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ABSTRACT

The effectiveness of a social skills training
workshop was assessed by comparing the rated competence of
participants in an Interpersonal Skills Training Frogram to the rated
competence of nonparticipants. Subjects' self-ratings were included.
This comparison was operationalized through a pretest-posttest design
with 12 experimental and 22 control subjects. The assessment
instruments consisted of Spitzberg and Hurt's (1987) Conversational
Skills Rati.y " :le (CSRS) and Curran's (1982) Simulated Social
Interactins Test {4:1T). Two rating judges were utilized. Results,
although n~d::st, 3r< in the expected direction. Assessment of
competence with the C3SRS failed to reveal any significant i~ )rovement
in the experimental group relative to controls. However, the SSIT did
reveal significant improvement of the rated skills and anxiety of
experimental subjects while the control group showed no significant
improvement. In addition to assessing the effectiveness of the
training program, this study sought to establish further validity
support for the CSRS. As expected, the CSRS revealed a positive
correlation to SSIT ratings. (Author)
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asce~tain training effectiveness. Furthermore, until there are clear
Abstrect ) .
conceptual models of the nature of social skills and the learning process
The affectiveness of a socia: ekille training workshop was
sssessed by cosmparing the rated competence of participants in an underlying these 3kill)s, it will be difficult to develop measures that
interpersonal Skille Treining Program to the rated competence of .

nonperticipants. Subjects’ meit-ratings wers {included. This

Conversetional Skills Reting Scale (CSRS) and Curren's (1982)
Sisulated Social Interaction Test (SSIT).
utilfized, effectiveness of an integrative model of interpersonal competence and a
directjion, Assesenent of competence with the CSRS fajled to

revesl any significant {xprovesent {n the
relative to controls. However, the SSIT did reveal significant
improvessnt of the reted mkill and anxiety

support for the CSRS. Ae expected, the CSRS revealed
correlation to SSIT ratings.
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The plethora of training programs, measurement methodologies, and ‘

conceptualizations in the area of social and interpersonal skills can be ‘
IMPROVING COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE: traced to a core problem: the lack of a unifying, integrative framework. ‘
VALIDATION OF A SOCIAL SKILLS TRAINING WORKSHOP Clinicians have little basis for selecting, organizing and implementing

training programs, given the enormous diversity and breadth of activities
Panele J. Dawson available.
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b3 yet, no single training approach has proven unequivocally to

be superior empirically to alternative approaches (see Curran, 1977, 1979a,
Dr. Brian H. Spitzberg

1979b; Herser. & Bellack, 1976). Furthermore, no single diagnostic
North Texas State University
(Soon to be University of North Texas) technique has proven to be superior to other assessment techniques
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Denton, TX 76203-5266 (Bellack, 1979, 1983; Eisler, 1976: Hersen & Bellack, 1977; Lidberman, 1982:

Spitzberg, in press). These are not unrelated trends. Validation of

training methodologies presupposes valid measurement techniques to

accurately reflect the skills and abilities being trained, The study
cosperison was operationalized t!} >ugh e pretest-posttest design |
with 12 experimentel and 22 control subjecte. The assessment | reported herein is directed toward these duxl purposes: to examine the
instrunents consisted of Spitzberg and Hurt's (1987)

validity of an interpersonal skills wmeasure. and to assess t“s
Two rating judges were

Results, although modest, are in the expected

experimental ‘group training program designed from its perspective.

of experimentel

Although social skills training has been a topic for research for
subjects vhile the control. group showed no significant
improvemsnt., In addition to sasseeming the sffectiveness o° the | decades, there has been little agreement on the most effective model for
training program, this etudy mought to sblish further validity '

e positive the design and implementation of training programs. Different grounding

theories of learning lead . very different types of siills training

prograass (Ellis & Whittington. 1981),
Faper prasentad at the Speech Cosmunication Associstion

Conference, Boston, MA, November 1987
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SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION
fecently, training programs with eclectic learning approaches have
increased in populariry (Kurtz, Marshall & Banspach, 1985). These social
akills training programs are combining role-playing, modeling, cognitive
restructuring, and behavioral conditioning with successful results, a.t.
least for short-term changes in behavior (1-51113 t Whittington, 1981).
However, while the eclecticism in social skills training shows promise for
the successful tranafer of learning, there is a distressing lack of
conceptual coherence upon which to build and validate social skills
training programs.

Social skills training programs have generally focused on social
skills deficits; that is, ertinguishing ineffective behaviors. Some
training programs have addressed shyness or heterosexual-social anxiety
(see Curran, 1977). Other training programs have achieved wide popularity
in a specific remedial area, e.g., assertiveness training (see Galassi &
Galassi, 1976). Still other training has focused on improving psychiatric
prtients' and mentally retarded individuals' abilities to function more
effectively in society and tc be more self-reliant (e.g., learning to make
requests and to ask Questions).

Regardless of the success of the various social skills training
programs, the concept of social skills is rarely given adequate attention
in research studies. Spitzberg and Cupach (1984) offer a comprehensive
conceptualization of social skills which they model in terms of relationall

. competence. Because competence is a quality perceived by others (McPall,

1982), it is a relational concept:

Relational competence can be defined conceptually as the extent to

which objectives functionally related to communication are fulfilled

through cooperative interaction appropriate to the interpersonal
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context. Therefore, relationally corpetent communication

conceptualized as a function of perceived appropriateness and

effectiveness (Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984, p. 100).
This ..uel of relational competence offers a p:btential soluiion to the

lack of conceptual coherence in the research studies of social skills

training. Their model of relational competence is organized around three

components: motivation, knowledge, and skill. If eclectic learning

activities can be organized according to the three components of relztional

competence and interpersonal skills are positively affected, a major step

will have been taken in validating a unifying framework for social skills
training.

The effectiveness of training programs based on a comprehensive model

of commnication competence has not been tested. This study tests the

effectiveness of a sccial skills workshop, or interpersonal skills training
prograa (ISTP), based on a comprehensive model of relational competence.
This purpose is achieved by examining the effects of the craining program
on tle ratings of participants' interpersonal competance as determined by a
pre- and postassessment, compared tn a control group of training program
nonpar:ticipants. and to self-reports.

Unlike many training techniques, the ISTP takes a more ccaprehensive

view of the nature of interpersonal competence. For example, many training

programs view social skills problems primarily as motivational deficits
(e.g., rhetoritherapy, systematic desensitization, cognitive restructuring)
or skills deficita (e.g., heterosocial skills, assertiveness skills). The

relational competence model assumes that communication difficulties may

have multiple etiologiea. Persons may experience communication failure

3




SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION &

pecause of positive (i.e., they may not recognize or value the contextual

Joals) or negative (i.e., they are incapacitated by anxiety or fear)

motivational states, they may lack the substantive or procedural ki owledge

required, or they may simply lack the be..yvioral 3kills needed to perfora

competently. while not entirely consistent, ti\e results of this study lend

support to the comprehensive framework embraced by tle ISTP. Indeed, the

ISTP does not represent an innovation in training content per se, but 3 new

way of organizing and making sense of existing eclectic training techniques

under the aegis of a single Program.
The primary thrust of this study is to examine the efficacy of an

interpersonal skills training program (ISTP). 1In order to address this

{asue, the validity of the measures used for assessment must be addressed.

1t the Conversational Skills Rating Scale (CSRS) ané Simuluted Social

Interaction Test (SSIT) are valid measures of interpersonal skill, they

should be positively correlated to each other.

HBYPOTHESIS 1@
The Conversational Skills Rating Scale (CSRS) is positively related to
the Simulates Social Interactiun Test {SSIT).

Presuming that there 19 validity for the CSRS and SSIT, the

expectation follows that subjects receiving training in interpersonal

skills will show significant and positive igprovement relative to subjects

receiving no training.
EYPOTHESIS 2% “
Participants in an interpersonal skills training program will show

significant positive improvesent in their rated interpersonal skille,

while a control group of subjects not participating in the training

r
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Br show
program will o signiticaut chang
nge in their rated 1nterpersoual

Method

At a large
ge southwestern public university, an Interpersonal Skill
Training Program )
gran (ISTP) has been developed based on Spitzbery and Cupach'
model of .ommu o
- nication competence. It is conducted each semester f
r for

s.udzts 4ho recei
ve low ratings on their in-class interpersonal competen
ce

activity b
Y their communication instructor. One of those traini
ng prograns

provided an opportunity to test veness of the ISTP,
y the effecti he I nd by
[

implication, it
’ 3 eclectic training model on the participants' resultant

rated competence.

In orde
r to determine what improvement, if any, such a training
program ¢
ould facilitate, a pratest and posttest design with an

experimental group of participants and a control group of nonparticipants

was chosen. Such
a design would provide relatively unambiguous result
s

with clear ¢
omparisons of posttest ratings of competence to the pretest

ratings, as wvell as a rison of o (+]
4 comparisol the experimental group to a control

group. 30 i of observed differences would theref .
P Isolation v [} woul efore be enhanced

Selection of subiects

Study subjects were recruited from 38 sections of the basic
communication course. Students who qualified for training program
participation but could not attend served as control subjects

All trainint program participants (experimental group) and
nontreatzent volunteers (cantrol group) were videotaped in dyadic
conversations with each other and in simuilated role-plays individually.

Iideoupi“z of SUbJECtS was done the week Pl'ecediﬂs and the second week

5
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Pollowing the training program; a period of three weeks separated the

Conversation pairs consisted of

test session and the posttest sessic’ .
variety of experimental and control subject comoinations:

cxvcrinenul/control. experimntnl/experimntal. and control/control.

Matching was based entirely upon the sub! .<s' 3igning up for pretest and

posttest time slots consistent with their inaividual schedules.

After all subjects were videotaped chronologically, rating tapes were

pe-recorded to mix the pretest and posttest conditions, consolidating

conversations for CSRS rating purposes and consolidating role-plays for

SSIT rating purposes.

Assessment instruments

In his amalysis of social skills and interpersonal competence

seasures, Spitzberg (1986a, 1986b) has identifled as many as 138 relevant

seasures, However, despite the number of measures, Spitzberg concludes

that few of them have been extensively researched. Such diversity of

assesspents makes it clear that there is a1 w for a flexible, conven. :nt,

and validated measure of skills. Por the assessment of the social skills

or commnication competence of videotaped subjects, the ideal measurement

should be simple and uncomplicated yet valid and reliable enough to assess

communicat ion competence accurately. The Conversational Skills Rating

Soale (CSRS) (Spitzberg k Hurt, 1987) was developed to reet this need.
CSRS. Developed initially through ~ilot studies and literature

search, molecular-level, discrete behaviors “hat can be observed and rated

(Spitzberg, 1985) comprise 25 of the 30 items on the CSRES, The skill items

identified on the CSRS include such behaviors as "use of eye contact;®

ERIC
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loud or too soft):" "asking of questions.” The
remaining five items are molar-level evaluations of overall conversational
skill, expressivencss, altercentrism, composure, and
appropriateness/effectiveness. The 25 molecular items are rated on a 5-
point Likert-type scale, anchored as follows: 1 = INADEQUATE (uyse was
awkward, disruptive, or resulted in a negative impression of commnicative
3kills); 3 = ADEQUATE (use was sufficient but neither very noticeable nor
excellent. Produced neither positive nor negative impression); 5 =
EXCELLENT (use was smcoth, controlled, and resulted in positive impression
of communicative skills),

In acdition to providing diagnostically useful assessment of 25
molecular conversation behaviors and 5 molar competence ratings, the CSRS
is self-explanatory and easy to yse by untrained raters.

Spitzberg and Hurt (1987) assessed the CSRS both as a self-report
measure and as an observational measure of in-class student "get-
acquainted” conversations. The results of that study supported the
reliability, convenience and powerful relationship of the behavioral items
to the molar ratings of interactants' communicative performance.

SSIT. In addition to ratings of 25 molecular behaviors provided by
the CSRS, another measure was desired to serve as a comparison for the
CSRS. Curran’s (1982) Simulated Social Interaction Test (SSIT), a proven
role-play instrument, wac chosen because of its empirical validity and for
its ease of administering. Careful training can ensure high interracer
reliability for judges.

The SSIT is composed of a role-play orientation narrative and a seript

of eigh
ght problematic situations that are presented to individual subjects

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION 8
who respond verbally in role-play fashion. The eight role-play situations
consist of three parts: 1) the narrator describing the asituation; 2) a
confederate (or marrator) delivering the situational prompt; and 3) the
aubject's response to the prompt. The eight situations address situations
many people have trouble with, e.s.,'dellina uith disapproval or criticiém.
expressing interpersonal warmth, and receiving complements. For example,
the situation d2aling with disapproval or criticism is set up for the
respondent. as follows:

HARRATOR: You are a work, and one of your bosses has just finished
inspecting one of the joos that you havs completed. He says to you:

CONFEDERATE:  "That's a pretty sloppy job. I think You could have done
better.”

The subject then responds to the confederate's remark as if he or she
vere actually in that situation, e.g., "I'm sorry. In what way did I ...."
Raters make molar evaluatinns on an 11-point Likert-type scale of the
subject's response to each situation on two dimensions: social
skillfulness and anxiety.

The SSIT has been tested extensively (see Curran, 1982) and, compared

to other measures of competence, the SSIT is one of the best validated
measures avallable (Spitzberg, 1986b)

Ratars

Because time requirements for rating subjects would be demanding (26

hours), there were two volunteers from {he cadr of graduate students in
comminication. If interrater reliability were controlled, two raters could
provide the necessary ratings. Because the volunteer raters were graduate

assistant instructors in the basic cor minication course, they were versed

Q
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in using the CSRS instrument in rating students in their classes; training
was thus streamlined and compressed to address the SSIT alcne.

One training session was conducted that 1) familiarized the raters
with the SSIT role-play situations, 2) provided criterion kehaviors as
behavioral observation .schors, 3) utilized videotaped sample SSIT role-
Plays as practice, and 4) included discuss.on and comparison of rater
practide ratings. After the first round of practice ratings, criterion
behaviors yere again discussed in order to identify perceptual
discrepancies and to anchor raters’ perception: of subjects' skillfulness
and anxiety behavior.

Two more rounds of practice ratings followed by discussion of
bchavioral anchors ang comparison of ratings were conducted; ra‘er
agreement improved with each round, the third round producing acceptable
agreement levels. Percentage of near-agreement of the SSIT items on the
first two p actice ratings averaged about 63%, improving to 813 agreement
On the third round. Considering the similarity of the two raters’ graduate
and teachirg 2xperiences, and the positive outcome of the intensive
training session, rater agreement ranging between 70% and 80% on the

ratings of the study subjects was expected.

Results :

The average construct acores are examined first; that is, the ratings
by the two raters on the major vuriables are summed and dividad by two to
provide a mean construct rating. In cases where these findings do not meet
with expectations, or are anomalous, individual rater analyses are

performed. It is hoped that by examining the individual raters in such

cases the reasons for the anomalous results can be elucidated.

11
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SOCTAL SKILLS VALIDATIUN 10

Reliability
Interrater reliability was aseeeged by Pesrson cor- 4 between
raters’ scores . . tne CSRS, SSIT/skill and SSIT/anxiety =oustructs.

Coeffinients, shown in Table 1, are low in spite of preliminary rate;

training ard indicatior in prior resear~h that the SSIT sh,utd have
achieved high  oefficients (Curran, 1982).

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Desoite these ¢iscouraging results, there are several reasons tp

continue analysis. First, published research has rerorted lower

riliabilities for subjective rating instruments (e.g., Waltz & Gough
1]
1984),

Second, for explioratory purposes, results should still be examined

to determine if there is reason for further research. Third, to the extent

that signilicant results are found despite rater disparities, we can

conclude that the constructs studied are powerful enough to overcome these

statistical problems. And last, given that validity is ultimately a more

important question than reliability, experts have recommended using

averaged scores to enhance both the reliability and validity of ratings

(strahan, 1980; Horowitz, Inouye & Sicgelman, 1979).

Internal consistency of the measure Was assessed by the coefficient
alpha reliability.

4

Sluce this statistic is a function of sample size, the

ccafficient produced can be considered an extremely conservative estimate
of internal reliability. The CSmS produced coefficients for the pretest

and nosttest conditions for Rater 1 of .75 and .85, respectively. T

o 1
ERIC :
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SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION 11
higher coefficient for the posttest condition suggests a possible learning
effect in using the SSIT.

Examination of the coefficient alpha for the SSIT is more complicated.
In addition to having a small sample broken down on the subsca’ s, the SSIT
constructs of skill and anxiety consist of only eight items each. Since
coefficient alpha is a function of the number of items and sample size, the
coefficients produced are certainly deflated. Table 2 displays the
coefficiant alpha for the SSIT skill and anxiety constructs broken down by
rater and condition. Interestingly, opposite learning effects seem to have
occurred by the raters. Rater 1 appears to have become less reliable
whereas Rater 2 became ™ore reliabie.

-

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

¥alidity

Support was found for Hypothesis 1 the CSRS instrument correlated
sositively to the SSIT instrument (r=.55, p< .01). It is interesting to
note that, in addition to the extensive ressarch literatures supporting
both the TSRS and SSIT, the averaged CSRS competence prutest ratings were
significantly related to SSIT/skill posttest ratings three weeks later
(r=.55, p<.001) and to SSIT/anxiety ;. ztest ratirgs (r=.67, p¢ .001).
This rrovides evidence of the utility o:* the CSRS instrument.

As would be expected, SSIT/skill pretest ratings are significantly
related to SSIT/anxiety pretest ratings (r=.TH, p ¢.001), SSIT/skill

posttest ratings (r=.45, p< +01), and SSIT/anxiety posttest ratings (r=.48,

13




SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION 12
2(.001). CSRS competence pretest ratings are substantially related to
CSRS competunce posttest ratings (p=.78, p¢ .001).
In short, the constructs appear to be relating to one another in ways

that would be expected and, in srage cases, reveal impressive power for such

a small sample.

Test of the Workshop

The essential purpose of this study was to assess th: effectiveness of
an interpersonal skills training program (ISTP). To determine this, three
constructs were used as dependen® variables: CSRS ratings, SSIT/skill
ratings and SSIT/anxiety ratings. As discussed earlier, these constructs

are averaged across raters except in instances where results are

counterintuitive. The expectation for these constructs was that each would

show significant increases in the experimental (ISTP) condition but not in

the control condition.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. CSRS ratings shown in Table 3,
did not reveal a significant change in the experimental} ur control
conditions. The female experimental subjects show sr.me improvement over
the controls, while male experimental subjects do not. Pigures 1 and 2
illustrate this disparity. . .

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

ERIC '
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FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

In order to assess the reason for observing no significant change in
the experimental condition, an analysis of rater differences in the CSRS
was performed (Table 4). Raters 1 and 2 varied significantly in their
ratings of the experimental group. Rater 1 found no significant difference
in those subjects' behavior in a pretest/posttest comparison. On the other
hand, Rater 2 did indeed perceive significant improvement in the
experiment al subjects' behavior in the CSRS pretest/posttest comparison.

In short, it appears that Rater 1 perceived no such change, as assessed by

the CSRS inst-ument. A possible reason for this i3 addressed in the

discussion below.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

In the examination of the SSIT/skill ratings, results (shown in Table
5) were found that supported the efficacy of the skill training progras.
Subjects were rated as significantly more skillful in the experimental

condition while no change was observed in the control condition.

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

The SSIT/snxiety ratings in Table 6 reveal a similar pattern to the

SSIT/skill ratings. Subjects in the experimental condition were perceived

15
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as significantly less anxious after the training program, while no change

was observec in the control subjects.

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

Analysis of variance using the SSIT/skill posttest ratings as the

depcndent variable crossed by ccidition and sex reveals an interaction

effect. While condition Prosuced a nonsignificant main effect and sex a

significant 2=in effect, the variables reveal a significant interaction

effect that explains almost 22% of tne variance (r=.U46) (see Table 7).

Figures 3 and 4 1llustrate comparisons of SSIT/skill mean ratings by

treatment condition and sex of subjects.

TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

——aa-

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

Using the 931T/anxiety posttest ratings as the dependent variable

crossed by condition and sex, analysis of variance reveals significant main

effeats and nonsignificant effects for each of the variables in isolation

and interaction. The overall model approaches significance and explains a

O

ERIC 16
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substantial amount of variance (r=.21) (see Table 8). Figures 5 and 6
illustrate comparisons of 3SIT/anxiety mean ratings by treatment condition

and sex of subjects.

TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE

FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE

Discussion

The purpose of tr.s study was to determine if an interpersonal skills
training program (ISTP) would facilitate significant improvement in
participants' interpersonal skills or competence. For the most part. the
results have - ‘ved that this training program has indeed shown
effectiveness, despite some reliability problems.

Rater Differences

Although reliability coefficients were far below the .70 level
anticipated for this study, there is encouragement that these low
coefficients can be improved substantial.y with more rigorous rater
training.

4, contrast to the rater training in this study, Curran (1982) trained

lay people as well as communication specialists were utilized as rater

17
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trainees in a very lengthy and thorough procedure that included extensive

Several factors couid be contributing to such disparity.

explanation of criterion behaviors rationale and 12 hours of practice (ne factor

that st
ands out is that the two raters were perceiving subjects' behavior

ratings by rater trainees. Only trainees with a degree of agreement with
differently.

i e o —" e i In fact, some items reveal an inverse relationship: the

o e o e et v 2 sesearn higher one rater scored the behavior, the lower the other rater scored it.

team, lead to high interrater reliability and agreement with criterion T PYETORTIOD seteTied om onhy & fo, dasiabad fhemn b 10 s

. perplexing nonetheless, considering the raters’' common teaching experience.
Unfortunately, such a pool of volunteer {or paid) raters was not TSI TICTOT et Sosk have comtribuiad o te raber differsnes ie

| v e e e o that, although both raters were peer teaching assistants, the raters

participation on graduate student volunteer raters and to budgetary T o it tencine sesten i promea on o

apart).
p The training methods and criterion behzviors utilized in the two

iimitations. With these constraints, one 5-hour training session was
designed to anchor behavioral criteria for the SSIT ratings, and interrater different sessions to anchor ratings on the CSRS could very well have been
reliability was close to .70 at the end of that training session. substantially different to cause lower coefficients. It is even possible

Because both volunteer raters were also teaching assistants in the for each rater to be highly correlated with his own training group, yet not

signifi
g cantly correlated with another teaching assistant from a different

communication department, they were already familiar with the CSRS rating
training group.

instrument. Extensive rater training of the CSRS has been an integral It would be interesting to see how well individuals with

component of teaching assistants’ training each fal1. Previous studies no specialized knowledge in interpersonal communication might correlate

validating the CSRS instrusent (Spitsbers s Hurt, 1967; Spitzbers, 1985; with one another with training similar to that in this stndy. Curran

Spitzberg, 1986a; Spitzberg, 1986b) have found generally high interrater (1982) had success with such raters.

reliability, localizing rater differences. i F:inally, the measures used in this study are subjectively scaled
bespite ratings of significant mprovenent 1o the experipental group | instruments, and the criteria for judging competence are inherently

o5 coupared to the control group on the SSIT by both Faters, the CSES e ! Subjective. Consequently, high re'iat’lity is not expected. Therefore,

averaged scores are more consensual in the present study.

ratings proved contradictory to expectations: Rater ! observed no
’ Subjects’ Self-Ratings

significant improvement in either experimental or control group subjects,

The subjects -
while Rater 2 did observe sigi.ficant improvement in the experimental group 3 self-ratings were not correlated with any other ratings
except other -
but ot in the control ErOUP. self-ratings. The CSES posttest self-ratings were predicted

b
Yy the pretest self-ratings; the subjects were rating themselves

ERIC 18
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SOCIAL SKILLS VALIDATION 18

consistently over time. The more a subject perceived and rated improvement
on the SSIT/skill dimension between pretest and posttest, the higher those
subjects' CSRS self-ratings yere.

Effectiveness of the Training Program

Despite the problems with interrater reliability, the rasults show
improvement of the experimental group subjects in comparison to the control
group subjects Although the overall CSRS competence ratings indicate no
significant change in the experimental subjects, means are in the expected
direction. The SSIT/skili and SSIT/anxiety ratings are stronger in showing
significant change in the experimental group over the control group.

The results show movement in the expected direction and indicate the
potency of the training program to facilitate improverment in participants’
rated competence and social skills. By tightening up the rater training
component and examining students who are in greater need in training (i.e.,
students with lower paseline skiil levels), it seems realistic to expect
that th> limited improvement of experimental subjects’ ratings for this
study points to a stronger showing of improvement in future studies of this
type.

An interesting result of the analysis of the SSIT/skill and
SSIT/aaxiety ratings reveals an interaction effeot between males in the

experimental condition and males in the control condition. Thsre vas

generally some increase in ratings of the posttest over pretest ratings for
both groups of females and for experimental males; yet, control group

males’ rated skill and anxiety decreassd. An explanation could be that the

oontrul group males perceived the exercise as a negative one, their only

revard for participating in the study the receiving of class extra-credit
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points. However, due to the small sample size of the experimental-group
males (n=4), this result must be sidered cautiously.

Instrument Validation

Disappointingly, the CSRS instrument revealed a lack of significant
results in measuring the experimental group's improvement after attending
the training program. On the CSRS, the raters were perceiving different
things in the subjects’ behavior.A Nevertheless, the CSRS, like all other
observation neasu;es. is based on raters' subjective evaluations, and
raters apply different standards because they are individuals. However,
the beauty of the CSRS assessment is that it fills an assessment gap by
providing specific information that can be diagnosed in almost any
interpersonal context; it can be used as a self- or other- reference; and
it can be used by trained or untrained raters. The caveat, however, is
that the procedures for using it must be defined critically. In fact,
Spitzberg (1986a) warns ™if 'objective' information is desired, rater
training and further scaling refinement is likely to be riecessary for the
raters to provide consisient information."

Regardless of its lack of significant results, the CSRS pretest scores
did show a positive correlation with the SSIT/skill posttest scores —
ratinés made three weeks later —- as well as with the SSIT/anxiety pretest
ratings. This correlation is important because it reveals that the CSRS is
doing what it was intended to do: idsntifying competent behavior. As it
should be, the CSRS is also positively correlated to itself, pretest to
posttest. Heeding Spitzberg’'s caveat about rater training could indeed

enable CSRS assessment to be a powerful instrument in measuring behavior

comparisons such as this study.
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Implications
Methodologically speaking, for study designs .ike this one to provide
more sens.tive results, more thorough and highly structured rater training
should be emphasized. More raters are rlsc needed to facilitate higher

reliability of the t instm ts. If the time element is

constrained (as it was for this study), using only o.e measure is
recommended.

The training program schedule itself could be modified. As presented,
the training program took place in two 6-hour secssions thres weeks apart.
Dissipation of results of the first session could have occurred in the
interin.

The Interpersonal Skills Training Program could easily fill the time
pequirements for an entire 3-hour university course; perhaps more solid
pesults could be obtained in that w2y. The training program as it was
econducted in this study was designed and produced by graduate students in
fulfillment of a course assignment. Up to now and including the training
prog am that was measured in this Study, there has been no real standard or
continuity of design for presenting the training program since a different
group of graduate students individualized it each semester (within the
framework of the course guidelines). Now that the ISTP has been approved
by the university, the training program’'s standard protocol should solidify
and become more concistent. Putnre studies such as this one could pessibly
find stronger and more positive results for program participants.

Summary
This study Shows mixed results by instrument and by rater. However,

taken as a whole, the data suggest considerabls improvement for training
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program participants’ rated competence. The Interpersonal Skills Training

Program offers significant potential for the enh:-~ement of students’
skills, ¢s deduced from the improvement of training program participants’
skill ratings on the Similated Social Interaction Test and, according to
one r.ler's scores, the Conversational Skills Rating Scale.

It is our opinion that better rater training and stricter selection
criteria for subject participation (i.e., low competence levels) w: uld

facilitate significant, uniform improvement of participants’ rated
interpersonal skills.
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Table 1 Table 3
Co ation
Interratersimgizlpearsosoggﬁigi:::oﬁssessed Correlated T-Tests Comparing Pre- and Posttest
Cr 'petence Ratings in the Experimental
and Control Groups

Variable Coe. .icient Signific-nce
CSRS Experimenta’. Control
Pretest .53 .01 Pre Post Pre Post
Posttest «54 .01
Sample Means 51.69 53.88 50.13 50.05
SS1T/Skill
Pretest .53 .001 S.D. 3.62 5.59 5.33 6.64
Posttest .56 .001
S.T. 1.28 1.98 1.38 1.7
SSIT/Anxiety
Pretest .53 .001 t value -1.57 0.08
Posttest .58 .001
P .16 .94
n 8 15
Table 2
Coefficient Alpha for the SSIT Table 4

by Rater and Time
Cocrelated T-Tests Comparing Pre- and Posttest

Competence Ratings by Raters
SSIT Dimension Rater 1 Rater 2
Skill Rater 1 Rater 2
Pretest .79 .67 Pre Post Pre Post
Posttest .68 .81
Mear: 50.38 51.38 51.80 56.60
Anxiety
Sretest . .79 .65 e S.D. 3.19 5.66 6.61 7.39
Posttest -73 -82 S.E. 113 1.20 2.09  2.34
t Value -0.41 -3.52
B .689 .006
n 8 10
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Table S

Correlated T-Tests Comparing Pre- and Posttest
SSIT Skill Ratings in the Experimental
and Control Groups

i

Experimental Control

Pre  Post Pre  por: |
Sample Means 42.59 54.41 47.05 47.68
S.D. 10.09 7.52 8.92 11.46
S.E. 3.04 2.27 1.99 2.56
t value -3.93 -0.32
B .003 . 752
n " 20

Table 6

Correlated T-Tests Comparing Pre- and Posttest
SSIT Anxiety Ratings in the Experimc.tzl
and Control Groups

Experimental Control

Pre  Post Pre  post
Sample Means 44.09 52.55 45.18 45.97
S.D. 9.01 4.66 7.99 9.87
S.E. 2.72 1.40 1.83  2.26
t value ~3.49 -0.54
P .006 .595
n 1 19

|




Table 7

Analysis of Variance of SSIT Skill

Posttest Ratings Crossed by
Condition and Sex

Sum of Hean

Squares  4f Square
Main Cffects 763,334 2 381.667
Condition 196.667 1 196.6€7
Sex 375.456 1 375.456
Interactions 345.455 1 345.455
Explained 1108.790 3 369.597

Table 8

Analysis of Variance of SSIT Anxaety

posttest Ratings Crossed by

Condition and Sex

Sum of Mean
sguares gf Square
Hain Effects 503.641 2 251.820
Condition 190.924 1 190.924
| Sex 166.779 1 166.779
|
|
} Interactions 39.431 1 39.431
% Explained 543,071 3 181.024
O
ERIC 30

F Siq.
4.52 .02
2.33 ns
4.45 .04
4.10 .05
4.38 .01
r? 3 .22
r = .46

E sig.
3.75 .04
2.84 ns
2.48 ns
0.59 ns
2.70 ns
r?2 a .21
r = .46
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Fig. 3--A comparison of
P SSIT skill
mean ratings of female subjects.
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