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The Effects of Assertive Training on Self-Reported Assertive Ability, :
Social Skill-Knowledge, and Social Self-Efficacy '

- for Trained and’Untrained Spouses ) -

N . . . ‘: | f." . . 2 ' ) L

Within'.the 1asg decade a variety of intervention programs designed ¢

-

to teach rec1p1ents spec1f1c life skills have become 1ncreasnng]y popular,

> A

Of these, assert1ve tra1n1ng has gained w1de acceptance as a pr1mary or
4

) adJunct1ve treatment and has’Been used as an intervention strategy. in ~

such areas as substance abuse (M111er & .Foy, 1981), affect1ve disorders
(Carson & Adams, 1981) anx1ety (Hardy, 1977), stress management (Kolotkin, .
1981) depression (Sanchez & Lew1nsohn, 1980), sbyness (khelton, 1;81),
and ant1soc1a1 aggress1on (Rimm, 1977) When 1mp1émented assert1ve ;
training interventions tend to involve 1nd4v1duals who are referred for <4
social skills fra1n1ng, or who self-refer when nonassert1on or’ anger come
to cause significant emotional or’persona] discomfort. Though many “indivi-~
duals who become involved in assertive training.brograms are also involved
in relationships, partners’or speuses typtea]]y do not become invo]ved
in traiming with the trainees. , -  *

Despite the fact’that increased assertive skills are des1gned to affect
the personal and vocational re]at1onsh1ps of recnp1ents very 11tt1e atten- i
tion’ has been given to the effects of tra1n1ng on those who interact with 5
tra1nees. Though Alberti and Emmons (1978) have d1scussed the poss1b1]1ty
that as§!rt1ve training may resu]t in increased prob]ems within 1nt1mate

re]at1onsh1ps, empirical assessment of the effgtts of assertive tiaining - y

in, re]ati ships is rare. ;n one study, Eisler, 11er, Hersen, and Alford

’
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(1974) found that.assertjve training for husbands was re]ated'tofsigni-

~

_ ficant positive changes in maritah interactions, but assessment did not

0]

' 1n soc1a1 anx1%ty. ‘No behavioral assessment of assertion was conducted.

include a global measure of assértion. Wolff and Deslderto (1980) exam1ned

’ 'the effects ‘of assertive tra1n1ng on coﬁ]ege student tra1nees and their

» . N »
roommates, apd found.¢hat rec1p1ents ‘of tra1n1ng reported increased asser- .

”

tion and lower soc1a1 anxiety compared\to a no- treatment group. Traineé's
N (\ Al

roommates showed s1m11ar, but smaller, changes in assert1on, and no changgs
>

Though these investigations suggest that assert1ve training has
positive Systems effects# some evidence suggests that negative effects
might also occur.' For éxample, Gurman.&-Kniskern.(IQZ ), in a‘review of

. fgdividuél therapy

fa)
for mar1ta1 -family prob]ems was associated with deter1orat1on of the

the literature on marita]-fami]y therapy, found that

patient, the patient's pr1mary re]at1onsh16s, or the patient's famlly L
about twice as often as other types of therapy. Intuitive arguments

for negative effécts a]so ex1st For example, it_is likely that a]ter-l

ations in trainees' assertive behavior produce requests For change in

/}heir relationships, and that such requests increase the tensions in.those

”

re]ationships. Partners may respond to these stresses with 1ncreased
defens1veness, host111ty or d1scomfort. And, s1nce the pantners of “trainees -
are likely to resist the trainees' attempts to modify, eliminate, or ' I

discuss their behavior, adverse effects of assertive.training‘iﬁ‘re]ation-
. ' s . ) .

.
']

sh1ps can be ant1c1pated

. r
. -

Because of the_ popularity of assertive training, and the- possibility

. .
- < LR
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that such tfaining‘may have negative effects on re]ationships, the

present investigation sought to examine.the consequences of assertive

-tra1n1ng on behavioral and se]f—reported assertion, and on marital

rel?tlonshlps, for both trained and untralned spouses. ' ‘
. _ * Method '
Participant ‘ .. \ : !

Part1c1pants were so]1c1ted from the communlty using a news itém

placed in a local newspaper, through public serv1ce radio announcements,

" and with a poster placed in a social service center, A1l of these

" solicitations invited interested cciples to contact a local university

s

. if they wanted to parficipéte in a research project designed to study

the effects of communication training on marital relatiohs,, and offiered
free communications training in exchange for participation. Of the

twenty-fouc couples who responded,,s15 decided to participhte in the

experiment. Two of these couples terminated their participation prior to
* /

the completion of the project. The four' couples completing the eiperiment_

were married, and ranged in ade -from 31-57 years (x = 40.25).

Scrieening N ‘
Prior to the experiment, all participants ‘completed the Adylt Self-

Expression Scale {Gay, Hollandsworth &. Ga]ass1, 1975) and the Assertion

Inventory (Gambr1]1 & Richey, 1975) to assess theTr self-reported assert1ve

‘.

,.4‘
ability. SubJects report1ng 1ower assertive ab111ty than their spouse

. were placed in the treatment group. Spouses were placed in a de]ayed-

treatment condition,. and were told that they would receive training which

was identical to that given their partner after the conclusion of sthe
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entire .experiment. .

Treatment Conditions

Research .subjects were asked to participate in a group assert%ve
training program whith met for 1% hours once a weék.oaer a period of
three weeks. The group was run by two fema]e psychology graduate students,
‘These students a]ternated group 1eadersh1p for the first two sess1ons,_
and co-]eap the “last sess1on..aInd1v1duals were exposed to a multi-faceted,
djdactie intervention which was designed to produce concrete behavioral
change.‘ Dunjngcthe'first two sessions, grouplleaders provided participants

~"

with informatton designed to help them distipguish among assertive,

aggressive, and‘nonassertive Behavior, ‘and instructed participants in poth
the nonverbatl and verbal components of social skill. Hand-outs ahd home:,,
work assignments were provided to encourage spgsects to practice their

new skills, and participants mere asked to Reep a journal that listed
problematic situations which_they encountered between treatment sessibns.
These participant-generated:situations provided the context of role-play
and modeﬁing.procedures. During the final'session subjects spent the
entire 1% hour meeting using situations they:nad listed in their journals - -

as the basis of roﬁelp1ay and mdde]ing practice exercises, Three females

and one male participated in the .group.

'
- .

Self Repgrt Assessment }

Self-report assessment was)&omp]eted for treatment and delayed-treat-

'ment subJects at pretreatment posttreatment and s1x-week fotlow-up. ¥

Participants and their spouses were eva]uated us1ng 1dent1ca1 assessment +
N .
schedules., Self-reported assertion was measured w1th the Adult Self-
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and social self-efficacy. "Social anxiety was é]so assessed with the dis-

Y
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Expresston Scale (Gay; Ho]]andswortﬁ'& 2&%9551’ 1975), fhe response prob-
ablllty sca]e of the Assert1on JInventory (Gambr111 & R1chey, 1975), and
the Situation Assert1on Scales (Kolotkin, 1980; Ko]otkln, Note 1). /}h1s . R
last scale, which differentially weights subject self-reports according

to the-difficulty of producing an"assertive response in the assessment

situatioﬁ, provided a measure of social anxiety, socia]-sk111ﬂknoﬁledge,

comfort scale of the Assertion~1nventory. In addition, self-report measures

included instruments designed to assess dyad1c adaustment (Spanler, 1976),

marital adjustment and marital prognosis (Locke & Wallace, 1959), depreSS1on

. (Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & Erbauch, 1961), affect (Zuckerman & Lubin,

1965), social,avoidance and distress and fear of negative evdluation (Watson

L Friend, 1969), locus.of control (Levenson, 1974), and social desirabj]ity

(Clowne & Marlowe, 1964).

Behavioral Assessment . . . .

*

Behaviorél'assessment was completed pretreatﬁent posttreatment

and at six-week follow-up for both treatment subJects ar&\th‘en‘ spouses.

Behav1ora1 assessment procedures asked subJects torole-piay their responses
to- 2 sertes of 1nterpersona1 situations in wh1ch a var1ety of assertive

~

responses would bé appropriate. These situations were selected on the
basis of previous.research in which their response difficulty had been '

empirically .determined {Kolotkin, 1980). At pretreatment, four role-play -

stimuli were presentsd to subjects {n ascending order of response diffi- . | \

culty. These stimuli spanned the difficulty dimension. At posttieatment,

the same four stimuli were presented to participants, as well as four

’
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additiona] novel stimuld which were matched to pretreatment stimuli in -
terms of their response difficulty. A;sessment stimuli were again presented
in ascending order of difficu]ty, with pairs of stimuli of equal response
difficulty being presented'one after the‘other. At follgw-up, eight
role-play stimuli were again presented~jn this'manner. These stimulus
51tuations 1nc1uded the four used at pretreatment; and a new.set of four
novel stimulus situgtions. ‘A total of twe]ve stimulus situations were
thus used in the role-play task.. A more complete description of this role-
play procedure, designed to control for response difficu]ty in the ’
assessment of training and transfer subsequent to social skil%s, training,
can be.found in Ko]otkin_(1980).1

Role-play résponses were videotaped with both- camera and monitor
placed in another room behind a one-way g]as§ partition. Prior to recording,
a fema]e research assistant, who was blind as to the nature of the experi-
ment gﬁﬁ assigned treatment condition of the subjdct, read a set of stan-
dard instructions to each participant These instructions were designed’ ’
.to relax and inform the participants and asked them to respond to the '
research assistant as they normally wou]d were they a¢tua]1y to find them-
selves in the 51tuation. Two standardized practice Situations, selected
~ for their minimal rated.response difficu]ty, were presented following the
instructionallphase to-allow subjects to familiarize themselves uith-the
ro]e-piay procedure., . » '

The videotapes of these ro]e-play responses were rated for overall

assertive ability on an 11-point Likert-type scale by two fema]e under-

graduate judges who'.were uninformed as to.the nature of the experiment,
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_participant group assignment, and time of assessment (i.e., pretreatment, ' ¢

posttreatment, or follow-up). Raters weee trained by asking them ‘to

read The Assert1ve 0pt1on (JakuboWsk1 Y Lange, 1978) to learn about

assertion, and to successfully label 95% of ,the sixty sample situations

4
7

r " listed on the Discr;mination Test on Assertive, Aggressive and Non- N
Assertive Behavior (Lange & Jakuhowski, 1976)., Fo]]owingvthis;‘Faters
wer€ required to rate a sek of training tapes which showed assertive \
and nonassertive subjeets from the same sutject pool as that of the

: present expertﬁeﬂf*respond1ng to role-play situations of equal difficulty

\ . .

to those used in this exper1ment Interrater re]iabi]ities were computed
from the ratings obta1ned from these tra1n1ng tapes, and re- eva]uated

“on the exper1menta]‘tapes by ask1ng the raters to evaluate 1dent1ca1 tapes ’ 4

A

\\\~.@igway through, end at the completion of, the rating.procedure. To reduce

1Y

rater bias, judges evaluated copies of the origina] videotapes on which
. subjects’ group ass1gnments and items of assessment had been randomized;

and whlch exc]udeg a]?'1nstruct1ona] information. Interrater reliabili-

« \ N

ties for gated overall assert1on were found to be .96 for the training
tapes, and .93 and 90, respect1ve1y, for corre]at1ons computed m1dway

through and at the comp]et1on of the exper1ment

- . . , Resu]ts . . ]
’ ¥

Self- hepdrt Measures /i

The twenty se]f -report measures were each subJected to a Groups

(tra1nees vs. untrained spouses) X Phases (pre, post and éb]]ow-up) |

analysis of variance. Tablel summarizes the statistical ‘analyses for all
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se]f-report measures, and Table Z'presents the means for the seven
, variables which showed significant effects. $11 subsequent ana]yses\<% ’
were carrieo out on the Groups X Phases means.' Subsequent F-tests showed

] that trainees differed sjghifioant]f from untrained spouses on the - ‘
. Adult Se]f;Expression %fale, the”Assertiop Inventory-Discomfort Scaie; :
and the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List - Depression Scale ka11ﬁ

F's(1,12)>25.00, p<.001).. '

An 1nspect1on of the Groups X Phases means (Table 2) for the Adult: C g
Self-Expression Scale indicates that trainees reporteo more assertive ability 1
at follow-up as compared,to—their reports at pretreatment, F(1,12) = .
11.82, gﬁ 01: Untra1ned‘spouses showed a slight but nonsignificant g
(F<1.0) increase. . Y - '

' The Assertion.Inventory.- Disoomfort Scale showed only a significant ' .
main effect of phases in the overa11 analysis of Yariante: but subsequent

F-tests of the Groups X Phases means did reveal dn inferesting pattern,
L . :

Trainees showed a sighificant decline in’ the degyee of their social

discomforthfrom pretraining to-follow-up, F(1,12) = 15.44, 25:01, while
, uhtrained spouses showed a significanfiincrease in D{scomfort; 5(1,f§) =
- 18.94, p<.001. A somewhat similar pattern was also found for the SAS-
'Assertion Scale: Trainees showed\; large (but nonsignificant) increase .
. " inself-reported dssertion from pretraihing.to follow-up, while untreined |
spouses showed e'signifﬁcant decline in assertion F(1,12) = 3.30, p<.05:
The presence of a s1gn1f1cant effect of phases for the SAS- Anxiety

Scale ref]ects the decline in anx1ety scores shown by both groups. The

. . . \
‘ L. {2 e
.
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apparently steeper decline shown by untrained spouses could be due to, ~
chance, but F-tests did reveal that trainees did fiot decline siénificant]y
in their frequency of their anxiesy f(om pretraining to follow-up, while
untrained spouses did, F(1,12)=14.28, p<.0l.

Mhile Social Skill Know]edge for trainees showed a slight, but non-
significant increase from pretraining to fo]]ow,up, Soc{a].Ski]] Know-
ledge for untrained spouses declined significani}y/f?om pretrainfng to
follow=-up, £(1,12)=5;66, Eﬁ,OS. The pettern'of change for socia] Self-
Efficacy was almost identital. The increase from prefra{niﬁg to follow-
up shown by trainees app%oaenéd'significance, Eﬂl,12)53.32, p<.10, whilé
_‘the decrease shown by dntrained spouses from pretraihing to follow-up was
¢ 4

significant, F(1, 12)=8.41, p<,05. .o
N

© With respect to the Mu]t1p]e Affect AdJect1ve Check List- Depress1on )

Sca]e, the d1fference between groups was statlstlcally s1gn1f1canﬂ at

pretra1n1ng Nelther “the downward trénd in depression scores for tra1nees,

nor the slight upward trend,for untralned spouses, were significant. The

difference between tralnees and untrained spouses at fo]low—up was not -

. sigiificant, F(1, 12) .24, p>.05. o .

‘Behavioral Ratings . . : 1 -

The-mean behavioral rafings of overall éssertion'were_subjected o
y 4 . . . . . . .
to a'Groups (trainees vs. untrained 'spouses) X Phases X Situations analysis

of variance using ‘the Biomedical Computer Programs, P-series (Dixon, 1975).
. . 4

A1l tests were conducted at the .05 1eve1 of significance. -
Two. effects from this analysis were statistically significant. First,
{
the .effect of assessment phases wa$ significant, F(4,24)=3.28, p<.05.

L
. r 7

A ) -
. S

;N 4
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Beginming'with the first phase, the means were 7.55, 9.22, 7.95, 9.67,
and Zslé. The first, second, and fourth assessment phases‘represent

behavioral ratings for the pre, post, and follow-up phases collected /

* ©

» i
in response to .the same group .of four assessment ‘'situations. These’ '

-
three means show a tendency toward increased ratings of assertion across

phases. ., However, subsequent F-tests of the difference between the first
mean\(pretest) and tﬁ§ reﬁaining four means indicaped that only the o ' s
difference between the prete;i mean (7.55) and the,fourth mean (fo]]ok-up -
assessment with familiar ;ituations) was significant, F(1,24)=6.24, Eﬁ.OSu

None of the pther three tests was st;tistically siénificant. Apparently,

then, all subjects‘improved their assertive performance in response to

the original hierarchy 'of SItuat1ons, but the effects of F/;ﬂn1ng failed

to genera]1ze to nove] s1tuat1ons. Th1s, and the fact that no significant

>

main effects for groups emerged suggests that this.significant,effect may . /”

. . . .
be an artifact of repeated testing, and not the acquisition of impraved <.
: o ™ T
assertive skill,
The second significant statistical effect from the analysis of «
variance was situatioﬁsa fj3,18)=6.90, p<.0l. The mean behavioral ratings

as_a function of increasing situational difficulty were 9.40, 9.08, 7.34, -

and 7.43. A test for linear trend was significant, Eki;18)¥17ﬂ30, p<.001,
5nd the pooled residual (quad?atic’p]us cubic trends) was not significant, ’
5(1,18)=3;37, p>.05, showing that behavdoral ratings of assertion were a x
.deCreaé{ng linear function of difficulty level

Discussion ,

"The resglts of this experiment.indicateqﬁghét untrained spouses of

[
A4 N » N
3 ll .
a 1 Ry , o "

4
.
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of participants in an assertive training®program may exqerience -
P ' ’

Jreductions in.social ski]] and increased social discomfort as a conse-

quence of spousal training.’ Though Eisler et a]fﬁ”(1974) ahd wolff and

' training,‘thisnstudy indicated that spouses of recipients reported

EN

after training.

“control group) produced significant]y better assertions'?o?%oWing training,

significant]y decreased aSSEFtTVEASkT]] increased social discomfort

neduced social SK1]] know ledge, and decreased socia] se]f-efficacy when

-

- assessed at fo]]ow-up. Trained spouses ¢n the other hand, reported signi-

ficant increases th assertive skill and decreases in social discomfort

- These results are particu]ariy interesting when considered in 1ight

of the role-play data collected in this experiment These data indicate ,
that both trained and untrained spouses (essentia]]y‘a delayed-treatment "
and that this behavioral i;prdVement did not generalize to novel-role-play
stimuli. Since these:data suggest that improved'assertion following .
spousal training.was most ]ike]y a product of repeated testing, and not
indicative of behavioral changEé\this study indicates that spouses of trainees
may.suffer adverse consequences even in the absence of increased trainee
assertion. Apparently, mere exposure tofassertive training procedures can __, ¥
produce changes in’ attitude and se]f-perception in trainees (as evidenced

in the* self-report data) ﬁhich significant]y a]terﬁtheir‘partner S perceptions

of their own assertive ability, sense of discomfort in relationships, and

socia].acumen. These findings are in need of further study, and represent

4
.

a frui#tful area for future research. . -

’ .
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While one would expégt that group participants would be more influenced
by training than their spouses, the self-report data obtained in tris experi-.
ment indicate that the opposiie may be truet For example, of the seven
variables listed in Table 2, five showed significant effects over time
fof untrained spouses; JFor trainees, oniy two'significént effects were
.noted from pretreatment fo‘fo]]ow-up. The possiéi]ity that spoﬁses of
trainees may.bé so influenced by their partner's training is particularly
traubling in light of the fact that one member of a dyad typically partici-

pates iﬁ training, and that most people believe that assertive training proce-

dures. produce positive effects on relationships.

Thoggh it could be argueé that marital relationships ‘were not affected
by the training offered in this ékpérimeqt, se]f—reporté of these varigb]esj
failing to change significantly over.time, Tong-term effects of training

" were not evdluated in the present study. Giuen‘the hbmeos{atic nature of
re]ationspips, it is possible that alterations ié—marfta] re]atibns may‘ ’ ‘
not be‘observed wﬁen assessed almere six weeks after'tfaining.. Data obtained
SAxX menths after training, howéve}, might yield far différent results.’ This:
is suggfsted by the fact that, even f&é the‘relative]y sensitive measures
of social skill inc]uded in this experiment, sigkif%cantﬂse]f-reported changes ,

failed to emerge untiﬁ.fo]low-up. ,Qs a result, the question of whether
marital relations are adversely affétted over the long-run by unilateral
participation in assertive t;aining programs remains a topic for future

.research, If adverse‘]ong-tgrm.effects are found, assertiJe trainers would be

'

well advised to stron#]y encourage co-participation'of'spouses, or to directly ‘

-

L1 .-
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&ea] with the possibility of adverse effects in their training programs.
’?E; apparently contradictory results obtained for untra%ned spouses
on the two measures of social aniiety are also interestjng. These data
ind{cate that,'fo]]o§3ng spousal training, untraineZ/éﬁodses exper ienced
significant]yégore discomfort (Assertion Inventory- iscoﬁfort Scaie),
but experienced this'discomfort signiffggntly less frequently (SAS -
Anx1ety Sca1e) Since'high scores—on~se1f-report measures of assertion
do not d1st1ngu1sh “between assertive and aggressive styles, most reflécting
on]y the probability of respoqd1ng (note, for example, the format of all
the self-report measures used in ‘this study), it is tempt1ng to speculate
thac some assertive trafn%ng partjcfpants fail to distinguish between.
assertion and $§gressioné*andzor use their participation to ration-
alize their own aggressire actions. ' For the“pouses of these participants,
increasen difficulty at hoﬁe may cause them to perceive less difficu]ty in
other areas of their 11fe, and to feel less ab]e to cope w1th their_home
sttuat1on. Though specu]atwve, such 1ssues underscore the 1mportance of
evaluating the effects of training for both tnained and untrained partners
jn various social systems (e.g., vocational, socia], and intihate), ana
illustrate the need to insure that trainees can clearly distinguish asser<
tion from aggression ana nonassertion; L ' T >
Thouéh c]ear]y raising some important applied and‘empirical questions;

the present exper1ment is not without its limitations. For example, given

the sma]] samp]e,.add1t1ona1 research is obviously necessary to determine

. if these results can be replicated, and 1f they genera11ze to samp]es from

- Ll
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other populations or to less analogue training procedures. It should be
noted, however, that recruiting subjects for this expérimeﬁt'was_quite

- diffiuclt. Many potehtia] partic{pants refused to participate when they
learned of the design, preferring to become involved in a prograﬁ\with '
ltheir spouse. Some couples dropped out when they learned, that one member

. of the dyad had been assigned tq a delayed-treatment group. Follow-up

« data was particularly hard to collect, with some subjects expressing
concern_that7;he\de]a9éd:treatment had been delayed teo Jong.

fhough difficult to investigate, the issues raised by this experiment

certainly merit future study, have,importan% implications for assertive
training, and should alert us to the potential risks of unilateral spousal
trajnipg. Sensitivity to these issues.is clearly indicated, and should be
maintained until positive systems effects .of assert{;e training are

\ —

demonstrated,

LJ
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Tablel . . _
ot . Analysis of Variance Results for .
. ) ~ Self-Report Measures . : ‘
i ' F-Ratios oo ~
Group Main Phases Main  Group by Phases,. -
.. Variable , . Effect Effect - Interaction.
df=1,6 df=2,12 ° df=2,12 PR
" Adult Self-Expression Scale . 4.47 (p<.10) 6.03* 3.68 (g_<.0_6)
Assertion Inventory - Discomfort " 3.64 736w 1.82 <
Assertion Inventory --Response . ' R
Probability . .% T 2.4l .54 - _
Situation Assertion Scales - ' ’ Y
Assertion Ce .39 1.71 5.05* . v
. Sitaation Assertion Scales - '
Ankiety . - 5.34 (p<.10) 7.51%* 1.65
N Situation Assertion Scales = : .
Social Skill Knowledge _owo1* 2.12 . 4.11*
' Situation Assertiog Scales - e .
* . Social Self-Efficacy g 0.09 1.67 5.9%% ‘
Dyadic Adjustment Scale . 2,13 - l.e8 0.68 )
Locke-Wallace Marital Ad:iu‘stment . 3 T . '
Test o 1.92 0.44 1.0 ‘ =
'_' . . ’ - . S -
.. Marital Prediction Test 0.95 - . .0.34 ~ 050 ,
Personal Reaction Inventory - - ‘ : g
! Social Desirability 0.46 1.51 1.00 - .
8eck Depression Inventory 0.70 1.14 - . 1.34 ot
Multiple Affect Adjective L _
Check List - Anxiety C 3.58 1.38 0.53 . .-
Multiple Affect Adjective " . .
Check List - Depressign 14,38%* 1.21 3.04 (p<.10)
™ miltiple Affect Adjective :
Check ist - Hostility 0.00 . 0.46 _ © 0.14
Social Avoidance ahd Distress - "3.07 128 . 0.03 ' ‘
Fear of Negative Evaluation 0.88  3.47 1.43 |
Locus of Control - Powerful Others 3.33° T 1,20 2.72
, ] -
) Locus of Control - Chance o 1.31 ‘0.72 - 1.04
. ~—_“Locus of Control.~ Internal 0.08 - 0.32 |, 0.4 .
. \‘1 ‘ ) P T . )
FRIC #p<.05 : Ri .
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e o * Table 2 : ‘ .
. Means for Self-Report Variables. . "
Showing Statistically Significant Effects )
. N {
Phase
Variable Group Pretraining Post ‘Fo11ow-gp
Adult Self-Expression Scale Trainees ’ 82.50 “#108.50 . 104.75
- ' Untrained Spouses 115.25 117.25 120,00
Al-Discomfart . - Trainees . .. 118.50 % .50 83.50
Untrained Spouses  35.00 71.75 73.75
- 2 . )
. SAS-Assertion Jrainees. - 99.96 115.08 125.33
. Untrained Spouses 120.45 124.73 62.13
SAS-Anx ety Trainees 'Y 99.04 - 85,43 77.24
, Untrained Spouses  78.06 ;—§6i1§ 27.22>
>
SAS-Social Skill Knowledge - Trainees® 6.85 106.03 109:30~- -
’ . ) Untrairied Spouses 10.41 -~ 124.30 , 62.70
SAS-Social Self-Efficacy Trainees . ''83.04 . "111.82 120.24
- . Untrained Spouses 117.59 ° 119.33 " 58.43,
- MAACL-Depression Trainees ~ 19.25 13.00 14.25
Untrained Spouses 5.75 6.50 9.00
bl
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