (1977)
response, at least when such \ \
transfer is assessed through
a covert telephone assessment
of an all-or-none nature.

, 4. Training, either within a 4. McFall & Lillesand (1971)
‘ specific response class or Hersen, tisler & Miller (1974)
across many response classes, Kirschner (1976)
will not transfer to situations Nietzel, et al. (1977)

in which responses other than

- those explicitly trained are
called for. This conclusion
pertains to both laboratory
and in vivo assessments., .

.,—'/
‘:{:‘; ‘l\
L 37




-Table\f (continued)

Conclusion \ Supportive Research
5. Follow-up data, utilizing - L 5. McFall & Twentyman (1971)
covert in vivo telephone ‘ McFall & Twentyman (1973, .
assessments, fail to provide CExp. III)
n evidence for the maintenance Kazdin (1974)
' - of increased assertion : Nietzel, et al., (1977)

.either in areas specifically
trained or in sjtuations
requiring a novel assertion,

6. Attempts to inérgase generali- 6. Hersén,‘Eis1er, MilTer
zation incorporated into- o (1974)
experimental design typically ‘ Rosenthal & Reese (1976)
fail to facilitate transfer. = ‘ Kirschner (1976)
» ’ B \/f"a/
. 6 3
-~ \\

o
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_Table 2

Summary of ANGVA eva]uat1ng trawq;ng effects as assessed by
between group changes in the behavioral expression of
overall assertion assessed at post-treatment and follow-up
for each stimulus situation 1nc1uded in AH 1.

Situation \\ Poét»TreaimQBt ‘ Fo]ﬁow-Up
Number : . :
F | df | Sig. of Ff| F | df | Sig. of F
1 3.972| 2742 | p<.026 || 8.027 {2/40 | pg.001
2 10.881| 2/42 | p<.ool || 8.911 |2/40 | p<.001
3°  15.853| 2/42 | p<.001 ||12.898 |2/40| p<.001
4  12.432| 2/42 | p<.001 |}19.498 +4/40 | " p<.001
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TabTe 3

Summary of ANOVA evaluating generalization effects as assessed
by changed in the behavioral expression of overall assertion .
assessed in response to all stimulus situations 1nc1uded in
AH- 2 (Post treatment) and AH 3 (Fol]ow up) \

“

1
}

Situation Post-Treatment (AH-2) Follow-Up (AH»3)

Number i o - ~ . =
S P} df | Sig. of F| F | df | Sig.of F

1. 0717f 2/42 | pe.oor || 16.353] 2/40 | p¢.001

2 doose| 2702 | pe.02s || 3.329(-2/40-| pg .05

3 20.618| 2742 | p<.001 || 16.916| 2740 | pe.001

3 14.885| 2/42 | p<.001 || 11.509] 2/80 | p</o01

\‘ &
&
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Figurs I Sthematic re‘"gscutation of the, experimental design used to assees genxr alization of
behavibral .components of assertion ‘The three empirvicaliy cauivalent stimulus
hierarchies are laboled AH-1, AH-Z, and AH-3 and represented as 1, 2, 5, 4; A, B, C D;
and W, X, Y, Z respectively. The order of stimulus preSuntatlon at post- -treatment was
1-3-2-B-3-C-4~D. Stimulus presentation at follow- up was l1-W-2-X-3-Y-4-7,
& *
PRETREATMENT .. POST»—”I‘REA'[MENT - . FOLLOW-UP
Assertion training AH-1 AH 1., AH-1
With Qrap*ammad ' * trainin - maintenance ;Df~ A
generalization 1 23 4 : g 1 2 3 : e 1 2 3 4¢C -
training
o AH-2 « AH-3 oy
transfer . o . VS,
. maintenance of ;
A B C transfer W X Y Z?\dgnltude 0Of : e
) . training vs. transfer
Assertion training = AH-1 \ AH-1- CAH-1
minus programmed | :
generalization 1 2 3 4 172 3. 5=
AH-3
. \ W X Y I {~——=
. N : iy
Insight-oriented . AH-1 AH-1 AH-1
attention placebo \ ' . ‘
control 1.2 3 4 1 2 3 1. 2 3 4<
b Y .‘
, AH-2 AH-3 ’
]
. A B C. W X Y ZI¢
B3 Ed
9 92) g
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Figure 2: Generalization Effects: Trend analysis of behavioral
 data for overall assertion across time and stimulus
hierarchies obtained from the AT Only group where:
~ Situation 1
Situation 2
‘ Situation 3
‘ _ Situation 4

-
Zb—0—o—

Mean ;
Overall
Assertion .

[%

0 AH-1 C AHe2 AH-3
Pre-treatment . Post-treatment Follow-up

Time of Assessment and Stimulus Hierarchy
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Figure 3: Generalization Effects: Trend analysis of behavioral data

{

1Y

for overall assertion across time and stimulus hierarchies

ob§pined from the AT Plus group where:
-

Mean
Overall
Assertion

b

o

AN

- |
AH-1
Pre-treatment

1@

. Situation 1 :
Situation 2
Situation 3

— —— SBE——  ——— S————

;
[
.

Situation 4 = _p__o— 0_._‘

AH-2 AH-3
Post-treatment Follow-up

Time of Assessment and Stimulus Hierarchy
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Figure 4: Generalization Effects: Trend analysis of behavioral

data for overall assertion across time and stimulus
hierarchies obtained from the Attentwon P\acebo group
where: Situation 1 ;

Situation 2 = __

Situation 3 — X X— X—

Situa't“iqn 4 —_—0—0—0-—=

|

o0 on

Mean
Cverall

(W%

[

0

“Assertion

'
X

AH-1 ) AH-2 AH-3
Pre-treatment Post-Treatment Follow-up

Txme of Assessment and Stimulus<Hierarchy
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