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o verbalnself dlsclosure were 1nvest1gated 1n female adﬁﬂts. More

»;ﬂ‘bJECtS 1n the exper1menta1 group part1c1pated 1n a 10 hour =

o assert1veness tra1n1ng program wh1]e contro] SubJectS recelved d&]ayed

ff:Questlonna1re (1969) and Rathus Assert1veness Schedule (1973) prlor to

:l In th\s study, Asserttveness Tra1n1ng as a Fact]ttatlon to C]tent

1

d1st]osure the effects of asserttveness tra1n1ng on fac111tat1ng
A :

S R s el e s

spec1f1cally, Self dzsc]osure was measured beﬁav1ora1]y 1n an 1nterv1ew [f°‘f;_;¢ R
sttuatlon and perEelved se]f—d1sclosure was measured by quest1onna1res 'f“:f';;f SO

pr1or to and after the tra1n1ng program _hiij}_a;',ﬁfffirf‘7'i""ﬁ

From a. pOo] of 90 women 1n Edmonton, A]berta 40 of the vo]unteers. r“{fﬁ:;{éffg}j;

.\:

-

treatment A]l SUbJeCtS ftlled out Jourard s Se]f dtsc]osure 2f_]}3;fff

e

o

75,'the 1nterv1ew 51tuat10n.. No 51gn1f1cant d1fferences were found 1n

'};»and after treatment Also,.subJects were 1nterv1ewed for one-ha]f hour

'us1ng Hutch1nson $ (1972) Interv1ew format after the treatment program

One maJor flndtng of the study was that women who part1c1pated 1n the el

:vn».assert1veness tra1n1ng program expressed s1gn1f1cant1y more>behav1oral ;f,fg

{

;»aif1nformat10n 1n thelr se]f dlSC]OSUre as- comparéd'to the contro] group 1n jhi_?; ﬁiffin‘gé

o expre551ng amoUﬂt» 1mmed1acy, fee]tngs, att1tudes, or: 1nt1macy Of

o f1nformat1on. The second maJor f1nd1ng was that women who part1c1pated 1n

S -
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.‘;;the assertiveness tra1n1ng program s1gn1f1cant1y dlffered'frOm t\ose .
. > ] g

- 3-fwomen who dtd not on perce1ved amount and 1nt1macy of se]f dwsclosure,_'fjf’“

"“f%ff”_:fafter treatment as compared to before treatment (pre test post test

”9,¥]S1tuat1°") As weT] women who part1c1pated\1n the assent1veness

>

low relat1onsh1p between what women h ve d1sclosed to someone 1n the past

B Lo >~ p
J;' J’iscuss1on centered a’OUnd how assergiweness t aan1ng ﬁa“a]1tated a :.{;’jE\
ibehakroral type of expres' d‘self d sc]osure an(ﬁperce1medvamount and s

. ;: e
1nt1macy of‘self d1sclosu+e.. As we}ﬁ dlscusi{on centered around the fi
i:fi_ El'iself d1sc1osure were e]aborated upon. And-f1na}ﬂy, the i'portance of vi;‘A
_?‘ﬁ“s.fi assért1veness tra1n1ng hav1ng fac11){ated a behav1ora1 type of " i_, B L
- : se]f d1sclosure 1n reference ‘to counse11ng and/or therapy was analyzed & ;f
!f;?ff“,aiw; f tdr:fpi‘i’futdre;stud1es 1n th1svarea part1cu]ar emphasws was 1
Y ‘ : oY

placed upontfna]yijng the strengths and weaknesses of th1s spec1f1c

1nvest1gat1on For example, concern1ng the exper1menta1 de51gn the

'

hazards of us1ng the add1t1ona] pre test post test des1gn was dlscussed }:f
lnsofar as external va]hd1ty was concerned Secondly, concern1ng the

1nstruments used 1t was suggested that Rathus' Assert1veness Schedule

R : s 2 \

was unsat1sfactory’1n mea5ur1ng perce1ved assert1vehess._ RecommendatIQns

t,\‘

for u51ng a more va11d measurement o_?i S t1veness were made.‘ And j
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o . B
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"'-va11d behav1ora1 measurements can be deve]oped 1n the future.;_;.fif*;‘”'-’”

5f['d1fferences between perce1ved (estvmated) and expressed (actua})

Further d1rect1ons for research Iay 1n statlstlcally analyz1ng the

se]f dlsc]osure and assert1veness as separate]y measured by 1nventor1es F“'

l

'fﬁf;ggnd by behav1ora1 rat1ngs. Insofar as the asserttveness tra1n1ng program'f,jf

“fﬁ ltself :st was recommended‘ hat a 1onger (three day) program be rung

nf;fAlthough a 10 hour program was effect1ve, the use of a longer programlf;r

'
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‘THE THESIS PROBLEM .
L. Introduction
From the ear]y work of Breuer and Freud (Truax & Carkhuff 1965)7h
: R "}sthe more recent work of Rogers (1959), one of the centra] and 1mportantff*"::'
itifoccurrences in counse]1ng and psythotherapy has been the cllent s pro-h;d;f,_,-gf

o _hgre351ve dlscovery and dlsc1osure of se]f through se]f exp]orat1on

‘”7v\D1sc]osure of se]f through se]f exp]orat1on is def1ned as "a process offsef?* o

";{COmtng to verba]1ze and know one s be11efs, va]ues mot1ves percepttonf53

' v?:of others, re]atlonsh1ps,‘fears,.and ]1fe cho1ces““(Truax & Carkhuff

e 1965, p 3)

As ear]y as ]947 Peres found that successfu] pattents Tn group

g /

'T-hlpsychotherapy made tw1ce as many persona] references as d1d a group of “vfng_i,"

{’*'yh]unsuccessfu] pat1ents Braaten (1958) found that from ear$y to ]ater

'*dg1nterV1ews, successful cases 1n 1nd1v1dua] therapy made a substant1al

"y1ncrease 1n self references as compared to unsuccessful cases And of

_’more recent nature suff1c1ent ev1dence has accumu]ated to 1nd1cate

R

B Se]f d1sclosure 15 an 1mportant cond1t1on for construct1Ve persona]1ty

“change and that successfu] pat1ents teng\to engage 1n a greater depth off

“*g;ise]f dtsclosure than unsuccessfu] patlents (Derlega & Cha1k1n 1975

'Ai»{Rogers, 1960 Strassberg & Anchor 1979 Strassberg, Anchor Gabe] &

jdﬂCohen,_J978,_Truax,_]963 1968 Truax & Carkhuff 1965)



Of late however the empha51s of research has been upon the funct1on
:1of the therap1st In other words, what can the therap1st do 1n order to'?:
-']Lfac111tate cT1ent seTf d1sclosure§' SeveraT studles have aﬁready shown

"'that counseTors whb demonstrate htgh Teve]s of empathy, non possess1ve

/“, e ' S

K armth and se]f dtscTos1ng behav1or w1lT e11c1t greater seTf d15closurelf';’“

'ifflfrom phelr chents (Carkhuff 1969 Chatkln Der]ega, Bayma & Shaw, 1975 o

| '5:Ha1pern,"1977“ Mann & Murphy, 1975 Murphy,,1979 Truax 1 Carkhuff 1965 ].f'3177f¥7

-':*Truax;.1966a 1966c, 1968 Slmonson 1976) Modeltng has been shown

: repeated]y to have ‘a pos1t1ve effect on c]1ent se]f d1sc105ure (Ann1s & | ;.’: B

"°;fftfPerry, 1977 Doster & Brooks, 1974 McGulre TheTen & Amo]sch 1975

”“iStone 8 Stebbtns,_]975 Thase & Page, 1977 Wex1er & But]er 1976)

SN ” PO
fj'Truax and Carkhu{f ]965) go further 1n say1ng that counseTor transpar—-“ e

‘r*ffency or genu1neness 1s the most s19n1f1cant fac111tat1ve funct1on tha’;ﬁ,jlgﬁff

F e

e f',fthe counseTor can perform These authors def1ne genutnen ss as: "th 2L

}attempt on the part of the therap1st to present no facadei

"iﬁlprofess1ona11sm but rather an honest openness to experlenc1ng w1th no

2T’7den1a1 of fee11ngs or experlences and no aToofness (Truax, 1963 p

oy -

| !;5“25p Due to the centraT s1gn1f1cance attr1buted to cltent

ip_self d1scTosure one of the central purposes of\th1s study was a further"fffj

exam1nat1on wnto 1ts process Spec1f1ca1]y, what are the methods that

- ‘Avthe counseTor can use 1n order to fac111tate cl1ent se]f dtscTosure?

- ”. One techn1que used 1n counse11ng and psychotherapy\has been asser-‘:vv

"’ﬁf;_,t1veness tra1n1ng The purpose of the techn1que has beeneto tra1n a

e ﬁ'subm1ssive person to deve]op assert1veness responses that help hwm/her

ﬁi."contro] the eny1ronment (Bandura 1973) The subm1ss1ve person 1s

u

";;usually referred to as the t1m1d shy, pa551ve and 1ndec151ve person or ;r';fff.”i.

‘°as Bandura (1973 p 258) has stated : "those obsequtous 1nd1vtduals who”,gIQV'N':“'

E Q



"*Airthose reponses used qu1te bnoad]y to cover al] soc1a1]y acceptab]e ‘

q«1nv1te ma]treatment through thetr pass1v1ty., Peop]e who are unab]e to

h3behave assert1ve1y will suffer cons1derab]e aVer51ve contro] by
';'ffothers..;; Assert1ve responses have been def1ned as fo]]ows | f;}g.as]j,.*f‘"
ffiffexpress1ons of persona] r1ghts and fee11ngs“ jWOlpe & Lazarus,¢4966 p

f3135) And a]so they have been def1ned as those responses that 1nc1ude the LT

:';.;Jdemand1ng of one s r1ghts the 1ns1stence of be1ng treated w1th fa1rness,.;,5”"

,ﬁ]]the spontaneous express1ons of one;‘g

"l"s and d1s]1kes, be1ng open and

ITIZfrank and avo1d1ng the bott11ng up of one F emot1ons (Rathus & Rupport

' "5xif,;1973) A]though there has been much reseaﬁch done on the effect1veness

'“fi;of assert1veness tra1n1ng 1n teach1ng assert1d§ness behavtors (Curran,,~_,,7it”f'

' :.ﬂ.1977 E1sler, Herston & Mtller ]973 Gorma]]y, H1]] 0t1s & Ra1ney,; f;{;,v-W'”

"fi1975 Rathus,_1973 Schwartz & Gottman, 1976 wo]fe & Fodor,e7977 WO‘Pe’.-
‘"f'f1958 1969, 1970 wo1pe & Lazarus, 1966), at Prese"t t“ere appea"S to be
'.7,,no research Wthh re]ates assert1veness tra1n1n9 to teach1ng

“**ffpself d1sclos1ng responses

ER O
i

. ‘4 \,: . ,‘_, .
: ke 1.t R T B T S S A T
e T g T T e B T R T e e T e e W

' II. The Connection Between Self-Disclosure and Assertiveness -

Cla

‘:“fPos1t1ve Se]f Concept and Healthy Personallty .',;f}>i‘,.?axfnj;'f. ?§?;» f_hhlf;
Approprlate assert1veness and approprtate se]f d1sc1051ng responses B

EREe e o . S 't’
-,are connected 1n that there 1s much l1terature to suggest that each __' T

'il]fbr1ngs about hea]thy persona11ty and pos1t1ve se]f concept (Bandura,

#

_';;]973 Der]ega & Cha1k1n 1975 Jourard ]974 Lazarus, 1971 Sa]jjr
'._11949 wolpe 1973) The wora "appropr1ate"‘1s Ut“lzed since £

Z;Inappropr1ate assert1veness and/or 1nappropr1ate se]f d1sclos1ng ;’~‘ef’

- . ‘...'\ g :
- . -3 - :
. o s



. * e
-~

-.responses in spec1f1c S1tuat1ons are regarded as unhea]thy and as contr1- .4“

fbutxng factors to a negat1ve self concept For examp]e assert1

';loften wrong]y 11nked w1th aggress1veness vf"The d1fferences between o

El

_jassert1vegess and aggre551on shou]d be noted, s1nce outburts of
! v

i‘host111ty, rage, or resentment usua]]y denote pent-up or accumu]ated
anger rather than the spontaneous expre551on of hea]thy emot1on" ': T _{;L
(Lazarus 1971 116) And con51derbng se]f dlsclosure,»,...p051t1ve .'.}’s'((f

>’

» mentaT hea]th 1s re]ated to appropr1ate d1sclosure wh1ch su1ts the t1me,
iy _ -
thé occas1on and the relat1onsh1p between the 11stener and d1sc]oser...0n -
':7i;jthe other hand neuros1s and ma]adJustment appear to be re]ated to o

B ﬁ31nappropr1ate self dwsclosure, such as d1sc1osure that 1s too 1nt1mate

',f:e(or not 1nt1mate enough) for the occas1on" (Der]ega & Cha1k1n ]9255;p€}w3;f?:ffff

In reference to how apprOpr1ate assert1veness responses contrlbute to

e \

“jfpos1t1ve se]f-concept and hea]thy persona]1ty, one of 1ts pos1t1ve y
AR @ -
,-.aspects 1s a decrement 1n an 1nd1v1dua] s anx1ety dur1ng soc1a1 1nter-

’ v"li?actlons (Sa]ter, 1949 WOlpe, 1973) Second]y,_Bandura (1973) suggests
=c;that a subm1ss1ve person needs to deve]op assert1veness responses that« 3

I‘

"f’enable h1m to control h1s env1ronment That isy non assert1veness
:fusually lmplles a contro] of the 1nd1v1dua1 by others ratherlthan a é:";?;je}zg
:.=;;C°”tr°] by the' 1nd1v1dua] over h1s own env1ronment And th1rd1y, S
u{;gd;assert1veness is. d1rect1y llnked to hea]thy persona11ty and pos1t1Ve
'»rse]f concept by 1ncreas1ng emot1ona1 freedom, cho1ce and se]f respect
';Z;Hab1t5 of emot1ona1 freedom 1mp1y the abl]]ty to 91ve honest feedback
-’1 e-, to show one s true fee11ngs and to do so 1n a frank and open mannernnj
.”ff(Lazarus 1971) \"Emot1ona1 freedom opposes hypocr1sy, phoniness and
;jfdeCeptlon....Contrary to pjﬁp]ar be11ef the resu]t of emot1ona] freedomgbniyﬂ*"‘;



'fv}up th1nk1ng that no one has ever felt the way'he/she does. On the other
“’nitbefore he]ps one t comprehend the fee]tng 1n and of 1tse]f and a]so, 1n *plf

' H'ﬁ;jreference to the se f (Der]ega & Cha1k1n ]975) S1m11ariy, appropr1ate
":,'_self d1sclosure may promote empathy'° "The ]ow revea]ér may be unab]e to‘;ﬁfff

u'fvpgbe1ngs because h1s/her exper1ence w1th others is” ]1m1ted to supery1c1a1

"'f,;Derlega and Cha1k1n (1975) have pownted out that 1t takes a tremendousﬂ

o vts not a]1enat1on or 1ncreased vu]nerab111ty but decreased anx1ety, c]ose
"and mean1ngfu1 relab1onsh1ps, se]f respect ano socwaT adapt1v1ty"'~

'fb(Lazarus, 1971, .p. 166)

. N
~appr0pr1ate se]f-d1sclof1ng responses contrtbute to healthy persona11ty
'f‘and p051t1Ve se1f concept by 1ncreas1ng an 1nd1v1dua1 s se]f awareness ?ffb;u"‘

' A:(Jourard 1964) Der]ega & Cha1k1n (1975) convey the 1dea that often,:_h_:”

" hand, k-nQW:inQ_i--ff'iha v

R gtperce1ve the comp]ex mottvat1ons and emotlons that charactertze human
‘2_contact" (Der]ega & Chawk1n, 1975 p ]4) Th1rd]y, Jourard 1g§gy/and

‘ 7famount of energy not to ever ta1k about one 5 fee]lngs and thoughts and

ff”ano effect1ve commun1cat1on That 1s, 1f one does not mutua]]y and
l~g'effect1ve1y commun1cate w1th the 1nd1v1dua1 he/she cares for altenat1on 7ffﬁ

"from that person may resu]t (Der]ega & Cha1k1n, 1975)

e
»

| i

An§71n reference to se]f d1sclosure, 1t has been$$bggested that

«

: dflwhen an 1nd1 1dua1 does not revea] thecway he/she fee]s he/she may end

" %;;
someone shares one S fee]1ngs and has exper1enced them SRR

ST\

,\

v»:someone*hts/her feeltngs, 1deas, and thoughts as a means towards mutual

coq

"?1_fgthus, se]f dtsclosure serves as. a means of release for 1nd1v1dua]s Andfﬁffzrij "

:“flnally, se]f dwsc]osure 1s part1cular]y 1mportant when one wants to tel] if'lr"' ;




~:tt5:ff self dlscTosure" (DerTega & Cha‘k’" ]975 p 87)

'~¥aj responses are transm1ss1oh sk1TTs 1n commun1cat1on.; On the one hand

. Assert1veness, SeTf DTscTosure and Commun1catlon Sk1TTs

’-

Both assert1veness responses a._ seTf d1sCTos1ng responses may be

;r regarded as types of commun1ca;1on sk1]]s. The purpose of teachlng com- :mj:jf,f

mun1cat1on sk1TTs is to promote effect1ve commun1cat1on betweeﬁ
-1nd1v1duals (Der]ega & Cha1k1n; 1975) The word effect1vé presupposes
recept1on and transm1ss1on of cpmmun1cat1on~between persons as weTT as an “;E}f

_.’.;“_ A

open commun1cat1on (Mann 1976) Open commun1cat1on takes 1nto account t*jj}

'~v';‘ press one s personaT fee11ngs (Mann,_1976) Consequent]y,'"therem1s any,ej{ﬂff/

hO"ESt exPloratmn of one s own fee]!hgs as weTT as an effort to evoke .;ft;:vf,vﬁ

PR A

'0’

The author SUQQGStS that assert1veness responses and seTf dlSC]OSTﬂQllf e

refTect1on of feeT1ngs and refTect1on of content are recept1on skllls

whose purpose 1s "to Tet the speaker know you have heard h1m/her and teT]iﬁii';',f

vvltfgthe speaker that you w1sh to compare your understandlng of what-he/she ’ﬂ;_"

has sa1d aga1nst h1s/hers....The 1mportance of recept1on k1TTs 1s that lggx"'

you have sens1t1ve1y p1cked up from what he/she has sa1d"'

"'71157) On the other hand transm1ss1on sk1TTs are accurate transm1ss1ons

f{ of messages to the T1stener v Examples df transm1ss1on sk1]Ts 1ncTude ;s~¥’¥“~f’*

descr1pt1ons of behav1or descrlpt1on of fee11ngs assert1veness mes-l}h;ﬂﬁg’iﬂffV
sages and self d1sc1051ng messages.t Both recept1on and transm1551on‘;ff-j.f:.;
Sk1113 are. equaTTy 1mportant becausetof the foTTow1ng reasons s w

: ,( ) They encourage a sp1r1t of Jo1nt 1nqu1ry (Tet us try to Under__»;f

. ‘\-

"QT: stand how each of us v1ews th1s) rather than competffg, bTamlng,f'f{f-Etf;

and fauTt f1nd1ng (you re wrong, I m r1ght),




_are re]evant.aspects of 1earn1ng to commun1cate effect1Ve1y

_assert1ve]§f§1ated to a teenage daughter the fol]ow1ng message “ "I have

,.response and a se]f d1sc1051ng reSponse. To beg1n w1th ‘the 1ntent or E

. ’ ot » ‘ ' ' End
‘(c) They reduce the deprec1at1on and host111ty transm1tted

(d) And they 1essen the 11ke11hood of 1n3ury and hurt fee11ngs
. ,‘

(Hunde]by, 1972)

Consequent]y, assertiveness responses and self d1sclos1ng responses~

et

: Assert1veness Responses as a Form of Self- D1sc]osure

Both an assert1veness response and a se]f d1sclos1ng response are a

conmun1cat1on of 1nformatlon about oneself ‘ For examp]e, 1f a parent o

-y

AT

<

'; been very worr1ed about you.- You sa1d you d be home at least four hours

Q.

-ago, “and 1 have been frant1c wa1t1ng for you Are you a1r1ght? I w1sh -
.you had ca]]ed me" (A]bert1 and Emmons 1978 p 183) 1s a persona] .
| d1sclosure about how one feels toward an 1nd1v1oua] in a spec1f1c 51tua—

‘t1on., Thus an assert1veness response may be regarded as ‘a form of

i

.se]f d1sclosure.

However, there are subt]e d1fferences betweeh an assert1veness:

o

purpose of be1ng assert1veness is to express One S persona] rlghts and

'fee11ngs w1th the 1n51stence of be1ng treated fa1r]y On the other hand
the 1ntent or purpose of being se]f d1sclos1ng is for the speaker to

~ share persona] 1nformat1on about oneself For example' to state that M

feel 1one1y ton1ght"~1s to- share 1nformat1on rather than to demand one s

r1ghts or to demand to be treated W1th fa1rness Consequent]y,_aJthough_’"

o the 1ntent or purpose of assert1veness and s%bf-d1sc]osure'may;be

d1fferent, the major point 1s‘that an as ,gﬁveness'response»jsvse]f-.

€

referential.

¥



I, Focus. of the Study ,b

2 ! N
Yy

The pr1mary purpose of assert1veness tra1n1ng has been to tra1n a-
person to develop assert1veness respbnses that he]p h1m/her contro]
h1s/her env1ronment (Bandura A1973) Research has a]ready shown that

R

' assertlveness tra1n1ng programs do 1n fact s1gn1f*cant1y fac111tate _

: assertwveness,responses (A]bert1 & Emmons, 1978; Bandura, 1973; Lazarus,‘

| 1971)

In the prev1ous sect1on conceptual 11nks that tie assert1veness

reSponses and se]f d1sc1os1ng responses together have been out11ned It_s'

.:was the rat1ona1e that because there are 11nks between se]f d1sclos1ng
q .

nd assert1veness responses, assertlveness traTh1ng wou]o fac111tate

@ se]f d1sc1osure and the 1ntended assert1veness In other words, the

‘-Jprwmary focus of th1s study was to assess whether assert1venessJ;yé1n1ng"

f had a fac111tat1ve effect upon se]f d1sc1osure More specifically, the
: .

‘f-f1rst obJectlve of the present 1nvest1gat1on (as measured by a behav1ora17

"cod1ng system) was to flnd out whether the group of women who obta1ned
fh.assertlveness tra1n1ng d1ffered from those women who d1d not on the

fo110w1ng d1mens1ons

4 : . . Nk

’ _(a)_lAmount or frequency of se]f d1sc]osure

o (b) ,Immed1acy/non 1mmed1acy of se]f d1sc]osure,, o

.
LI

(c) Type ot se]f d1sclosure

o

.-(d)‘ And 1nt1macy of self- d1sc16§ure. B a-,‘ﬁ

.s\

The second focus of the nnvest1gat1on coricerned. the fo]]ow1ng

var1ab1es

(a) Percept1on of est1mated se]f d1sclosure,\

I3

(b) And.actua].se]f—d1sclosure in Spec1f1c situations.



A revieu of recent literature has revealed that -although a number of

0

seTf-disg%osure jnstruments (Jourard; 1958;‘19695 Po]ansky, i965;
QickerseOusiankinad 1956"West-& Zﬁng]e;t1970) haue,been deuised; the‘
most common]y used is Jourard S (1958'»]969) Se]f-disoiosure.Question—
na1re; However despite its common use, it 1s c]ear that the Jourard
Se]f d1stosure Quest1onna1re does not accurately predlct ac%ua] self-
d1sclosure in spec1f1c 51tuatlons (Cozby, 1973 Der]ega & Cha1k1n |

- 1W5). Furthermore, it is specu]ated that. percept1on of est1mated se]f—
dwsclosure and actua] se]f d1sc]osure may be qu1te d1fferent (Cozby, .
1973 Der]ega & Cha1k1n, ]975) Consequently add1tiona] research 1sv

' requ1red to determlne the spec1f1c resu1ts of se]f reports (est1mat1on of

X
self- d1sclosure) -and actua] behav1or\1n spec1f1c s1tuat1ons requ1r1ng

v.such expressibn'~ S :X_' o o R
EIn regard to th1s spec1f1c study, as ment1oned prev1ous]y, ‘the | B
pr1mary focus was to 1nvest1gate whether assert1veness tra1n1ng had a
fac111tat1ve effect upon se]f dtstlosure : Due: to the speculat1on that
' self d1sclosure as measured present]y, m1ght be d1v1ded‘1nto two ‘
dwfferent’var1ab1es (perce1ved and actua]) both of these were 1ncorpor- o
, ated 1nto the study in order to f1nd out whether assert1veness tra1n1ng
fac111tated e1ther of them dtfferent]y S1nce one of the pr1mary !
v purposes of a]] tra1n1ng programs, e e commun1cat1on sk111s tra1n1ng,.“
assert1veness tra1n1ng, etc.; 1s to teach 1nd1v1duals to verba]]y em1t
behav1ora1 responses 1n actual s1tuat1ons rather than Just to subJec- e
t1ve1y est1mate (percept1on) of the response 1t was re]evant to th1s
1nvest1gat1on,to assess whether'thns uaSgthe_ease_or_not. More Spec1f1C--
ally; the second objeotive;ottthe‘present‘thestigation (as measured by
Jourardfs SelfediSCIQSure‘Questionnaire)'waS'toffind'out whether the-"

A



- women who did.not on the foIIow1ng d1men51ons ' IR 2

10 .
group of women who obta1ned assert1veness tra1n1ng d1ffered from those

‘(a) Amount or frequency oftpercered (est1mated):self;disclosure;

~ (b) . And intimacy of perceived (estimated) self-disclosure.

IV, Overview

Wh1Ie the purpose of this thes1s has been tntro,uced in Chapter I,
the subsequent chapters have dea]t w1th the theoret1c ] framework adhered
- to, reIevant I1terature and’ research the des1gn and\f1nd1ngv of the
current 1nvest1gat10n In Chapter 11, the theoret1ca1 framework of Cark-
huff‘ »(1969) mode] has been presented 1n add1t1on to theJreIevant L

I1terature and research found on seIf dtsclosure and asserttveness In.

: Chapter III, an overv1ew of the study has been presented w1th under]ylng
) assumptlons def1n1t10ns and hypotheses In Chapter IV the methodoIogy

V and des1gn emponed 1n the current study have been 1nd1cated F1nd1ngs

L

of the 1nvest1gat1on desc 1bed 1n Chapter v, have been summar1zed 1n “lé;.‘.

Chapter VI w1th further d1scus {on and 1mpI1catlons of the current study T



CHAPTER II

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RELATED LITERATURE

i -‘-oi""_ I. Theoretica]fﬁrameworkv¥

7 Introduttion o

The theoret1ca1 mode] adhered to in. th1s 1nvest1gat1on was that of

- Carkhuff S (1969) Mu1t1d1mens1ona1 Mode] of Fac111tat1ve Processes 1n

”“Counse11ng and Therapy A]though conceptual ana]yses and behav1ora1
. \\

—~——

: research on the concepts of - self dlsclosure and assertlvegess tra1n1ng
have been done separate]y 1n the 11terature the search for counse]or

‘ _fac1]1tat1ve funct1ons and processes has 1ts maJor 1mpetus from

» ¢Carkhuff S (1969) comprehens1ve mode] S1nce the bas1c task of th1s ,e'_"
/-

’",»1nvest1gat10n was. to f1nd out whether assert1veness tra1n1ng acts as- a

'\*contr1butlon of the C11ent centered approach has been the 1mpetus wh1ch

-4c0unselor fac1l1tat1ve funct1on to c11ent se]f d1sclosure an exam1natQOnv_f'p”

‘f,of Carkhuff s mode] 1s warranted

T e

*’1'Carkhuff s Mu]t]dlmen51ona1 Mode]

Theoret1ca1 Impetus of Rogers | “Perhaps the maJor h1stor1cal ‘v'f
‘1'

"LIt has g1ven the: growth of the 1dea of the centra] core of fag1]1tat1ve_‘;f~ T

. .]cond1t10ns" (Carkhuff & Berenson 1967 p 67) Although 1t 1s true that}5’}s‘ku'f

‘the centra] core of fac111tat1ve condltlons whlch lnvolve the commun1ca-

't1on of counse]or d1mens1ons such as empath1c understand1ng, p051t1ve

,:"y )

u



.»12‘ »

,.regard genu1neness, and concreteness or spec1f1c1ty of express1on 1s
o shared by a]most a]] known counse11ng approaches, 1t was. Rogers,(]95]

| ',f_]954 1957) and h1s follok ers (Shafer & Shoben, 1956) who attempted to - x

'3.d15cern and descr1be the necessary and suff1c1ent condlt1ons of’ therapeu—

t1c persona]1ty change. “In add1tlon to the focus whlch it brought to .h
‘the c11ent S fee11ngs the C11ent centered approach, in genera] prov1ded
y’more fu]] attentwon to the whole person of the c11ent, 1nc1ud1ng én

~part1cu1ar, a funoamenta] be11ef in- h1s construct1ve capac1ty”.(Carkhuff

”.& Berenson 1967 p 67)¢

Alongs1de these p051t1ve contr1but1ons,seven the 11m1tat1ons of-.

-:C]1ent centered therapy may be seen as prov1d1ng a st1mulu5’for the
'development of Carkhuff s (1969) mode] For examp]e, "whereas Cluent-‘

»hcentered therapy brought more complete attent1on to the who]e person of

N

.jthe c]1ent, 1t has neglected the who]e person of the therap1st and the _t{‘

'.two way f]ow of commun1cat10n"‘(Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967,3p 68)

g

o ‘Desp1te belng a 11m1tat1on th1s prov1ded Carkhuff S modelelth more

S

“:vi;emphas1s upon the funct1on of the therap1st and what the therapISt can o

”'AVeffect1ve1y dorjn order to fac111tate c]1ent change.vh

In summary, the theoret1ca1 lmpact of Roger1an therapy upon

,“f Carkhuff s (1969) model 1s a most profound one: '~"If a theory cou]d be .}

/'/ i

“'1eseen for. what 1t 1s--a fa111b1e, changlng attempt to construct a network

'1»_}of gossamer threads wh1ch w111 conta1n the so]1d facts--then a theory

K

) wou]d serve, as 1t shou]d, as a st1mu1us to further creat1ve th1nk1ng" 7

f;(RogerS 1959, p 191)

Backgroun Carkhuff s (1969) mode] evo]ved from paradox1ca1

i -ev1dence concernlng the effect1veness ano/or 1neffect1veness of counse]-'

:1ng and therapy as 1t was then pract1ced That;1s, an overvlew of»



L

the 11terature regaﬁﬁ1ng the effects of- counse]1ng, gu1dance, and/or .

‘ therapy revealed ‘the’ fo]]ow1ng resu]ts

An Assessment of Past Ev1dence Upon evaluatlng the ev1dence that

)

That counse11ng and therapy d1d not resu]t in. average c11ent ;;bﬂ'v

S E

‘1mprovement greater than that observed 1n c11ents who' rece1ved

fino spec1a1 counse]1ng or' psychotherapeut1c treatment (Barron &

L

'EySenck 1952 1955 1961 Goodste1n & Cr1tes, 1961 James,l-wf;-”. ‘

g »]962 May & Tuma 1964 Meeh] 1955 Poser ]966 Rogers, 1962

'”Rogers & Dymond 1954 Teuber & Powers 1953 Truax, 1963 Truax

"fJ& Carkhuff 1965) ~v.'jf,.[ _,l?*e?:i-'.; -'*,.i

;That some spec1f1c theraptsts demonstrated pos1t1ve effects of
ﬂcounse11ng and psychotherapy as compared to non treatment groups f.i-:‘}
7A(Baymurr & Patterson, 1960 Draspa 1959 Ends & Page, 1957 ‘
'vfﬁraham 1960 Shouksmlth & Tay]or 1964 Sp1e1berger We1tz & .

Denny, 1962)

PG

'fjAnd f1na11y, a number of stud1es ex1sted wh1ch po1nted to

::;1,spec1f1c therap1st character1st1cs as be1ng s1gn1f1cant]y

'rftf;re1ated to pos1t1ve pat1ent outcome wh1]e the1r absence relatedn :ii;
”';ehato negat1ve pat1ent outcome or c11ent deter1orat10n (Barrett-.lifﬂftff' o
‘_;?iLennard 1962 Berg1n & Solomon ]963 Carkhuff & Truax, 1965a,;“{ F~=}
t331966b Cartwr1ght & Lerner, 1963 Ha1k1des 1958 Truax 1961a;in;d°:‘d

\'bi]961b 1963 Truax & wargo,v1966a Truax wargo & S11ber 1966

Wharton ]962)

counsellng and psychotherapy can be both effect1ve and/or 1neffect1ve,

Carkhuff (1969) Carkhuff & Berenson (1967) Truax & Carkhuff (1967) came ’;; j;g

e up w1th the fo]]ow1ng exp]anat1ons

v

i}Leary, 19553 B1]1 & Beebe, 1955; Cartwr1ght & Vogel, 1960; ,-xv3/'~-‘

13



' cond1t1ons of no psychotherapy ,..both the behav1ora1 sc1entlst1l

:_'and the pract1c1ng counse]or or pSychotherap1st can agree that

“ffand as pract1ced, 1t conta1ns -a var1ety of cond1t1ons 1nvolv1ng
‘f:both p051t1ve and negat1ve experlences ...In effect ‘the L
*fA ev1dence concern1ng the outcome of counse11ng or psychotherapy

_;ﬁhas a]] too often been obta1neL in prec15e1y th1s way 'one:f¢*5'

1_ rare]y 1nvest1gated dtfferences ﬂn var1ab111ty of outcome Some?

'z‘dstud1es d1d however, take var1ab111ty of outcome 1nto account

-g“The answer to th1s seem1ng paradox l1es in the 1nappropr1ate-' '

:ness of compar1sons between psychotherapy and contro]'

- psychotherapy or 'counse]1ng"1s hard]y a unttary phenomenon

-:group of patlents has beenxQTVEN random unknown amounts of
“fvar1ous psychologtcal 'cond1t1ons co]]ect1ve]y 1abe11ed psycho- '
',htherapy, wh11e another group has rece1ved no. pSychotherapy"l}-‘u
_;(Truax & Garkhuff 1967 p.(]8) : |

) And second]y, Truax & Carkhuff (]967) found that the reported ii_ﬂ
- o

[

» s

e

research that compared psychotherapy to no psychotherapy

f;fBergtn (1963), in- a re eva]uatlon of the effects of psycho-»"’7']

A

"”fftherapy, noted that 1n the re5u]ts of the Barron and Leary

”ehﬁ(1955), the Cartwr1ght and Voge] (1960), and the Truax (]963)

'c:vreports wh1ch showed no overa]l mean d1fferences between

ﬁf!therapy and contro] groups the expected cr1t1ca1 f1nd1ng does :

”'emerge the patlents rece1v1ng psychotherapy showed sxgn1f1- i~f'"

3}conc1us1on of therapy than do the controls In a study by

o Teuber and powers (]953),T"a1though the reports 1nd1cated no

"]overa]] average d]fferences favor1ng the treated group they

’lv_'vcant1y greater var1ab111ty 1n persona11ty change 1nd1ces at the f;f.g‘




' 1nd1cated not only the var1ab1]1ty in the treatment but a]so

L cons1derab1e var1ab111ty in’ outcome.;..Rerhaps, more 51gn1f1-

cant]y, the more complete report 1nd1cated ‘that’ certa1n spec1f1c

counse1ors or case workers tended to form poor re]at1ons w1th
the1r c11ents and genera]]y had poor outcomes, other case o
»t‘; workers very se]dom had e1ther poor re]at1onsh1ps or poor out-'
comes" (Truax»& Carkhuff 1967 pp ]9 20) :uStm11ar patterns of
ar1ab111ty were: found in: dther stud1es (Eysenck,.]960; Lev1tt,

1957 M1nk & Isaacson 1959)

Summar1zat1on of Past Ev1dence. The assessment of cons1derab1e
Ayev1dence thus p01nted out that counse]1ng and psychotherapy cou]d be and

“,was harmfu] as we]] as helpfu] w1th an average effect comparab]e to

15

a3

'Arece1v1ng no he]p (Truax & Carkhuff 1967) To summar1ze, the 1mpetus S

"urf‘for Carkhuff s (1969) model began w1th the fo]]ow1ng three maJor po1nts fii

: =lgathered from substant1a] ev1dence

:]_-(a)T'Certa1n re]at1ve1y unspec1f1ed k1nds of therapy are 1ndeed

:effect1ve (the ev1dence for the effect1veness of spec1f1c thera— ?ﬂi’d

)‘tfpeut1c 1ngred1ents offered by the therapISt w111 be further

:‘.rd1scussed) :i~=7'iw"ﬂf{'”“??;*';,n"ﬁf;ﬂgf"julevi”37”j; ﬂffﬁaf-j

'ff}f_(o)agUnder certa1n unspec1f1ed cond1t1ons, therapy and contro]

"‘fpat1ents show equ1va]ent average 0utcomes,_but those treated by '

"ﬂjfipsychotherapy show greater var1ab111ty 1n outcome than those 1n‘,$ﬁd"

"contro% cond1t1ons

"‘.fi(C)'fAnd f1na11y, what 1s called "psychotherapy" or "counse11ng"'is,at.

,/}

f,heterogeneous collect1on of both pos1t1ve and deter1orat1ve
".ﬁpersona11ty change 1n pat1ents (Truax & Carkhuff 1967)
:-\>?1j S _ _

R

',/"



tf 1ngred1ents or d1mens1ons that produce vary1ng degrees of both pos1t1ve

16
These three concTus1ons Ted to»cr1t1caT new questtons and‘dlrectlonsd'
‘for the theorettcal framework and future research of a comprehens1ve
c0unse11ng modeT (Carkhuff 1969) That 1s, if spec1f1c theraplsts have
'shown pos1t1ve effects how do these heTpfuT therap1sts d1ffer from the
fharmful ones? Second]y, what accounts for the Targe var1ab1]1ty 1n out-
.vcome of psychotherapeut1c groups as compared to no treatment groups7 And o

1f "psychotherapy“‘or "counseT1ng"'1s a heterogeneous~co]]ect1on of gt

'Z:fand deter10rat1ve change 1n chents what are these common d1mens1ons and _t .

T'eTements7- "The prev1ous po1nta1s the cr1t1ca] one . It suggests that

‘psychotherapeut1c research shoqu concern 1tse]f pr1mar1]y w1th 1dent1fy- |

LR o Y

”1ng, measurtng, and reTat1ng to cT1ent outcome the spec1f1c 1ngred1ents

‘:;'or d1mens1ons of the psychotherapeutlc process"»(Truax & Carkhuff 1967,J“

p 2)

Theoret1c Convergence and the Dwmen51ons of CounseT1ng “The

-

‘ x1stence of many alternat1ve theor1es 1n any f1e10 of endeavour 1mp]1es

‘7,1“that none of them 1s adequate to the task at hand The great proltfera- ?f_“ff"

"'QCTearTy the 1nab111ty of any one. ex; t‘"Q theory to prove 1tse]f un1ver—ﬁ

"71theor1es and the d1ff1cuTty of trans]attng and 1nterpret1ng concepts from

'lfft1on of theor1es of counse11ng and pSYChotherapy reflects more and more f;'

saTTy correct and usefuT 1n pred]ctlon nd pract1ce" (Truax & Carkhuff S

v;1967 p 23) Yet desp1te the ex1stence of these many aTternate

j'vv‘ﬁone theory to another, severaT common 1ngred1ents onﬂgnmens1ons weave

'l'ffthe1r way through aTmost every theory of psychotherapy That 1S.v_ff : ,4t,v:?;h:3*f

L

'-}greater part of therapeut1c effect1veness can be accounted for-ﬂndepen-'” ST

. ngently of the counseTor s theoret1ca] or1entat1on and techn1Ques, the




TR FE : o ﬂy o

' ;d1mens1ons 1mprove, wh11e those of counse]ors offer1ng the 1owest 1evels

fdeter1orate on a var1ety of 1nd1ces" (Carkhuff & Berenson, ]967 p 23)

L

Those core d1mens1ons wh1ch have accumulated an extens1ve body of ev1~'

-

"dence are Shcurate empathy, p051t1ve regard genu1neness, and apprOprmate

L ‘..;‘ - M N

v'fithe context of very low 1eVels of fac111tat1ve cond1t1ons offered by the’;f

effis1gn1f1cant persohs 1n the env1ronment“ (Carkhuff & BerEnson, 1967 P

v'self d1sclosure (Barrett Lennard 1962 Berg1n, 1963 Carkhuff &
v_:Berenson, 1967 Carkhuff & Truax, 1966 Jourard 1964 Truax & Carkhuff

1964a) _ : oo e N . S
Effect1ve L1v1ng Carkhuff s (1969) mode1 1nd1cates that these

prlmary core cond1t10ns such as empath1c understand1ng are; cr1t1ca1 to .

a]] ]earn1ng and re]earn1ng processes. In other words, these fac111ta—'i“_ﬂi

Tl.t1ve cond1t1ons are. cr1t1ca] to a]l 1nterpersona1 re]at1onsh1ps and
7'bprocesses (Carkhuff & Truax 1966) l There 1s ev1dence to suggest that s

"r,f"ch11dren and students of parents, tfachers, and other s1gn1f1cant

o~ ook

.}Jipersons who‘offer hlgh 1evels of fac1]1tat1ve cond1t1ons 1mprove (on az'
.:Gi;;var1ety of change 1nd1ces) wh11e those of DerSO”S who Offer 1ow ]evels o
'f"of these cond1t10ns deter1orate" (Carkhuff 1967 p 54) These change Eh v.v:
'iff1nd1ces are not on]y reflected 1n psycho]og1ca1 1nd1ces but as we]l on
;11nte11ect1ve 1nd1ces such as ach1evement (Aspy, 1965) In add1t1on, the“g“3=""h
3:imode1 suggests that the "effect1veness of therapeut1c processes may be
‘:;.Fiéfaccounted‘for 1n 1arge part by the presentat1on 1n counse]1ng and psycho;j:uwﬁ?;ﬁf51{
| 1'"jftherapy of . the 1nverse of those condlttons wh1ch 1ed to the clwent s
‘ h‘ﬂf.;dlff1cu1ty or Dsychopathology ln the f1rst place, that is, the 1nd1v1_:.fihf55;hffs7f

“fbdual s problem evo]ved 1n some way 1n the absence of cond1t1ons, or 1n frf" td;tff& .

P S

"Qfﬁ'ZS)f HThus the mode] is not ta1k1ng Just about the effect1ve cond1t1ons~g”*”"»*""

\.,_.




'fand 1neffect1ve 11v1ng

‘of counse11ng and/or psychotherapy but about the cond1t1ons of effect1ve :

; r ¢

!

The Mode] 1n'0perat1on. Carkhuff S three d1mens1ona1 model ot

"rfac111tat1ve processes takes 1nto account f1rst person var1ab1es,‘p

(parents teachers counse]ors or therap1sts), second person vartab]es

: (ch11dren students or cllents) and 51tuat10na1 or contextua] var1ab1es

(age, sex soc1o econom1c status, env1ronmental sett1ng, and atmos-»*"
iphere) Ev1dence po1nts out that amongst these var1ab1es, those re]ated
‘;most exten51vé]y to a var1ety of second person change 1nd1ces 1nv01ve

- those dtmens1ons of the centra] core of fac1}1tat1ve cond1t10ns offered

‘-‘by the f1rst person._ That is, "at the h]ghest leve1s these fac1]1tators

v'gcommuntcate an accurate empath1c understandlng of the deeper as we]] as

V:‘fsuperf1c1a] fee]1ngs of the second person(s), they are free]y and deep]y o

_,themselves 1n a non exp1o1tat1ve relat1onsh1p, they commun1cate a very

"5deep respect for the Second person S worth as a person and h1s rtghts as’

‘d?ga free rnd1v1dua]' and they are he]pfu1 1n gu1d1ng the d1scuss1on to -

e
-

' ¢.3persona1]y re]evant fee]1ngs and exper1ences 1n speCIf1c and concrete

Berenson, 1967 p 45) In add1t1on contextua] or
S 1nteract w1th the f1rst and second person vartables
1fy the effect of the 1nteract1on of the f1rst and

" second pef ﬁ'uwables., Examp]es of s1tuat1ona] var1ab1es are

frat1on of the treatment ava11ab1e,.i_ihi?f7

1n any one sett1ng
v \.

' ﬂ_Preferred mgde‘:of treatment may 1nc1ude any treatment approaches

vfffcurrent]y emp]oyed 1n counse]1ng approaches. F0r example, there may be

18
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e:number of p0551b1e preferred modes of treatment ava1]--,a



‘:.;”;htstory -

"7{was to d1v1de 1nterv1ewer behavwors 1nto dlscrete un1ts a__

'15,f:follows

- brlef educatlona] or vocat1ona] counsellng, non- d1rect1ve therapy,

o o

f;.behav1or1st1c cond1t10n1ng, psychoana]ytlc therapy, or anyyone of the
' many other ava11ab1e approaches w1th the1r goa]s and techn1ques ‘Of

_“7course, 1nappropr1ate app]tcat1on of these approaches may retard the B

'effect1veness of the therapeut1c treatment ""For examp]e, a nond1rect1ve

.approach may work very effect1ve]y dur1ng 1n1t1a1 contacts with a h1gh1y
‘mottvated co]]ege student but not at a]] w1th a psychotlc pat1ent"
:(Carkhuff & Berenson 1967 p. 39). | o

Further Ram1f1cat1ons of the Model Deve]oped from Carkhuff S -

\

_Jresearch theory, and tra1n1ng programs recent programs have emphaszzed

vtra1n1ng, superv151on, and deve]opment of effect1ve counse]or behav1ors.i;;.' .

N _iwh1ch are he]pfu] to c11ents. Re1v1ch and Geertsma (1969) descrtbed a o

’tratnlng mode] based on the use of v1deotapes and v1deotaped demonstra— o
"_t1ons of de51red behav1ors, se]f observat1on by the nov1ce and us1ng
’t;v1deotapes of the nov1ce as the foca] po1nt of the superv1sory sess1on\ L S

“:[;Kagan and Krathwoh] (]967) have a]so d1scussed the use of v1deotape to

‘ i:flhelp beg1nn1ng counse]ors learn to counsel by observ1ng thelr own *”a'

“_3behav1ors.; Kagan (1969) has used th1s methOd to teach med1ca1 students

thow to 1nterv1ew pat1ents wh1]e gather1ng 1nformat10n such as med1ca]

Ivey (]97]) deve]oped the m1crocounse]1ng approach whose atm

;‘3fggd1rect feedback to the tra1nee, thus fac111tat1ng behav1 r change

~

The maJor changes 1n these recent approaches from past methods are as

Lo

e L . SRR e o o R F R
oo (a ) The 1ntegratton of the un1que contr1but1ons of al] pos1tﬁons,”. A

P
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G - ks

make p0551b1e

Pl T e T s e e e T S



’ 'ﬂc;Introduct1on 2;7;';ﬁ;,f5f ;,p*;f:.“f;xf*t'?,ff:;ff?

"f]ﬂrand assert1veness have been reported separate]y 1n the 11terature.y5%_ 13iff.f?}ﬂ

"*?th1s study,,conceptua] ana]yses andzresearch were presented f1rsx on

~}se1f d1sc1osure and then second]y, on assert1veness

';«~n§ Def1n1t1on of Se]f D1sclosure ”cfﬁ*}ffgfffr:i-‘fftﬁ”

' ’e‘t1on of others relat1onsh1ps fears, and llfe cho1ces" (p 3) More f; B

o S “_,,g:-:;;
A RN Y | C Ty
o ‘,\‘ N » . N

B ”(b) ,The acknow]edgement that a counselor cannot term h1s/her

behav1or effect1ve unt1l he/she has made systemat1c 1nqu1r1es-"

"j1nto h1s/her effects upon the cllent S behav1or,..d

L

a(c)ﬂiThe usage of concrete terms in def1n1ng abstract terms sueh asfi o

:"nempathy,_. ‘ o _
| Eiitd)' The teach1ng of core fac1]1tat1ve conthlons to beg1nn1ng
.h”}:'counse]ors, i, e,,sempathy,‘and how to bEhav1ora]1y show empathy
‘tv:to a c]1ent (ref]ect1on of fee]]ngs) - B T

¥

" (e)‘?And the usage of feedback dev1ces such as aud1ov1sual mach1nery

[ ts ——s-

S to. ald be 1nn1n couns ors in 1earn1n effect1ve behav1ors.s . of‘i
. 0 9 i

¥ : e : ; S S

'f;ll;f}Reviewiof%the1L1teratpre;._g&,"

Conceptua% ana]yses and research on the concepts of se]f dlsclosure

T e

..&—'

Truax and Carkhuff (19657 deflne the d1sclosure of se]f as a "process_,ff7 :

””fl;of com1ng to verba11ze and know one s be11efs values mot1ves percep-

:lcommon]y, se]f d1sclosure is 51mp1y def1ned as "any 1nformat1on about

d,c;h1mse1f wh1ch Person A communlcates to Person B"'(Cozby, 1973 p 73)

Cn

: ”,Second]y,,self d1sc]osure 1s "the process by whlch one person }ets

frtf




‘thirdly, "

: oriQina]]y,dgfined it in this manner:.

“accessibility"

disclosure with healthy ﬁerSonalityﬂahd authentic being~(Jourard, 1971).

self-disclosure is the verhal communication of personal infor-

Gt

‘mation’ about one's sg]f" (Chelune, 1975, P. 79). Jourard (1964)

It is the study of what information a person will tell another person
about himself or more technically about the self.. I call the key...
self-disclosure. Through my self-disclosure, I let others know my

~soul. They can know 'it, really know it, only as I make it known. .
(p. 10) - S _ ' - ' :

_Alttiough self-disclosure is,the most commonly used .term in the liter-

ature, other terms have been used to describe .the same phenomenon. - For

§ .

‘example, "Selerefefgnce gt@tgméqté% (Mann &1Mhrphy,'1975),-"verba1

v_‘(PO]AanSky, ]'965), and ’:;so(éia.]' a,__cce‘ss’ibij'i'tyi- ‘(Rickers- "

'dv$jahkina,,]956);. In the prééeht stuqy,‘thé'térmvéé]f—di$c1psuré,was

'uti]izédvsinte'itiis the most wideTy_knowﬁ and;used‘of the terms.

PN

.Theoretiéa]'Déve]opment -

b

_ The Transparent Self and Hea]thyaPﬁgééhality;ufJoura;B‘s'(1959,‘]964;H A;-,'°

'1971) theoretical assumptions cdncernﬁngvsé]ffdisc10$ure'généra]]y arise -

_from the point of view of a humanistic theorﬁst. He connéctS‘self-

' First, the gist of,hjs/hef argument Conterning authentic being and sé]f{ :

disclosure can be perceived'ffom.the following quote: -,

‘Authentic being means that the person explores the opportunites and

~ challenges afforded by each situation, and then chopses a response
which expresses his true values, needs, feelings, and commitments....
When a person is authentic he not only acknowledges the truth of
revealing his true being to other people and has the capacity of »
entering into true dialogue with other fellows, disclosing what he
thinks, feels, and is ptanning without reserve. ,#(Jd8rara, 1971, pp.
167-188) T AR ) R

“himse1f be known by another person” (Derlega & Chaikin, 1975, p. T).} And -~




N And_second]y,'hiS/her_connection between se]fedisclosure and healthy
personaltty can be seen from the following: ' _', &
:Se1f d1sclosure or shou]d I say "real" se]f dlsclosure, is both a
symptom of persona11ty health; and at the same time a means of :
u]t1mate1b achieving healthy persona]tty The disclosure of self is
- an animated “"real self be-er". This, of course, takes courage, the
‘courage to be (Jourard, 1964, p. 24) '
In stat1ng h1s theoret1ca1 assumpt1ons Jourard (1971) drew some of
his rdeas concernlng self- d1sc]osure and healthy persona11ty from the
goa1s of counse]1ng and psychotherapy. He states (1964)

'Thts 15 a’lesson we have 1earned in the field of psychotherapy .but h .
outs1de the clinic, disclosure of man to man, honest, direct, uncon- - -
trived is the necessary condition for reduc1ng the mystery that one

man- is for another (p 5) o . o -

- “There is however some vac11]at1on and contrad1ct1on in his themes
concern1ng se1f d1sclosure and hea]thy persona11ty At one: extreme, he :
fstates that "healthy persona11ty will: dtsplay the ab111ty to make h1mse1f
1‘fu11y known to at. 1east one other s1gn1f1cant human be]ng" (Jourard
; 1964, p 25) And at the other extreme, he states that an. 1nd1v1dua]
v'}shou]d "...enter into- true dtalogue with other fe]]ows, d1sc]os1ng what
‘,we think, fee] and}arerplann1ng w1thout reserve T(Jourard ]97] ', 168)
Other human1st1c theor1sts such as Mas]ow and Rogers do concede that
se1f d1sclosure is of some 1mportance for every person For Mas]ow

D

‘,(]97]) the 1nab111ty to be 1nt1mate and honest w1th at least a few other

'\u persons b]ocks se]f grouth and prevents the fu]flllment of one S

' potent1a1. As he statesv(]g7l) "when in doubt be honest rather that |

motr (p.d5). v

i
!
2

. Recent .Theoretical Development. Recent theoretical development has
- -~ . : e . : . L

” queStioned the generaliflation that self-disclosure is always healthy.
Derlega and Chaikin (1975) state:

i



We be]ieve\that one cannot unequivocally say that self-disclosure is

either positive or negative. ‘The issue is too.’complex to permit .such .

“ generalizations. Disclosure can serve a positive function Such as
improving a relationship or promot1ng individual growth .but it may
also be inappropriate such as when it elicits witharawal or.rejection
by others. 1In our view, positive mental health is related to

| appropriate d1sclosure which suits the time, the occasion, and the

__relationship between the listener and d1scloser._ On the other hand,
neurosis and maladjustment appear to be related to inappropriate
self- d1sclosure, such as disclosure that is too 1nt1mate (or not
intimate enough) ‘for. the occas1on. ( 1])

‘They clarify what they mean by appropr1ate and 1nappropr1ate se]f—-
dtsc]osure by say1ng "In general d1s 1osure is 1nappropr1ate when it
conf]1cts strong]y w1th the. prevatllng/iorms concern1ng the t1me p]ace,
}and context for d1sclos1ng var1ous matters ..such a def1n1t1on 1s some:
what unsat1sfactory s1nce it suggests that noncomformlty is 1nappror1ate

| and by 1mp11cat1on that it s1gn1f1es ma]adJustment“ (Der]ega_& Chatk]n,f

]975 p. 12). Yet they empha51ze'that there seems to be no way Of

/

d1scuss1ng appropr1ate and 1napproprate d1sclosure w1thout reference to

soc1eta1-norms. Genera]]y, as Der]ega ano Chaikin (]975) po1nt out,
those persons who never take soc1eta] norms 1nto account when d1sc]osxng
.are regarded as ma]adJusted by those surround1ng them.. These authors

;a]so note that appropr1ate and 1nappropr1ate self- d1sclosure may vary )

;", from culture to cu]ture and even from century to century "Our V1ctor1an

' ‘.'ancestors, who referred to '1egs as 'l]mbs 1n m1xed company, would

certa1n1y be horr1f1ed at the casua] way that many co]lege students

"djscussed sex" (Derlega & Cha1k1n 1975 P 12)

e

'QiPdsitive Features of Self-DiscIOSure

 Self-awareness. ‘Jourard (1964) theortzed that seﬁf dlsclosure

: B . s Coe M\"' ’.\ i
. promotes self-awareness. H (1964) states vtfw )

23




24.

When a man does not acknowledge to himself who,.what, and how he is,
he is out of touch with reality and he will sicken. No one can help-
him without access to the facts. And it seems to be another fact
- that no man can come.to know himself ‘except as an outcome of disclos-.
e iNGL h1mse1f to another person....khen a person has been able ‘to ‘
- disclose himself utterly to ahoth@r person he learns how to increase
his contact with-his real self, and he may then bé better able to
_'d1rect his dest1ny on the. bas1s of th1s knowledge (p. 6)

Der]ega and Cha1k1n (]975) convey the jdea that often when one does
not revea] the way he/she fee]s he/she may end up th1nk1ng that no one
has ever fe]t the way he/she does. On the other»hand, knowing that some- '
one share's one's feelings and has experienced‘them\bEfore, helps one.to

1“cbmprehend'the'feelingnin and'of itse]f and a]so~inureference to the self.“

These authors a]so po1nt out that self d1sclosure may promote
empathy "The ]ow revea]er may be unab]e-to percetve the comp]ex motiva-
t1ons and emot1ons that character1ze human be1ngs because h1s exper1ence
w1th others is ]1m1ted to. superf1c1a1 contact“ (Derlega_& Cha1k1n, 1975;:y
p;_14),v | | | A . \

Se]f d1sc1osure as a. Re]ease JoUrard (]964)'and'ber1ega"andbchaikﬁn :

(1975) have po1nted out’ that it takes a tremendous amount of energy not pﬂ
N to ever ta]k about one's fee]1ngs and thoughts Thts p°1nt}1s aPt]y‘maaé
1n the fo]]ow1ng quote ’ o : o

"-The low revea]er may be a fr1ghtened person, afra1d to show;hdhse]f
S to. others because he tacks trust in their .good will. He may be
- afraid of ridicule, rejection, or the possibility that the listener’
Wil reveal the 1nformat1on to others. Rather -than risk these L
SR " negative consequences, the 1ndlv1dua1 may opt .for the "safer" course -
~ .~ . .of concealment. . kn- the 1ong run, however, concealment may be more '
- dangerous than d1sc1osure (Der]ega & Cha1kin; ]975,_p.114),~ '

- ‘Self d1sclosure as a Means Towards Effect1ve Commun1cat1on Der]ega ”

. and Cha1k1n (1975) po1nt out that self d1sclosure is partlcu]ar]y

1mportant when one wants to. tel] someone h1s/her fee]1ngs, 1deas, and



“;thoughts as a means towards effective communlcatlon That is, it one .
does not mutua]]y and effecttve]y commun1cate w1th the 1nd1v1dua1 he/she

cares’ for a]1enat1on from that person he/she cares for may resu]t. -

Negative Features of Se]f dlsclosure

When It's Good to Concea] Some authors have expressed fear of
L

L complete transparency 1n soctal re]at1onsh1ps. Altman and Tay]or (1973) f

for: examp]e have expressed fear of a "tyranny of openness" in wh1ch

'25\'

. Q

'1nd1v1duals have no freedom to have pr1vate thoughts because fu]] d1sc]o-' ?

»sure is. demanded by others in soc1a1 encounters S1gmund Koch (1972) ;v

‘ relterates th]S 1dea "tota] transparency is const1tut1ve only of

~nullity Transparent human be1ngs are among the most bor1ng phenomena in ﬁ

creatlon" (p 83) He goes on to assert that adherance to the 1dea of

transparency e]1m1nates 1mportant qua]1t1es of human1ty 1nc1ud1ng "The;
o charm of certa1n forms of. ret1cence the grace of certa1n k1nds of ’

_conta1nedness the commun1cat1ve r1chness of certaln forms of understate—@j;'

J .

L ‘ment a]]u51veness, 1mp11cat1veness and modesty" (Koch 1972 p 83)

S1mme1 (1964), the famous soc1o]og1st has wr1tten exten51ve]y on the.”

-‘1mportance of d1sFretton and suggests that "an 1dea] sphere 11es around

L i‘__levery human be1ng;..th1s sphere cannot be penetrated,yun]ess the persona-Lc

'1111ty va]ue of thel1nd1V1dua1 1s thereby destroyed"'(p 321)

L

o concea]ment not hy1ng or mtsrepresent1ng one s se]f but ma1nt;1n1ng a

[

h._us, se]fa::flit'

hiprtvate area of se]f) may have funct1ona1 51gn1f1cance 1n g1v1ng a person'f

9

nt]a sense’ of 1nd1v1dua]1ty and 1ntegr1ty (Cozby, 1973)

Indtscr1m1naterself d1sclosure.J;“Even when 1t is p0551b1e to be

1nt1mate, 1nd1scr1m1nate (or 1nappropr1ate) se]f d1sclosure to everyone f

l

Lo ST e
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- Summary v

26
- one encounters may const1tute geviant behavior in our soc1ety" (Der]ega &
Cha1k1n, 1975, p. 24) These authors emphas1ze that one who d1scloses to
everyone one meets may bring about r1dacu]e reJect1on and . 1mpat1ence

He/she may a]so be regarded as untrustworthy And. also, one who d1s—

 closes too much may be regarded as looklng for sympathy. “An 1mportant

factor 1n eva]uat1ng the hea]thlness of se]f dssclosure -is the
d1sc]oser s mot1ves... The h1gh revea]er whose orsc]osures are des1gned
to e]1c1t sympathy 1s certa1n1y d1fferent from (and probab]y 1ess
hea]thy) than the person whose d1sclosures are prompted by a des1re for

genu1ne 1nt1macy with the other person" (Der]ega & Cha1k1n, 1975, p 24) :

[

To summar1ze, there has been both vac1]]at1on and Contrad1ct10n 1n o
o ‘

the theoret1ca1 assumpt1ons concern1ng se]f dlsclosure and hea1thy ‘

:_ personallty At one extreme, it 1s stated that an 1nd1v1dua1 shou]d

self d1sclose to others w1thout reservat1on (Jourard 1971),1and at the
other extreme the re1evance of pr1vacy and d1scretlon of 1nd1v1dua1
thoughts and fee]1ngs are emphas1zed (A]tman, ]975 Cozby, 1973 KOch

1972 S1mme1 ]964) In add1t1on to th1s,_as noted prev1ous1y, there 1s B

vacwllatton w1th1n theorlsts specu]at1ons concern1ng th1s quest1on ‘:Forfvfif‘--§

» example, although Jourard (1971) speaks of se]f d1sclosure w1thout ; }‘_l”-§> |
S N
“ reservat1on he a]so ho]ds that an opt]ma] amount of dlsclosure under

spec1f1ed cond1t1ons 1s synonomous w1th menta] health"'(1964 p 15)

In other words '"too much or too 11tt1e dlsc1osure under these//spec1f1ed

P el
cond1tlons' 1s held to be character1st1c of dlsturbanceS/ﬁn the se]f and

/

'_ﬂ in 1nterpersona] re]at1onsh1ps" (Che]une, 197§//p 82)

L

p



t'Roback D Anton1o & Gabe] 1977 p 33) Consequent]y,

iG1ovannon1, 1969) . f*;~b ;:';fb‘ab:bf Ti;'_:if5’ftﬁ”v

"The Research

,genera]1zat1on that se]f dvsc]osure 1s a]ways hea]thy or a]ways unhea]thy.

1(Cozby, 1973 Chelune, 1975 Der]ega &/Cha1k1n, 1975 Strassberg, Roback

'D Anton1o & Gabe] 1977)' -Also; “Uni]og1c and s1mp]1c17z of the

dcurv1]1near model as a descr1pt1on of ,the re]at1onsh1p between se]f— S

X

“d1sclosure and psycho]og1ca1 adJustment a]though compelllng....ts more
':complex than th1s mode] suggests" (Strassberg, Roback D fnton1o, &~;

;:Gabe] ]977 p 33) "The nature of the popu]at1on stud1ed the measures

o

" of se]f d1sclosure and adjustment used the context of tHe d1sclosure,

the sex of the 1nd1v1dual and the character1st1cs of th person to whom

- one d1sc1oses have a]] been shown to have s1gn1f1cant med1at1ng effects

}0n the re]at1onsh1p between d1sc1osure and adJustment“ éLtrassberg,

the ab111ty to

ffadJust or adapt to s1tuat1ona1 cues and/or changes 1s genera]]y

lfcons1dered to be 1nd1cat1ve of pos1t1ve menta] funct1on1ng (Freeman &

v

T

Measur1ng Se]f d1sc1osure Jourard s Self d1sclosure Questlonna1re

’7f'(1958).1s the most common]y used 1nstrument 1n measurlng se]f—»

'_~d1sclosure. _"The 1n1t1a1 1nstrument descr1bed by Jourard and Lasakow

"‘r'ispersona11ty, and body——subgects responded to each 1tem by 1nd1cat1ng the Dl

f~fr1end" (Cozby, 1973 p 73) Items scored as 0 meant no dtsclosure to

(
\.‘.

g(1958), con515ted of 60 1tems-—10 1tems in each of s1x content areas
- i

;fatt1tude§ and oplntons, tastes and 1nterests work (Or stud1es) money, _,~Lf} o

’

27

\,

,fextent to wh1ch the 1nformat10n has been revea]ed to four target <df.[ ]”"

persons | mother father best opp051te sex fr1end and best same-sex f‘A o

A e B .



‘?5ff; I& Landsman ]960), an- 1nventory w1th 25 1tems (J S D Q 25) (Jourardvaf”-if7-

, the target person ltems scored as. 1 meant d1sclosure only in genera]
" 'Iterms to the target person and 1tems scored as 2 meant fu]] and comp]etef_,wy
adtsc]osure to the target person In add1t1on Jourard and Lasakow (1958).
- 1nc]uded an X category for 1y1ng or m1srepresent1ng onese]f 1n d1sclo- -
1__sure "The numer1ca1 entttles were summed (X s. were counted as 0! s)
"lyleldtng tota]s wh1ch constttuted the se]f d1sclosure scores" (Jourard & e
h--_Lasakow, 1958 p 92) - However, subsequent research has rarely used the
x"X category 1n Jourard and Lasakow s (1958) 1n1t1a1 1nstrument "...because.f{l

- it was not cons1dered on a cont1nuum w1th the other three categormes“

. :(Pedersnn & H1gbee, ]968)

«var1at1ons of the 1n1t1a1 Jourard an'
zii’60) That 1s, the 1ength of the quest1onna1re has d1ffered and a]so, i?;JQ
‘dthe target persons, 1nstruct1ons, and the nature of the 1tems have P
’{}:varred However as Pederson and H1gbee (1968) have po1nted out 1t 1s .'::i%

'5ﬁassumed that the var1ous measures are measurtng the same thtng

’.;tj1961a ]961b ]961c, Jourard & thhman, 1963 Powe]] & Jourard 1963);};A?5€t

hﬁ?fJThe target persons have var1ed cons1derab1y from one study to another;ff{{*:
"tFor these questlonna1res of 25 40, and 60 1tems the target persons have :
";usua]ly been mother, father best ma]e fr1end and best fema]e fr1end |

;t:_However Mu]]aney (1964) used the fo]lowtng target Persons mother, ’;“,,
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v o

Var1at1ons of the J S. D Q. (60) Subsequent research has emp]oyed "?iipf-

'Lasakow (1958) sca]e (J S D Q

For examp]e, stud1es on se]f dtsclosure have used an 1nventory w1th

15 1tems (J S D Q 15) (H1me15te1n & Lub1n, 1965 Jourard ]959 Jourard

196]0 1961e) and an 1nventory w1th 40 1tems (J S D Q 40) (Jourard ﬁff;ffﬁ};

father best fr1end and a s1gn1f1cant adu]t other than parent F]tZ-“

hgerald (1963) used as target persons the g1r1 11ked best an "average"hf“[f'ighf
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'7»_gln1; and the g1r1 ]1ked 1east In the stud1es wh1ch used the J S*D Q -

:ft15 the target persons were:- nurs1ng coI]eagues, (Jourard 1959), male

N

” ';Qtollege student acqua1ntances (Jourard & Landsman 1960), and fe]]ow

'iiﬁﬁﬂffrom the fol]ow1ng quote

‘”;In the J S D Q 25 subJects respondedl ia

Vf'1nd1cated

'E'?tent1y over a]l

//

.fratern1ty and sor0r1ty members (H1melste1n & Lub1n ]965) And also,

\

"'the subJects for respond1ng In the J S D Q 40 subJects responded to a

'e'°three po1nt sca]e wh1ch 1nd1cated

(a) No dlsclosure,

(b) D1sclosure 1n genera] terms, -

(c) And fu]] and comp1ete d1sc]osureaﬁ“"

aftpo;poiqtfscaie which .

Re11ab1]1ty Of the J 5 D Q Nith "group of 70 Jourard and Lasakow

(

:'arget persons Re]wab11aty'of the SD 40 can be seen

75'50dd even re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents for the target subtota]s and the

"‘-total disclosure scale had: prev1ous]y been. estab]1shed with a- group

- iof'56 female c61lege students, as follows:: ‘mother-.85, father-.89,

"~ opposite-sex friend-,90, ‘Same-sex friend-. 75 nd;total score-.85.
Test re-test rel1ab1]1ty coeff1c1ents were obt ined: from 2. -samples of

.‘,?-;44 and 43 medical freshman each group tested at 6 month 1nterva]s vl.;'"
. "The correlations were:: mother—-67 father-.84 pppos1te-sex S

friend-.55, same-sex friend-. 77, and for" tota]-‘62 These correla-v

.7 ‘tions are lower in some ‘cases ‘than those obtainéd by the: sp11t-ha]f

:lV.method This. shou]d not be: surprls1ng, ‘however,\" in; .view of 'the fact .
o that over t1me, re]at1onsh1ps tend to change.“(

o the var1ous measures of se]f d]sc]osure contaIn d1fferent lnstruct1ons to :

ourard ”1971“pp'” =

cﬁ’(1958) found the resu]tant re11ab1]1ty (odd-even coeff1c1ent) for the ?‘ﬂff;

<jl;SD 60 to be 94 wh1ch 1nd1cated that thefyubJects.were respbnd1ng cons1s- T

o



. Tay]or, 1968) there 15 v1rtuaﬂ]y no evtdence show1ng a re]at1onsh1p

”E.Ktmbrough 1963) fat]ed to f1nd a 51gn1f1cant re]attonshtp between the

Jﬁq‘uosuccessfu] 1n pred1ct1ng the rated self dtsc]osure of management Hfd}fxﬁ

ijxf‘personnel partIc1pat1ng 1n leaderless group d]SCUSS]OﬂS (Lub1n &

‘ For the SD—25 sp]tt ha]f re]labtltty of the questtonna1re had a]ready
-‘been demonstrated’wtth a’ separate Amer1can samp]e, odd-even r s for each
-,'target subsca]e were a11' 90 or htgher" (Jourard 1971 p 37) ‘

Va]]dtty of the J S D Q. The pred1ct1ve Vd]]d]ty of the J. S D. Q has

:,':not been clear]y Pproven. A]though d1scr1m1nant and convergent va]1d1ty '
of the var1ous Jourard 1nstruments have been shown (Ha]verston & Shore
' 1969 Jourard 1961d Panyard 1971 1973 Pederson & Htgbee 1968

..between the J S D Q and’ actua] dtsclosure 1n a s1tuat10n (Ehr]tch &

t Graeven ]971 H1melste1n &. Ktmbrough ]963 Lubtn & Harr1son~ 1964
‘i'Vondracek, 1969a 1969b), or rattngs of actua] d1sc]osure made by peers‘
'Z‘h(H1melste1n & Lubtn ]965 Hur]ey & Hur]ey, 1969) For examp]e, in a »f'*

istudy of se]f d1sc]osure 1n a classroom 51tuat1on, H1me]ste1n and e

:?;SD 60 and amount of 1nformatlon revealed‘1n graduate students 1ntroduc-l;

’ tory comments about themse]ves Scores der1ved from the SD 25 were also;f

. ol . ’ oY ST - X
PR e S . o . N . Lo . = : o .

"’=ffiHarrwson 1964), and were unre]ated to fraterntty and soror1ty members

'fovpeer nom1nat1ons for "most ltkely to conftde in others""(H1melste1n & ifr3"7f9*:7

'"ij‘Lubtn 1965) Burhenne and Mtrels (1970) found that rated dtscloSure oniﬁziﬁf§;ﬁ

‘”}wrttten se]f descrtpttons correlated exact]y 00 w1th the“SD 60

Thus, from the evtdence, 1t 15 qu1te clear that the J S D Q does not

L3

'ztf.ﬁlfaccurately predtct actua] self dtsc]osure (Cozby, 1973) '"The explana—;.ﬁe;rgg“ff“

d

”:""frtton perhaps ltes 1n the fact that scores on the J S D Q reflect

S

A

jsubJects' past h1story of d1sc]osure to parents and persons who are

d ;_]abel]ed best same~sex fr1end and best oppos1te sex frtend" (Cozby, 1973

N
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p 74) siwhen actua] d1sc1osure 1s measured the SubJect is d1sclos1ng to
' d someone he/she has never met And "as do a11 se]f report 1nstruments,
‘*d;the Se]f d1sclosure Quest1onna1re 1nd1cates on]y what the repondent o

‘v:'th1nks he has d1sc]osed....The repo[ted amount of se]f d1sclosure may

31

'::fi bear ]1tt1e re]at1onsh1p to what was actual]y dlsclosed"'(Panyard, 1973;Th

'p 66)

| Recent Rev1s1ons of 0r1g1na] 3.5, D Q. Jourard,(]969)-hasdréCentiy

Ml’revtsed h1s/her orlg1na] quest10nna1re (Jourard &.Lasakow;,1958)_by.o

"»b_fconstruct1ng a nove] 40 1tem questtonna1re.' Consisttng‘ofi40'items; the -

'5{]1nstruct‘°"5 to subJeCtS are tb 1nd1cate what they have d1sclosed to

‘_spmeone 1n the past and What they wou]d be w1111ng to d1sc]ose to a

;l stranger of the same sex.- A]soa as compared to prev1ous Jourard sca]es

' “f’ﬂ;fwh1ch?:urp0rted to measure on]y amount‘»f d1sclosure the rev1sed
..d{bl[questlonna1re measures 1nt1macy of d1sclosure as we1] ’ "Ha]f of the

%lljféttems are of h1gh—1nt1macyfva1ue and ha]f are Of ]ow-1nt1macy va]ue

*:ftbased on medlan rat1ngS g1ven by 1ndependent JUdgeS" (Jourard 1971 p

f'?.109) Odd eveng@e]jab1]1ty coeff1c1ents have been found to be 1n the

ﬁvery s]1mf(Jourar"{&;Jaffe 1970 Jourard & Resn1ck 1970)

ﬁffLasakow s’ (1958)1An1t1a1 60 jtem quest1onna1re.,;Th at1ona1e of

v“;Panyard S (197] 1973) dec1s1on to extend the scale

" The SeIf dlsc1osure Questlonnalre cons1sts of 60 items: whlch e

’{]rated on a.0+to 2 point scale for. amount of se]f d1sclosure..;.lt'was'

ff;:gfelt that SUbJECtS c&g]d make finer. dlscr1m1natwons of . amount
ft}d1sclosed thus the t1ng sca]e was extended as fo]!ows

i .

: '580.5 and 90 s (Jourard & Resn1ck 1970) And th]S 1nstrument has been

':.?:;shown to have some pred1ct1ve va]wd1ty a]though the ev1dence has been «jftﬂ Wi
f7ﬂi.And Panyard (1971 1973) has extended the rat1ng sca]e of Jourard and é,;“:_.;



_ Have ]1ed or m1srepresented myse]f
Have dtsc]osed nothing about . this. aspect of myse]f
 Have talked very Jittle about ‘this: area;.
Have talked in genera] terms abbu; this aspect of myse]t
Have talked quite ‘a bit about th area; -
And)have d1SC]0$€d fu]]y on thls topic. (Panyard, ]97],.p
606 , ' ‘

‘Thepodd;e' an)it- half corre]at1ons for the Se]f d1sclosure Ques-

tionn%ire‘wié'

~ cross validat]

»xtended rat1ng sca]e, readm1n1stered f1ve months
_ha]f coeff1c1ent of 9] (n 37) ' Construct

own'to be present in Panyard S (]971 1973) extended

'-ijtncomplete sentence method in measurement ;~j7);,ffi]'ppa}7;_;:}'““‘”'

And Tay]or and A]tman (1966) sca]ed 671 statements for 1nt1macy

*:‘ivalue and’ “...a]though these statements do not comprlse a

32

‘: ded rat1ng sca]e was found to be 91 (n 41) The .~

scaTe red1ct1ve va11d1ty was not shown ‘nor. could the author
find'any 1on of Panyard sv(197] ]973) revised d1sc]@sure sca]e
1nﬁthe111tv ' | j | | | = o ‘_ ,
lm"Otherffg ' tortes of Se]f dlsclosure | Others have deve]oped var1ous
1iseIt;disc]osz 1nventor1es These are nelther we]] known nor great]y
usedibuthare tted as fo]]ows B | : S o
Jr(alngest .E1ngle (]970) have descrlbed a 5c1r d1sc]osure ques- ,
-‘i :htlonna1re for: ado]escents o v‘ | v B
=;'(hjf;Rickersﬁ% s1ank1na (1956) has de;cr1bed the Soc1a] Access1b1]1ty
. Cs ons1sts of 25 1tems Th1s sca]e dlffers from
fﬁ :ﬂiffdoura d and Lasakow s (1958) 1n1t1a1 scale 1n that the subJects
Ti‘hffiiare 1nstructed to 1nd1cate what they wou]d d1sclose rather than
riuwhat they have dtsc10$ed and the target persons are a stranger,“,lf“;ft"
: J?ﬁaan acqualntance and a best fr1end (Cozby, ]973), | " | o
Po]ansky s (1965) Verba] Access1b111ty Sca]e has used the



' '7*,3ff)qua11ty or. aspect of the speaker" (P 250) ok

o . . o °

d1sc]osure quest10nna1re the statements can. be used to
K .

construct a. quest1onna1re" (Cozby, 1973, p 75)

o Behav1ora1 Measures. More recent]y, other studles (Che]une, 1976;
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Chttt1ck &~Himelstein 1967 H1melste1n & K1mbrou$h 1963 Mann & Murphy,_'; "

_,1975‘.POWe]1 1968) have measured the actua] amount d1sclosed in a
= behavwora] sense For—examp]e chéck off procedures, ratlngs of amount
'd1sc]osed and cOdlngs have been(Ut1112ed 1n these stud1es.

The earliest behav1ora] measurement ff se]f d1sclosure found was

'";Roger S (1960) 1nterv1ew content analys1s procedure. He deflned a se]f—,ﬁ -

? Jd15c1051ng statement as "...a verba] response by a subJect wh1ch

descr1bes h1m in° some way, te]]s somethwng about h1m, or refers to some ke

'-[affect he expertences" (p 248) A self d1sc]osure was coded as
3 pos1t1ve negattve or amb1guous 1n\Roger S (1960) system. A]] other

:statements were coded as “other" ' Product moment re]1ab1]1ty coeff1- i

r'c1ents were found to range from 83 to 95 and when a]] 1nterv1ews were

reCorded one month aften the ortg1na1 codtng, product moment corre]at1on§ﬁffjgv of

'
N L

’3lfranged from 88 to 94 ' ’t“f7'3;_3"';?E2qb”:'rrhfr,fjﬁf'*“ -

Che}“"e (]975b ]975) descrlbed h1s Se]f d1sc]osure COd]ng System asch"{”“"7'°

@sa "Y behav1ora1 content ana1y51s system des1gned to assess the 5 bas1c

‘f:;pparafeters of se]f—d1sclosure behav10r..

x both wrttten transcr1pts and tape record1ngs of d1a]OQUeu (Chelune, 1976 et

I

"{def1ned as "the number of thought unlts whwchlane oescr1pt1ve of some

"-. U

,H:fdlsclosure were def1ned as fol]ows

'.'- I
N
':‘_ (a ) Amount of se]f dtsc]osure 1s the number of thought un1ts
expressed ' '4 ;‘Lhﬁ..frh ’

}Ba51c parameters of se]f—--5:

Vo

Verba] behav1or is scored us1ng:Fv:"’ i

A'f.%fyp 260) | In Che]une s (1975b ]976) system vagse]f d1sc1osure was ff,fﬂ?f"'b

LR S R I
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fh,f *;? _ _(b)* Int1macy of self- dlsclosure is the Judged depth or ego relevance._i
//ff/ff? e ; : :Arvof the verbal content (rated on a f1ve p01nt sca]e),
‘ .(c)’ Affect of se]f dtsclosure s the Judged degree of congruence
: 'between the verba] content and affect1ve manner of presentatwon.
_{ (dl'fRate of se]f dtsclosure 1s the number of se]f d1sc]osures per :
.vai_'un1t of t1me - | |
j (e):.And f]ex1b111ty of se]f d1sclosure s the 1ndex of var1ab111ty
. of amount of se]f dtsclosure between three or more 51tuat1ons asfgi_
h; {'represented by a standard dev1at10n (Che]une, 1975b 1976)
.Thevlnter rater re]1ab1]1t1es were computed and found to be 98 7§;>;€
77,,.99, and 80 for each of these varlables respectlve]y :l'
And f1na1]y, a cod1ng system was developed by Mann and Murphy (1975) ”
’-i:f:fto measure amount of self- dtsclosure The codlng system 1s ba51ca11y a f;
-f;behavor1a1 content‘analys1s system 1n wh1ch verba1 behav1or 1s scored
'f;ﬁu51ng tape~record1ngs of d1a109ue.‘ In th1s spec1f1c 1nstance the verbafb:,if"?
’}_behav1or was amount of se]f dlsclosure and was deflned as the number of

‘igseparate thought un1ts (separate se1f dtsclosure un1ts) verba]]y

:expressed Separate se]f—d1sc]osure unlts are def1ned as fol]ows w1th1n L

"thts cod1ng system ‘“A SubJeCt s verbal §e]f d1sclosure un1t s a state- G

b’fﬁfpment wh1ch descrtbes h1m/her 1n some way, te]]s someth1ng about h1m/her, f?77liif?
'~7f¥;for refers to some affect he/she exper1ences....The statement revea]s thatt\tigzigl
’1*fthe SubJeCt 1S expre551ng some 1n519ht or self d1sc]osure 1nto hls/her |
'i";iatt1tudes fee11ngs or behavtorsﬁ (Mann & Murphy, 1975 p 306)
”ttba'lnter rater rellab111ty for amount b? se1f d1sclosure was computed and
> Es

'*j}ffouna to be 91 (Mann & Murphy, 1975 p. 305) | ',jf__;:ii.—'* B

Bas1c Parameters of Se]fpd1sclosure._ The bas1c parametergizut11ned

"by Cozby (1973) on se]f—d1sc]osure were.agﬁs,'.ri(5h'f;r:,rf;5tf;_gffl



(a) Breadth or ambunttof 1nformation disc]osed?
(b) Inttmacy or depth o§)1nformat1on dlsclosed
v(ch And durat1on or t1me spent descr1b1ng each item of 1nformat1on

.Other cr1t1ca1 parameters mentioned by varlous authors are the affect1ve

e

¢

dimension (Che]une 1975), and the flex1b111ty or. adaptatton to s1tua-
tionaT3CUes-(Che]une 1975 Derlega & Cha1k1n 1975; Strassberg & Anchor,
1979; Strassberg, Anchor Gabe] & Cohen, 1978)

It 1s genera]]y assumed 1n the extens1ve llterature that an

’ p1nd1v1dua] deve]ops an, 1d1osyncrat1c pattern of se]f d1sclosure as a

. result of soc1a1 ]earn1ng (Che]une, 1975; west & Ztng]e, 1970), and that
as severa] stud]es have shown s1tuat10na1 factors p]ay an important part
in determ1n1ng the amount of - 1nformat10n d1sc]psed by an 1nd1v1dua1

(Ch1tt1ck & H1me]ste1n, 1967,,Mehrab1an 1971; Powell, 1968;-Strassberg &

Anchor, 1979)

-.There has been contrad1ct1on 1n the 11terature between quest10nna1res L el

! -

[T,

'_measur1ng se]f d1sc1osure and. on901ng behav1ora1 measures of. se]f—
“ B
d1sc]osure The reason for this 1s that the questtonna1res may be

measur1ng past dlsclosures and thus, are at var1ance with behav1ora]
measures of ongo1ng self-disclosure w1th1n spec1t1c soc1a1 s1tuat10ns

‘(Derlega & Cha1k1n 1975, Himelstein &_Ktmbrough{.1963, H1melste1n & ‘

~. . : kS
5 . .

| Lub1n 1965).

i
4

Amount of Disclosure; As ment1oned prev1ously, amount of se1f-

dwsclosure has been measured by Jourard and Lasakow 3 (1958) 1n1t1a1
60 item 1nventory whlch measured amount of self- reported d1scf§%ure to

spec1f1ed persons in six toptc areas. Other more recent 1nventor1es,

J

| stmllar 1n nature have varted in length, in the persons to whom the

- |
disclosure was d1rected, in 1nstruct1ona1 sets and’ in the nature Tf ‘the

\

} s . ) .

S
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\items (Che]une 1975) . A]though-convergent and.discriminate construct

t

va]1d1ty has been estab]1shed for these 1nventor1es predictjue validity
" has not been‘except for some s]tm evidence for Jourard's\(1969) fost
recent inventoryV(Jourard & Jaffe; ]970' Jourardy& ReSnick 1970).
“Amount of d1sc]osure has also been measured by behavioral methodss i.
Ch1tt1ck and. Htmelsteln (1967) have used check-off procedures to measure
¥amount ofgd1sc]osure in self—introductions. 'Powe11t(1968) coded se]f4
,rdiSclosure from taped interViews whtle Burhenné and Mirels (1970) rated
amount of.disc]osure»in a‘series.of f}ye_se1f—deSCriptive”essay§.‘ And
-;\more‘recent]y, Che]une (1975b 1976)tahd Manh'and Murphy<(1975) have
deve]oped behav10ra1 content analyses systems to rate the amount of :
'se]f d1sc]osure. : f - | |
In measur1ng or rat1ng amount of “self- d1sc]osure, a11 the methods

‘descr1bed above are- bas1ca1]y the same in that they add up or“tally the
separate se]f—d1sc]osure_un1ts (statements) to obta1n a tota] frequeney |
b'or amount of-self;discioSure Other parameters of se]f disclosure such -
.as 1nt1macy are not taken 1nto accOunt when measur1ng the amount That |
k}is; the amount of self- d1sclosure is the. tota] number or ta]]les of -
; thought unlts wh1ch are‘descrlpt1ve of some qua]1ty or aspect of the

speaker.

Int1macy of D1sc105ure. In1t1a1 studies in measuring se]fdlsclosure,~

uSIng Jourard and Lasakow 'S (1958) quest1onna1re yte]ded con51stent
'd1fferences in amounts of d1sclosure between topic categories (Chelune,
1975). For example, sdeects reported revea11ng_1ess information on such

' tdpiCS»asw"body" and "personality" than on such topics as "interests" and

o .

T



_‘fwork" (Jourard & Lasakow, ]958).‘ Consedoent]y, it has_been'shown that
- amount of se]f—disc]Osore‘varies:with the inttmacy of'the subject |
Tay]or and A]tman (1966) pooled 671 items ab0ut the self ana scaled
them for 1nt1macy and top1cal categorIes The 1tems have shown re]a-
t1ve1y high- sp]1t ha]f and a]ternate form re11ab111tles (.82 to 86) and
have" therefore been used :to construct several 1nventor1es that measure |
amount and/or 1nt1macy of reported dlsclosuré (Jourard ]969; Jourard &'f
Resn1ck 1970; tMarshall 1970 Strassberg & Anchor 1979) \
s_d-" Behav1ora1 measures of the 1nt1macy of actual self- d1sc]osure have
typ1ca11y fo]]owed a sca]ar method (Pederson & Bregl1o, 1968b Suchman, .
1965 Strassberg & Anchor ]979 Vondracek 1969) For examp]e Strass-
berg and Anchor's (]979) Int1macy Rat1ng Sca1e was-a rev1s1on of Tay]or |
’ and\Altman s (1966) 1n1t1a1 10 p01nt system to fprm a three po1nt
,vsystem Th1s three-po1nt system resu]ted in the d1v151on of 1tems into
]ow medlum and h1gh 1nt1macy va]ues and- at comp]et4en cons1sted of .- 35.:
.‘_categor1es evenly d1v1ded among the three sca]e va]ues More‘spec1f1—,'
f cally, the three sca]e va]ues were as fo]]ows ) flvs“ _"fh' FS\\»hh

=~

(a) Non-1nt1mate--1nformat1on people wou]d probab]y be w1]11ng to

]

.

| share w1th someone they dia not know we]] |
(b) wModerate]y 1nt1mate-—1nformat1on people wou]d probab]y on]y
- share w1th someone w1th whom they were fa1r]y c]ose
' ¢¢) ‘And h1gh1y 1nt1mate--mater1a1 peop]e probab]y wou]d share on]yls
‘with one of thelr c]osest friends. o _':.*f.' =

& )“

The resu]t1ng Pearson Product-moment correlation was .96 which
offered cons1derable support for consensual va11d1ty of the sca]e

(Strassberg & Anchor 1979). - ST ';”f;
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Thus, in measur1ng or rat1ng 1nt1macy of se]f d1sc]osure, sca]ar ‘

: methods typ1ca1]y follow the same procedures. “That 1s,‘a1] separate

. se]f—disc105ure unitS'(statements) are rated accord1ng to what their

i level of 1nt1macy is and sepanately totalled,'l e., non 1n?1mate,‘
moderate]y 1nt1mate h1gh]y 1nt1mate whereas amount of se]f d1sclosure
adds up or ta]]les all separate dlsclosure units w1th0ut d1v1d1ng them
‘.1nto separate 1nt1macy 1evels or any other parameters of self- d1sclosure

~ that m1ght be deemed neoessary to con51der.

Durat1on of Dtsc]osure A third parameter de11neated has been

durat1on of the d1sclosang behav1or. In studles by H1melste1n and ]
K1mbr0ugh (1963) and Vondracek (1969) durat1on of d1sc105ure showed
o 11tt]e relat1onsh1p to amount of reported se]f d1$closure.’ "These{ﬂ

=N,
~rf1nd1ngs were further supported by Burhenne and M1rels (1970), who found >~

~no re]at1onsh1p between amount of reported d1sclosure and the tota]

»»‘number of words used 1n se]f descr1pt1ve essays" (Che]une, 1976 p. 81)
d The use of duratlon as a parameter of self d1sclosure has been open

. '.to cr1t1c1sm however and has been rare]y used "S1nce se]f d1sclosure '_

'.,,ls the reve]at10n of 1nformat1on about the se]f durat1on assumes that

'.the 1nformat1on departed 15 proport1ona1 to the tlme spent d1sclos1ng 1t"7-”
'(Chelune,>1976 p. 81) 3 However durat1on has "no necessary theoret1ca1 [_;,~
or emp1r1ca1 re]atlonshwp to the quant1ty or qua]1ty of se]f d1sclosure" -

¢

"'_(Block & Gobdste1n 1971, p 596)

Add1t1ona] Parameters Two add1t1ona1 parameters suggested 1n the jf G
llterature have been affect1veness (_ 7 ‘ e, 1975) and flex1b111ty 0r
adaptatlon to 51tuat1ona] cues or demands (Che]une ]975 Der]ega &
Cha1kin 1975 Strassberg &‘Anchor, 1979 Strassberg, Anchor Gabe] &

Cohen, ]978)



A]though 1nfrequent1y studted def1n1t1ons of these parameters have
been cited for future research The affect1ve parameter P -9 the

degree of emot1ona11ty involved in 1nterpersona1‘communwcat1on“ (Che]une,

1975, p;'8T).' uThe;personﬁwho disc]oses'a-great deal of intimate inform-A

~——

“ation in an inté]]ectua] manner reveals, qualltat1ve1y, 11tt1e more than .

: the 1nd1v1duaﬁ who d1sc1oses a few but more emotlona]]y 1nt1mate aspects

of hlmself... S1nce 1nc1us1on of the affect1ve d1mens1on...wou1d make

0}

poss1b1e a more prec1se assessment of the tota] amount of 1nformat1on
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P

departed in verba] commun1cat1on, 1ts 1ndependent measurement is’

T

warranted" (Che]une 1975 pp 81- 82) |
~ |

F]ex1b1]1ty of se]f d1sclosure is def1ned as "the degree to wh1ch an -

1nd1v1dua1 can adequately d1fterent1ate 1nterpersona1 var1ab]es, i.e.,

top1c of d1sc]osure soc1a] s1tuat1on etc., and adapt h1s d1sclosure ~§

. accord1ng]y" (Che]une, 1975 p 82) Benner (1968) has noted that

‘ se]f d1sclosure, at a m1n1mum, 1s a funct1on of the demograph1c charac-

;and~rece1ver.' West (1971) has suggested that the maJorlty of 1nd1v1dua1sl“n

- f:terlst1cs of the d1sc]oser, the target of d1scloser ‘the- soc1a1

“'s1tuat1on the top1c of dwsc]osure and the re]at1onsh1p between sender

ocondltlons that Benner~(1968) has ment1oned ""It 1s th1s aspect of

| N»preferred to...as f]ex1bg]1ty" (Che]une, 1975 p: 82)

later repllcated by Dimond and He]]kamp (]969).

jSe]f d1sc1055$e as a Persona11ty Construct

Self d1sclosure and Famlly Patterns. Dtmond and Muntz (1967) found

- modu]ate the1r d1sclosures 1n var1ous s1tuatvons on the bas1s of these ' },”

’_;_ymodulat1on of se]f d1sclosure 1n var1ous 1nterpersona] s1tuat1ons that 15};151

fthat ]ater borns showed h1gher se]f d1sclosure than flrstborns. This -was..
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Jourard'(196]b) found that Jew1sh ma]es were s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher in o

d1sclosure than Bapt1sts Method1sts, and Catho]1cs, none of which f'

dfffered s1gn1f1cant]y from one another ' However other 51m11ar stud1esh

have not found such re]at1onsh1ps (Cozby, 1973) 1nsofar as re11g1ous

backgrounds are concerned

Pederson and. H1gbee (1969b) found that d1sclosure to parents was

corre]ated w1th subJects rat1ngs of parents on such adJect1ves as c]oseg‘”

© . warm, frfendly, and accept@ng In add1tton, "it was founo that fema]es

-

- who. rated the mother as co]d d1strustfu], and se1f1sh tended to score -

_'hfgh on the Soc1a1 Access1b111ty Sca1e wh1ch measures w1]11ngness to .
"dfsclose to strangers, acqua1ntances, and/or best/fr1ends" (Cozby, 1973

p. 75) It is poss1b1e therefore, that famfly re]at1onsh1ps are more

're]evant 1n determ1n1ng whom a person d1scloses to rather than whether or _

B not the person w111 be a h1gh or 1ow dlscloser (Cozby, ]973 p 75)

?-fTh1s 1s supported by Doster and Str1ck1and (]969) who found that subaects»_ L
;/»f-b":

- i
- from 1ow nurturant homes d1sclose more to fr1ends than parents whtle the

ifreverse ho1ds true W1th subJects from h1gh nurturant homes

Sex Race and Cu]tura] Factors Jourard and Lasakow (1958) fbundr"

h_that fema]es have hlgher d1sclosure scores than ma]es Other stud1es

- ?1have rep11cated the above f1nd1ngs (Dfmond & Muntz, 1967 Htmelste1n & N

*Rfchman, ]963) : However much contradfctory ev1dence has been found
;concernlng gender in: d1sclosure. That 1s,_no d1fferences 1n amount of
fse]f d1sc]osure have been found between ma]es and females (Dlmond &

g-Hellkamp,v1969 Doster & Strlckland 1969 P]og, 1965 Vondracek &

,_Marshall 1971) The contradlctory resu]ts ggtween the sexes may suggest }--' -

the y1e1d1ng of d1fferent results from samp]es of dlfferent geograph1ca1



,“4]
_areas; :However;'no consistent'patternshashbeen;found,to Supporththish;
Sview, | | L . o
No studles have, however reported greater ma]e d1sc1osure As Cozby -
. B (1973) has suggested ~"The nature of any sex: d1fference mtght be found if
| archers were to pay greater attent1on to the type of. 1tems wh1ch |
y re]1ab1y dlscr1m1nate between ma]es and fema]es and: types of s1tuattons o
‘1n wh1ch males and fema]es waula or would not d1ffer in d1sclosure ;*5*
i»output"v(p 76) . e | 5 T LR
| Pederson and Bregl1o (1968a) ustng wrltten se]f descr1pttons found}
Jthathtemales d1d not use more words to descr1be themse]ves than ma]es

L S\
but they d1sc]osed more 1nt1mate 1nformat1on about themse]ves than ma]es

Race Ethntg Group, and Soc1a1 C1ass~Factors Jourard and Lasakow

'(1958) reported 1ess d1sc1osure by b]acks than wh1tes D1mond andw L' Lo
"Hellkamp (1969) rep11cated th1s f1nd1ng Jaffee and Po]ansky (1962)
; 7_found no dtfferences 1n se]f dtsc]osure between 1ower class b]acks and

‘3’”1ower c1ass wh1tes Mayer (1967) has reported that mldd]e class women Q«f"t'

”7-fid1sc]ose more about the1r mar1ta1 prob]ems than worktng c1ass women

| f}fch11d S vocaltzat\ons than d1d Iower c]ass mothers "These resu]ts‘—~-

.IVbabble" (Cozby, 1973, . 76).

Tu]kln s (1970) study 1nd1cated that m1dd1e c]ass mothers 1n1t1ated a: ;}tfff.f

f‘greater number of verba11zat1ons and responded to a greater number of '3p.vg’ff;“§

d_suggest that the re1nforcement patterns that ]ead to var1at1ons of se]t- *1ffﬁﬂfﬁ;:f?
' d1sclosure 1n adu]thood may be operatlng as soon as the tnfant begtns to ;'ﬂ}}t -

r.

Cross Cu]tura] F1nd1ngs. V"LeW1n (1948) observed that“Amerqgans

'.'dtsclose a great deal about themselves and make fr1ends ea511y, but do

L not deve]op h1gh1y 1nt1mate re]atlonsh1ps wh11e Germans don t dtsc]ose -

e e A e el i e o T
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. much about themse]ves to others 1n genera] but they do become qufte

hfntfmate w1th a few others" (Cozby, 1973 P- 76) o S }fp ]t -;q5"~f3'

4

- Self- dfsc1osure and Mental Hea]th Jourard (]959a) hypothe51zed that

w”the relataonshfp between menta] health and se]f dfsclosure REE

' i‘curv111near ‘In other words Jourard (1964) hypothe51zed that an opt1ma1

- amount of dfsc]osure under "spec1f1ed condftlons 1s synonymous w1th

_‘mental health Too much or. too 11tt1e dfsclosure under these condftfons

"bl is. he]d to be character1st1c of dfsturbance in the se]f and -in. 1nter-

. t'rpersonal re]at1onsh1ps" (pQIIS);» Thus -"the con51stent1y hfgh dfscloser //;/- ce

l fwou]d appear egocentrfc and the con51stent1 1ow dfscloser wou]d seem

: -sot1a11y removed Both types of peop]e wou d be expected to have y‘,"“
ﬂdffffcultfes in 1nterpersona] re]at1onsh1psfﬂwhereas the med1um d1sc70$er
'f.‘would be expected to be more soc1a11y effectlve“”(Che]une ]975 p 83)

However w1th regard to studfes that support Jourard s hypothes1s,' 1,‘f

7ﬂ—#§the corre]atfons have a]] been fafrly 1ow In Pederson and H1gbee s

"ok:(1969a) stud& the correlatfon was. 28 between dfsclosure and mental

F?~ihea1th The correlatfons have ranged from about 18 to 34 1n other

';.;fﬁéstudfes (Cozby, 1973) . V1rtua11y, every type of re]atfonshfp has beena*f’v ’

'°“freported in. the 11terature but as yet no.correlatfon reported has been oy

Recent rev1ews tend to hypothes1ze that “one characterlstlc of the iftjfﬂo

'fjf7’adJusted hea]thy person 1s she ab1]1ty to dfscrlmfnate between

e s1tuat10ns where dfsclosure s approprfate and s1tuat10ns where 1t is

'2iafﬂnot" (Der]ega & Chafkfn 1975 p 36) A recent study by Cha1k1n,;*f', i

af,Derlega, Bayma and Shaw (1975) found that subJects wfth normal scores on 3}fm'

;'fthe MMPI fo]lowed the rec1proc1ty norm in dfsc1051ng w1th a confederate. ;;f’
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When the confederate was superf1c1a1, S0 were they Neurottc subgects »
:'vdld not seem to take the: confederate S~ ]eve] of 1nt1macy 1nto account in

‘bformu1at1ng the1r own se]f d1sclosune The 1nt1macy ]eve] of those

v .}‘subJects scor1ng neurot1c on the MMPI was moderate and was approx1mate1y
, &

- J;Ifalrly cons1stent and perhaps one may have conf1dence 1n the re]atton—

1'“";are contrad1ctory It 1s c1ear that the personallty character1st1cs

flﬁ‘assocvated w1th se]f d1sclosure are not we]] understood

"the same regard]ess of the 1nt1macy leve] of the confederate S se]f-

‘\ -

d1sclosure. The fo]]ow1ng quote further e]aborates upon nove] hypotheses
':_1n the 11terature concerntng se]f(dtsclosure and menta] hea1th |

:.71'0ne poss1bTe exp]anatton for the 1ack of ev1dence for a CUrv111near
o relat1onsh1p between self- dtsclosure and measures of mental health...
. is-that'the flex]btltty of the d1sc]osure pattern has not been taken
-~ 1inge-account, A curvilinear re]at1onsh1p would exist only .in-a -° .
"'sample of 1nd1v1dua1s who exhibit a consistent Tevel of dlsclosure S
across a var1ety of conditions. However, most 1nd1v1d§§15 ‘vary their
- disclosures: in accordance with a number of 51tuatlona] and 1nter-,, o
v personal factors. (Chelune 1975//p 83) - S

‘ *Persona]1ty Corre]ates of Se)f dtsc]osure., Corre]attons 1nvolv1ng

K se]f dtsclosure scores and var1ous persona11ty measures have been as low

;and contrad1ctory as the studtes on se]f d1sc]osure and menta] hea]th

'fThe resu]ts 1nvo]v1ng measures ot soc1ab111ty and extraverston were

{3

-

':!sh1p between d1sclosure and extravers1on However most of the stuﬁﬁes“ \\

. R o
.@ .

:“A]tman and Taylor (1973) have po1nted out that 1t 1s unrea11st1; to G?:Efﬁeﬂ?;

a

N ’F'fexpect to ftnd Spec1f1c tratt dlsclosure re]at1onsh1ps and thetr approach

*ff1s to exp]ore the relat1onsh1p between persona1nty and self—dtsc]osure 1n

‘the context of Spec1f1c re]attonsh1ps and settlngs" (Cozby, 1973, p 80)

Cozby (1973) suggested that.the use of the J.5. D. Q was probab]y a . f“e,f ﬁfj
'~1factor 1n the genera]ly 1ow correlatlons between d1sclosure and var1ous ST

personaltty tralts (1nc1ud1ng mental hea]th) As mentloned prev1ous]y, R



B suggested.

“75:;than the 1ow-dlsc1051ng confederate..;”rv'

2

tthe J.5.D. -Q. may be interpreted:as a'mea5uré Offpast history of disclo-

sure rather than actua] d1sc]osure in a 51tuat1on. A1ternate'methods of;

»measur1ng Self d1sc]osure such as wr1tten se]f descr1pt1ons have been

. Cozby_(19735 aisd’noted.thatbft‘would bega ijtake to conttnUe'thef<
co11ection of correlations betweenhbersonality;trait measures-and'se1f4ﬁ
\‘dlsclosure quest1onna1res. Instead he suggested that se]f d1sc]osure
shou]d be measured behav1ora11y and used as the dependent var1ab1e. '"An

':’examp1e of. th1s type of procedure is prov1ded ina study by Axte]] and

- Co]e (1971), who c]ass1f1ed subJects as repressors sen51t1zers, or.

. nEUtrals and measUred the amount of t1me subgects spent dlscu551ng
g‘{?e1ther pOS1t1Ve or negatlve aspects of themse]ves" (Cozby, 1973 P 80)

Rec1proc1ty of Se]f d1sclosure. Jourard (]959b) measured se]f-

.ffd1sclosure w1th1n a group of n1ne_fema1e nurses and found that the amount_;:3“'

s
id1sclosed to a g1v€'?col1eague correlated h1gh1y w1th the amount of

\":h'd1sclosure rece1ved from the co]league.; Jourard and Landsman (1960)

4

f-;replfcated the above w1th ntne ma]e graduate students. Further evtdence_eV

>:r-f"for the rec1proc1ty effect was. obta1ned by Jourard and thhman (1963)

5Tp1 Severa1 expertments have used a confederate. These stud1e5 (Chltt1Ck%;g@ e

"f& H1me1ste1n, 1967 Ehr]]ch & Graéven ]971) have found that the h1gh

'ffd1sclos1ng confederate e]1c1ted greater se]f d1sclosure from subJects

One cr1t1c1sm of these stud1es 1s that mode111ng and 1m1tat10n may bey"'

Tfoccurr1ng rather than rec1proc1ty However, in one study 1n whlch the

S chanceé’of 1m1tat10n were ru]ed out Togno]1 (1969) found reC1proc1ty to‘g.gk:gf.,

: N s e
1st111 occur.léygtj“,u _;_n» i

B



Lev1n and Gergen (]969) suggested that med1um amounts of d1sclosure
- \
jfrom another person 1nd1cated h1s/her des1re for\a c]oser re]at1onsh1p o

. A
- and h1s/her trustfu]ness\ yet andther who communicated a great dea] aboutf';’

b

IR h1mse1f/herse1f mfght be seen as 1ack1ng in d1scret1on and to be untrust-‘

‘-than f1nd1ng a: curv1]1near re]at1onsh1p, subJects recelved a mean tota]

. v i,}
W orthy, -and pred1cted a curv111near relat1onsh1p between other d1sclosure

and subJect d1sclosure SubJects rece1ved a 40- 1tem se]f rat1ng form

g from a partner on thCh e1ther 4 16, or 32 1tems were checked Rather r

-~ '

of 10 5 ]7 2,y and 22 0 1tems 1n a low; moderate and hlgh groups ?.
| '?respect1ve1y (Cozby, 1973) | k _" -

Cozby (1973) suggested thatcrectprocity might*becbme 1essapOWerfu1ias:f o
a determ1nant of SUbJECtS responses at h1gh levels of 1nt1macy and it 1s ‘
,Jfalso poss1b1e that the curv111near effect would be obta1ned in a s1tua-
i:t1on 1n wh1ch there was the poss1b111ty of future 1nteract1on |

o Se]f dfsc1osure and L1k1ng Jourard and Lasakow (]958) found that o

i _'d1sc1osure to mother and father corre]ated s1gn1f1cant]y w1th 11k1ng

'-f;(r 63 and 53 respectlvely) Jourard (]959b) found d1sclosure p051- o

*\”t1ve]y related to ]1k1ng w1th n1ne fema]e nurses but Jourard and Landsman

'*7;(1960) d1d not obta1n the re]at1onsh1p for ma]es

Cozby (1972) suggested that the re]at1onsh1p between se]f d1sclosurefgt?_:7 o

t'F:'and 11k1ng 1s curv1]1near.4 The h1gh dfsclos1ng other may arouse anx1etynn“;

’”‘:ifv[or susp1c1on from the-target persons. Support for the curv1]1near ‘»;fffpgl';jgn

‘ J_*f'}relattonshlp has been obta1ned (Cozby, 1972 Mann & Murphy, ]975)

: Pederson and Hfgbee (1969b) noted that the character1st1cs of the

‘ '.ﬂtarget person that determ]nes dlsclosure may vary from one target person;;f*f-“"

‘:vto another.- They corre]ated dlsc]osure scores for mother, father, best--efj.

floppos1te sex. frtend and best-same sex fr1end w1th rat1ngs of these
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targets on 1] adJecttves For. both ma]es and’ fema]es, ]1k1ng was S1gn1-'
f1cant1y related to d1sclosure on]y ﬁ@r father and oppos1te sex- frteno

| /5 ) f; ' For each target there were sex dlfferences in the adJecttves that were
| '§ re]ated to se]f d1sclosure.~ ' | |
}f ’ -Rub]n (1970) has provided a'scale;on ]iking»andttijng which‘might
f; prove”useful in theistudy of self-disc1osure.:°For,examp]é :Rubin (1970)»
'tjehzfg_;; found that fema]es Tove (but not 11ke) the1r same-sexwfr1ends more than
P v‘ ma]es do, whlch m1ght prov1de a reason for women d1sc1osxng more to thetr
1 %; ,_/-same sex frtend than ma]es (Jourard & Lasakow,:1958) : - |

f

‘ﬁ‘fj‘ o The fvndlng that dtsclosure to spouse was: greater than to any other ‘
e ‘1 .

target (Jourard & Lasakow 1958) suggested that 1nt1mate dlsc]osure is a )

i”::J product of'love. However 11tt1e exper1menta] support has been found for o

R }such an- hypothes1s.;

-

Dependency and Se]f dtsc]osure. A]tman and Haythorn (]965) 1nvest1-

| "'gated the se]f 01$C10&UFG patterns of pa1rs of nava] recru1ts who were
‘i?%'1solated in a sma]] room for 10 days (htgh mutua] dependency) A~contro]
}f?tcond1tton cons1sted of pa1rs who spent most of the1r worktng hours ': L
'}lf.together but had access to the out51de world (1ow mutua] dependency)lﬁﬂ
3'f{The h1gh dependency dyads were more 1nt1mate and Showed a more act1ve
xt"ippattern of soc1a1 1nteract1on than d1d the low dependency dyads._aﬂ;ﬁﬁi :

Ih1bau]t and Kelly (]959) suggested that the formallty and constratnt

s Bk,';.f‘
;iwh1ch character1zes flrst encounters functton to prevent re]at1onsh1ps._ ?ﬁ;g;“’
g’ifInteract1on w1th a stranger w1th whom there IS Itttle ltkelihood of | n_t]kfji;]g
."{rfuture 1nteract10n removes the constra1nts and causes 1ncreased a»i;:i?ff~3 E
%'ﬂ;d1sclosure.. Exper1menta1 ev1dence for the "stranger on the tra1n“tf‘ e

N

"?f3phenomena 1s we]l estab11shed (Taylor, Altman & Sorrenttno, 1969)




' Se]f dtsclosure Over T1me. Tay]or (1968) adm1n1stered a se]f—, "

1 dlsclosure questtonnatre to ma]e freshman roommates after they had knowﬁ
each other for 1, 3, 6 9 and 13 weeks Half of the roommate pa1rs were
both htgh revea]ers whtle the other ha]f were both ]ow revea]ers ‘?At¢}v>

| a]l po1nts in time, the h1gh revea11ng dyads reported more mutua1 d1sclo-,”"

sure than d1d the 1ow revea11ng dyads, a]though the rate of the 1ncrease
-over ttme was approx1mate]y the same for both groups. There was also a
-' rapld 1ncrea$e of 1nt1mate d1sc]osure over ttme., Measures of ]1k1ng
-;‘/showed no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the 1ow ana h]gh revea]rng dyads.'
1fj:i; L As Cozby (1973) has noted J"MethOdolog1ca] prob]ems make research on

| the developmental“aspects of 1nterpersona] re]at1onsh1ps espec1a]1y
"'~*d1ff1cu1t .observat1on of behav1or over a ton; per1od of t1me in the .

‘11aboratory may prov1de 1ns1ghts 1nto the deve]opmenta] process but it
’ffjseems 1nev1tab1e that”factors such as fattgue w111 affect the resu]ts"

:)(p 85) N : , _ S N

ﬂf o <a‘.3’ An a]terpate approach has been to study peop]e who have known each

.t ftguother for vary1ng lengths of ttme. Journard (]961a) admtntstered the
‘L7hiJ 'S. D Q to students ﬁangtng from 17 to 55 years.. It was found that
:1"f;7fdlsclosure to parents deo}eased w1th age whtle d1sclosure to 0pp051te
'riiggfsex fr1end or spouse 1ncreased up to age 40, after thCh a decrease was

: >*Tglobserved

Self dtsclosure and. Other Vartab “'”'f furard and Fr1edman (1970) 'Veif

s,

o }fexamtned the reﬂat1onsh1p~between exper1menter subJect “dlstance" and

};self dlsclosure. In expertment one, females (but not males) 1ncreasedﬂ“sf;o;"?-f":”

'”V}Uduratton of dtsclosure as dtstance 1ncreased Dlstance 1n th1s study was

'5°?:vvar1ed by us1ng a combtnatlon of eye contact and phy51cal dtstance.vgih?;t



'no attempt has been made to 1ntegrate the behav1ors 1nto a r1ch descr1p-

: t1on of 1nterpersona1 relat1onsh1ps“ (Cozby, ]973 p 88)

‘f d1sclosure Furthermore research has 1nd1cated that c11ent

r'f.the counselor s genu1neness or congruence (Barrett-Lennara 1962

o

VLVEXDerjment.two,'distance'was yarted by a combinatton of the eXperimenter
_5t0uching'and/or disctosing*to the‘5ubjec€ ‘ Regard]ess of sex, subJects ’:f_
T 1nCreased dtsclosure t1me as dwstance decreased. ' ' )
It s obv1ous that nonverba] communlcatton takes p]ace.- A]tman and .fh
‘ _Taylor (1973) have 901nted out that "research on nonveggal, env1ron- :vf‘f

R mentai and verba] behav10rs has proceeded 1n para]le] fashton but that

o

R Seﬁf disc]osure and Therapy As menttoned prev10us]y, severa]

.iauthors (Jourard 1964 Mowrer 1964 Rogers, ]961 Truax & Carkhuff

1965) have wr1tten exten51ve]y on: ther1mportance of c]lent se]f

,."'5: L

”°'jse1f d1sclosure may be a pred1ctor of f1na1 case outcome (Truax,&i;_fj‘f
hCarkhuff 1965). 00 L | T

In explorlng what the therap1st can do 1n order to fac111tate c]1ent}?ﬂffff

v P

=;se1f dlsc105ure research has shown that counselors hlgh 1n empathy,vﬁyyﬂh}fj_s
S ('non-possess1ve warmth, and genu1neness w111 e]1c1t greater se]t- o
T'{;id1sc]osure from the1r c11ents (Carkhuff 1969 Mann & Murphy, ]975

w*Murphy, 1970 Truax ]966a, 1966c, 1968 Truax & Carkhuff 1965) Truax‘ﬁe-.

I?

| lffand Carkhuff (1965) a]so found that the 1evel of empathy, non pdssess1ve;fp';,'

/

”i"fwarmth and genu1neness were re]ated to the depth Of Se]f a$§c]osure and;‘a'
hxh;construct1ve persona11ty Cﬁange of the c11ent . ﬂ h
Other authors have suggested that the counselor behav1or of se]f-.,,wj_

: 3”*7§d1sclos1ng durlng an 1nterv1ew is re]ated to the cllent B perceptlon ofeﬁff

@

».‘Carkhuff & Berenson, 1967) In explortng thts suggested relatwonsh1p

between se]f otsclosure offered by the theraplst and subsequent cl1ent ff;?[fjf:

4 . -1,
.a‘,



\ "-'L;' -
A !

disclosure, studies have revealed that counselor se]f—disc]osurgs have

~increased the number ot client’ se]f—dtscTos1ng statements (Ch1tt1ck &
H1me1ste1n, 1967 Jourard & Jaffe 1970 Jourard & Resn1ck 1970 Powe]]

1968), and a]so, the c11ent's degree of perce1ved warmth understandlng,

\and w1111ngness to be known by the counselor (\urphy & Strong, ]972)

Consequently, counse]or se]f dmsc]osure has been- shown to be a fac1]1ta-,(
'. t1ve techn1que in brlnglng about c]1ent self- d1sclosure. B ;.} .

Past studies have a]so exp]ored!the possibility that too ]1tt1e or
. J
too many counselor se]f dtsclosures w1]1 have d1fferent1a1 effects upon

hd M

(3

~ client's reacttons to ‘the. counse]or,and also upon the number of client
S—
: self dtsclosure. Thus, either too Tany or too few se]f d1sclosures w111
end the poss1b1e growth of an 1nterbersonal re]atlonshtp (Sav1ck1,

1972). Murphy (19702, us1ng 0 2, 4 and 8 counse]or self- d1sc1o

found that an 1ntermed1ate number Tead to more positive subje
to the 1nterv1ewer (more empath1c warm, “and: genutne) but d1d not leag
to an increase in. the number of. clﬁent self- dtsc]osures G1annandrea ‘and
‘"Murphy (1973), using five frequenc1es of counse]or se]f d1sc1osure (0, 2,

4, 8, and ]2) found a curv1]1near re]attonshtp between 1nterv1ewer self—

4

d1sc1osure and return for a second interview. In other words, the

L1

condition w1th four counse]or self d1sclosures led to greater subject

return for a second 1nterv1ew than did few or many self- d]SC]OSUYES.

-ifte

.Mann and Murphy (1975), using 0, 4, and 12 counselor se]f—d:sclosures,

found that the 1ntermed1ate condltton of four. led to s1gn1f1cant]y
SN
. greater subJect self- dtsclosure as well as greater perceptwon of

counse]or empathy, genu1neness and warmth

3

Other studies. (Jourard & Jaffe, 1970) have found that 1ncreases in

../.

’the duration of 1nterv1ewer dtsclosure prior to d1scu551ng a tOp]C

¢

'
—— g

°o
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Critique and Suggested Research

.are faced with pragnatic and va]ue—]aden problems such as follows:

resu]ted 1n 1ncreases 1n durat1on of subJect d1$closure on the topic.

f Vondracek and Vondracek (1971) have’ shown that sixth- grade children

- disclose motg‘to an adu]t“1nterv1ewer who d1sc]oses than to an inter-

v1ewer who does not. There was also ev1dence that the 1ncreased '
dlsc1osure was in the same content area dlsc]osed by the 1nterv1ewer

i
o .
o

n
o

‘ Fhom%the research review cited, it was concluded that results of
evaluative stzdies on self-disclosure are inconsistent and contradic-
: : L ¥ :

tory. In addition tocthefcomplexity'of the variable itself, researchers

)

(a) Persistent d1ff1cu1t1es with measur1ng se]f d1sc]osure,
's\ :

/ A(b) The overgenerallzat1on of study resu]ts to the aﬂt1re area of

\self d1sclosure rather than v1ew1ng it as s1tuat1ona] or

hcontextuq}, e.. . ' o : ' . ;

C o (e). And "the close assoc1at1on of self- o1sclosure w1th the encounter

' 7;5;'A L rgroup.movement wh1ch emphas1zesetheyneed to relate communjcate,}

" and be honest and open with others....Self disclosure has thus -

been made a-positive va]ue,'something to be'fOSteked"v(Cozby,

1973, p. 88).

To e]aborate upon these spec1f1c prob]ems, the maJor means of

@ssessment hasﬂtyplca11y been 1nventor1es, partlcu]arly Jourard S Se]f-

dqsclosure Quest1onna1res (1958 1961, ]963 1969), wh1ch have been shown

to have construct va]1d1ty but not pred1ct1ve va11d1ty (Derlega &

* Chaikin, 1975; Pederson & Higbee, 1968). Only Jourard's- (1969) most

" recent revision has any evidence concerning predictive ya11d1ty (Jourard

& .
N . . . P
.
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;&‘Resnick, 1970)4'but»even'so the evidence has been slim And, although
steps’ have been taken to construct behav1oral cod1ng systems whereby
self- d1sclosure is rate# in actual s1tuat10ns by 1ndependent Judges
,(Che]une ]975b 1976; Mann & Murphy,‘1975), there still is a predom1nant

‘ usage of . quest1onna1res in measur1ng self- d1sclosure m:thout ‘attempting
,behav1ora] measurements as we]l (Cozby, 1973; Denlega & Cha1k1n ]975;
Strassberg & Anchor) The overgenerallzat1on of research on se]f—
,d1sclosure to varied contexts suggests that the theory and research has
been too s1mp11st1c and genera] That is, 1f the hypothesws that. client
se]f d1sc]osure is re]evant in therapy for pos1t1ve outcome s stated and”
‘found this does not mean that d1sclosure 1s re]evant in every other
vcontext Th1rd]y, "1t is hoped that the pecu]1ar va]ue or1entat1on

‘,2/ (transparency and comp]ete openness) that has accompan1ed much of. then
wr1tten dtscuss1on of self- d1sc1osure €an be d1spensed w1th LIt seems

| far more 1mportant tnat the research be conducted"’(Cozby, 1973 p. 88)2'
For examp]e, research cou]d be,conducted in such areas as ‘the re]at1on-¢;
sh1p found between verbal and nonverba] components.of’messages (A]tman,aAJ
1975 A]tman & Tay]or ]973 Duncan, 1969), the funct1on of pr1vacy in ﬁ"'

. 1nterpersona1 re]at1onsh1ps (A]tman, 1975 Cozby, 1973); and the '
relat1onsh1p between messages in commun1cat1on such as self d1sclos1ng
responses and assert1veness responses, etc As ment1oned prev1ous]y,
" Altman and Tay]m’(1973) have po1nted out that "research on nonverba]

‘ env1ronmenta1, and verba] behav1ors has proceeded in paral]e] fash1on
but ‘that no attempt has been made to 1ntegratevthe behay1ors into a rich -
description of intérperSonsl relationshipsPI(Cozby, 1973, p. 88).
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52
In'summary, a review of the research on se]f-d1SCIOSUre has revealed
an ‘over- abundance of measurtng devices wh1ch have no- ev1dence of
pred1ct1ve va11d1ty, an overgeneraltzatlon of one spec1f1c area of se]f-

d1sc]osure to a]] other areas, and the presupposed assumptlon that

“comp]ete transparency is positive in all contexts. Utilization of

Carkhuff S (]969) three d1mens1ona1 model of therapy as a vheoret1ca]
base to this study, attempted to comprehend the concept of se]f—

d1sclosure only within a therapeuttc context w1thout genera11zatlon to

- other contexts. Second]y, th]S 1nvest1gat1on attempted to use both

o

questtonna1res and behav1ora] coding measures of se]f d1sclosure rather

" than JUSt inventories as most past research has done And thirdly,

hav1ng stated that an assert1veness response is. one form of self-

' d1sc]osure the maJor questlon 1ooked at was whether assert1veness
Jtra1n1ng cou]d fac111tate self- d1sclosure Thus, an attempt was made at-

'1ntegrat1ng these forms of verba] behav1ors 1nto a descr1pt1on of inter-

:'persona] re]attonsh]ps ,

Definition of Assertiveness

“ing behav1or s0 long as. the 1nd1v1dual respondlng malntatned h1s status ,.,f

"cover alt soc1a11y acceptable express1ons of persona] r1ghts and

There have been various definitions of asSertiveneSS‘ Chittenden L T

(1942) deflned assert1veness as -any overt reSponse tq another s 1nfr1ng-

in the s1tuat1on Thus nonassert1veness behav1or (Ch1ttenden 1942)

cons1sted of comp]1ance with another S efforts\to 1nf1uence or 1nfr1nge
upon one's behav1or with loss of status of the one comp]ytng wolpe and

Lazarus-(]966) def ined assert1veness as "a term used qu1te broadly to

feelings" (p. 39). - Wolpe (]973) later defined,assertivenessjbehavior

\
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| (- | B |

as "the proper: express1on of .any emotion- other than anx1ety towards ‘
'another~person" (p. 81). Rathus and Ruppert (1973) referred t0‘asser- ,
t1veness behav1or as demand1ng one's r1ghts and 1n51stence upon be1ng ,-
treated with fa1rness and Just1ce. More broadly,_Rathus and Ruppert

(1973) dlscuss assert1veness as express1ng one’ S likes and d1s]1kes
Spontaneously,.be1hg open‘and frank, and avo1d1ng the bott11ng up of».t
one's emdtfdns thndfmore.recent1y,‘aSSertiveness behavtor was deffned as

"behav1or which enab]es a person to act 1n h1s/her or her own best

&

"'n1nterests, to stand up for herse]f or himself w1thout undue anx1ety,/to

. /
_‘express honest fee11ngs comfortab]y, or to exerc1se persona] rtghts R
v w1thout deny1ng the r1ghts of others (Albert1 & Emmons 1978 p//27

There has been 11tt1e gv1dence, if any, to- suggest that there is a

_'tra1t of assert1veness (McFa]] & Marston, ]970) Rather a/sertlve

[behav1or appears to be a broad nonfunct1ona1 heterogeneous nd
's1tuat10n-5pec1f1c response class"-(McFa]] & L111esand ]971 p 314)
1~Apparent]y,‘assert1veness is not on]y a complex set of verba] and non—:
'vi,verbal responses (E1s]er Hersen M111er & B]anchard 1975 Sanbury,

| »1964) but a]so a st1mu1us spec1f1c response.' "That s, an 1ndtv1dua1

’ who 1s assert1ve in one 1nterpersona] context may not be asserttve in aiﬂdrt“
d1fferent 1nterpersona] env1ronment" (E1s]er Hersen M111er & | ;.ﬂ

'Blanchard 1975 iz 339).

‘Theoretlca1 Deve]opment

H1story Sa]ter (]949) was probably the ploneer in deve]op1ng a.
therapeutwc approach to 1ncrea51ng persona] effectlveness. He descrlbes
;exc1tat1on as "emot1ona1 freedom in: wh1ch the exc1tatory responses must

. be honest d1rect outward energet1c unaffected, and free of anx1ety"



'(A]berti & Emmons 1978 “p 63) “Sa]ter (1949) teaCHES Six: maJor
' e]ements of exc1tatory (asserttve) behav1or fee)1ng talk fac1a] taﬂk
'contrad1ct10n and attack de11berate use of 'I'; agreement w1th pra1se,
and improvisation: (spontane1ty)" (A)bert1 & Emmons, 1978 p. 63)
hnother key flgure in. the development of assertlveness tra1n1ng was ’v
WOlpe (1958) w1th h1s Pr1nc1p)e of Reggproca] Inh1b1t1on. (@ec1proca] B
, Inh1b1t;on bas1ca]]y describes how there are dr1ve states in: norma] |
’1nd1v1duals wh1ch exc1te overt act1on The résultant actton or behav1or‘

is adapt1ve or unadaptlve If adapt1ve “the resu]tant behav1or ' |
adlss1pates the d(l!g/state or 1nterna] exc1tatory st1mu1at1on but 1f the,
behav1or 1s unadapt1ve the 1nd1v10ua] susta1ns the 1n£erna1 excitation

: unt11 1t s termed anx1ety Th1s anxlety, 1f 1t resu]ts in cont1nua1

unadaptlve behavtor, 15 in. the broadest sense def1ned as neur051s. pe

. .
&

"wolpe s therapy, then cons1sts ot the use of one ~':

'-rec1proca11y 1nh1b1t anx1ety dur1ng wh1ch t1me the ]earnlng of adaptlve

:rbehav1or is active]y fac111tated" (Green ]973 p. 2) One such method f_f»“?v'>

”“a;rs assert1veness tra1n1ng whereby an- 1nd1v1dua) engages in "more or. )essiftfr’

I 1

raggress1ve behav1or but a]so the outward express1on of ¢ fr1end1y,

‘avaffect1onate and other non anx1ous fee]1ngs" (WOlpe 1958 p 11@)

From these theoret1ca1 beglnn1ngs, severa] authors have estab11shed "_'; f""

¥
"approaches to assert1veness tralnlng Jakubowsk1 (1973) was the flrst to

B present a systemattc approach to assertlveness tra1n1ng for women.

L Later, Lange and'Jakubowsk1 (1976) promoted severa] types of assertlve- :
"ness behav1or wh1ch 1nc1uded - ">a | | |
(a) Bas1c assert1veness (standlng up for personal r1ghts) |

(b) Empath1c assert1veness (communtcatlng understand1ng and- empathy),

l }(@) Escalat1ng assert1veness (gradua]]y 1ncreastng f1rmness), |

"technIQUes toff;ﬁ“ <



';A(d) Confront1ve assertlveness (pojhting:odt,mtstakes, giwingﬂ
~ d1rect1ons) o ; ST o
(e)_ And I- Ianguage assertaveness (express1ng negat1ve feel]ngs
phrased in "how I feel". language o
'.Phe]ps and Austln (]975) presented a program spec1f1ca1]y devoted to, the 5* =

' concerns of women 1n wh1ch there 1s an 1ntegratlon of assertlveness

' ~tra1n1ng w1th consc10usness ra1s1ng Bloom Coburn, and Pearlman (1975)

: f, also presented mater1a] related to women s r1ghts, 1rrat1ona1 belIefs, |

i‘and games women p]ay in avo1d1ng se]f-assert1veness. And of atmore .‘

’ recent nature Albert1 and Emmons (1978) presented an asserttveness.'f
“sj,btra1n1ng program 1n wh1ch "1nd1v1dua11ty 1s encou;aged .and the hope that ?i’f"vfg
onh will deve]op one s own. assert1ve style fo]]ow1ng gu1de11nes of B
‘ A_;honesty, dtrectness, respect for the rﬁghts of other%, -and. one s own -'t'
freedom of cho1ce in. se]f-assert1on“ (pp 64- 65) "

Assert1veness Anx1ety, and Hea]thy Personalgty. As stated 1n the

-ltaprev1ous sectlon, 1t appears that there 1s a d1rect 11nkage between ‘

fﬁassert1veness as 3 behav1or and anx1ety and neurot1c1sm Anx1ety is iij:;:l;,,“"
' ,jdef1ned by WO]pe (1958) as'"the autonom1c reponse‘pattern or patterns B
:‘that are character1stqca]]y part of the organ1sm s response to nox1ous

' st1mu]1“ (p. 34) These cons1stent anx1ety reponses are unadapt1ve and ,/ _v_d”;h;é

.‘:4‘_1n order to prov1de for a]ternat1ve adapat1ve responses WO1pe (1958)

.,

'3,;’presents three reSponse c]asses that oppOSe the e11c1tat1on of an anx1ety

“."response.’ These are as fo]]ows
(a) Assert1veness responses, B L e e

(b) Sexua] responses e T e L e T e

(c) And re]axatlon responses.’ | T e T Y

,:5Accord1ngly, the e11c1tat1on of an assertiVeneSS"response'williinhibit: o
LT e T e R LT DL S U T IR

N o PR . o R N

SR



°vjf;1n51ght and rellve pa1nfu1 expertencés in order to become more

' *fﬁfrom parenta] condtttona] regard The centra] factor 1"

n’/‘\'

e

;"the autqgomtc anx1ety pattern of behav1or and enab1e the anx1ous person‘

7;t0 take contrp] of h1s env1ronment Th]S 1mp11es that if assertlveness
\ . )

B responses a1d an 1nd1V1dua] 1n e11c1t1ng ]ess anx10us and neurotlc

.1‘

v“(",respbnses then there 1s a d1rect connectton to “hea]thy persona]1ty“ o

Other authors e]aborate upon thws theme., For examp]e, unassertlve

‘}1nd1v1duals are those "obsequ1ous 1nd1v1duals who 1nv1te maltreatment

N

through the1r pa551v1ty....Peop1e who are unab]e to behave assert1ve1y

56

‘_»w111 suffer cons1oerab1e aver51ve contro] by others (Bandura 1973'

: 'p 258) Secondly, t1mld and nonassert1ve 1nd1v1dua]s fa11 to obtatn

‘fa1r treatment and commkhly experlence anxletles dur1ng soc1a1 confronta—'¢

'Hft1ons (Rathus 1973) Thtrd]y, paSS1ve peop]e W111 to]erate da11y

-;:outrage allow themse]ves to be shoyed around and the1r r1ghts threatenedr‘“

N

17{1{and v1o]ated (Morlarty, 1975) Moreover Iack of assert1veness s

‘ .

“»f'frequent]y a source of referrals to psycho]ogtsts in. secondary schools

"=5jfﬁ;and untvers1ty counsellng centers (Rathus and Ruppert 1973)
: Dependtng upon the dlffertng theoret1ca1 po1nts of v1ew concern1ng

:7fgfthe orlg1ns and mod1f1cat1on of human behav1ora1 def1c1ts hea]thy

e

"5’}'persona]1ty 1n re]atlonshtp to assert1veness 1s v1ewef dtfferent]y. VFv@7a

"ifbfexample the psychoana]yst commonly v1ews t1m1d behav1or and concom1tant';'~" |
"rfﬁ“;anx1et1es as products of repressed ear]y exper1ence %htch produce

'~7yf;fee11ngs of QUI]t He/she may then prescrlbe that cl1ents be 91Ve" '.:f

Dy

'A/ﬁ"er tmeat-

-

: f”prOV1de the c11ent w1th a counterva111ng perm1551ve env1ronmént 1n wh;ch rf.

Ji?f;assert1ve. The Rogertan theraptst v1eWs 1nh1b1t1ons as ]argely resu1t1ng;?~}"

, ,z:‘fa?ment 1s uncond]t10na1 acceptance of h1s/her cl1ent 1n h1s/her attempt to o



3[”P051t1ve Features of Assertlveness

57

‘he/she w11] be ab]e to actua11ze h1§/her untque potential and become more.
fuily funct1on1ng The Rat1ona1 Emottve therap1st holds that :tratlonal
1deas form the basis for emot1ona] d1sturbance.. E]Tts (]962) states that v
- the more 1rrat10na1 1deas an 1nd1v1dua] has, the more anx10us and
aprestr1cted he/she 1s in capably and assert1ve1y reSpondlng to h1s/her -
env1ronment Treatment fundamenta]]y cons1sts of enab]1ng an 1nd1v1dua1
to observe, to understand and to change h1s/her 1rrat10na1 be]tefs 1nto
qrat1ona1 be]1efs whtch w111 he]p Tessen hls/her anx1ety and take more
contro] ‘of: h1s/her env1ronment And f1naT]y, the Behav1or therap1st
‘ -regards nonasserttve behav1or as the resu]t of a htstory of ma]adapt1ve
"'hab1t format1on. From thts theorettca] base WOTpe's (]958 1973) tact1c
’1s that assert1ve behav1or may be 1nsttgated and fear ot socia] confltcts
“,:rec1proca11y 1nh1b1ted accord1ng to pr1nc1p]es govern1ng 1nstrumentaT :
~1earn1ng CT]ent se]f 1n51ght and a. warm cltent therap1st reTatlonshtp

..

: are not regarded as’ necessary cond1t1ons.,» -

Control of Env1ronment and Soc1a1 Anx1ety., Many peop]e who are

,_;t1m1d, shy, and non assert1ve expertence a tremendous amount of anxtety
’;dur1ng soc1al 1nteract10ns. The anxtety they expertence dur1ng 1nter- ;j

: persona] 1nteract1ons often prevents them from expre551ng thETF true

'.i:fee11ngs and engag1ng 1n adaptlve 1nstrumenta1 behav1or. Consequent]y, Taf’w";f

4-,.‘

e one of the pos1t1ve aspects of assert1veness is-a decrement 1n an 1nd1v1-fff¢V
dua] s anxlety dur1ng SOCTa] 1nteract10ns (Sa]ter, 1949 wplpe, 1973)
Second]y, Bandura (1973) suggests that a subm1ss1ve person needs to
deve]op assert1veness responses that enab]e htm/her to contro] h1s/her it

o envrronment That is, nonassert1veness usuale 1mp11es a control of the rg‘”
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1nd1v1dgjﬂ by others (Bandura, 1973), i.e., the env1ronment and
converse]y, assert1veness 1mp11es a contro] by the 1nd1v1dua] over .

h1s/her own env1ronment

Emotional Freedom Ch01ce, and Self- respect Habits of emotiona]

v'freedom 1mp1y the ab111ty to give honest. feedback, i.e., to show one's -
true feellngs and to do .so0-in a frank and open manner (Lazarus, ]97])

nw"Emot1ona] freedom ‘opposes hypocrlsy, phon1ness, and decept1on..,:

b.sContrary to popu]ar be]1ef the resu]t of emot1ona] freedom is not

'ralxengfIOn or 1ncreased vu]nerab11ty, but decreased anx1ety, c]ose ‘and

mean1ngfu] relat1onsh1ps, se]f respect, and 50c1a1 adapt1v1ty (Lazarus

58

g ;?197], p- 116) Emot1ona1 freedom, cho1ce and se]f respect 1nc1ude "the "

””subtlet1es of 1ove and afdect1on empathy and compass1on, adm1ratlon and

apprec1at1on, cur1os1ty and 1nterest as well as anger, pa1n remorse

' skept1c1sm fear and sadness...tra1n1ng 1n emod1ona1 freedom 1mp]1es the

'vfspontaneous express1on of hea]thy emotlon refers to prev1ous def1n1t1ons i

' gassoc1ate assert1veness tra1h1ng w1th one upmansh1p and other decept1veij'] S

',”Negatxve Aspects of Assert1veness

{15recogn1t1on and appropr1ate express1on of each and every affectlve state

L

“Assertlveness and,Aggress1on Many people often 1ncorrect]y 11nk

‘-flassert1veness w1th aggress1veness.; "The d1fferences between assert1on
] and aggress1on shou]d be noted s1nce outburts of host111ty, rage or.*'
.resentment usua]]y denote pent up or accumu]ated anger rather than the

’lfspontaneous express1on of hea]thy emot1on“ (Lazarus, 1971 p 116) T

R games and p]oys wh1ch have no p]ace in the forthr1ght and honest

‘hrwééﬁ‘hf

\:'g1ven or. emot1ona] freedom and control of the env1ronment.',"Many peop]e e

s b £ 1R S 15 vl e P et
Yo : X i \ . .
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expresswon of one's ba51c fee11ngs" (Lazarus, 1971 _. 116)
To exp]awn the d1fferences between assertlveness and aggresswveness

more fu]]y, the author fe]t that the most lucia approach was to elaborate

'upon ‘the non-assertlve/assert1ve/aggre551ve cont1nuum of behav1or.

Cont1nuum of behav1or is def1ned in “the fo]]ow1ng quote:

3

y ...there are 3 poss1b1e broad approaches to the conduct of inter-
" personat re1at10ns. The first .is to cons1der one's self only and -
- ride roughshod_over others....The second possible approach is a]ways
. to. putrothers bpfore. one's self....The third approach- is the ‘golaen
. mean....The in ividual places himself first, but takes others 1nto

ﬂ.account (w01 e, 1969 pp.,19 20) o .

_A]bertl and Emmons (1978) e]aborate upon th]S d1st1nctton even N

-

further

L We be11eve that one’ shou]d be ab]e to “choose for one s se]f how to

" act in a given c1rcumstance " If the "polite restraint" response is

" too well: deuelopedywone ‘may be.unable to. make the cho1ce to act'as he-
" or.she would like to. If the: aggre551ve response is'over-developed,

- one may be unable to achieve one's goals without hurt1ng others.-

59

" This freedom of choice and exercise of self- control is made possible N

- by the deVe]opment of. assertive responses . for 51tuat1ons which- have .

- previously. produced non assert1ve or aggress1ve behav10r based on -
- anx1ety.;v( 1]) R i N ; B

s Tab]e I demonstrates the spec1f1c d1fferences 1n the non assert1ve/

's1assert1ve/aggre551ve cont]nuum of behav1or (A]bert1 & Emmons ]978 p

VaﬂO) ' "The chart d1sp]ays severa] fee]1ngs and consequences typtcal for

- ¢

fffs1ve..; Also shown for each of these modes of behav1or, are the 11ke]y
- p%tconsequences for the person toward whom the act1on 1s d1rected ;{,;7t‘
i 5a5}1(rece1ver)" (A]bert1 & Emmons, 1978 p 1]) Consequent]y, Tab]e I
:’reveals that the non assert1ve response of the actor 1s typ1ca11y
‘f.{ifse]f denylng and 1nh1b1ted from express1ng actua] fee11ngs o Due to f{f?

'fee11ngs of anx1ety and/or hurt from thls 1nadequate behav1or the

E

,:};the person (actor) whose behav1or 1s non assertlve assertlve or aggnes-‘ff_,}""'“

b";recelver is al]owed to choose for hlm or her and he or, she thus, seldom e
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" TABLE 1

NON-ASSERTIVE/ASSERTIVE /AGGRESSIVE CONTINUUM

Non-Assertive
- Behavior

:‘» As‘Actor

'AggressiQe -

. Behavior.

‘Assertive
-+ . Behavior -

\Aszotof:"‘ﬁ

>gse1f40ehying.e

'Inhibjted,

- ‘Hurt;sanxioos, ‘_
~and allows others
. to choose. '

Does not achieve
desired goal.

“Self-enhancing

L. at the expense .

- of others,

Expressive;‘°

' Deprec1ates others

and chooses for .
others..

. Achieves des1red o

goal.by hurt1ng
others LR

”Express

self-enhancing. |\

d

» ‘Feels good about ‘

himself and chooses R

;‘,;~ for self,
o May ach1eve d951reo
*Agoal ' :

N As;Receiverf

jggAs.ReoeiVer;f{,f,

B As Recéivefib'

fi‘ 'Gu11ty or angry
- ~Deprec1ates ac{or, 1‘ °”
T'AehieVes déS?reo }ﬂe;* b

. goal ‘at actor's
; a”f‘jreXpense. e

Self denylng

Hurt defens1ve

Does not achleve

hum111ated.u _‘,;!'

oes1red goal.;a;-

‘“'w;sseﬁf enhan61n9
o -v._‘.;‘:.Express]Ve

"May ach1eve de51red

goa]
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:6]
achtevesidesired‘goaTS: The aggress1ve response of the actor a]though
"express1ve of feellngs and perhaps self enhanc1ng, hurts the recetver in

‘“\;the Process by-makjng h1s or her cho1ce for the‘”h d thus, Tessen1qg

thetr se]f worth The rece1ver ends up fee11ng huT' "put down"

;:defenswve and/or hum111ated The aggre551ve respo .e may ach1eve goa]s B

.Tﬂbut thus may-a]so generate frustrat1on hatred and hurt fee1ngs.,-0 T["
the other hand 9 approprlately assert1ve behavmor 1n the same swtuattont'

' woqu be self—enhanc1ng for the actor an honest express10n of.feeilngs
H; and usuaTTy ach1eves goa]s....Hav1ng chosen for onese]t how to act a _J'?
'V good feellng typ1caTTy (not a]ways) accompan1es the assert1ve response f

:‘7 (even when one S. goa]s are not ach1eved)" (Albert1 &,Emmons 1978 p. 12)

’

The concepts of TabTe I are further cTar1f1ed bysihe foTTow1ng case

“’ v"..v .

o :exampTe... o
g Mr. and Mrs A are at d1nner in a moaerately expens1ve restaurant \R"'
CMr.A. -had’ ordered a rare steak, but when’ the’ steak is served, Mri A.
~finds. it to be. very weTT done, contrary to. h1s order.a H1s behav1or
1s.e.;afw;=: SN TR T B ST o

Lo ,_'_:

'f, ( lz/Non assertwve--Mr A grumbles to h1s wite about the "burned"

meat, and- observes that ‘he.won't patronlze this restaurant in’

- the future., He says" noth1ng to, the waitress....His dinner. and

_.evening. are. h1gh]y unsat1sfactory, and he feels guilty.for R
q'_ytf'haVIng taken no-action. Mr. A's estimate of himself, and Mrs.:,”

a:fjA s est1mate of h1m are both def]ated by thTS exper1ence, ,,_;;?:

(b)Y A ggress1ve--Mr A angr1ly summons the wattress to h1s tabTe.f S
.. He berates tier loudly and unfairly for not. comp]y1ng with his’
< -order,- His faction ridicules the waitress . and embarrass Mrs. A
2+ - He demands" ‘and receives another steéak, this one to his T1k1ng ,
" He feels in control of the. ‘Situation; ‘but Mrs. A's embarrassment
. creates friction between them, and spo1ls their’ evening. The .
o, mwaitress is hum1]1ated and: angry and Toses her p01se for the
-*”rest of. the even1ng, -,_a;_~,. S o ey

'jug;-i(C)g;Asserttve--Mr A mot1ons the wa1tress to hTS table., Not1ng
©. .- that-he had ordered-a rare steak, he shows her the well-done :
.-meaty asking politely but firmly. that it be returned to the

S -kitchen and repTaced with the rare-cooked: steak he or1gtna1]y L
: '.;requested ‘The waitress apolog1zes ‘for the ‘error, -and. short]y e
”*:_'returns w1th a rare steak The A s enJoy d1nner t1p

e




’ ) Summary IR . '-Af T

accord1ngly, and Mr. A: feeTs sattsfactton w1th himself. The
wa1tress is p]eased w1th a satisfied customer and an adequates
tip.. (A]bert1 & Emmons, 1978 pp 20 2]) : . . '

’ . . : . o : R

. .

To summartze, the 11terature has 1mp11ed that theoretwca]]y, '
assert1veness responses are d1rect]y 11nked to hea]thy pensona11ty
Asserttveness responses are v1ewed as hea]thy for the fo]]owxng reasons

(a) They prec1p1tate a contro] of one's envvronment _'-tté f

(b) Used as a technlque they recrproca]]y 1nh1b1t anx1ety dur1ng

 which t1me the 1earn1ng of adaptlve responses is. fac111tated

",(c)'”And they prec1p1tate emotlonal freedom, cholce, and se]f—respect.- ﬁa,f;‘r"

. ‘i°Bloom Coburn, & Pear]man, 1975 Cotler & Guerm@ 1976 Jakubowskl, 1976 f]fﬁinv"'

f;rjanx1ety,'stud1es have_explored the relatlonshlp‘between assertiveness**

“'.tra1n1ng and therapeutlc outcome. 'Q;3‘“tﬁ . ;;,h 3_?ﬁ”ifff’f;;olﬂ,J*'f?v/;°”““'

.chéver an. emphasxs has been placed upon d15t1ngu1sh1ng between ‘an | L rf
”assert1veness response and an aggress1ve response An aggress1ve : yif :i
t{}iresponse 1s def1ned as an outburst of host111ty, rage Jresentment or' | . i
‘;Pe:t-up emot1on rather than the honest expresswon of one s, bas1c fee]1ng f’; z,l?};gi
a1 4§pec1f1c Research o ‘;Q*ftrfv;pfv;' ;Ki ;? S ;i;};é

. Therapeut1c Outcome Inltlally, assertlueness tralntng.recelved f:?fﬂ
35;11tt1e emphas1s 1n research as compared to other behav1ora1 procedures {Z*;7 {}';,to
'e‘ffé(Cot1er & Guerra, ]976) However of a régent nature, assert1veness 7 g:}i:;
7f'Lttra1n1ng has rece1ved con51derab]e attentlon (Albert1 & Emmons,v1978 | {'j

]

S "Lazarus, 1971 McFa]T & L1llesand 1971 Rathus. 1972 1973 Holpe, ]9582f'H> ‘éf
I 8. ATt
"rv;,Jgag 1980 wglpe Lazarus, ]966) Hav1ng evo]ved from Salter s (1949)_;gf9g; ol
and wolpe s (1958) ba51c premlse that asserttveness recipr00611¥ 1"h‘b‘t5¥%;e5»?fsl;4-
nd dolpe: e




Sa]ter'(1949)'applied hds "excitatory re?]exes" Jmost un1versa11y to
the patients he described wo]pe (l958 , 0N the other hand, found these
.procedures (whlch he labelled assert1ve rather than exc1tatory) effect1ve

.only in cases whereby it was necessary to overcome unadaptlve anxtety in

1nterpersona1 re]at1onsh1ps. wo]pe (1969) further e]aborated by statlng

_that assert1veness tra1n1ng was not effect1ve 1n cases in wh1ch non- -
. e o

s 1nterpersona1 anx1ety such as fear of he1ghts, fear of darkness, or im-

,wh1ch the presence of a part1cu1ar 1nd1v1dua] was the anx1ety provok1ng
iicond1t10n. In the 51tuat1ons prev1ous1y ment1oned Wolpe (1958 31969)

=

‘preferred systemat1c desens1tlzat1on as: a techn1que. However Sa]ter

.

_(]974) has recent]y dec]ared that his more untversal app11cat1on was due
| to the fact that he regards his theory of exc1tat1on as a more g]dbal '_-
theory and "assertion tra1n1ng as a mene wart.on the pickle of B

}exc1tat1on"-(Cot]er & Guerra, 1976 Pp. 204) '

L "Between 1966 and ]970 the number of art1c1es on assertion tra1n1ng
i‘ and assert10n-re]ated procedures began to increase dramat1ca11y“ (Cot]er
‘ & Guerra, 1976, p. 205). Lazarus (1966) reported a study in wh1ch his
‘Lresults (basea on behav1ora] change) showed that behav1ora] rehearsa] was
effectlve in 92% of the cases direct advice. in 44% of the cases, and’ g0
7nond1rect1ve therapy in-32% of the cases.( A later study by Lazarus was
‘51gn1f1cant because it was one of the ftrst articles that eva]uated
:;fassert1veness tra1n1ng in groups rather than just 1nd1v1dua11y ThlSh“
i:study descr1bed the cond1t1ons for runn1ng such a group as we]] as the
‘fspec1f1c procedures.; Bandura (1969) reported successful ‘treatment of two

/
ma]es dtagnOSed with obsessive compu]s1ve dlsorders when assertlveness

Ry tra1n1ng was ut1]1zed Wilson and Sm1th (1968) successfu]ly treated a

\ ihOSpltB] pat1ent w1th multiple problems us1ng systemat1c desens1ttzat1on,

2 bl o ot e © e+ e
K B
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assertiveness training, and fami]& therapy. And finally; JUring this’
! A . { g )

,_time Piaget and Lazarus (i969) reported on the combnned effect of
Lsystemat1c desens1t1zat1on and behav1ora1 rehearsa1 in-treating. severa}
cases. “

“Beg1nn1ng in 19]0 the 1nterest and research in assert1on tra1n1ng
( began to proliferate” (Cot]er & Guerra 1976 p. 206) I't was in th1s

period that assert1veness tra1n1ng was done more in groups than indivi-

dually and has Jncreas1ng]y become ‘the treatment of choice in recent

ayears'(Hedguest & weinhold 1970 Shoemaker & Pau]son, 1973) In a study

“ by Ra\\US 1973b), seven nonassert1ve women ‘met for seven sess1ons.

- 64

Compared to a p]acebo treatment group and no treatment group, the women S

group which rece1ved assert1veness tra1n1ng reported s1gn1f1cant1y more
assertive behav1ors on the Rathus Assertiveness Schedu]e (Rathus, ]973a);
and on taped 1nterv1ews Weinman, Gelbart, Wa]]ace and Post (1972)
obta1ned behav1ora] and self- report changes in 1nteracttons, assert1ve-
ness, and se]f report changes w1th a group of ma]es ]abel]ed as chron1c
'scﬁhzophren1cs; work1ng w1th a group of ma]e psychot1c pat1ents, Booraem

and Flowers (1972) obta1ned behav1ora1 and self- report 1mprovement

fo]]ow1ng assert1veness tra1n1ng : M1tche]] (1971) demonstrated a greater'

:reduct1on of m1gra1nekheadaches wﬂth a group which received applied

Tl

‘}rélaxation, densensitization, and assertiveness training, as compared to:"~

L

. a group which received only relaxation, and a no treatment group.

.However; the number of subjetts was smai],ftota11jng‘onf§ seven; seven,
~ and three in"each group respectﬁvely. . | ‘

_; Of late, the emphasis o? research,has beenkin iso]atingdthe‘effecttve
. componénts of assertivenessrtrédnipg (Alberti & Emmons, 1978;‘Cot1er‘§'

Guerra, 1976; Eisler, Hersen, & Miller, 1973; Friedman, 1971; Lazarus &

w -
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Fay, 19755 McFall & Lillesand, 1971 McFall & Marston, 1970; Phelps &
Austin, 1975; Rathus,:1972 1973). Resu]ts in all these stud1es showed

‘that the treatment effect (treatments which used either behav1ora]

I

rehearsa1"modeling, performance feedback ro]ep]ay1ng, or 1nstruct10n)

S \

'b‘produced superlor results on gssertlveness behav10r as compared to

’ contro] groups. Furthermore, a study by E1s]er Hersen-M11]er, and

Blanchard (1975) demonstrated the-behav1ora] comp]ex1ty “of what is

\\

common]y referred to as "assertlveness" and a]so supported a st1mu1us-'
‘specific theory of assert1veness; "That;1s,»an 1nd1v1dua].who is
assertdve in one interpersona1 COntext may not be assertjve}inlar
‘-; d1fferent 1nterpersona1 env1ronment" (EiSier, HerSen,}Milier,-& ’

B]anchard 1975, p. 339). : I - ‘

Methods of Assentiveness Training

Modeling.'fModeiing has been‘anieffective}methodain teachinobl‘
1nd1v1duals how to behave more assert1ve1y (Bandura 1973' Bergin-&
T_Suwnn, 1975). Mode]1ng has been employed as an effecttve therapeutlc

technfque to change nonassert1ve behavior in adu]ts, hospitalized
‘patients}and college students (EiS]er Hersen, &. Miller, 1973;‘Frtedman,
]971 Goldste1n Martens, Hubben,,Van Bell, Schaaﬁ,fWiersma, & Goedhart,
1973 Kazain, 1974; McFall & L111esand 1971; Young, Rimm, & Kennedy,
1973)‘ D]fferent types of mode11ng g1ven in the trainino process havev
been 11ve (Frledman, 1971), f11nkv10eotape (Rathus, 1973), and -
' ‘audlo/taperecorded mode]s (McFa]] & Lillesand, 1971) i

Using undergraduate women, Young, R1mm and Kennedy (1973) found that

: mode11ng alone swgn1f1cantly 1ncreased assert1veness responses as

65

compared to a contro] group Retnforcement was added to mode]1ng but did

T 4 St il s



not increase assertlveness responses as compared to mode]1ng alone, -

Rathus (17973) used v1deotapes w1th .models d1scuss1ng assertiveness

behaviors and found that whlle SubJects showed-an increase in. assertive-

L

ness behav1ors, the1r social fear rema1ned unchanged Kazdxn (1974)
’1nvest1gated covert mode11ng (1mag1ned scenes in wh1ch a model performed
assert1ve1y), covert mode]1ng p]us re1nforcement (1mag1ned scenes ln

wh1ch a model performed assertlve]y and pos1t1ve re1nforcement fo]lowed

©

mode performante), no mode11ng (1mag1ned w1th ne1ther an assert1ve mode]

nor pOSlt]VE rewnforcement), or’ delayed treatment. Resu]ts showed that

. the mode]1ng relnforcement group tended to have grea;er assertlveness

behav1or at post treatment assessment and fo]low-up (three months) than

the other groups Eisler, Hersen & M11]er s (1973) study 1nd1cated that

' observat1on of a v1deotaped mode] fac1]1tated acqu1s1t1on of responses on

a

RV

flve of e1ght assert1veness behav1ors to spec1f1c s1tuat1ons in psychla-’

tric pat1ents.' On the other hand pat1ents who pract1ced the1r own .

behav1ora] reperto1res w1thout coachtng or ro]ep]ay1ng d1d not 1mprove in

assert1Veness behav1or

RoJe p]ay1ngﬁ1n Assertlveness Tra1n1ng Ro]e-p]ay1ng has been one of ;

the maJor technlques used by 1nstructors durtdg assert1veness tra1n1ng

(Lazarus ]966) It may be used to express one s feel1ngs of resentment ‘\.

to persona] 511ghts and unfa1rness (wolpe and Lazarus, 1966 wO1pe 1969
]973) or 1t may be used to 1nh1b1t ma]adapat1ve behav1ors such as aggres-
:s1veness Jealousy, and compet1t1veness (Casey, 1973)

A study by Aiduk (1972) compared Jreatments cons1st1ng of behav1oral
rehearsal alone, behav1ora] rehearsa] w1th v1deotape feedback and
systemat1c se]f—evaluat1on Resu]ts 1nd1cated that assertfveness

tra1n1ng techn1ques produced s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve changes in
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assert1veness responses. That 1s, a]l tralned SubJECtS 1mproved s1gn1f1--s

cantly more in assert1veness behav1ors than d1d the contro] groupm,f' v

@

: However, no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found between treatment groups. .
Lo

f .

_ Hedqu1st and we1nhold>(1970) found that a behthoral rehearsa] group

emitted more assert1veness verbal responses than a p]acebo control

t

group. McFall and Marston (1970) d1d not fxnd a 91gn1f1cant d1fference

between behav1ora1 rehearsa1<y1th feedback as compared to behav1ora1

:brehearsa] a]one And Etsler Hersen‘ Mt]]er & B]anchard (1975), u51ng

iirole p]ay1ng found s1gn1f1cant d1fferences on asserttveness behav1ors !

'“between h1gh and ]ow asserttve subJects. : ; ,t“;,f R | R

|

1

Modeltng and Ro]e-p]ay1ng in Assert1veness Tra1n1ng The 11terature,_7f _

as po1nted out in the prev1ous‘sect1on has been unc]ear concern1ng

awhether mode]1ng used w1th other technlques, i. e., coachtng or feedback

1s more effect1ve than when mode11ng is used a]one

‘

RN

Frwedman (1972) compared d1fferent forms of mode11ng w1th and°w1thout S

kS K

dlrected ro]ep]ay1ng for 1ncreas1ng assertxveness behav1or in pass1ve ¥

N e
: co]lege students Behav1ora1 mode]xng 1n conJunct1on w1th d1rected ro1e L

E assert1veness responses. A]so Synder {1972) found a c]ear super1or1ty : SR hé;

p]aylng was the most effecttve treatment produc1ng a tr1p1e 1ncrease 1n SIS
A S

of behaV1ora1'rehearsa1 mode]1ng, ‘and s11ent read1ng over the contro] ' o i

o that verba] mode]tng and theraplst coachlng 1ncreases subJect refusa] of

"uﬁnl1zed in the 1ast two stud1es.. Covégf rehearsal comb1ned w1th

';'aud1o mode11ng, coachtng, ano overt pract1ce have proven to enhance ,” N

-assertjveness_behay1or (McFa11,&}L1]1esand, 1971). However,.1nfa:series' o

but no 51gn1f1cant d1fferences between the treatment packages

McFa]l and- Llllesand (1971), and McFa]l and Marston (1970) have shown

'unreasonab]e tasks A standardtzed semi- automated procedure was’

)

e N



»of experlments conducted on co]lege students (McFall & Twentyman 1973),

i behav1ora] rehearsa] seemed to be the most 1mportant varlable in br1ngtng

~ about’ asserttveness behav10r w1th modeltng add]ng llttle when comb]ned
w1th rehearsa] This resu]t occurred whether v1sua] or aud1tory methods
were used And a]so, no d1fferences were found between overt and covert

: rehearsal in effect1veness ‘ Bandura (1971) has clatmed however that the
‘confused resu]ts may be due to the fact that 1nstruct10na1 procedures
‘1such as coach1ng, may merely be a spec1a] form of m0de11ng In another
fstudy, Parr (1974) ]ooked at treatments ConSIStlng of m0de11ng,v,‘ 7
T‘behav1ora1 rehearsa] mode]tng Pplus behav1ora] rehearsal placebo contro].

-or scrlpt counseltng, and delayed treatment control Flnd1ngs were

“'5;:1nconCIUS1ve a]though results suggested that mode]lng p]us rehearsa]

” 7[contr1buted add1t1ve1y to treatment, and that modellng and. rehearsal

1‘_fa]one were equa]]y eftecttve 1n aSSert1veness tra1n1ng

Eva]uat1ng Asserttveness.i Many authors state that assertiveness

1atra1n1ng is .more d1ff1cu1t to evaluat% than some of the other behav1ora1

'”approaches (A]bert1 & Emmons 1978) Reasons for th1s are as fo]lows

( ) The class1f1catton of "asserttve" and "nonasserttve" behav1ors )

covers a much broader area than other behav1ora]]y deftned
’(,problems such as "phoblas ,\1mpotency",-“anorex1a" | B
,‘(B)d There ls often a myr1ad of spec1f1c well deftned goals, o
:tc) Asserttveness tra1n1ng often has many dtfﬁerentrtypes of
treatment methods,

Cw 4

o ‘(d)LfAnd much of the past wrlttng in th]S area has come from the L

’

o pr1vat sector of therap1sts and tratners where exper1menta1
e

dESIQH and stat1st1ca1 analys1s 1s not we1ghed as heav1ly as.

ju : B . ‘ -

e

T e S e e e ]



JUSt 1ook1ng at some changes in behav1or and se]f~report
measures 1n a cursory manner" (Cot]er & Guerra, 19761 p., 208)
As w1th se]f d1sclosure, assertvveness 1s measured prtmartly by '
: 1nventor1es Some of these 1nventoraes (paper and penc11 quest1onna1res)
used are as follows.v . ~};.,‘3 Con A ,b ‘ ’:fr | '
a). wmoughby, 19205 S e
" (b) Wolpe and Lange, 19645 e

) _:-b(c)vswolpe and Lazarus 1966 ”‘:; r"- bl—~5tef‘ 'f';‘f; s fﬁiyaﬁgféghﬁilg~
.’“v('dl')_'fq'Rathus, ]973 -‘: | S

| h:(e)7fAnd Gambr111 and R1chey, ]975 :*}iyiﬂa ;}';;thdb[{fd' . ﬁw

There are some ob3ect1ons to u51ng these ouesttonna1res due to the fb; ;é;

E concerns about the1r re11ab111ty and valldtty when each 1tem 1s not 3’ 'EE
- dlseussed 1nd1v1dua1]y, and second]y, an Jnd1v1dua] may score as 1f he 1s -5
very assert1ve but st111 need assert1veness tra1n1ng '<"However there 1s %

L ]1tt]e doubt that se]f report(measures such as these w1]] conttnUe to be =é}
"égﬁé f:i used 1n evaluat1ng the outcome of assert1on tra1n1ng, consequentty;‘tt‘ _??
| wou]d be most benef1c1a1 to deve10p paper and penc11 se]f report measures ;g-

‘ .i wh1ch wou]d lend themse]ves to more accurate stat1st1ca1 evaluat1on"mraﬁ"i ﬁ?
(Cot]er & Guerra 1976, p 208) Desplte these cr1t1c1$ms, 1nventor1es L g vét

st1]1 can be qu1te usefu] in he1p1ng to assess assert1veness. o | ..fd
o ' 1'.‘,'; More recently, others have eva]uated assert1veness through behav1ora] w_‘“;t, ir?{
| ' Tu'; measures (A]bertt & Emmons, 1978 Cot]er & Guerra, 1976) Some ot these ; i “i

1nc1ude the ab111ty to ro]e play, coach, 1nteract WIth others dur1hg
tra1n1ng, or. the types of behav1dra] responses (verba] and noverbaT)
gtven dur1ng the tra1n1ng However there 1s thought that the behav1ora]

f_observatton,sheets‘devnsed»shouldt)nclude more‘Spec1f1cvbaseltneydata,‘d S
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.,‘:aand also that the spec1f1c behav1ors tabu]ated should be eva]uated f,,"“-.

K ) . T
i 4‘”} -

h:~stat1st1ca]]y by the therap1st or by the 1mpart1a1 observer. tﬂ¢_~')'“]“»"" ﬁ:';~:ﬁf

””Assert1veness Tra1n1ng Programs ;f;‘

t

Var1ous 1nd1v1duals have founded assert1veness tra1n1ng programs

(A]bert1 & Emmons 1978 Beaub1en,.]978 Lange and Jakubowskt, ]976

“'}f;Phe]p' & Aust1n, 1975) 5?A1though these programs d1ffer, the common

uwidenom1nators between a] %these groupsiare as fd]lows ’pfif"f

‘i}fﬁ‘.pnocess goals are: "ﬂa;.yﬁhi&;t?fiiﬁﬂu.‘.‘ ERTR AN ~i?:

; . ‘;i(') ‘To. 1dent1fyv$pectfic s1tuatione andvbehav1ors wh1ch‘wou1d be the “): ng
' T k,»‘?focus of tra1n1ng,b-' o o v' o " | ?' o : ,;i
'534;f(5)3jTo teach/the partic1pants how to aecertaln it they have acted }fi

_assert1ve1y rather than aggress1ve1y or non assert1ve1y,‘:‘hffftf."f

o (c) ‘To he]p 1nd1v1duals to accept the1r persona] righ;s and the

f”rtghts of others,,}4:"fltszif;;;h7;;';f - ;ffff f:;,vf‘
| _»;'(d)_]To 1dent1fy and moa1fy the part1c1pants' 1rrat10na] assumptions
, “'fiﬁif7ffwh1ch produce excess1ve anx1ety and anger “and resu]t in non- -cpl&;i}';;

: o e ,A_'-.

viA {55;,]’,7'”;;lassert1veness aﬂa aggre551on.,, vfjfﬂf§,y-],*~




©

"(e)a:To glve spec1f1c feedback on how the members cou]d 1mprove the1r
| i;‘assert1veness behav1or -and pos1t1ve1y re1nforce success1ve (
1mprovements 1n assert1veness behav1or. -
'ﬁ,(f)"And to. mOdel a]ternat1ve assert1veness responses as needed and f-f
| ‘,d1sp1ay 1eadersh1p behavwor wh1ch is characterlzed by assert1ve-
u”ﬁ’:ness rather than aggress1on or. nonassert1veness (Lange &

 Jakubowsk1, 1976)

i PR S 'ff] S T R L TR R R U G

Conc]us1ons and Summary
Conc]us1ons drawn from var1ous studles on the effect1veness of C f»f}”Vl "
d1fferent methods of assert1veness tra1n1ng are 1nconc1us1ve. .However; B

“some genera] conclus1ons ‘can be ]]Sted : e:f,ifﬁ}“* f‘bf""e7'}5"2fkfz;?”'f:ﬁ'i

T‘fd(V; Assert1veness tra1n1ng, whatever the method cons1stent]y shows ;

:v't_f519n1f1cant effects over no tra?ﬁnng, even 1f there are. on]y a L o
'iirfew tr1als, ;nkhea;'hjgé_;;y'\pe;,»r;?i f:ef' j;e‘é;‘v.i:uxi ;jf_~ﬁfsfk»é
5f(b).fw1th on]y one or two trlals 1nd1v1dua1 methods of assert1veness | .;
'ff‘:btra1n1ng do not seem to dlffer “in. the1r effect1venes$ to br1ng » ﬁ
tb.?about assert1veness behav1or~1:‘]f;;2¢-gf.}:j{fa'Fefd f:“;if ;fi;di:;a - }

‘vih)ﬂ°A"d assert1veness tra1n1n9. whatever the mEthOG ut1]1zed can

o

.
At i A L o S m

-af1ead to some genera11zat1on to s1m1]ar 51tuat1ons.

Y

Also, from the research c1§gd it m1ght be conc]uded that results of

'hffevaluat1ve studtes on assert1veness tra1n1ng, although st111 g :

5.r;1ncone1u51ve,» , L :,5
f{dlsclosure . y~ f“{ §
'hconcluSIOn = E

‘Z"7fffjf;> (a) There has not been the overgeneralwzat1on of research resu]ts

7Vf&f§fjfeﬂff- found 1n the se]f-€1sclosure area. Stud1es have supported a

s E
- .
Ca




;‘igassertlveness and selT dlsclosure. Desp1te the usefu]ness of

e 35fassert1veness or se]f d1sé?g£Mre r_zgp;_}

S ,Thus of a’ more recent nature both'areas have a]so 1ncluded behav1ora]

o L -
_ stimuius?specific theory of aSsertfveness : "That 1s, an 1nd1v1-.
- dual who is assertlve 1n one 1nterpersona1 context may not be o
ffassert1ve in a d1fferent 1nterpersona] context" (Els]er Hersen,
miller, & Blanchard, 1975; p. 339); |
va)thesearch on assert1veness tra1n1ng has bas1ca]1y evolved from a
Behav1ora1 mode] whereas research on. d1sclosure has evo]ved from
‘bf Humanlst1c Psychoana]yt1c Behav1ora] and Ex1stent1a1 mode]s
'vc(q),vAssert1veness responses may not be as: complex to study as se]f- =
1 ?d1sclos1ng reSponSes. whereas assertlveness messages are 1ooked
f5upon as hea1thy responses recent theoret1ca] development ono
o i'Edself dlsclosure does not look upon a]] se]f d1sc]os1ng responses
has healthy The elus1ve relattonsh1p between se]f d1sclosure.f
;fVZand pos1t1ve menta] hea]th has on]y been g{nmpsed at wh1]e
,;{Hbfliassert1veness re%ponses are seen as hea]thy as 1ong as the
}?gfdlstlnct1on between aggress1veness and assert1veness 15 we]]
'f'_-__"’.“understood, o 11;:,_;_ .f : : :

"»f'(d) 'And the 1ssues of ethlcs and pr1vacy seem to be accentuated 1nf’ o

"jfjself dlsclosure research Although these issues are found 1n ;ffaif'"

23;/5~fa11 psych01091cal research they are more predom1nant in ;ff\;A;,f“°;fr Cabd

'.research whose purpose 1s to dea] w1th prtvate maﬁer1a1 of”the 1_fffe.7'”e 5‘5

e‘subJect 1nvolved.»;

A f1na] thought concerns the dlff1culty found in measur1ng both L

.,4‘1nventor1es there 1s much’ doubtdpseig_w"ﬁxher they measure actua]

g

. fmeaébres As mentloned prev1ously, both types of measurement appear to

. ¢ . SRR N I e
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fhf;fi}, Carkhuff (]969) has descrlbed two phases of therapy

73

' have‘usefulness.; The 1nventory can be used as a measurement of an o
1nd1v1dua1 s percept1on of the spec1f1c behav1or measured wh1]e a- |
behavwora] cod1ng system can be used as a measurement of the actua]
behav1or 1n the spec1f1c s1tuat1on.. However th]S d1st1nct1on 1s not
rea]]y dep1cted 1n ‘the l1terature as: 1nventor1es contlnue to- be used ash

’* measurements of actua] self d1sclosure or actua] se]f assert1veness in jh

spec1f1c s1tuat1ons. o

0vera1] Eva]uat1on and Gu1de11nes to Present Study

A rev1ew of the 11terature revea]ed that whether a c11ent se]f—

" [ . B
- d1scloses or not dur1ng counsellng and/or psychotherapy can have pos1t1ve e
. B L\ e o ‘ .
or negat1ve consequences concern1ng c11ent success. Suff1c1ent ev1Qence:'ﬂv"‘

has accumu]ated to 1nd1cate that se1f-dlsclosure is. an 1mportant

cond1t1on for %@nstructlve persona]1ty change and that successful f}{
. L
patlents tend to engage in greater depth of se]f d1sclosure than unsuc-
A

cessfu] pat1ents (Derlega & Cha1k1n, ]975 Rogers,'1960 Strassberg &

Anchor, 1979' Strassberg, Anchor Gabel & Cohen, 1978 Truax, ]963

L . D -

1968 Truax and Carkhuff 1965)

| “jhf( ) The downward or 1nward phase of therapy 1nvo]v1ng movement ﬂ]];._*t*"f'ai

'.jf1nward toward a depth of exp]orat1on of the prob]em area

. ui(b)ltAnd second]y, the upward or outward phase of therapy 1n whlch
| dfthere 1s constructlve act1on by the c]1ent toward resolv1ng the
5pprob1em area.'.;" T -

ThlS study represented a further exp]orat1on 1nto Carkhutf s (1969)

e it e e S e e e T e e e T

def1n1tion of the f1rst phase of therapy.‘ In other s,rwhat are the f7';;1’

' methods ava1]ab]e to the counselor to fac1l]tate cl1ent selt d1sclosure? - :

XY
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An abundance of 11terature has appeared re]at1ng counse]or empathy,ﬂi
f%A; nonpossess1ve warmth and se]f d1sc1051ng behav1or to cllent se]f- =
d1sclosure (Carkhuff 1969 Mann & Murphy, 1975 Truax, 1966a, 1966c,‘

%“ ]968 Truax & Carkhuff 1965) However, to the present researcher s ?

know]edge, no research ‘has been found concerning the conceptua] 11nk

between assert1veness and se]f-d1sclos1ng responses or how assertlveness

. g o _ S
g;,tra1n1ng m1ght be a p0551b1e method 1n fac111tat1ng—c11ent se]f- L e
: o L T S e T
: d’SC]Osure-' B e Lo Jf*_;;d . _»” TN

ﬂ,f“;__ ‘»" From the rev1ew of the 11terature, 1t i§ ev1dent that much research
| has been done on both se]f d1sclosure and assert1veness. And although ":i;e) i*h
these concepts have been researched separate]y, the fo]low1ng commona]1—in:;nf*;

sy t1es have been found to EXISt between the two var1ab1es' t | .

‘e;( ) Both approprlate se]f d1sclos1ng responses and appropr1ate

assert1veness responses have been recogn1zed as effect1ve com--
munlcatlon skxlls -in 1nterpersona1 re]at10nsh1ps,. -

‘ ?f, (b) Appropr1ate self d1sc1os1ng responses and appropr1ate assert1ve-~v-

'"'f'f ness re5ponses contrwbute to. pos1t1ve self concept and healthy "’-j};;;f

personallty,

e ) And due to the connectlon to effect1ve communlcatlon sk1lls and
A«e~p051t1ve se]f—concept many commun1catlon sk1lls workshops and f"*'

modules have been constructed 1n order to teach 1nd1v1dua]s
Y

-}: appropr1ate se]f d1sclosure and appropr1ate asserttveness.;%fitva_t53fﬁf”'J
And a]though not exp11c1tly stated in the llterature but as;

thorough]y d1scussed prevtously, further connections between se]f-

” 1 dtsclosing reSponses and assert1veness responses were stated as fo]]ows '"';,'f=~ j

e
-

[



N

r;;fand assertlveness. Stnce 1nventor1es have been found to lack in

’»"{;fand behav1ora1 methods were uttltzed to measure var1ous d1men51ons of

- Self dtsclosure 1n th1s 1nvest19atlon ,‘v'?h 51" ‘f’P‘:b§’7?

o (b) And an- asserttveness response is a form of se]f d1sclosure.

asserttveness behav1ors and s1nce there are: conceptual ltnks between ,

Ced
Y

&

(a)a Both assert1veness responses and se]f dlSC]OS1ng responses are 7

transm1ss1on sk11]s 1n effect1ve communtcatlon between o
1nd1v1duals,

B

Slnce the prlmary purpose of aSSerttveness tra1n1ng has been to teach

se]f dtsclosure and assert1veness the purpose of th1s study was to

1nvest1gate whether assert1veness tralntng fac1]1ated vartous d1men51ons

“'jconcern over the usage of only 1nventor1es in measurlng se]f dtsclosure

\
-

‘7[ ’pred1Ct1Ve va11d1ty, behav1ora1 methods that measure the vartab]es Tﬂ*i

75 |

’ “'oof c11ent se1f dlsclosure. And f1na11y, both areas have 1nd1cated maJor ~3

- ;?:actual s1tuat1ons have been encouraged Consequent]y, both 1nventor1es Q\\ E
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S CHAPTER T 5
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

k . i -jfumig"Overa]]pObjectives of?the7Study O

The magor questlons that were asked in th1s 1nvestlgatton were as

e ., . w " .

. ( ) Can assert1veness tra1n1ng'fac1latate an andlv1dual s se]f-_j f'1:"':”

R

= d1sc]osure? If so, 1n what respect? f{Ta E[;.»;;Q;js;fﬁ,*'”"*” LR

ks

- (b) Does assert1veness tra1n1ng as compared to no assert1veness

tra1n1ng dlfferently effect expressed self dtsclosure 1n an

[

actua] (1nterv1ew) s1tuat10n? f so, 1n what respect7

“:( ) Does assertlveness tra1n1ng as compared to no assert1veness

-

5 d1$closure? If so, 1n what respect? ’?ffpf‘ﬁ_k ";;tJQ

tra1n1ng d1fferent1y effect perceptton (estlmat1on) of

‘7.f%gjf assertlvenessv If SO, in what r‘spect? 4'”*[w??

S -

- "7r’kés'rf’*7fjiI?*TCVéra11*timitétionsfoffthé_Stu&yf-;k,1"
The fol]owlng 11m1tattons were predomlnant 1n thlS study
(a) Only females were used as’ subJects, fl§ﬂ>i

e

tra1n1ng d1fferent1y effect percept1on~(est1matton) of self—-}fﬁfxas”_h ot

= 5




4

‘n(b) The usa9e of voﬂunteer sub;ects great]y reduced the broadness of

”% L thTS\stydy Since’ genera11zat1on beyonia: this spec1f1c population

~ o was 1mp055‘b1e - R ,_‘: N

< (c) Desptte ‘the effort put 1nto lnterv1ewer and'naten tra1n1ng (for
| fhe behaV‘Oral measures)' there was bound to be some 1ncon51s-

\ . <
. . 5 L AN

B

‘(d) No effort Was made to cons1der nonverba] commun1cat1on,
Y

<(e) The ro]e Uf the’ 1nterv1ewer was somewhat "unnatura]" , That 1s,

\

1nterV1eWS Were so structured that the 1nterv1ewer was s1mp1y to

)

- ‘ ' ask ‘the queSt1ons w1thout respond1ng to the subJect Thus, the

S

blaSES of a Very Structured 1nterv1eW\entered 1nt0 th1s study
In add1t1°"a nonverbal commun1cat1on‘thet the 1nterv1ewer mlght

“have 1nadve"tent1y conveyed was a 11m1t1ng‘factor

(f) And f1na11¥» the present 1nvest1gat1on wWas an ana]ogue study

That is, a]though the present 1nvest1gat1on stud1ed the effect

: A
X of assertlvehess tra1n1ng Bn c11ent se]f o1sclosure none of the/

,/

N\ -
SUbJeCts We"e at the t1me of the 1nvest1gat1on, c11ents. -

SubseQuently thxs genera11zat10n to counse11ng>d1d not take .

p]ace. !' | R ERE I f:/
. ' R o . . . ) X

- o \ 111, ‘Underlying Assumptions | o
) . ) \ AT ’ . ‘ - ,

e : . \, K : . - oot -

Th1s study Was based on the author's ph1]osoph1ca] assumpt1ons and/or
specu]atlons concer"‘ng the spec1f1c area researched ~ These were as

foHows e f‘.\

\ ‘ "“é?

!
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S (a) Both assert1veness responses and seTf dtscTos1ng responses can

Al

be effective sk1TTs in commun1cat10n,r,~

' (b) Both assert1veness 395ponses apd seTf d1sclos1ng responses are

-,

»(C)

(d) And f1naTTy, seTf d1sclosure is-a necessary aspect of effect1ve}":f_

: weTT as the maJor 1mpetus of thxs study

¥
transm1ss1on skt]]s 1n effect1ve commun1¢at1on

The purpose of an assert1veness response is dlfferent from the
/
purpose of a seTf d1sc1051ng response That is, the purpose of

-

an assert1veness response 1s the- honest eXpre551on of one' s

- .
)

fee11ngs and thoughts and de51re to be treated WTth fa1rness
™

wh1Te the purpose of a seTf dtsclostng response 1s a shartng of».~'

1nformat1on about oneseTf However desplte thTS, both an

- assert1veness response and a seTf d1sc1051ng response\are seTf-

Lo N
. \\. . ) .

referent1a1 R o ‘\\\jvpf

B N

cT1ent outcome 1n therapy | ATthOUQh th1s has been researched B

qu1te thoroughTy in- th past, it st111 1s a maJor assumpt1on an

‘IV.v;Definition’ot Terms

- Many terms have been used throughout the first. three chapters.v They

-

. are vague in the sense that they mean d1fferent thtngs to. dtfferent

readers

FoTTow1ng are the def1n1t1ons -of these terms as the author used

and deflned them in reference to th1s specific research study

SeTf d1sclosure refers to the verbaT commun1cat1on of persona] 1nforma-

twon abdut one S seTf or the process by which one person Tets himself be// o

\

verbaTTy known by another: person ‘More spec1f1ca1]y;vanjtnd1v1dua1's , /

N

-

o
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\V,The statemen revea]s that the 1nd1v1dua1 15 expre551ng some 1ns1ght or
¢ W

S~ se]f d1sclosure into his’ atthtudes, fee]1ngs or behav1ors.A The 1nd1v1-

dual parameters or %1m§n51ons comprtstng se]f d1sclosure are as fo]}ows

. ;'W:“ EE
" (a ) Amount or frequency of se]f d1sc]osure refers to the tota] vl

! . o

number of se]f-dwsc]oswng responses verba]]y expressed or the

\

N tota] number of separate thoughz~un1ts separate self d1sclosure> o

) ) . . ‘ . L . I B

N e ”un1ts) verba]ly expnessed - ;)'.»",',,‘ ;" R ff". S
' ~ (b)) Immed1acy/Noﬁ;1mmed1acy of se]f d1sclosure refers to a dlrect

personal se]f reference statement wh1ch 1s ref]ected 1n 1ntense

o tand d1rect persona] references such as "I" e"; "ours", as .
. S ‘opposed to "some peop]e” or “others“' Specwflcally, 1t conta1ns

SRR 3 an assOmpt1on of personaﬁ\respons1b1lﬁty for the se]f dtsclos1ng
e ' 1unft such as "my op1n1on is. '." or "I fee].,a." rather that B

o "Some people th1nk...." or " have heard that....?. Lt a]so o a”;f;v
,#conta1ns a use of the act1ve rather than the pass1ve form such |

B aS "I Vike you" rather than "my fee11ngs for you are pos1t1ve"~

-(c)igfzpe of se]f d1sclosure refers to.the d1v1510n of selfd1sclos1ng

reSponses into a descr1pt10n of an 1nd1v1dua] s behav1or fee]—

. ings, or att1tudes. IR ';; e ' N jp

' e (d)_‘Intimacy of self—diSc]osure refers to the depth of the seTf~":
‘disclosure expressed Depth of-Self-disclosure3ﬁs divided into’ RN
the fo]1ow1ng system: ‘ | A V . -

. _ t

(1) Non-1nt1mate--Informat1on peop]e would probably be

w1]11ng to share w1th someone they dld not know we]]




. "'f‘~ e e . - ':’_“eagy.- ( AA:‘
(i) Moderately inttmate;=1nformation peop]e wou1d probably |
o s Ca on]y sha’e with' someone w1th whom they were fa1r1y c]ose

. (iii) H1gh]y 1n'1mate--Mater1a1 peop]e wou]d probab]y on]y “

;fy/ ST share W1th one of the1r closest fr1ends.

'Assertlveness 1s defhned as a term used qulte broad]y to cover a]]

socea]]y acceptehle expre551ons of personal r1ghts and fee11ngs Or as o
Ethose responses that 1nc1ude the demandtng of one 5. r1ghts, the 1ns1s-

'tence of be1ng treated w1th fa1rn;ss the spontaneous express1on of one's -

~

'dfl 11kes and d1s]1kes be1ng open and frank and avo1dlng the bott]tng up of
'1lone 's emot1ons * i | | |
“.APerceptlon or Est1mat1on of se1f d1sclosure 1s def1ned as the subJect s

: u

' ‘neported amount of se]f d1sc]osure in s1tuattons as measured by se]f-,»»

[

;dwsc]osure 1nventor1es

'.Actuél se]f dtsclosure is def1ned as the subJect s eXpressed se]f-.
%

di c]osure in- actua] s1tuat1ons as measured by behav1ora1 cod1ng systems

Percept1on of Est1mat1on of Assert1yeness 1s def1ned as the subJect S

reported amount of assert1veness in situations as measured by assert1ve-»"'

 ness’ inventories, ” | } R T L I It

i

: Actua] Assert1veness is def1ned as the subJect s expressed assert1veness Lo

-in actual 51tuat1ons ‘as measured by behav1ora1 cod1ng systems.

V. Hzpotheses :
The two pr1mary concepts 1ooked at stattst1ca1]y in th1s 1nvest1ga-’t~h'

tton were expressed/actua] self d1sclosure and percept10n/est1mat1on of

self-d1sclosure.‘ S1nce there were a number of d1men51ons conta1ned



g w1th1n each concept hypotheses were stated in sets such that the magbr

PRI

’f;"d1sclosure7 If so, 1n what respect? _‘ y gh"q

”fdlfferently effect expressed seIf dwscIosure ‘in. an actuaI (1nterv1ew)sj‘f

‘Ls1tuat10n? If so, in what respect?

Ty

L S

quest1ons stated at the beg1nn1ng of Chapter III were stated f1rst “;f'"

o

foI]owed sequentlaIIy by the resu]tant hypotheses of the maJor quest1ons
'

[ AR
RIS A

\1nvolved AIso, s1nce the area under 1nvest1gatﬂon TS nove], aII

hypotheses except one were stated in the nuII form. That 15, At was gn]y

w1th th1s one part1cu1ar hypothe51s that past research has been CO“C]U':”IIT,. -

‘sive, and cons1stent and thus . d1rect10na1 form was stated T ey

MaJor Quest1on I :tfﬁjﬂf ff“"!t?i'yff_”‘

_L—)"

" Can assert1veness tra1n1ng fac1]1tate an 1nd1v1dua1 s seIf—»'»

oq}

MaJor Quest1on 2 | _:-,¢;4;€;.”

Hypotheswl U L /

There 1s no s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n expressed se]f d1scIosure as,

ey

. measured by Mann and Murphy S BehaV1oraI Cod1ng System between women who T

“ have partﬁc1pated in_an assertwveness tra1n1ng program and those who have; n‘f s

There is no s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n expressed frequency (amount):off-'i
'seIf d1scIosure as measured by Mann and Murphy s Behav1oral Cod1ng System'_”f

between women who have part1c1pated in an assertlveness tra1n1ng program '“y'

.%

+

: and those who have not.

: gHypothes1s 3 .
jf There s no s1gn1f1cant dlfference 1n expressed 1mmed1acy/non-‘

Cl e i e

e 1mmed1acy éﬁ seIf d1scIosure as measured by Mann and Murphy S Behav1oral

Hypothes1s 2 . f'f (';_v ' . ;

SR MO

P

&
)
K1
’




o

r Ry

'fSE]f d1SC105UFE 15 assessed on the fo]]ow1ng d1mens1ons. R ]._:5~1.l:‘v_;‘ v
a;lgn;f“(a), Act1ve/pa551ve\form of speech 'f?;;;;';*
*'foef(b) And d1rect/1nd1rect fOrm of speech ',1 'iz.:l>-Llle_,"l;. 9;:';;‘ ‘

thypothe51s 4. T;t:,,gf;;;‘,_ufr SRACEI fIv-‘ B T

s,jfiy;'"weﬂThere 1s no s1gn1f1¢ant d1fference in. expfessed type of se]f—e:. ‘{;fe '.&’:ﬁ
:'f;fi'ﬁw 1sc1osnre as measured by Mann and Murphy s Behav1ora1 Cod1ng System ;f:J ' ‘]j¥f
é;fﬁjgi ‘between women who have part1c1pated 1n an asserfﬁzeness tra1n1ng program ) ';L}’
'i”iil'i“and those Who have not,/ Type of se1f d1sc1osure 1s assessed on the ffffoH1Z
ii;n:nf {;,w1ng d1mens1ons. }_ o o ‘Fl' | :; ﬂfh ;;ET;{
" ( ) FEEhngs, * G : ﬁ
Eifjf“ 1' (b) Behav1orsa ,ffi,diffd:i,:ang.;hﬁtzhiijéff?ifdgii df-ih‘;h;;{-i;:f:3¥3A3;1f*'
‘ ) And att1tudes. i B Do
11%§%§‘ -H, pothes1s 5 ;hf%?
- T&ere is no s1gn1f1cant d1ffer F;;?
dwsc]osure as measured by Strassbe” .;f,
between women who have part1c1pa‘ed 1n an assert1veness tra1n1ng progra eff”f
(iand those who have not.. 1nt1mfoy or selr o1sc105ure i3 a v-h:!

| foT]ow1ng d1mens1on3".

e

. R




LI

'_atreatment cond1t1on.,5w_,

}:awhat resp ct?

\
T - . N v . ." .
[ - R sia e ’

dt?ferenvlz//f;ect percept1on (esttmataon) of se]f d]sclosure /iijo; in i ‘fl

‘what respe t?

B \/ B T PRI A N -‘\\' e,

" o
- «d . LN .~j

/
There is'no s1gn1f1cant d1fference in perce1ved (est1mated) amount of
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VI Summary

ST e T T e
Th1s chapter has presented the reader w1th a cross sect1on of the .u'\gﬁ-p':[
f::5g51'ifauthor s maJor assumptlons, goals, and hypotheses.‘ In so do1n9» Qverall |
¢ fkobJect1ves and overa]] 11m1tat1ons of the study were presented flrst of
- ;?}?ﬁ_rall Fo]]ow:ng thts under1y1ng assumpttons a]ong w1th the def1n1t10n of _ﬁahﬁ
_uv,gteéks throughout the d1ssertat1on were stated Anq ana]]y, the maJor_'}‘eg;f
v_pdseyquesttons of the'thes1s were presented a]ong wath thelr resultant <$§T;f¢f‘:
_»_-hyPOthesggg\ S S b
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~METHODOLOGY

. -

Tﬂr‘~}_}tnvProcea0re‘andeeSign ‘j'_hhzxi"
SRS o T o o T
| %rocedures.: To estab]1sh the samp]e, advertﬂsements for the study f“tfd
j"_,-sweré p]aced in var1ous bu11d1ngs of the Un1vers1ty of A]berta campus T

: (1nc]ud1ng women s Res1dences, Educatwonal C11n1c Hous1ng Un1on Bu1ld—r
vlng) Graduate tra1n1ng ass1stants were a]so contacted by the wreter soi_

that d1str1butlon of the advert1sement 1eaf]ets dur1ng c]asses cou]d be

A samp?e of the advertlsement ]eaf]et cah be found in Append1x7?‘7

BES f;t Z?ranged SUERI

~

had rece1ved assert1veness tra1n1ng prev1ous]y and were consequent]y not3 s

}ern'all 90 women contacted the author Of these 90 vo]unteers, ]Q?«."u~”i

1nc]uded in the study, as homogéhe1ty 1n terms of assert1veness tra1n1ng } L

be‘"% a nove] exper1ence was deSIred Thus from the rema1n;ng 80 fema]ef;vy;;jfﬁ“

£

S vo]unteers 40 women were random]y sé]ected to part1c1pate 1n the study

. ‘i . \

The subJects were then assagned to one of two condft1ons, exper1menta]

':?‘i and control w1th 20 subgects in each group Data ‘on age, educat1on, [:'f::"

-

L maJor Sin un1vers1ty, occupat1on and blrthplace were obtained when the fif?-b b

vo]unteer subJect contacted the author. A copy of the data co]]ect1on
%

form glven to the subJects can be found 1n Append1x B 1To_ma1nta1n ;b



f_ part1c1pat1on. Th1s anonym1ty was ensured throughout the study by

h"subJect pr1vacy'“each volunteer was assured of the anonym1ty of her

,Qa551gn1ng each volunteer subJect a number.' Thus the names of the ;

o :

“subJects did not have to be reVealed f'jeis':-  fr:. ) th‘j~ e

"\thls study were on a vo]unteer bas1s. Twenty-fLye of the women were

.86

’ SubJects. As mentwoned pmev1oqegy, all 40 women who part1c1pate€ in “;;n*;"

" s

‘ un1vers1ty students (e1ght of wﬁom had worked at: least two years 1n the

'(" e

' ;.work1ng force prier to return1ng to’un1vers1ty), and the rema1n1ng 15

R

:}_1" Chem1stry, one was 1n Phys1cs and e1ght were undec1ded And out of

”.

:”the 15 who he]d fu]] time JObS, s1x were prtmary and secondary schoo]

LI

’»}»teachers, one was -8 secretary, tWO were wattresses, one was a nann]e two

‘Columbla,,two were from Man1toba one was from Nash1ngton State and one

q

._'.:i and two d1d not 1nd1cate the1r oecupat1ons. However of these 15 women

seven were tak1ng at 1east one unlver51ty course dur1ng the ]979 80

IZ;TW1nter sess1dn At the t1me of the study, a]] 40 subJects res1ded 1n
_f,7Edmonton, a]though orlgtna11yv19 came from varted parts of Alberta,-]owi'“

:,*were from Ontarlo four were from Saskatchewan three were from Br1t1sh

fwas from Great Br1ta1n 'p,;”}i“_ifak'f.;,;v=,'£e1;”,_jg§5fgt;‘; S

v

As can be seen from Tab]e II 31 out of thef40 part1c1pants were
\

'g of agea» The average age of a]] women whotpart1c1pated was 28 ] years..

.\

f The average age of women 1n the exper1menta1 group was 27 7 years whwle

the average age of women 1n the contro] group was 28 5 years. F1na]1y,

(_ L
A

1;he1d varlous JObS in: the C]ty of Edmonton Out of the 25 study1ng 1n:?pf"

‘,un1ver51ty, 10 were maJor1ng in Educat1on f1ve were 1n Nur51ng, one was ygjig?'“

1*a;worked for the hand1capped d1v1s1on of the A]berta Prov1nc1a] Government

g under 36 years of age whtle the rema1n1ng n1ne ranged from 36 to 41 years |

Cas can be seen frdm Tab]e III data are. presented concernlng the women s ;Q
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educat1ona] background

B ev1dence, 1t has been shown that women are h1gher d1sc1osers than men

‘f wr1tten se]f descr1pt10ns, a]so found thag\:emales dtsc1osed more 1nt1-'?

: mate 1nformat10n about themse]ves than ma]e,. Second]y, 1n regards to

; m1xed That 1s, an al] fema]e group has been dtrected toward the spect-,3 {LQj*:V

what 1s cons1dered effecttve assertlve behav1or 1n one group...may be -QQ-L;F;‘{e.J’

e

\
S

. E
Sy

o Reasons for Ch01ce of SubJects On]y females were chosen because the _
7 t : ,

e g
sex var1ab1e was not cons1dered to be a- pr1mary purpose or hypothes1s of

th1s study More than th1s however the ch01cé30f fema]e subJects was "‘Tifijpf‘

e

made 1n order to ensure as much h0mogene1ty of the samp]e as poss1b1e. i,‘

For examp]e, 1n regards to se]f d1sc]osure desp1te the contradvctory

I e

(D1mond & Muntz, 1962+.HJme1ste1n & Lubtn, 1965 Hood & Back 1971 »ZiVﬁ'.rﬁf;

Jourard & Landsman 1960 Jourarﬁ and Lasakow, 1958 Jourard & R1chman

]965 Pederson & Htgee, 1969); Pederson and Breg]1o (1969a) u51ng ;)fﬁg<:~f'

the assertlveness tra1n1ng groups homogenetty of the treatment groups

was des1red here as we]] It has been expressed that women due to soc1a1
trad1t10ns are more subm1ss1ve and pa551ve than males (Phelps & Aust1n, = hatfi{fg{;
1975) And th1rd1y, of a recent nature, asserttvengss tra1n1nglgroups }f{iriﬁf}Qii

have d1ffered depend1ng on\whether the groups have been fema]e ma]e or >'f7~,\}r

flc ]‘festy1es and problems dffhomen A]bert1 & Emmons 1978 Phe]bs &
A“StT" ]975) Due to. the fact that assert1veness tra1n1ng is rapldjy
expand1ng, 1t 1s now belng used for var1ous subgroups such as women X3 e‘fjtg-;,,sv_.t
9r°“p5 men s groups aTcoho]tcs drug add1cts,:co]]ege students, etc.'€3?,~d}b*t o
“A determ1nat10n of the factor structure of assertlve behav1ors, 1nvest1_rtp:.n

T2 S

&
gated separate]y by subgroups, is. more than an academ]c exerc1se s1nce
’.oA @ .>
cons1dered aggre551ve or 1neffect1ve in another"-~(Ctm1nero Calhoun &

Adams, ]977 p 539)




-'rev151onary processes of Jourard s (]958 1963 1969) sca]es have been @f ;f
| ;stated 1n Chapter II For the purposes of th1s study, Jourard s (1969)

"75';most recent sca]e was chosen 5 Reasons for th]S dec151on are gtven 1n the '

'Instrumentat1on

Jourar8 s Se]f-dlsc}osure Questfqnna1re (]969) Developmenta] and

glsect1on on- L1m1tat10ns of Paper and Penc1] Quest10nna1res (p, 95) | v

' Jourard S (5&69) Se]f dlsclosure Quest10nna1re has been shown to have ;;??i

'“:;i*épme pred1ct1ve*vajldlty_(0rag, 1968 éourard & Jaffe 1970 Jourard & : ??s'¥
i:Resn1ck 1970) Odd—even re11ab111ty coeff1C1ents have been found mo be ; i;é
':‘b1:i¥1f1n the 80 s and 90 s (Jourard & Resn1ck 1970) The enttne QUestton;hfh{‘ éh

na1re conststs of 40 ttems and the 1nstruct10ns to subJects are to "fu

1nd1cate what they have dwsc1osed to someone 1h the past and what they

o wou]d be w1]11ng to dwstlose to @ stranger oY the same sex Items are tp’figf*ff

= ~J;1(b) Wr1te 1n a 0 1n co]umn B on each questlon 1f you wovid'be

'i;;jﬁ( ) wrtte 1n a ] -in column A on each questlon 1f you have ta]ked 1n

f,q}f( ) Wr1te ina 0 Jin co]umn A on each qu£;t1on 1f you kno"y0u h:ve f‘f“";}

scored by subJects as fo]]ows ”:ffﬁfo;éfatff;,;nhwn

[

never ta]ked about that Jtem to another person,_._ R,

'ffi' * unw1]11ng to taLEﬁabouﬁ that 1tem to a same sex stranger

'5

genera] terms about that 1tem but not 1n fu]] deta1]

“{”( ) erte 1n a 1 in’ co]umn B 1f ydu wouﬁd be w11]1ng to ta]k 1n

<

genera] terms about a g1ven questton to a stranger of the samef}-ﬂﬁf7"'

- . . N 5

5fff(e) erte 1n a 2 1n co]umn A on]y 1f you Qhow that you have ta]ked?jffrgffti‘\f

ful]y to another person about that part1cu1ar questton

/)

'gf( ) And wrtte in a 2 1n column B on]y on those questtons whtch youg-éf:;“"
wou]d be wllllng to conftde comp]ete]y td\: stranger ;ijtle;”a“._;



'According7to Jourard’(1971 p. 109)(1“Ha1f of the 1te$s are of h1gh— 3‘»*»'

N
: 1nt1macy value and half are of 10w-1nt1macy va]ue based on med1an

rat1ngs 91Ven by an 1ndependent group of Judges" _ |
Y o /.«‘

. Rathus' Assert1veness Schedu]e (1973) The Rathus Assert1veness}([

Schedu]e (1973) 1s a 30 1tem 1nstrument deswgned for measur1ng assert1ve-
. , S ™ _
| ness _ LT R ) o ;"/' o
oo 7""Some of the 1tems werk based on wo1pe 3 (1969 P. 63) and No]pe and .
-7 Lazarus' (1966, p. 43) situations, sand on 4tems from ‘the Allport
(]928) and Guilford and -Zimmerman (1956) scales....Others were . . RN
suggested by diaries. the author requested be kept by twd classes of
college juniors and seniors....In them were recorded behav1ors the :
- students weuld have 1liked to exhibit but refrainéd from- exh1b1t1ng c
‘ :because of* fear of avers1ve“soc1a1 consequences (Rathus ]973 p T
: 400) : . ' ' ' L

SubJects rated on a 51x-p01nt sca]e the degree to wh1ch each statemEnt 1s |
charéjherlst1c of them The items are scdyed 1n such a way that the

| h1gher t je tota] score, the more assert1ve the subgé@t

| " w1tm a group of 68 undergraduate men. and women (aged 17 to 27)

.‘test retest re11ab111ty after 8 weeks was shown to-be - 78 ( . 02) The
test retest re]1ag:11ty 1nd1cated moderate to h1gh stab111ty of test

: scores over a two month per1od Sp]lt half re11ab111ty "was determ1ned

Coe
-

by hav1ng the test adm1n1stered to 67 peop]e of f campus (aged 15 to 70}” o«
(Rathus 1973 p. 400) A Pearson Product- Moment Corre]atuon between
| tota1 o0dd. and even items y1e1ded a corre]at1on of .77 (p. 01) Aga1n;
Lthe split-half relwab1]1ty 1nd1cated moderate to high 1nterna1 cons1s-
Itency of the RAS "It appears from these data that self-rat1ngs of
assert1veness arearelat1ve1y stable and that the 1tems compr1s1ng the
1nstrument are qu1te homogeneous" kC1m1nero, C&lhoun & Adams, 1977 pP.

e

78).

\

*
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e

- Initial validity data were obta1ned by corre]at1ng subJects scores
| on the RAS w1th ratings ‘of the subJects by others who knew them. Self- t
fz'rattngs of asserttveness corre]ated pos1t1ve1y wtth others' rattngs on
the factors of bo]dness outspokedness, assertlveness, aggress1veness
pand conftdence. A second va}1d1ty study (Rathus 1973) had subJects

reSpond to a sertes of questtons that were re]ated to assert1veness.

The1r answers were rated for aSSEFtIVEHESS and a 70 corre]atton was

!’
o

‘\Obta1ned between these ratlngs and RAS scores

o

' Rathus (]973b) has ‘shown that RAS scores 1ncrease as a funct1on of-
: fasserttveness tra1n1ng However one 1nterest1ng aspect that has been '

3 found 1s shown in the follow1ng quote
thne mtght expect that subJects who were more- assert1ve wou]d also be
+ less anxious, ‘at least in the training situation., “however, Fear
~Survey_Schedule scores did not show a swgntflkant concommitant | L
‘Change.. -Although nonsignificant FSS§ ‘changes.were in the predicted’ ,
-d1rectton, the magnitude of these changes ought to be ]arger 1f,_as
~ Wolpe (1973) purports, assertiveness and\anxtety are antagonistic -
.. responses. Morgan (1974) has corroborated the: findings of Rathus e
-(1973b) by showing that there is very little common variance between - - - L
the FSS and RAS (Clmtnero Ca]houn, & Adams, 1977, p 178) |
"And in. summary, "a]though further data relat]ng changes on the RAS to"
'_ changes on behavtora] rating. wou]d be de51rab]e to substant1ate the

va11d1ty of change scores resu]ttng from 1ntervent1on pre11m1nary data y,
.on the RAS 1nd1cate that 1t possesses suff1c1ent re]tab1]1ty and va11d1ty5f : r}"‘
to be c]1n1ca]]y usefu]"'(C1m1nero Calhoun, & Adams 1977, p 178) o
-Thus, 51m11ar d1ff1cult1es are found between self d1sc]osure scales and
- vassert1om sca]es A copy of the RAS may be found 1n Appendtx D. '

Limitations of. the Paper-and Penc11‘Quest1onna1res The,most obvious '

»311m1tat1on of the QOurard scales (60 40, and 25), as has been repeated]yT'
stated, 1s ‘the 1ack of pred1ct1ve va11d1ty The va]1d1ty of an 1nstru-

'ment is the most relevant quest1on that a wrtter of an 1nstrument has to
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| answer. -In regards to Jourard s f1rst three 1nstruments (60, 40 and 25) o

.some researchers (Cozby, 1973; Derlega & Chaikin, ]975) have stated that

the lack of va11d1ty might 11e in the fact that "scores on the J.S. D Q.

}ref]ect subJects past history of d1sclosure_to parents and other

©

fpersons...when actua] dnsc]osure is measured the subJect is d1sclos1ng

 to an exper1menter or to\peers whom the subJect has never met" (Cozby, :

B ]973 p. 80) ~In other words; *these three 1nstruments may best be

~ (Cozby, 1973 p-80). .

"asked to 1nd1cate what they have d1sclosed to someone in the past and

iregarded as a measure of past h1story of d1sclosure.‘ ‘%erhaps, .2 more:

sens1t1ve measure of d1spos1t1on to dlsclose wou]d be subJects w1]11ng- -

]

; ness to d1sclose to an acqua1ntance a stranger or an. exper1menter” ,o'

It 15 in Jourard s (1969) most recent’ 1nstrument that subJects are

a3

' what they wou]d be w1]11ng to d1sclose to a stranger of the same SeX.

'vVa11d1ty, a]though sllght has a]so been demonstrated for th1s sca]e

";Consequently, Jourard S 1969) most recent sca]e not on]y demonstrates

,i-some va]1d1ty as compared to h1s other sca]es (1958 1963), but co1nc1des”'

g more w1th what actua]]y occurred in the behav1ora1 aspects of th1s lU, :’

irstudy That 1s, subJects were 1nt§fyaewed by a stranger of the same sex.{A‘

Usage of an Assert1veness Inve tory: rested pr1mar11y on measur1ng

'-.subJect; assert1veness pr1or to assedt1veness tra1n1ng and then after

'\’:a\.,;.

.Hln order to assess any change in th1s var1ab1e. ' lthough there were many'f

1nstruments ava1]ab]e such -as thg 35 1tem Conf11ct Reso]utwon Inventory

'°(McFa11 & L1]1esand ]971), and the Co]lege Se]f*Expresswon Sca]e

(Galass1, De1o, Ga]asS1, & Bastlen 1974), the authcr found some of these

’ quest1onna1res too h1gh1y spec1f1c and others far too genera] in item

content “The Rathus Assertlveness Schedu]e (1973), on the other hand

o B



" at were

' 7appeared to contaln 1tems that were\of a more. moderate level. As we]]
the re1<;b1l1t1es and va11d1t1es of all the assertlveness scales ]ookedd

\1gh]y s1m11ar.v T

InterVIew Script. Hutchinson (1972) 1n1t1a]1y developed the inter-

v1ew scr1pt used 1n this study 1n order to obta1n 1nformat1on about L
se]f d1sclosure.;‘The scr1pt, ltse]f was adapted from 1nterv1ews wh1ch
'1970a) w1th1n the 1nterv1ew scr1pt f1ve top1cs (famlly, peers
soc1ety, persona] exper1ences,,and medla were d1scussed by the 1nter-

\

l v1ewee. The 1nterv1ew scrwpt a]ways foT]owed the standardﬂzed 1nterv1ew
b

'format (Hutch1nson 1972) In add1t10n the top1cs were always 1ntroduc—
;,ed in the euact same sequence and each 1nterv1ew was one han hour Tong

vDeta11 concern1ng the Interv1ew Scr1pt can be found 1n Append1x E

. 93-'

L1m1tatwons of the Interv1ew Scrlpt The most apparent quest1on that t

.one m1ght have concerns the 1nterna1 va]1d1ty and re]1ab111ty of Hutch1n-~

..son’ s’ (1972) scr1pt ‘In’ answerlng th1s quest1on, a n7mber of th1ngs must :

‘ _be observed 7¢'T‘__' 3fb,“' ,.'f'f'"' i :t'_.,',~ o

‘ga) The scr1pt was 1n1t1a11y des1gned as an 1nformat1ve 1nterv1ew 1n -)u‘-"

<

4 2

whlch behav1ora] measures of self d1sclosure coqu be obta1ned
after the 1nterv1ews In many’ 1nterv1ew scrlpts that are
deS1gned for studles, spec1f1c quest1ons are d1rect1y re]ated to
Spec1f1c'var1ab1es ~In Hutch1nson S (]972) SCFTpt, none of the

B d1scuss1on top1cs reTated to a Spec1f1c var1ab1e but were qu1te

open-ended and measured behav1ora]1y for self- d1sclosure by f1ve

raters afterwards. Consequent]y, 1t was the behav1ora] measure

SV . BR, e | ’ -
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}(]978) 1n dtscuss1ng the re]wab111ty and va11d1ty of 1nterv1ew methods in '7;

.yt . of §’7f~d7sclosure as rated by the f1ve raters that became of
‘cr1t1ca1 1mportance‘ ' ‘

?(b) Fol1ow1ng from observat1on one; it becomes apparent that in a B ..
c‘fh ‘»study’such as thws whereby behav1ora] measures of the dependent -.
'tVar1ab1es were so predom1nant that tra1n1ng of the 1nterv1ewer

and raters was cr1t1ca1 Consequent]y, competency of the traln-»‘.'
1ng sesstons for the 1nterv1ewer and the raters was of 1mmense
’ <fre1evance for the va]1d1ty of the 1nterv1ew scr1pt 1tse1f
(c) And f1na11y, the 1nterv1ew scrlpt a]ways fo]]owed a standardlzed
x‘11nterv1ew format (Hutch1nson, 1972) and thus was the same for g
lheach cond1t1on. In add1t1on the tOplCS were a]ways 1ntroduced
f1n th exact same sequence for each subJect Thus the compet— -
'-ency\o( the 1nterv1ewer was aga1n, of cr1t1ca1 re]evance such

that con51stency was found from 1nterv1ew to 1nterv1ew

These three observat1ons prev1ously stated are substant1ated by Mou]y i

"'educat1ona1 research He states:.

o The maJor weakness of the 1nterv1ew is 1nterv1ewer b1as wh1ch s

.“»lron1ca11y stems in large part from its f]ex1b111ty--wh1ch is, then
~both its ‘major advantage and d1sadvantage.;..Before an fnterv1ew . ‘

-~ Study is undertaken, the prospective interviewer should undergo - ¢

- rigorous tra1n1ng....In’structured interviews, for instance, the '
- major: task.is to convince the interviewer(s) . of ‘the necess1ty of

| ‘7_'ab1d1ng by standard1zatton procedures. (p p 266 270)

@

Spec1f1ca11y, referr1ng to va]1d1ty of 1nterv1ews Mou]y (1978)

e]aborates

v.,.that the .interviewer's very presence will affect the response he

gets. Un]ess special care to avoid such a. bias is exercised, the }

results can be m1s]ead1ng....The va11d1ty of ‘the interview appears to

be directly proport1ona] to the competence of the 1nterv1ewer. (p. -~
- 273) , . :



IR : ‘ s;;.'.f; e e '\\'\
And ftna]]y, in d1scu3§1ng the necessary competsnézjgy the raters \

Vv

Mou]y (]978) conc]udes

', In order to obta1n relat1ve]y va11d and’ rellable rat1ngs Jt is
essential - to clarify the nature of the phenomenon to be rated in the
light of .the objectives of the study. Ambtgdtty with respect to the
"Spec1f1c ‘aspects of the phenomenon that are to be included in the -
rating is likely'to result in some degree of 1nva11d1ty An - the’
‘ratings that are made. Such a danger can be minimized by analyzing.

95

the phenomenon into its basic components and def1n1ng each 1in opera- i

ttona] terms.‘ (p. 301)

nsHav1ng used Hutch1nson s (]972) 1nterv1ew scr1pt prevaously, Mann and

RS
&

Murphy (1975) obta1ned an 1nterrater re]1ab111ty of 9? for amount of

‘4se1f dtsclosure.» However desptte the precedtng dlscuss1on concern1ng

L the valldtty of 1nterv1ew scrtpts 1n terms of the competency of the

M Sl

v

ymfscr1pts ;s due at the same t1me to any 1ncompetenc1es that the 1nter-»

‘v1ewer and raters mtght present To m1n1m1ze th1s blas as much as

\ np0551b]e, a great deal of cons1derat10n was put 1nto 1nterv1ewer and

-

rater tra1n1ng as. we]l as very spec1f1c deftnltlons of phenomena to be

istudted and measured

.\At‘x‘

Mann and Murphy s Behav1ora1 Codtng System 1975) Orlgtnally :‘f

N e

vu'»adapted from G1annandrea and Murphy (1973) and Hutch1nson (1972) Mann o
:'and Murphy (]975) dev1§ed a behav1ora] cod1ng system to measure amount or

L frequency of se]f dtsclosure as we]l as 1mmed1acy/n0n 1mmed1acy and type

and type of self dtsclosure.

I O .
I A}

'}

oz

. ‘1nterv1ewer and raters there 1s no doubt that the very btas of 1nterv1ew f



co wh1ch descr1be feel]ngs are

- 96

1In th]s cod1ng system SE]frd]SC]OSure was deftned as the number of K

lseparate thought un1ts (separate se]f d1sclosure unlts) verba]]y

o expressedu Separate se]f d1sc1osure un1ts were deflned as a statement

(a) Descr1bes the subJect 1n some way,
(b) Te]]s Someth]ng about the subJect

c) Or\refers to sonie. affect she experlences. -

The statement revea]s that the subJect is. express1ng some 1ns1ght or ; ] ‘”»“

self dlsclosure 1nto.her att1tudes fee]1ngs or behav1ors. .

More spec1f1ca1]y, some examp1es of approprlate SubJect self— '

d1sclosure un1ts\wh1ch descr1be attwtudes are

(”) I am rea]gy aga1nst any attempt to dom1nate me or push me around

1'(b) I'm pretty much of a conform1st ‘

( ). And I rea]]y be11eve that I have the r1ght to do as I p]ease.v

Second]y, some examp]es of appropr1ate SubJeCt self dtsc]osure un1ts

' “fli( ) I am’ a very se]t effac1ng 1nd1v1dua1

"ﬂ;f(b) I feel a grow1ng confldencem1n my ab111t1es at work
' “f(c) And T fee] fr1ghtened about my constant anx1ety

And th]rd]y, some examp]es of appropr1ate subJect se]f d1sclosure

o untts wh1ch descrlbe behav1ors are:

L se]f dlsclosure.

(a) I try to change thlngs about myse]f that others d1511ke,‘_1f~- |
(b) I f1nd that I a]ways attempt to behave in an- acceptab]e manner,}' Ay

(c) And I a]ways act happy even 1f T am sad
Each separate se]f d1sc1os1ng un1t by the subJect counted as one |

In breaktng down long mono]ogues by the SUbJeCtS 1nto

- separate se]f disc]osure un1ts a separate un1t 1nc1uded a new att1tude,

L

PN e,



' fee]tng, or behav1or dlfferent from that presented in the precedlng

self d1sclosure unlt A copy 'of the cr1ter1a for scor1ng amount (fre-»}

L quency) of se]f d1sc1osure can be found in Appendtx F In add1t1on,

-raters were glven scortng sheets for amount of se]f d1sclosure wh1ch can
w be found 1n Appendtx G . . | | | 1 ‘ _
7' Second]y, g%nn and Murphy s (1975) cod1ng system was used to measure

7)f,Immed1acy/Non 1mmed1acy of se]f dfsc]osure.w Verba] 1mmed1acy of se]f-, Y

d1sc1osure s deftned as’ a d1rect persona] se]f reference statement 'It77}7§» i

'1s ref]ected in: teqse and d1rect personal references such as “I" v"we“v

- J'"ours", as opposed to. "some peop]e" or "others" : Spec1f1ca11y, 1t

f“ﬂconta1ns an assumptlon of persona] respon51b111ty for the self d]SC]OSlng

fun1t such as "my op1n10n 1s.;f;" or “I feel.,;." rather than "some‘peop]e

B thlnk...," or "I have heard that OIS also conta1ns 2 use of the

NG N
j;i - act1ve rather than pass1ve form of speech such as "I ]1ke you" rather

than~"my fee11ngs for you are p051t1ve" ' A copy of the cr1t1era for

‘7,3 scorfng Immedlacy/Non 1mmed1acy can be found 1n Append]x H In add1t1on
‘"'5~;7,raters were glven scor1ng sheets for th1s varlab]e wh1ch can be in found

va“ﬁ1n Append]x I

F1na]1y, Mann and Murphy s (]975) cod1ng system was used to measure

'::-5type of self d1sclosure That 1s subJect se]f d1sc]osures were d1v1ded l:;]ff;;]:'i'

’h-_'accord1ng to. whether they were d1sclosures that descr1bed subJect

L gfven in the sect1on that descrlbed the scor1ng of amount of se]f—

e ;dtsclosure. A copy of the cr1ter1a for scortng type of se]f dlsclosure o

~'jcan be found 1n Append1x JL’ In add1t10n raters were g1ven scorlng

S sheets for type of se]f d1sclosure,_wh1ch can be found in: Appendfx K

Y

: .

SRy IS
Sy

Kl

.v"f*:behav1or feellngs or att1tudes.: Examples of these have a]ready been :v'tr' A
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: Intimacy Rating Scale (Strassberg 8 Anchor 1979) In th1s ‘study, .

1nt1macy of self- dlsclosure was’ rated by us1ng the Int1macy Ratrng Scale

fjvre deve]oped by Strassberg and Anchor (1975) from the-. or1glna] Tay]or and j

'K{to the fact that

»

‘”'.:;Altman (1966) scale.' Strassberg and Anchor (1979) descrlbe'Tay]or.and{;

; A]tman s (1966) or1g1na1 sca]e as: f’}h»-', o;'- ;

.pA rather large number of st1mu11 were ‘used -for 1nt1macy...they :
" presented:.a large number of - ‘statements about various ‘aspects 'of ‘the
self' that have been scaled forwtnt1macy, using both college students

.and m111tary personne] as. raterss  The items. used for scallng includ- .

‘ed materta] from, v1rtua11y all 1mportant areas of Tife 1nc1ud1ng

“religion, marriage and family, love and sex, money and property, and

A\emot1on. The data presented by these" authors-lncluded means. and

ey

: i

Re deve]opment of the Taylor and A]tman (1966) SCale took piace due

( ) The or1g1na1 scale con51sted of 671 ltems wh1ch made 1t rather ,]5'-1

”~T"cumbersome to 1ocate 1tems for scorlng, L ‘
S (b);‘And although the use of a 10 po1nt sca]e by those authors
'7iisuggests an attracttve degree of sen51t1v1ty, the standardw

”5‘dev1at1ons assoc1ated w1th many Of the 1tems are SO ]arge as to E

”7Qrender the mean va]ues presented almost mean1ng]ess"'(Strassbergf_a:*4-.?

f'f'& Anchor ¥ 1979, [ 2)

Consequenty,:the 671 1tems on the Tay]or and Altman (1966)’y

':.were re-sca]ed to form a three po1nt system. Th15 three po1nt system

"'va1ues wh1ch was based on the mean scores for Altman and Tay]or 3 college‘ ;f’

'.}resulted 1n the d1v1s1on of 1tems 1h\o 1ow, med1um, and h1gh 1nt1macy

L St“de”t samp]e.i At Complet1on the sca]e cons1sted of 35 categor1es e

Ea

fdaapproxlmate]y evenly d1v1ded among the three scale va]ues

"In order to assess the consensua] va11d1ty of the rev1sed sca11ng

Ie

B 5;5$ystem 22 var1ed personal statements were rated by the authors us1ng the,ﬁj--

S

g standard dev1at10ns based on a Thurstone type rat1ng procedure.: (P?;* »

‘ entory Ih{ﬁjf‘
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- Int1macy Ratwng ScaJe (IRS)" (Strassberg &: Anchor, l979 p 3) lnf

~select1ng the 22 statementsi?two cr1ter1a were used F1rst each state—

rment had to clearly represent the content categor1es 1n the IRS and

' secondly, seven 1tems were chosen from categor1es rated as low med1um o

and -high in- 1nt1macy These statements ‘were’ then glven to 62 collegevi'

-A'\students who rated the 1nt1macy of the mater1al revealed 1n each state-

\
' ment accordlng to the follow1ng system

-?:(a) eNon 1nt1mate—-Informat1on people would probably be w1ll1ng to |~

7nshare w1th someone they dld not know well
;»(b)‘ Moderately 1nt1mate--1nformat1on people would probably only

v]‘.share w1th someone w1th whom they were falrly close,

B (c)-.nghly 1nt1mate--Mater1al people probabLy would share only w1th‘3v'~‘

Iy

. one of the1r closest frlends. : L

The mean 1nt1macy score for each of the 22 statements was then o

,fcomputed and correlated w1th the rat1ngs for those 1tems establ1shed f.lgf‘dt I

- jearl1er us1ng the IRS The result1ng Pearson Product Moment correlatwon_f;ff

&

96 whtch offered cons1derable support for consensual val1d1ty f‘“In;ng -

'~fafﬂthe construct1on of scales such as the IRS the absence of obJect1ve

:";’cr1ter1a aga1nst wh1ch to make compar1sons makes 1t h1ghly d1ff1cult to

Tf‘establtsh the more trad1t1onal types of val1d1ty e In such cases, strong ""' o

"fffvfev1dence of consensual val1d1ty should be suff1c1ent to legltlmat1ze

B /

's-f:emp1r1cal use: of the scale" (Strassberg & Anchor,\l979 “pp 3 4) A copy

Sy '*;

Lof the scale can be found 1n Append1x L Raters were also gtven scor1ng

’ ff sheets for., 1nt1macy of self- dlsclosure wh1ch can be found 1n Appendwx Mr-”a';:n o

L1m1tat10ns of: the BehaV1oral Measures One of the necessary pre-

‘{requ1s1t1es hav1ng used behav1oral measures was that they were clearly

filand operatlonally def1ned at the very beg1nn1ng of the study Th1s was

e S : - : -



5,C;Assert10n sk1]15 wer'
"”'ff7to1re requ1red by 1n 1v1dua]s for effectlve funct1on1ng....F1na]]y, the

”Jh“f;w;nameawas*changed to 541115 for Effect1ve L1v1ng (SEL), to f]ECt the

e

;parttcular]y re]evant in tra1n1ng the raters s1nce raters p]ayed such a
cruc1a1 role in the wa]1d1ty and re11ab111ty of the behav1ora] rat1ngs in
'v‘th1s study Consequent]y, 1n order to obta1n re]at1ve]y va11d and.

.re]tab1e rattngs, 1t was f1rst of al], essent1a] to c]arﬁfy the nature of

KN 3

'the phenomenon to be rated such that the terms were operat1ona11y

1

deftned Yet desptte these procedures, there was no doubt that some

'nj’subJect1v1ty entered into thﬁé f‘"
procedures were tak n to ensure constvtency and obJect1v1ty amongst
| ;:raters, some b1as was go1ng to entenk For example common ]1m1tat10ns -

afshown by raters are'the ha]o effect the error of centra] tendency, and

. ES ST
su.,the ]entency effect wh1ch Mou]y (1978) e]uc1dates upon.__; u_»

Thus, 1n order to avo1d these subJectlve b1ases as much as poss1b1e, )

“‘5fspec1f1c operat10n 1 def1n1t1ons and str1ngent pract1ce Se5310ns for

| ";raters were ut111zed,,*fv_, h”:?-ﬁj. 0 3155,','_;§?3; *f{:"

i 1ASserttveness.Tra1n1ng Package g.ftﬂ-afl,:}v[;fﬂhf'-_59”"

= éfrtan adapted verston of Beaub1en s (1978) Sk11]s for Effect1ve L1v1ng

o 'Beaub1en oy (]978) program has gone through a rev1slonary process 1n the

\

‘ ":;atlast few years.w"Atlftrst, 1t was s1mp1y ent1t1ed ASSERTION TRAINING ahd

'

“)the content was based pr1mar11y on the assert1on tra1n1ng 11terature

)

“_(Beaublen, 1978 pp 41 42) S1nce thlS 1nvest1gat1on on]y stressed

N That ts, no matter what obJect1ve f,"f""“

The assert1veness tra1n1ng prOgram that was chosen for thts study was ch'f'"f

soon recogn1zed however, as on]y part of the neper-* i’?g;nh-“'

'beroada}ntra and 1nter persona] skt]]s ba51s 1t had come to 1ncorporate" :»:_”,~'”'

2l



s

7 assert1veness tralntng, onTy that aspect was chosen from Bea;;}en's .

N

' L(1978 broad]y based program. _b SR Vﬁgfl' . ],_/T A-g S

Reasons why thts program was chosen were as fo]]ows

'i(_) The author was able to have persona] contact with. Beaubten 1n
th order to mutaT]y wr1te up a ]0 hour program of assert1Veness

. tratntng,
\\~

(b ) Many assert1veness tra1n1ng programs are Tonger than TO hours
Thus, the exper1ence of an 1nd1v1dua] such as Beaublen was E
needed in: order to 1soTate the maJor components of asserttveness .

£ o Rt
f”-_ into'a program of such length (10 hOUFS) “

» 'f‘;f(éyi Beaub1en S (1978) program has been well known and estab]tshed in »l‘

the Ctty of Edmonton.,,f - f_ .v g,i ';’t

“‘“.;For spec1f1c deta1Ts concerntng the assert1veness tra1n1ng package the

”fﬂTO hour program can bﬁafound 1n Append1x N. ,Handoutscofjthe_program_toy -

.r».',-' [

b-»:part1c1pants can be found 1n Appendlx O

I . e e
Tew

'1,' :

"weufffPreAexpérimental~Tratntng~7*f“Ts;'bﬁ-v;ff uﬁ,}iq-h -;Aj:::T

PN

Interv1ewer Role. The 1nterv1ewer 1n th1s study was a 40 year o]d

;fema]e counse]or who was employed 1n the Edmonton Publqk SchooT System

/'ﬂand had already recetved tra1n1ng 1n 1nterv1ew1ng SkT]]S Prtor to the f}=«fi""'

| th‘exper1ment she rece1ved a. copy of Hutchtnson s (]972) Interv1ew Scr1pt

'f“(Append1x E) in order to fam111artze herse]f w1th 1ts contents, as weTT

'«f;as a. copy of the Interv1ewer RoTe W 1ch can aTso be found in Appendtx

E{;_E The InterWQGW Scrtpt cons1sted of a format wh1ch 1nc1uded the

)

.sequence of d1scu551on toplcs that the Interv1ewer fo]]ow1ng durtng the
’:1nterv1ews.v The Interv1ewer Ro]e 1nc1uded the procedure for greet1ng

“'}lSUbJECtS. an- lntroductory spé/ch to famt]tar1ze subJects w1th the toplcs ;fﬁgj’



oy

- of tha nterv1ew and. spec1f1c 1nterv1ew1ng techn1ques that the inter-
' v1ewer was to-use dur]ng each 1nterv1ew cons1stent]y Fol]ow1ng this,

the 1nterv1ewer was tra1ned by the exper1menter 1n 1mp1ementatlon of the

A -
§g2terv1ew1ng cond1t10ns us1ng two volunteer subJects not 1nc1uaed in. the

N
T f1na1 ana]yses These pract1ce se551ons amounted to three two houn

-SES,S'IOHS .

H?

'pRa'

r'Training In add1t1on f1ve 1nd1v1duals were tra1ned to rate

ES

.:. ... N " % A..
"t,amount (frequency) of se1f d1sc]osure,,1mmed1acy/non 1mmed1acy ot self—-

o dwsclosure type of self d1sclosure and 1nt1macycof se]f d1sc]osure

"'These 1nd1v1dua]s cons1sted of f1ve women emp]oyed 1n the Edmonton Pub11c ;

Schoo] System - two emp]oyed as counse]ors and three as teachers.u Pr1or

- to actua] rat1ng, the raters rece1ved coptes of Rater Instruct1on sheets

- and scor1ng sheets for amount, 1mmedlacy/non1mmed1acy, and type of

»

'fid1sclosure wh1ch can be found from Append1x F to 'S respect1ve1 ;f;w"”

"vadd1t10n the raters obtalned cop1es of the Int)macy Rat1ng Sca]e

ff’(Strassberg & Anchor 1975) and procedures for scorlng whlch can be found 'fg{ja

‘jt*1n Append1ces L and M Rater Instruct1on sheets cons1sted of the
‘;‘ffj.var1ab]es to be rated as wel] as scorlng cr1ter1a. Fo1low1ng th1s the

r,;*fraters were tra1ned by the experimenter to rate the dependent vartab]es

bltn pract1ce sess1ons, u51ng the aud1otapes from two vo]unteer subJects _1‘;?;

tf{’unot 1nc1uded 1n the f1na1 ana]yses Th1s amounted to three two hour f;”}i”* R

"”5f;sess1ons And flna]]y, once a]] subJects had been 1ntf<V1ewed and the SO

' k_fftapes had been rated by the f1ve raters the 1nterrater relf:’ﬁ\
‘“Qibehav1ora1 measures of se]f d1sclosure were computed u51ng the Pearson
"reﬁ~fyProduct Moment corre]atlon coeff1c1ent These behav1ora1 measu es were..
bdobtalned by llsteﬁhng to ent1re 30 m1nute aud1otaped 1nterv1ews; Resu]ts

'¥fjof the Pearson Product Moment corre]atlon coeff1c1ents were as fo]lows



-yltprogram can be found 1n Appendlx N The exper1menta1 group met for three

A \ «»d

_’(¢)ﬂ Dlrect/1nd1rect form of seTf d1sclosure 83 ?f;ff;sj s

(.) Amount of seTf d1scTosure 90

( S% Act1ve/pass1ve form of seTf d1scTosure 82

o (d)TTFeeltngs (type of seTf d1scTosure) 925

A,Behav1ors (type of seTf d1sc]osure)

(e)
»‘(f)quttltudes (type of self dtscTosure) 87
(g)

(g “Non 1nt1mate se]f d1sclosure 88 _"_J foon -
| '.?/%\g£2)§ Moderately 1nt1mate se]f—dlscTosure 871_;‘,_ U C: :
-_h_(i) And h1gh1y 1nt1mate seTf d1sc]osure 86.‘} ;g.i*l | hﬁj

Descr1pt1on of Exper]menta] Procedures :

‘f,:t1veness tralnlng program adapted from Beaub1en s SkT]

¢.

Treatments FortyosubJects were random]y ass1gned to one of two

cond1t1ons w1th 20 SUbJECtS 1n each group SubJects 1n the experlmenta]'c;”:f

B (r

3

7‘;the contro] group rece1yed deTayed treatment

The exper1menta1 treatment cons1sted of part1c1pat1on 1n an asser-.gffff

forthfect1ve
g

°

-”ﬂ'"The assert1veness tra1n1ng program was bas1ca1]y dtv1ded,1nt0 two

T .sect1ons.; The f1rst sect1on con51sted of a theoret1ca1 d1scuss1on of

"‘vg‘benef1c1a1 how one 1s assert1ve, etc.“ The second sect1on conststed ofc?**’"

.\’

' 5'assert1veness - a def1n1t1on of assertlveness how 1t 1s p051t1ve/

[E

”':-7pract1ce sess1ons 1n wh1ch subgects engaged 1n behav1ora1 rehearsa]

o ro]e pTay1ng, and observat1on of assert1ve behav1or. 0utT1nes of the

',7p»group part1c1pated in. the assert1veness tra1n1ng program wh1Te those An fg}b,v

't'*iL1v1ng program (1978) Dtscussed prev1ous]y, an’ out11ne of - Beaub1en s ffffﬁu

‘.hours on Fr1day nlght and seven hours on Saturday morn]ng and afternoon;? R

03

| iﬁd.program were handed out to each part1c1pant at the beg1nn1ng o? the {ftiffi‘f-



: _?eath assert1veness tra1n1ng program

. ) . \ . N ‘ . ’ N . ' .
program and can be/jgund in Append1x 0.
Methodo]ogy. SubJECtS random]y a551gned to. the exper1menta1 group

. part1c1pated in the adopted ver51on of Beaub1en s- 10 hour assert1veness

- training program while those 1n the control group received delayed treat-

ment or de]ayed assertlveness tra1n1ng programs. In other words, once '

“‘\vthe ent1re exper1ment was run, the women random]y assigned to: the contro]

group were able to part1c1pate 1n the assertiveness tra1n1ng programs,

that, they had volunteered for 1n1t1a11y There were. f1ve subJects for

-

[ ' D

One week pr1or to the f1rst assert1veness tra1n1ng program (exper1-;n

'-;mental treatment) the f1ve part1c1pants from the expertmenta] group

" f111ed out Jourard's Self d1sc]osure\0uest1onna1re (1969) and Rathus'»

'Assert1veness Schedu]e (1973) At the same t1me f1ve SUbJECtS from the

control group who were ass1gned to- the f1rst de]ayed assertlveness tra1n-’

.lng program (f1ve weeks later) f1]1ed out these same quest1onna1res.
“Once the first assert1veness tra1n1ng program had been completed |
arrangements were made on that very day for these f1ve women from the |
;experlmental group to part1c1pate in an one ha]f hour 1nterv1ew the
' fo]]ow1ng week The f1ve control group SUbJECtS from the f1rst de]ayed
-assert1veness tra1n1ng program were also contacted that same day 1n order
"that t1mes cou]d be arranged for the one-half. hour 1nterv1ew the
fo]]ow1ng week. Prlor to the 1nterv1ew, each subJect once aga1n fl]]ed
_out Jourard 'S Self dlsclosure Questtonna1re (1969) and Rathus' -

Assert1veness Schedu]e (1973) Once the quest1onna1res were f111ed out a

‘second tlme, the 1nterv1ewer 1nterv1ewed each subJect for one-half hour.,

" This same sequence was adhered to for ﬁ’ﬁﬁ?%f the subJects 1nvo]ved 1n

R

v:’}'



the second third, an fourth assertlveness tra1n1ng programs (exper1-
menta] group) and second, thlrd and fourth delayed asserttveness
tra1n1ng programs (control group) until aT] subJects had completed the)
- exper1mentaT methodo]ogy Once data was coTTected and anaTyzed each
subJect recetved a br1ef summarlzatton of obJect1ves and resuTts ot the

- study at 1ts compTet1on. SR R Y

Assert1veness Tra1n1ng Program Procedures The assertiveness train-

_1ng programs were run by the author herseTf Re3Son'for this were as

N

foTTows o RN

(a) S1nce the program was a- short TO hour program, it was qutte

’“spec1f1c. That 1s the emphast§ was on def1n1ng assert1veness

®

_ submtss1ve/assert1ve conttnuum and the em1ss1on of assert1ve-

- ness responses 1n roTe pTay1ng s1tuat1ons Thus there was fear

in tra1n1ng another person 1n case thts spec1f1c1ty was not

'ﬂadhered to for each group 51nce even sltght dev1at1ons woqu

i'_hhave been hazardous ‘to. the resu]ts of the expertment - _
}‘~;(b):AAnd the - author has had expertence in runnlng both communtcatlon.

*.skt]Ts workshops and assertlveness tra1n1ng workshops

4

The ftrst ha]f hour (7 00 7 30 P M ) conSISted of an 1ntroduct1on to. ,tv“'

"-course conteq¢ and an qverv1ew of 1nstructtona1 procedures. Assumptlons -

105

“cTearTy understand1ng the dtfferences of the aggress1ve/ 41;-

and 5h1]osophy of the program the mode ] of the program the goaTs of the‘ifv

rs
"program and an overv1ew of the top1cs covered dur1ng the TO hours were

: d1scussed durlng thts ttme. Exact dlscuss1on 1n thts f1rst han hour canj

.be found in Appendtx P.. From 7:30-8: 00 P M. 1cebreak1ng exerc1ses were

'1n1t1ated such that each of the fTVe part1c1pants as well as the Teader

"'utntroduced herseTf In thts 1ntroduct10n the part1c1pant was free to ;

state whatever she chose to However, theileader alwaysitntroduCed

iy
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fherself\first and gave her;name her.occupation‘ why‘she was ihterested'
'1n asﬁertTVeness _her 1nterests, and future p1ans. Th1s was the pattern
of 1ntroduct1on typlcally fo]]owed by the ent1re group From 8 00-9'00
"P M. assert1veness was de¥1ned as we]] as def1n1ng and d1fferent1at1ng

~ assert1ve,,aggre551ve, and subm1ss1ve sty1es of behav1or. Once the

Tar ¢

def1n1t1ons of assertlveness and. the assert1ve/aggre551ve/subm1ss1ve _t
cont1nuumbwere d1scussed “the leader proceeded to demonstrate the -

» assert1ve/aggress1ve/subm1ss1ve sty]es of behav1or a]ways beg1nn1ng and
-endlng w1th the assert1veness demonstratloh Exact d1scuss1on of, th1s

‘per1od as we]l as: the 1eader 'S rolep]ay1ng demonstrat1on can be found in

.Append1x P From 9 00 10 00 P M. each of the part1c1pants part1c1pated
in the same ro]ep]ay1ng demonstratlon as the ]eader had prev1ous]y
'4demonstrated The sequence was- such that one subJect began w1th the :
assert1veness ro]e fo]]owed by another subject p]ay1ng the aggress1ve- L
ness ro]e, fo]]owed by another SUbJeCt p]ay1ng the subm1ss1ve ro]e unt11

all subJects had p]ayed each ro]e The 1eader S ro]e durlng th1s '

practtce demonstratmn was tO retnforce correct demonstratlons Of the

: f_behav1or and to 1nv1te the rest of the group to open]y d1scuss the1r

’f»fhad ended the group- f1nlshed unt11 the fol]ow1ng morn1ng

'ithoughts concern1ng the demonstratlon Once the pract1ce demonstrat1ons jr“
On Saturday morn1ng, from 9 OO 10 OO A M., a re1terat10n of the ,' _(
'Kdef1n1t1on of assert1veness and the d1fferences between the assert1ve/ ‘
subm1ss1ve/a99ress1ve cont)nuum took place._ Th1s was an eXact repet1t1on SR
}.of what was d1scussed ear])er. As we]] the group leader repeated the
same roleplay1ng demonstrat1on as had been done the n1ght before. From

~10: OO A M to 12 OO P M., each group member part1c1pated 1n ro]ep]ay1ng

demonstrat1ons concernlng assertlve/aggress1ve/subm1551ve styles of

o
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: behaVior, This ro]ep]ay1ng demonstrat1on can be found in Append1x P. .
Aga1n the ]eader s role durlng this pract1ce demonstrat1on 'was to re1n-4 |
force correct demonstrat1ons of the behav1or and to 1nvite the rest J?
the group to open]y d1scuss the1r thoughts concern1ng the demonstrat1on._'
Once the ro]ep]ay1ng demonstrat1ons had been comp]eted the group resumed
at ] 00 P.M. From 1 00 2: OO P. M., dlscu5510n centered on the common '
myths surround1ng assert1veness, the stereotypes that both men and women
f ) have about themse1ves, and the beneflts of be1ng assertlve Exact d1s-"'
cuss1on dur1ng th1s perlod can be. found 1n Append1x P From 2:00- 3: 00
’MJP M., the re]atlonsh1p of anx1ety and fear to assertlveness and the B
re]attonsh1p of p051t1ve se]faconcept and self- conf1dence to assert1ve-
‘ness were d1scussed Exact d1scu531on dur1ng th1$ one hour per1od can be
.;\ found 1n Append1x P.. From 3 OO 3 30 P.M. ,‘each of the group members
part1c1pated/1n a, f1na] ro]ep]ay1ng demonstrat1on of assert1veness
behav1or: Thls f1nal ro]ep]ay1ng demonstratton can be fbu:: in Append1x

(\the 10 hour

program._ The overv1ew ma1n1y stressed the t0p1cs concernlng he de f1n1-
o S

tlon of assertlveness the assert1ve/aggress1ve/subm1551ve conttnuum andv.
5 e Y BT
the beneflts of belng assert1ve. < ' e

Lo
J

- P.‘ From 3: 30 4 00 P. M., the: group 1eader gave an, overv1ew

R S
ca
'/

Method of Ana]ysts '

. 925122‘; There were two des1gns}followed in th1s 1nvestlgat1on. FOrf‘L
‘anady21ng actua] se]f d1sclosure as measured by Mann and Murphy s. (1975) 'j
Behav1oral Codtng System and Strassberg angd Anchor s (1975) Intlmacy o
Ratlng Sca]e, a posttest on]y contro] group des1gn was used Second]y,
for ana1y21ng est1mates on perceptlon of se]f d1sclosure and. percept1on A;

Vw',\S\“ of assert1veness as measured by Jourard s (1969) Self dlsclosure

s F"kkk‘ “’. :,: , S .k S o 5 »~)xr'
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\

1

Questionnaire and‘RathuS"(1973) Assertlveness Schedu]e, a pre testl
post test control- group des1gn was ut1112ed In both 1nstances K
: randomtzat1on prov1ded assurance of a Tack of 1n1t1a] btases betwee

groups As we]l both de51gns prov1ded for a contro] of 1nterna] |

va11d1ty

Stat15t1ca1 Ana]ys1s Ftrst Hote1]1ng T2 was computed on the .

behav1ora] measures of se]f dtsc]osure as measured by Mann and Murphy S

(1975) Behavioral Cod1ng System and Strassberg and Anchor 'S (1975) |

: ‘Intlmacy Rating Sca]e (MaJor Quest1ons one and two.and hypotheses oneato .

' f1ve) The Hote111ng T2 is. basxca]]y a multlple T test That 1s,.
-1nstead of Just finding out whether there 1s a s1gn1f1cant d1fference
between two groups on one vartabTe (as w1th the T Test) the Hote1]1ng |
2 is ab]e to test th1s dtfference on a number of var1ab1es s1mu1tan-
'eou51y In th1s 1nvestlgat1on there were nwne behav1ora1 var1ab1es that

7 ,were consequent]y tested s1mu1taneousfy by the Hote]]1ng T2 (amount |

| act1ve/pass1ve d1rect/1nd1rect fee11ngs, behav1ors, att1tudes, non-,;‘n :
v'1nt1mate moderately 1nt1mate, and h1gh1y 1nt1mate se]f d15closure) ‘jt[’“
,_‘Thus, usage of the Hotelltng T2 proved to be much ‘more. conventent 51nce
.jlt cou]d test a]] var1ab1es at once rather than us1ng n1ne 1nd1v1dua] T

“tests More 1mportant1y, however the Hote]]tng T2 15 a much more 'i_ﬁaf‘*'

[Pt

\g"'strtngent test w1th less degrees ot freedom than the T. test Con---~

sequentTy, there wou]d have to be a greater d1fference to attaln

'v519n1f1cance w1th the Hote]ltng T2 than w1th 1nd1v1dua] T tests

Second]y, two way ana]yses of var1ance w1th one factor repeated were com-.
. . é 'i

',puted on perce1ved self dlsclosure and percetved assertwveness (pre test

"QJE_Post test 51tuat1on) as measured by Jourard s (1969) Self disc]osure r}r»”*7'

Quest1onna1re and Rathus' (1973) Assert1veness Schedu]e (MaJor Questtons
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. three‘and f0ur'and hypotheSeé six‘to eight)‘ The two- -way ana]yses of -

"var1ance were used to test whether there was a s1gn1f1cant difference e

between groups after t]eatment as compared to. before treatment on

perce1ved se]f-d1sclos re and percelved assert1veness; .And ftnally; for”:v.

“exp]oratory reasons, re11ab111ty est1mates (Pearson Product Moment

\"Correlatlons) were computed on contrast1ng quest1ons W1th1n Jourard S :

RN

(1969) Se]f d1sclosure Quest1onna1re.l

ta



CHAPTER v ©

- -FINDING AND CONCLUSIONS -
? e ‘T I. Introduction

e

The resuTts obtatned from th15 1nvest1gat1on were reported by restatf'
1ng the maJor quest1on(s) and thetr resuTt1ng hypotheses, present1ng the: _'

reTevant statlst1caT f1ndlngs, and draw1ng the appropr1ate concTus1ons.

The Tevel of S1gn1f1cance used to: test the hypotheses Was p<<: 05

:pﬁfII,?:MaJOr"Questions é”aiHybOthesest’i

ﬂfMajor QuEStTOh 1

Can assertlveness tra1n1ng fac111tate an 1nd1v1dua1 s seTf-”

°

f d1scTosure7 'If so, in what respect? - -'”‘

MaJor Quest1on 2

z"“'z .
>

Does assert1veness tra1n1ng as compared to no assert1veness tra1n1ngvr“yfft

-:\. dlfferently effect expressed seTf d1scTosure 1n an actua] ('nterVTew)v.-_r'
S]t“at‘°”7 If SO, 1n what respect7 fspﬁ-::' R

_Jypothes1s T

There is no 51gn1f1cant d1fference 1n expressed se]f d1scTosure as
4

'nffsfg}y?[;ff;ff4-*

measured by Mann and Murphy s Behav1ora] Cod1ng System between women whoj;j;,f7*7

have parthlpated 1n an assert1venesé tra1n1ng pgoram and those who have-E"




m

'F1nd1ng

Th1s hypothes1s was not supported There was a s1gn1f1cant -
d1fference between those women who part1c1pated Aan” the assert1veness
tra1n1ng program and those who. did not when stattst1ca] analys1s was.
poo]ed over a]l expressed se]f d1sc]osure varxables in the 1nterv1ew ;f

iSItuat1on (amount act1ve/pass1ve d1rect/1nd1rect fee]1ngs behav10rs,

S

v'attltudes, non -intimate, moderately 1nt1mate ahd h1gh1y 1nt1mate) fhef"

relevant probab111ty of the Hote]]]ng T2 over a]] n1ne expressed se]f-»» L

‘d1sc]osure var1ab]es was 0 002 Resu]ts of the Hote111ng TZ poo]ed -Q
over all’ n1ne var1ables can be found 1n Table IV ‘ Deta1]ed f1nd1ngs for
,,each of the n1ne var1ab]es are dea]t w1th ln proceed1ng hypotheses and

b.can be found 1n Tables V VI and VII '-gfm’pv"

‘;Hypothes1s 2 f'n :;g f”
There 1s no s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n expressed frequency (amount) of
'cﬁself d1sc]osure as’ meaSured by Mann and Murphy s, Behav1ora1 Cod]ng System-

{;between women who have part1c1pated in: an assert1veness tra1n1ng program

' f{and those who have not

- ;F1nd1ngs

lﬁglbetween those women who part1c1pated 1n the assert1veness tra1n1ng
7’program and those who d1d not 1n expressed frequency (amount) of se]f— ig. e T
'ilhfd1sclosure 1n the 1nterv1ew s1tuat1on. The resu]tant probab1]1ty was

G’-f‘O 077 and a]though 1t approaches s1gn1f1cance at the O 05 ]eve], 1t st111

"1'_15 not s1gn1f1cant Deta11ed f1nd1ngs for each of the n1ne expressed

”‘a[self d1sclosure varlables can be found 1n Tab]es V VI, and VII

Th‘S hYPOthGS1S was SUPported There was no s1gn1f1cant d1fference we



'":"_20 per group '{j,lsln‘&f{_ o

. i1

S RIS Y- T3 VR

ﬂ Resu]ts of Hote]]1ng TZ Over ATl Nine Expressed o
S - Self= d1sclosure Varlables : S

i g .38 0 0002
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*ypothes1s 3

| » B |
There is. no s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n expressed 1mmed1acy/non-

: 1mmed1acy of se]f d1sc]osure as measured by Mann and Murphy s Behav1ora]
lCodfng System between women who have part1C1pated in an assertlveness

tra1n1ng program and those who have not Immed1acy/non 1mmed1acy of

.se]f dlsclosure 1s assessed on the fo]10w1ng d1mens1ons

a). Act1ve/pa551ve form of speech
S .
- b): And d1rect/1nd1rect formwof speech.»
’F1nd1ng

Th1s hypothes1s was supported For both d1mens1ons of 1mmed1acy/non- o

»

"d;i1mmed1acy of expressed se]f d1sclosure no 51gn1f1cant d1fference was | .

‘::found between women who part1c1pated in. the assert1veness tralnfng |
eprogram and those who d1d not More spec1f1ca1]y, for the dlmen510n
,act1ve/pa551ve form of Speech ‘a probab111ty of O ]13 was. obta1ned "~ And

; fsecond]y,_for the dfmens1on d1rect/1nd1rect form of speech, a probab111tyFi
- of 0 59] was obta1ned Deta11ed f1nd1ngs for each of the nfne expressed .

'éhself d1sclosure var1ab]es can be fouhg fn Tab]es V VI, and VII -«

<

There 1s no slgn1f1cant dlfference 1n expressed type of se]f-_v

PN

"'*5}:d15c]osure as measured by Mann and Murphy s Behav1ora1 Cod1ng System

"Lnghbetween women who have part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness tra1n1ng program o

Vlb‘ftand those who have not Type of se]f d1sclosure s assessed on the

'”t-sffollow1ng dfmen51ons
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. a)" Feelings;
‘- b) VBéhaviors;{

'E7\*And attitudes.

F1nd1ngs
Th1s hypothes1s was not tota]1y supported For the dlmens1on of
fee11ngs of expressed se]f d1sclosure, there were no - s1gn1f1cant d1f—

"ﬂ" ferences between women who part1c1pated 1n an assertlveness tra1n1ng
program and those who did not (resultant probab1]1ty 1 000) Second]y;7
f for the. d1men51on of behav1ors, there was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference bet- i_;
L ween groups (resu]tant probab111ty 0 008) ; And f1na1]y,_ or .- the \é: " n . Jm'
d1mens1on of att1tudes, there was no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between .
groups (resu]tant probab1]1ty 0 999) : Consequent]y, women in, the exper1— :

Y

menta] group revealed more behavtors 1n the1r se]f d1sclosure than those

"

.b who d]d not part1c1pate However women who part1c1pated 1n an asser—.fﬂ
t1veness tra1n1ng program d1d not revea] any s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n
fee]1ngs or att1tudes of expressed se1f d1sclosure 1n the tnterv1ew
51tuat10n | Deta11ed f1nd1ngs for each of the n1ne expressed se]f— 1;

Q,@ d1sc]osure var1abJes can be found 1n Tab]es V VI and VII.,

'vﬂSZ'_. Hypothes1s 57 '

There 1s no s1gn1f1cant d1fference 1n~expressed 1nt1macy of se]f—-o

ﬂdwsc]osure as measured by Strassberg and Anchor s Int1macy Ratlng Sca]e

between women who have part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness tra1n1ng program’-L“"“

'?5g and those who have not Int1macy of se]f d1sclosure 1s aSsessed on the ;”‘

f0110w1ng d1mens1ons
) Non-1nt1mate 1nformat10n’jtrj@?
.;g=j_i,b) Moderate]y 1nt1mate 1nTormat1on:

c) And h1gh1y 1nt1mate 1nformatlon.'
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F1nd1ng

Th1s hypothes1s was total]y supported for a]] d1mens1dns More %;
S oy
‘ .spec1f1ca1]y, for the d1mens1on non 1nt1mate se]f d1sc1osure there was '_Qs

no s1gn1f1cant dlfference between treatment groups (resultant probab111ty
0.260) .’ Second]y, for the d1mens1on moderate]y 1nt1mate self- d1sc]osure,
there was no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between treatment groups (resu]tant
i’fprobab1]1ty 0 52) and th1rd]y, for the d1mens1on hlghly 1nt1mate se]f—
'd1sc1osure there was no s1gn1f1cant dlfference between treatment groups

'xt(resultant probab111ty 1 000) Consequent]y, women who part1c1pated in

““f the assertlveness tralnwng group d1d not d1sclose any more-.or 1ess

'1nt1mate]y than women who d1d not partzc1pate._ Deta11ed f1nd1ngs for

':each of the n1ne expressed se]f d1sclosure var1ab1es can be found in

‘ ’flTables v, VI, and, VII

o Ma1n-Quest1on 3- : ‘5 R "."7 o ‘h.‘:f' S :h m',» o

L selifcaisd)
*,_.:_,f-con'dmoa i

S r' part1c1pated 1n the assertlveness tra1n1ng program percelveo themselves

Does assert1veness tra1n1ng as compared to no assert1veness tra1n1ng

:_d1fferent1y effect percEptlon (estlmat1on) of seTf dlsc]osure? lf‘so, inij

Gt

gnlfwcant d1fference 1n perce1ved (est1mated) amount of S

as measured by Jourard s Se]f d1sclosure Quest1onna1re

lrbetWéen wd ho have part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness tra1n1ng program o

~ and those Wl have not prlor to’ treatment cond1t1on and after treatment

Th1s hypothes1s was not supported For th1s var1ab1e, women who

"-tfas d1sclos1ng more frequent]y after treatment than before as compared to

A
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O TABLEV -

"'-‘Means of N1ne Expressed Self~D1sclosure Var1ab]es .
1n Interv1ew S1tuat1on : L

B _Vafiables-:‘~:: ~4; ' f-‘ ;;'_EXpérimen;aL_";‘. 7. Control ...

CEY T T R e T
(Actjve/RassiVe)fh S 1880 ©09.800 -

B ST R UL T G e e e
{(Direct/Ingirect) .- - . 13200 0 T 8.300

—_

=<Behavwors> S M0 T s

Acn

;(Non Int1mate) 'j ;‘;;'f;_*f.’“QJ‘22J§890ftjlfJf »ﬂjvhfstj]{'ﬂ_;,IB;ZOQ*qu; R

Moderate]y Int1mate){1{ﬂffi;rﬁffff 6;§COfvff'Qf j;f5.”‘;4““5 a;,é;ZOfog_~;'7?

(
'<H19h1y Int1mate> S zE o g
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“TABLE VI °

Standard Dev1at1ons of - N1ne Expressed Se?f dwsclosure Var1ab1es ’;'j [f '
: 1n Interv1ew S1tuat1on ’ R :

L VahiabIgs* 8 : _'"d'dﬁ ﬂlf'd L Experimehta]j*§'”; ;A CpntrOI; :

0 (Highly Intimate) . .o oo 14350 o LT85

»37d"20 per group

s g e e
" (Amount)AwL» Lo e 10.418 . - ¢ 6.673
(Act1ve/Pass1ve) o 76,068 0 5,648 0 o

.Aw

D1rect/1nd1rect) f‘ ’. : 5; j“,l‘ '[fi6u13?i"“f "'f-JJ?[3;2i1d}-f;f- e

™ Fee]1ngs) .-‘:“~'f;:fy E'_f L ;‘~f6u8]6‘?_-" ;fviv5r4.§o7faf_;"

(

Behav1ors) RN *ﬁ'dvdfil‘?f t18;J§3 ;fff S d;3£321df?k,;,ff~vfhfwﬁﬂ;}f

—~ ‘cx_ .
-

Att1tudes) .'”f;?»dijdiifgpiﬁff;3fdf’ﬁ;?29f}3;7>f}fi}LQj?553iﬁﬂiijb': B

**kmwﬂu&ylﬁﬁ&@?fgffefzezisAm;;;aée-=nw¢:§-ﬁarfrv
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Results of Hotelling T2”on'Nine.EXpressed Self-
: ‘ ~ in-Intéerview Situation

TABLE VII

118

disclosure Variables

Variables

N A

' DF1

7

] o
(Amoupt)

Active/Paséivej

2
( |
3 .

~ (Direct/Indirect)

Feelings)

A.&‘

(BehaJiofsf

6 .
(Attitudes)

7

(Non-Intiﬁhie) f

BN

30,336

- 22.624,

S 9.510 .

0.961

. 36.343

8 . [

(querate]y-{ntiméte) o

9

1.406

15,254

10.517.

(Highly Intimate) 0,937

9 30

: - ‘v. 30 . 

g 30

30

30

n =40 L
- 20 per group



*F1nd1ng

'women who did not participate (oontrol). Detailed findings of the two-

way Anova (one factor repeated) can be found in:Table VIII. As can be
’ R .. ' " . . A) . '

seen from Table VIII, Factor‘An(Groups) was nonsignificant, Factor B
' L TN

(Time) was 51gn1f1cant and Factor A X B (Groups x Time) was signffi-

cant. In other words, the expertmenta] group s1gn1f1cant]y 1ncreased

"their‘percetved amount of se]f—disc]osure from the pre—test situation

(pr1or to assert1veness tra1n1ng program) to the post test s1tuat1on s

(after the assertlveness tratnlng program) as compared to the contro]
group (time factor). To further comprehend these.resu]ts, GraphjL

\ presents the means of ‘perceived amount of se)f—disclosure for

experimenta] and Contro]’groups prior to treatment'and after: And ‘
ftnally, Table- IX presents the means and standard dev1at1ons for the
var1ab]e perce1ved amount of se]f disc]osure for exper1menta1 and contro]

4.

,groups 1n the pre test and post test s1tuat10n.

fﬂypothes1s 7

There 1s no s1gn1f1cant d1fference in percetved (estimated) 1nt1macy

Uof se]f d1sc105ure as- measured by Jourard s Se]f dwsc]osure Quest1onna1re 2
between women who have part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness tra1n1ng program .

' ,and those who have not pr1or ‘to treatment cond1t1on and after treatment

cond1t1on. (ORI ”‘f".': _ e 'fr\ S

Th1s hypothes1s was not supported For th1s var1ab]e women who N

parttcwpated in the- asserttveness tra1n1ng program percelxed themse]ves

g

as dtsclos1ng more 1nt1ma§e1y after ‘treatment. than before as compared to h

1

women who d]d not part1c1pate (contro)) Deta1]ed findings of the two-

N way Anova (one’ factor}repeated) can be found 1n.Tab1e X. ‘As can be seen

Y

from Table X, Factor A,(GroupS)'was'nonsigniffcant),Factor B (Time) was‘, :
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TABLE VIII

120

' Re%u]ts of 2 x 2 (1 Factbf'Repeated).Anovavfof‘Perceived'(EStimated)
' Amount of Self-disclosure Prior to and After Treatment -

(Pre-test and Post-test Situation) -

~Source of Variation.

$s

OF

Between subjects 'A'

ma'in ‘effects subjects -

within - groups

- (Groups)
Within subjects 'B"
main effects

. (Time)

_'A'XﬁBﬂ interaction -

'B'x subjects within

roup - ‘
,?Groups x Time)

28455.938

262.813

28192125

1794.500
263.813

143,594

1388.625

3
38

©262.813
741.898 -

.263;813 

143.594
36.543 -

0.354 055525 -

3.929 . 0.05471%

 n=40
- 20 per group

7.192 - 0.01078% -

T e e v e
T " . B .
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GRAPHT .

o

‘(@;;s of Perceived Amount of Self-Disclosure for Experimental
and Control Groups Prior to Treatment Condition and -
: .. After Treatment Condition .
(Pre-test and Post-test Situation)

- \:\“>

112 o

m o T (x = nd.rs)

Means of -1 108 T -
Perceived, o : L -
~Amount -of - A o

- Self-Disclosure |06 - N
Over Time - . f o w7 S

© K2

Factor .o

\

= f'1o4m;

X = 104.45)

a

=003.8) . - oo

020 (X

) ' . ———-————---'-;-"’--‘--- B . EXperimeﬂta] h .

fContr61_ﬁl"

w20 pergroup s T

o

T . | 2 . - . . . . - . . SRR S



* TABLE IX

4

feans and S&andard,Deviation of Perceived (Betimated) ‘Amount SR
\of Self-disclosure for Experiméntal and Contro] Groups. 1n » o
SRR Pre-test'andJﬁgst-test Situation —— ST

. 1

o . - Pre-test LT © Post-test
R . - Pre-test ~Standard - - Post-test Standard
‘Group - Means - ~Deviations .. Means' . Deviations

I

 Experimental 21648 1075 12312

_ "h'_=4‘40 =
~ 20 per group

r:




" TABLE X

Resu]ts of 2.x 2 (1 Factor Repeated)

> : of Self-Disclosure Prior. to _
‘ (Pre-test and Post test S1tuat1on) .

, .
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Anova for Perce1ved Int1maqy ’

and After Treatment

~Source of Variation

o

XS

DF

M

e}Betweeh"subJects hro
~main effects subJects o )
- 13557.500

- “within ‘groups’
t vi(Groups) '

W1th1n subJects 'B‘
main effects ~

o (Time)

At x'B' 1nteraction‘J
'B'x subJects w1th1n; »

Cgrowp |
(Groups X, T1me) .

546.016

1526.500 " ..
.201.563 -

14103.500

2717.578 .
1388.625

39
38 -

546.016

" 201.563

- .277.578
. 36.543 0

1.530

7

7.192

0.01029%

40

T “20 per. grbup

0.22364 -

0.00302% -
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,s1gn1f1cant, and Factor A X B (Groups x T1me) was s1gn1f1cant In other

«

ﬂ}words the exper1menta1 group 51gn1f1cant1y 1ncreased the1r perce1ved o’

;1nt1macy of self d1sc}osure from the pre- test s1tuat1on (prtor to o | .
assert1veness tra1n1ng program) to the post test s1tuat1on (after. the |
}assertfveness tra1n1ng program) as compared to the contro] group (time .
1"factor) To further comprehend these results Graph I1 presents the ,
- means - of percelved 1nt1macy of se]f dlsclosure pr1or to treatment and -
after treatment (pre test and post test 51tuat10n) for both eXpertmenta]'
”.g‘andvcontro] groups. And f1na11y, Tab]e XI presents means and standard |
‘ :deV1at1ons for the var1ab1e percetved 1nt1macy of self dtsclosure for |
exper1menta1 -and contro] groups in the pre test and post test s1tuat10n

.‘/’

o MaJor Quest1on 4

Does assert1veness training as compared to no assertlveness tra1n1ng

jdlfferently effect percept1on (est1mat1on)‘of;assert1veness?;g1f‘so,_fn.‘v‘7

:»géxpothe51s 8 _
There 1s a stgn1f1cant d1fference 1n percetved (est1mated asserttve- f{,ﬂ
1ffness as measured by Rathus' Assertwveness Schedu]e between women who have -

’ part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness tratnlng program and those who have not

ff’pr1or to treatment cond1t1on and after treatment condltton.,,iﬁ f7: 3

Th1s hypothes1s was supported For th1s varlab]e women who part1c1— I

A

fzfpated in the asserttveness tra1n1ng program percetved themse]ves as |
-‘ftbfﬂ‘51gn1f1cant1y more’ assert1ve after treatment than before as compared toea

3'h;women who d1d not part1c1pate (contro]) Deta1]ed f1nd1ng5\of the two—;f;gf~

[*)way Anova (one factor repeated) can be found in Tab]e XII ‘As can‘be;_htht

o
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TABLE XI

A

" Means and'Standafereviatlons of Perceived (Estimated) Int1maq1
of Se]f disclosure for Experimental and Control Groups in

'»:,F;'l.if_li;_f- ... <. Pre-test and Post test S1tuat1on

X

e,

= fﬁfoub. ff" Means

Pre test

)'v

" Pre-test

Standard-

“Deviations

Post-test
Means -

. Post-test.
Standard
Deviations

 Experimental '\ '36.55

33,08, 0

15.638

11931

a3as

3450

©13.607

2584



©.o - within groups R 14745.578 . " 38 - 388.042
,‘j(Groups) e e '*f[ Dw T e e

' i.gr0ups s

' “7'20 per gfoﬁp
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© TABLE XIT =

Results of 2 x. 2 (1 Factor Repeated) Anova for Percelved
(Est1mated) Assertiveness Prior to and After Treatment -;
(Pre test and Post test S1tuat1on) o R

f:' , L

‘.?Between\subJects At ,f; 15435189ﬁy5_>::39' RN P B
- main effects subjects-  690.313 . 1" 690,313 - 17797 0,19022

"f5W1th1n subJects 'B' S 2777500 a0 AT
main effects . . 2726, 011‘ o 10 726.010 21,827 70.00004*

e interaction” ~ 787.515 1 787515 /23 676 0;00002*?f
. 'B'X subJects within . v'f“]263‘977‘.‘5 ’38v.<‘ 33.263 - “ﬂw-z. R

(Groups X T1me)m 1rf'

40
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-fp}groups in the pre

13

. seen f&om TabIe XII Factor A (Groups) was nons1gn1f1cant Factor B

'(T1me) was s1gn1f1cant and Factor A'X B (Groups X Tlme) was s1gn1f1-;

hﬂcant In other words the exper1menta1 group s1gn1f1cant1y 1ncreased

x5

the1r perce1ved assertlveness from the pre test s1tuat1on (pr1or to

- assert1veness tra1n1ng program) to the post test S1tuat1on (after the
7~assert1veness tra1n1ng program) as compared to the contro) group (t1me
*‘Affactor) To further compréLend these resu]ts Graph III presents the'
h;means ofﬁpercelved asserk4£eness pr1or to treatment and afterbtreatment
' :(pre test and post test s1tuat1on) for both experlmental and controI
A«groups And f1na11y, TabIe XIII presents means and standard dev1at1ons

".1’for the var1abIeAperce1ved assert1veness for exper1menta1 and contro]

Exn?oratory Fwnd1ngs fff;ﬁ '

AIthough not hypothe51zed the author dec1ded to eprore Jourard's

k.pf(1969) SeIf d1sc103ure Questlonnafre 1n terms of the reIat1onsh1p between

";.the foI]owlng questwons 1n the quest1onna1re ;'v'f?t

o i f
"(a) Amount that I have d1scIosed to someone 1n the past

“(b) Amount that q wouId d1scIose to a. stranger of the same sex, -

71f(c) Int1macy10}%';:closure to someone in the past

R

":fg73(d) Ano 1nt1macy of'dtscIosure to stranger of the same sex.

ﬁ’”fhiResuIts of the correTat1on matrlx have been presented 1n TabIe XIV

r t

li*ifThese resu]ts cIearIy show that what an 1nd1v1dua1 dlscIoses in the past

SR

:-imfexperlmental and controfggroups

f'»'fhas a Iow reIat]onsh1p to what an. 1nd1v1dua1 wouId d1sc]ose to someone 1ni*”f5~*
iff;_th ture.: Thls aIso hoIds true regardtng the 1nt1macy of the d1scIo- T

_isure As can be seen from TabIe XIV correlatlons are qu1te Iow for both f',jjl 51*“'
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S e © | TABLE XIIT

v xMeans ‘and Standatn,Dév1at1ons of Perce1ved (Est1mated)
, L Assert1veness for/ Experimental and Control Groups n
Lo e ‘ ' Pre test and Post-test. S1tuat1on

Ry

St Prectest T postotest .
. Pre-test » Standard Post-test. Standard .
Growp . Means - | Deviations. Means . ‘Deviations .

CExperimental 0.0 w2 230 7.6

- Control . . 0.4 o ;*?15;559,3f'f5;rj;10515: R TR VIRT TS

“7w520 per grouparv




o TABLETXIv'f

€~

Corre]atlon Matr1x of Contrast1ng Quest1ons-_; -
on Jourard s (1969) Self d1sclosure Quest1onna1re
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f consrdered 1n Chapter VI.

Summary

132

< - 5
v

_ Findings and conclusjons for each of the four major'questions and L
thetr resultant e1ght hypotheses have been presented. Flrst concerning

expressed self- dlsclosure in an 1ntérv1ew S1tuat1on (post test-only

4

control des1gn), 1t was found that women ‘who part1c1patéd in an asser- o,

tlveness tra1n1ng program s1gn1f1cantly dlffered from’ a control group in

expressed self d1sclosure. More spec1f1cally, a 51gn1f1cant difference -

was found in that women who part1c1pated in an assert1veness tra1n1ng
program dlsclosed 51gn1f1cantLy more - behav1oral type of 1nformat10n in

their expressed self- d1sclosure than the contro] group Secondly,

'concernlng perce1ved (est1mated) self- d1sclosure (pre test post test

des1gn), it was found that women who part1c1pated 1n an assert1veness

‘tra1n1ng program perce1ved themselves as’ d1sclos1ng s1gn1f1cantly more L

frequently and -more 1nt1mately after treatment than pr1or to treatment as

compared to a contrQl group. & Thlrdly, 1t was found ‘that women who

W 4

part1c1pated in an assertlveness tra1n1ng program percelved themselves as

~s1gn1ficantly mor.e assertlve after treatment than prlor to treatment as

compared to a control group And flnally, exploratory analys1s revealed4

a low relat1onsh1p between contrast1ng questlons on Jourard s (1969)

‘Self- d1sclosure Quest1onna1re That is, what women perce1ved themselves

as d1sclos1ng ‘to someone in the past and what they would dlSClOSE toa* ’ .

Stranger of the same sex have a low relatlonsh1p between them. The

‘ ~discussion of these results with 1mpl1cat10ns for further work have beenv'



'part1c1pated in .an assert1veness tra1n1ng program and those who d1d not
_further cons1derat1on of the resu]ts may he]p to c]ar1fy the f1nd1ngs and

| ;endeavor to answer quest1ons f1rst proposed 1n thlS thes1s.‘ That 1s,

- Does Assertiveness Training'FaciTitate.Se]f—disciosure? T N,'

AN . 'CHAPTER VI
A\‘ . ' ' '
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS . = /
/
. - N - } // ’
I., Discussion of Results =~/
Introduction = | | |

A genera1 purpose of thls 1nvest1gatlon was to fuy her exp]ore the

of

area of effect1ve commun1cat1on sk1lls. A spec1f1c purpose was to study

the commun1cat1on messages of assertlveness and se}f dlsc]osure in

_4‘reference to counse11ng and/or therapy That 1s//does assert1veness '

- tra1n1ng he]p to fac111tate c11ent se]f d1sc]o ure?.

whlle the resu]ts presented in Chapter V/revea]ed 51g1f1cant

d1fferences on varlous d1mens1ons of se]f d1sclosure between women who

does assertlveness tra1n1ng fac111tate cl1ent self d1sc]osure7 Is asser-
[tlveness a form ‘of self- d1sc105ure7 And how do these quest1ons and B |

their resultant f1nd1ngs he]p the practicing therap1st'and h1s/her.q11ent?

o

The ‘immediate and genera] answer to this. quest1on is in the aff1rma-,

t1ve. women who part1C1pated in the assertlveness tra1n1ng program



®

_dwffered s1gn1f1cant]y in se]f disclosure from those women who dia not

|

part1c1pate (contro] group). However to ook at the results more spec1

f1ca1]y revea]s that the above aff1rmat1on 1s far too s1mp11st1c in.

s

1

134

nature That 1s, se]f d1sclosure was measured first of all accordfng to

_whether it was expressed or actual*se]f d1sc]osure in an interview .
s1tuat1on (post test-only control ‘group 51tuat1on) Expressed Qr actua]
‘self d1sc]osure was then d1v1ded and subd1v1ded 1nto a total of nine -
parameters which. a]]owed for prec1s1on in determ1n1ng the exact fac1—

- Titative effect of - assert1veness tra1n1ng on expressed or actua]

o

whether 1t was perce1ved or est1mated se]f dlsc]osure pr1or to treatment
. cond1t10n (asert1veness tra1n1ng program) and after as measured by ;*
quest1onna1res (pre test post test 51tuat10n) Perce1ved or est1mated

. ‘se]f d1sclosure was then a]so d1v1ded 1nto a tota] of two parameters

3_ se]f d1sc]osure And second]y, se]f d1sc]osure was. measured accord1ng to

‘;Consequent]y, to state that assert1veness tra1n1ng does fac111tate se]f-‘

f.dlsc]osure in a. genera] manner ls 1ncomp1ete and 1nadequate to tak1ng

o

B not1ce of the var1ous d1mens1ons of se]f dtsclosure as this study

endeavored to do

Expressed or Actua] Se]f d1sclosure In the 1nterv1ew s1tuat1on, 1t

c1pated in the assertlveness tra1n1ng program revea]ed a s1gn1f1cant1y

’ greater behav1ora1 type of self dlsolosure as compared to those women who

\
d1d not part1c1pate in the- program. No svgn1f1cant d1fferences were -

found on the other e1ght par meters of se]f dlsclosure (amount fee]1ngs
att1tudes act1ve/pa551ve form d1rect/1nd1rect form high 1nt1macy,

\

fmoderate 1nt1macy, and non 1nt]macy) RS

.‘,was found that for expressed or actua] self d1sc1osure women who part1-

o T
v

W
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Reasons for th]S probab]y lie in the fact that a behav1ora1 type “of S

se]f dtsc]osure is. strongly re]ated to an asserttveness response ,In

PR &

fact, they m1ght be 50 51m1]ar as. to be the same th1ng To further

exp]ore th1s, some. examplfs of behav1ora1'se1f dnsc]osures that women

revea]ed dur1ng the . 1nterv1ews were as fo]lows: ,fi :
v L @
"] am ch0051ng to go to these types of workshops to better myse]f...

"My husband wants me to. ta]k more about my fee]tngs. I d rather keep
“my fee]]ngs to myself. and only do what I want to..."e

: "R1ght now I\am seek1ng out new a]ternattves in my - llfe. Aniexampie
is my. fam1]y and the pressure they always ho]d over me. I am going
.~to free myself of. 1t P N 'T .

, H"I am. trylng to change my approach towards sex. Tt doesn t bother me'
:“fto act1ve1y seek ‘out a man 1nstead ‘of constant]y wa1t1ng around. .. LR

'f"'fi“One of my friends . is a beaut1fu] person.= She has listemed to my R
. problems so often. “In the future.1 am going to start gageng more to
. other peop]e because I'intend:to be more generous..." ﬂ\\ '

. LY X B
' ,Ev1dent 1n these behav1ora1 self d1sc1OSUres are the 1deas of cho1ce ‘

®

- act1on respons1b1]1ty, an honest express1on of one S fee]tngs, and a~ .

v

'acontrol over one S env1ronment These are. a]l typtca] of the assert1ve-_g' =

'X

ness reSponse If there are dlfferences 1n the behav1ora] types of

| se]f d1sclosure and the a§sert1veness response 1t probab]y lles in the;
: t1ntent or purpose of the speaker s message That is, even thoughxaﬁ\\\w ;?2‘:.'
-“honest expre551on of one 5. fee11ngs and thoughts are part of assertlve—- .

ness, often presupposed is the “demandlng of r1ghts" and to be treated .
.:w1th fa1rness This 1s not part of the def1n1t1on of se]f d1sclosure._h

: However to Took back at the examples of behaV1ora1 se]f dlsclosures

prev1ous1y g1ven some of them do convey the - 1dea of be]ng treated w1th
(

fa1rness even though ‘they are se]f referentlal Thus, a behavtora] type

of self- d1sclosure anp an assert1veness response may: be the same th1ng
, : —
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with.very's]ight differences It is nd wonder® then that an assert1veness .

o tra1n1ng program wou]d fac1]1tate this t pe of self dlsc]osure

Insofar as the other parameters of self- d1sclosure were concerned,

the two gr0ups did not s1gn1f1cant]y d1ffer \on any of them. Reasons for' r

L this" probab]y 11es in the fact that women gen rally tend to communtcate '

' } mun1cate thav1ora1 messages A]though not°stated d1rect1y in the

"frteachtng a more d1rect behav1ora1 and actton or1ented type of communtca-’ "\\; :

"ﬁ;t1on did not fac1]1tate a feellng type Of SE]f‘d‘SC]OS”re or a more” oj

.messages that are more emot1ona1 and more 1nt1

te 1n content due to

soc1a]1zat1on fromvb1rth. Ma]es “on the other ha d, are soc1a]1zed to:

emit 1ess”fee]ing responses; Th1s is apt]y shown i -the,fo]]ow1ng quote:
“Can you: imagine men ta1k1ng to" each other saytng 'Are you_sUreﬁ%
. You're not angry at me?'...'I'm not as assertive as I would like to
- be'...'I feel.so competitive that I can't get close\to anyone'...-
e ve Just learned something important about myself that I've got to -
.tell you'...'I don't have the self-confidence to do what I really i}
want to do'...I feel nervous talking to you like this'.\ It just
doesn t happen (Der]ega & Cha1k1n, 1975, p 82) \

Thus, 1t 1s the author s op1n1on that 1t IS not typlcal for wom to com-

‘ 11terature one of the purposes of assert1veness tra1n1ng for women ds to

’vdf}ly, the- assert1veness tra1n1ng program in fu1f1111ng the pUFPOSE Of ';‘,. .7&.

51'; 1nt1mate type of se]f dlsclosure s1nce the tendency 1s a]ready pre-

_ dom1nate in women.» However, a more s1mp]1st1c reason may be that

v teach persons to express fee11ngs and thoughts honestly, prlmar1]y
' teaches a mogp direct and act1on or1ented behav1ora1 message due to 1ts f
U emphas1s upon tak1ng contro] of one S env1ronment cho1ce, and -

- 'respons1b111ty.

[3

teach commun1cat10n that 1s more d1rect and act1on or1ented Consequent

assertlveness tra1n1ng; even though one of its pr1mary purposes is to




- day program) m1ght fac111tate these est1mat1ons 1nto actual dlsc]osures.
"‘S1nce research has stated that even short programs such as the One

;d;offered 1n th1s study are effect1ve the prev1ous explanat10" may be 0”]¥
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Percept1on or Est1mat1on of Self- dlsclosure. In‘regards to percepej
t1on or est1mat1on of self- d1sclosure (amount and'fntimacy)}in'the
,'pre test post-test s1tuat1on, it was’ found that over time women 1n the
‘experlmenta] group perce1ved themse]ves as d1scloS1ng more frequently and
‘more 1nt1mate]y That 15 women who part1c1pated 1n the assertiveness Ai‘ L .-g""
tra1n1ng program (exper1menta1 group) perce1ved themse]ves as d1sclos1ng . |
more frequent]y and more 1nt1mate1y after treatment than pr1or to treat-i

BN

ment as compared to the@control group Consequent]y, although women who N
part1c1pated in the assert1veness tra1n1ng group d1d not actua]]y express
': more frequent or more 1nt1mate se]f d1sclosure in the 1nterv1ew s1tuat1on , htg,[;y
| they percelved or estlmated through quest1onna1res that they d1sc]osed “
5more frequent]y and more 1nt1mate]y what are the reasons for th1s? »
Bas1ca11y, the re5u1ts po1nt out that subJect1ve est1mat1ons of a
‘_ behav1or such as se]f d1sclosure are’ qu1te 1ncons1stent w1th actua] {
,'express1on of behav1or One of the purposes of a]] workshops such as . . ~;j'
‘:ccommun1cat1on sk11]s tra1n1ng and assert1veness tra1n1ng programs is to iffi\
:7»!teach an 1nd1v1dua] to verba]]y emlt part1cu1ar responses._ The fact that
enwomen 1n the assert1veness tra1n1ng program perce1ved themse]ves as d1s- fdfl?
'clos1ng more frequent]y and more 1nt1mate1y from pre test to post test 22

,may suggest that a longer assertlveness tra1n1ng program (three or four
( \ B \

v

: part1a11y true. Essentwa]]y, the results do po1nt out that percept1on\or f“

“subJectlve est1mat1on of d1sclosure and actua] d1sclosure may be ent1re1y\ i

idjfferent Th1s is further po1nted out whenkmorre]atxons were taken 1f"" \\
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- e . o e : ",f : o : ,.-",a
_ w1th1n Jourard's: Se]f d1sclosure Questtonna1re (]969) It was found [that
_for both control and exper1menta1 groups, a]] corre]at1ons were qu1te ]ow ~}7f\\ ;f 2
between contrast1ng quest1ons._ That 1s both groups revea]ed a- low

, re]at1onsh1p between what they have descr1bed to someone 1n the past and -

\s\<5$;\\\\what they wou]d d1sc]ose to a stranger of the same sex.. A]] of these

results po1nt out that further research must ]ook 1nto the. dtfferences :

between percept1on or- esttmat1on of se]f d1sclosure and actual

;'self d1sclosure Up to th1s po1nt past research has enmeshed the results
;of perceptlon and’ expressgd se]f dtsclosure wh1ch as Cozby (1973) has

L] K .

’f1nd1cated only adds to the mass of contradlctory resu]ts in the se]f—is
\\‘ — _d1sc]osure area.vv = : '.- ﬁh* PRI . R W

Perceptlon or" Est1mat10n of Assertlveness In regards to percept1on

o

lor esttmat1on of asserttveness 1n the pre test post test 51tuat1on, 1t
1:hwas found that over: t1me women 1n the exper1menta1 group perce1ved them- i 
. .selves as belng s1gn1f1cant1y more assert1ve. That ]s women who
Upart1c1pated 1n the asserttveness tra1n1ng program (expertmenta] group)
- percetved themse]ves as 51gn1f1cant1y more assert1ve after treatment than o
fj;} f[ afpr1or to treatment as compared to the contro] group | N

e

' éf' Th]S result was very re]evant Slnce the ent1re purpose of the

N i _
'-t_1nvesttgat1on was to f1nd out whether assertlveness tra1n1ng fac1]1tated o

":Q:se]f d1sclosure, a 1ack of s1gn1f1cance here would have negated any
"7p0551b111ty that 1t was assertlveness tra1n1ng and thus, 1earn1ng to be

‘_more assertlve that fac111tated the var1ous d1men51ons of’ self—

LN

VT'dtsc]osure. Intother words the fac1]1tatton of se1fed1sc1osure would

i {fhave been due to some unknown vartable( ) ‘f,




"-_ ness Schedu]e and Jourard s (1969) Se]f d1sllosure Quest1onna1re were

r,'.Ii, Strengths'andﬁweakneSSésTot,thefstudygffj_f”"1

The'Design

Usage of a post test-on]y control group de51gn for expressed 0r

»: ; (‘J

_actua] self- d1sclosure and a preqtest post test de51gn for percept1on or ;f;r77'ﬁ5 e

‘!est1mat10n of self d1sc1osure was a maJor weakness of thtsfstudy. That f}hgﬂn‘f’u'

"15, the add1t1on of the pre test post test”des1gn not onTy unnecessar11y

v comp11cated the methodo]ogy of the exper1ment but more 1mportant1y, m1ghtﬂky“=te‘

" have brought about some, externa] 1nva]1d1tyg§?F0r examp]e"”‘h
.1mp11cated in any deswgns that emp]oy apre tESt"-(NQQJef&:LﬁeDEff;ﬂ}‘:_

. 166)

. emp]oyed as the pre test and post test for measur1ng percevad assert1ve-

d~ness and perce1ved se]f d1sclosure pr1or to and after treatmen .?5ﬁf~iﬁ't
":’However emp]oyment of these 1nstruments pr1or to treatment (pre test)

'5.icould have 1nteracted w1th the exper1menta] treatments to produce the

' *]gresu]ts of the exper1ment That 1s the pre test 1n assert1veness and f,;'

R ;;,self d1sc]osure cou]d have aroused susp1c1ousness regard1ng the exper1— i;f';;

”7j5menter s 1ntent1ons, thus hav1ng an effect upon SUbJECt s answers to the f;.iigffﬂ"”’

U :;fquest1onna1res 1n the post test s1tuat10n

To e11m1nate the pre test prob]em 1n th1s part1cu]ar exper1ment the ]

:'*f'author wou]d suggest the dropp]ng of the pre test a]together A post-“ g

"V-f»test\on]y contro] group des1gn cou]d have been used JUSt as eas11y 1n

i
}
§
1

"”_measur1ng percept10n or est1mat1on of assert1veness and se]f d1sc1osure

”"g as had been used in measur1ng expressed or actua] se]f d1sc1osure w1thout

}1the add1tiona1 compllcat1on of a pre test

EREY -



Other Forms of Externa] Inva]1d1ty

- »
Both exper1menta1 and contro] groups vo]unteered to part1c1pate tn |
asserttveness tratntng programs.} That 1s, even though the controT group

1

rece1ved delayed treatment (orice a]] stat1st1ca1 ana]yees had been
\

f1n1shed), there st111 was the ba51c knowledge that they were to part1c1- f';
pate in these programs. ThlS know]edge ptseTf mtght have 1nten51f1ed |
the deve]opment of pr1vate1y heldihypotheses and demand charactertst1cs

of the expertment Thus women in both groups prtor to part1c1pat1ng‘1n u;h
the treatment cond1t1on m1ght have answered the questtonnatre so as. to 'U
u-appear nonasserttve Then the exper1menta] group hav1ngaﬁ1n1shed the
assert1veness tratntng program mlght have answered ‘the quest1onna1re so

as to appear assert1ve s1nce they had aTready partlcwpated On the other.

"'f hand the contro] group, st111 awa1t1ng de]ayed assert1veness tratntng

- programs m1ght have answered the questtonna1re 1n the post test s1tuat10n-

s as to appear nonassert1ve 51nce they StT]] had not been 1nvo]ved 1n an-.

-

[ assert1veness tra1n1ng program.

There is no easy way to assess or e]1m1nate the externa] valtd1ty of ;j.h’“v‘
‘an expertment The use of decept1on 1s the most commoinace methdd used i‘f.
1n wh1ch the purposes of the exper1ment are(h1dden from the subJects ]Th;j?
thts 1nvest1gat1on the var1ab1e under study was seTf d1scTosure and o
subJects were not aware that seTf dtsclosure was even be1ng studted :
Another safeguard was that both perceptlon and expresse/’seTf d1sc]osure

were under exam1nat1on.e Consequent]y, ln add1t1on to the subJecttve ?,57

~

Ay T

estlmates of the women obJectlve and behav1oral data on se]f dlsclosure 13&1j153§fr”‘

A

were taken 1nto account when 1nterpret1ng the results However the fact

of the matter 1s that the Hawthorne effect almost always comes 1nto p]ay
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o ~in every psycho]ogical experiment 'That'is\‘the knowledge ‘that one is \"
- being observed or spec1a]]y treated 1eads to some externa] 1nva11d1ty
~ ~_ " The goa] is to e]1m1nate th1s as much as poss1b]e as was done in this Coa
o S L o _ Ny
. ' exper1ment L - - ' o e - I
’,InstrumentatiOn
The most d1ff1cu1t aspect of study1ng self- d1sclosure s the 1nstru-
~mentaton used A]though behav1ora] rat1ngs have been used “in- the past ) x.{Er _glf

5‘,7‘..1 they .are not: as yet well developed In this 1nvest1gat1on due to the
‘:'many d1v151ons and subd1v1stons of self d1sc1osure raters sometlmes had
'rfj'ffa d1ff1cu1t t1me d1st1ngu1sh1ng between parameters of self- d1sclosure
i'Consequently, more effort must be placed 1nto deve]oping more re11ab1e,
: ‘behav1ora1 measures. A]so 11sten1ng to ent1re 30 m1nute 1nterv1eWs of
each subJect not on]y proved_to be an arduous task but raters, desp1te d
be1ng 1nstructed not to, somet1mes ended up 1nterpret1ng the var1ous |

o

xd1mens1ons rather than rat1ng them obJectlvely -Most. 11ke1y, it wou]d i:;v
’“Qahave been more effect1ve to on]y rate ]O or. 15 m1nutelsegments of the
"L1nterv1ew for each subJect v '” _' |
| Insofar as the Jourard Se]f d1sclosure Quest1onna1re (1969) was
v'fdfjiff'“t"concerned, 1ts 1ack of pred1c{1ve va11d1ty has been wel] documented prem;e ‘

;v1ously However despwte th1s 1ack of pred1ctve va11d1ty, usage of the

’ﬁscale proved to be of va]ue for th1s 1nvest1gat1on. That 1s, th;fgo o
. d1fferent resu]ts found 1n measur1ng self d1sclosure by Jourard 5 Self—,l}‘j:f

3rr'd1sclosure Quest1onna1re (percept1on of se]f d1sclosure) and by
L. /

SRR behav1ora1 rat1ngs (expressed se -d1sc]osure) c]ear]y showed that an -51;,”'h
S 1s1nd1v1dua] s subJect1ve est1matlon of ‘a:be

‘ 1or (se]f d1sclosure) and

the actual em1ss1on of that behav1or are not necessarl]y synonymous.}fToo:

Tl
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'.many researchers have re11ed heav1]y on measur1ng thexpercept1on of
self- d1sclosure and haye equa%ed it as synonymbus W1th expreZsed or
::actua] se]f d1sclosure Thus future research must separate these
concepts and 1ook 1nto the various d1fferences and s1m11ar1t1es betweenv
"‘them.. | ‘ |
Assert1veness was not measured behav1ora1]y 1n this - 1nvest1gat1on t

Instead Rathus Assert1veness Schedule (]973) was g1ven to subJects in -
»the pre test and post test s1tuat1on so in actua]1ty, percept1on of j S -
assert1veness rather thap expressed or actua] assert1veness was j - |
"measured | Th1s proved to ‘be somewhat of a d1sappo1ntment ]P 1tse1f since
o1t would have been a welcome add1t1on to further understanJ/the o
d1fferences between percept1on of assert1veness and actua] assertlveness

1n a spec1f1c s1tuat1on A]so, a]though the Rathus Assert1veness

Schedu]e (]973) 15 a we]] known sca]e and ‘used qu1te often 1n eva]uat1ng
o assertnveness tra1n1ng programs a1t 15 the,author S op1n1on that it 1s

‘ not a’ very good scale. First of a]], some of the quest1ons on the sca]e

_appear to measure aggress1veness or a lack of aggress1veness rather than

'~-,assert1veness or a ]ack of assert1veness.: For examp]e

J

v:.( ) Anyone attemptlng to push ahead of me 1n 11ne 1s 1n for argood |

| batt]e ‘v"_” e o i
A?;?(b) I avowd ar9u1ng over pr1ces w1th clerks and sa]esmen,; e
'fvjij(c). I comp]a1n about poor serv1ce 1n a restaurant and e]sewhere,

l '5}(0 And there are twmes when I look for a good v1gorous argument

'7;These quest1ons (and there are many more) do not concern assert1veness B

"fffbehavxor but on the other hand concern the unhealthy aspect of

LR

‘““j_assert1veness——aggress1veness And second]y, 1t wou]d be very easy for R

"Ran 1nd1V1dua1 to score h1gh (or ]ow) on th1s sca]e and appear assert1ve jh'foif"“
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(or nonassertive) when in fact the 1n%ﬁv1dual in spec1f1c s1tuat1ons is’
the oppos1te 1n his score That 1s, the quest1ons are so d1rect that the.
purpose of the quest1onna1re can be eas1]y ftgured out Th1s s par—f‘
tlcu]arly SO when 1nd1v1dua1s have know]edge that they are going to.
: part1c1pate in an assert1veness tralnlng program, - Consequent]y, thlS
(j YA}, i quest1onna1re only adds to eoncerns about externa] va11d1ty In future {
| » research the author suggests that some of the behav1ora1 ratlngs of dvrj
assertwveness be constdered in measurlng subJect assert1veness pr1or to
; k\?; and after the program.} Unllke se1f d1sclosure, assert1veness is more -
P

S eas11y eva]uated behav10ra1]y and less 1nc11ned toward the rater s

s subJectlve 1nterpretat1on of the var1ab1e.

i;;é'7 R ’hi e 'Jtlgt_lmpjications.

In An Assert1veness Reponses a. Form of Se]f dtsclosure?

| Accord1ng to the resu]ts of th1s 1nvest1gat1on, an assertavenessvf:
;: respopse becomes qu1te s1m11ar to a se]f d1c1051ng response when 1t 1s av-
;g behav1ora] type of self d1sclosure.. At 1east assert1veness°tra1n1ng |
<f” fac111tates th1s type of se]f d1sc1osure 51gn1f1cant1y more than other ";\

types of se]f d1sclosure The reason may be that they are strong]y f;i

| "¥J’ .-.’ re]ated ano ]n fact may be the Same th1ng

Th1s exp]anat1on may be elaborated upon even further when one B

-fcons1ders the ]0 hour program that was run S1nce 1t was a short
"program,,the emphas1s of the program was on def1n1ng assert1veness
'“4?c]ear1y understandtng the d1fferences of the aggress1ve/subm1551ve/ _ S

T,.; assert1ve cont1nuum, and the em15510n of assertlveness reSponses 1n




" ress responses than the control group 1s 51mp]y not known

’fs1gn1f1cantly more assert1venesel'

_:ffja behav1ora1 type of se]f dtsc]osure.; Fo]]ow1ng from th1s a closer

5'ﬁsst111 rema1ns a specu]at1on. However the author m1ght add that the

ro1e-p1aying situations. Modeling, behav1ora1 rehearsa], and o %.

_re1nforcement were the. key 1earn1ng dev1ces used The purpose of these t

1earn1ng dev1ces was for the group to learn to emit assert1veness
responses. However due to the fact that assert1veness was not measured

behav1ora]1y, it is 1mposs1b]e to state that the verbal. em15510n of

' assert1veness responses brought about a behav1ora] type of
_se]f d1sc]osure and thus, they may be qu1te 51m11ar.‘ That is, accord1ng
? to the resu]ts, 1t can on]y be stated that women 1n the exper1menta1

. group perce1ved themselves as s1gn:f1cant]y more assert1ve after the

"w

_Qassertwveness tra1n1ng program than those women who dhd not part1c1pate

(contro] group), wh1ch cou]d’have brought about a behav1ora] type of R

se]f d1so]osure Whether women who part1c1pated 1n the assert1veness

-tra1n1ng program verba]]y em1tted a’ s1gn1f1€3ﬁt‘number of more assert1ve-.

Consequent]y, in comprehend1ng the quest1on "Is an assert1veness

'response a form of se]f d1sclosure?“, more attent1on must be shown 1n
‘.’future research to dlfferent1at1ng between percelved assert1veness and {f7

e expressed assertlveness.\\for examp]e, 1t//§5ert1veness had been measured:77

behav1ora11y 1n th1s study *assumang the exper1mental group em1tted

onses), 1t wou]d have beEn known

'“;:study of taped assert1veness responses and taped behav1ora1 types of

Tf.se1f d1sclosure could have lead to a. more factual understand1ng of

LA

ENEY

:whether the actual verba] emlss1on of assert1veness responses fac111tated;,.q}§’”:”

e whether asserttveness 1s a form of se]f d1sc]osure At th]S po1nt t _”ft;”f__if'



B RN
resuTtS'of-the‘study.has given s firmer'1ndicatidn§thatﬁa@‘assertiVeness

reSponse may’ be a form of self- d1scTosure o .'f{ R

How Do These ResuTts HeTp the Pract1c1ng Therap1st? ; yea,::?‘ o

Carkhuff (1969) has theor1zed about two phases of therapy --the down-.

ward phase and’ the upward phase The downward phasetgoncerns the V7‘

theraplst s understandlng of the cT1ent 'S probTems whereas the upward

phase concerns the theraplst S act1ons in he1p1ng the c11ent,to construc- PR

RN

tlveTy act 1n order to help htmseTf/herseTf There may in ;act be

another phase that may be Just as re]evant as the two phaseS that

AT

Carkhuff (1969) has emphas1zed Th1s is the phase whereby the counse]or _ 7af

and/or theraptst i$ abTe to heTp the c11ent verbaT]y state h1s/her
d1ff1cu1t1es and probab]e so]utlons 1n a behav1oraT type of\

self d1sclosure ~The ab111ty of the counselor and/or therap1st to

fac1h1tate a behav1oraJ type of c11ent se]f d1sclosure may be a phase in o

between the two extremes that Carkhuff (1969) has stated One of the ;‘ .

o Lo N N .
. @r B
9, Sl

methods that a counse]or and/or theraplst can use to faC111tate a

behav1ora1 type of c]tent self d1sclosure (as shown ]n th1s study) 1s ;?;?ﬁ_u

@

. assert1veness tra1n1ng ffff; ffil-; j’*V*-f$°yf o -

In regards to heaTthy persona11ty, At may be that the assert1ve

.

component of seTf d1scTosure 1s the key (lnsofar as the T1té?ature on sy‘i5~' ,

e seTf d1sc]osure 1s concerned) to the deveTopBent of pos1t1ve seTf concept

'{- and heaTthy persona11ty That 1s an assert1veness response 1s typlcally

‘f?f seen as hea]thy and as contr1but1ng to p051t1ve self-concept and heaTthy ;jifﬁr“"

persona11ty as Tong as the aggress1ve/subm1551ve/assert1ve cont1nuum 1s ‘?T-ff.v»*

slyu* we11 understood However not aTT seTf d1501051ng responses are. seen as f“*

heaTthy s1nce some may be too 1nt1mate for the occas1on or not 1nt1mate

'Tttenough But more than th1s, some se]f dtsclosing responses may

J.’

P Y

c. GA



' Required Changes

. be seen as manipulative, i.e., looking for sympathy rather than a sjngene

sharing of one's fee]ings, whereas assertiveness responses are merely an

»nhonest and direct expression of one's feelings and thoughts. . Teachlng an .

»

1nd1v1dua1 the nonman1pu]at1ve component of self- dvsc]osure may greatly

enhance the individual's relationships with other\peop]e in,addition to

)

reinforcing a positive self-concept. and hea 1thy personality. -

\ - ; - .

. IV. Future Research =

they are not as yet we]l deve]oped | ‘In th1s 1nvest1gat1o

=many d1v1s1ons and subd1v1s1ons of self- d1sclosure rat%r

- The most dtfftcu]t aspect of study1ng se]f-dtsclosure is the instru-

mentat1on used A]though behav1ora1 rat1ngs have been .used 1n the past,

i

d1ff1cu1t tlme d1st1ngu1sh1ng between types of dtsclosure

more effort must be placed intg deve]oplng more rel1ab1e behav1ora1

: measurements .

In this study, on1y~verha1 disclosures were-considered. Thfs seems
to be predominant'in theh11terature as we11 It is obv1ous that non-
verbal commun1cat1on constant]y takes pJace and that Cues an individual

e11c1ts may be Just as self- dtsc1051ng as verbal responses. 0bv1ous1y,

‘nonverbal cues are very lmportant in therapy where the°theraptst S

empathy is constantly utilized. Thus, future research must 1ook into
) R

_ nonverbal se]f dlsclosure to a greater degree.

" As well, th1s 1nvesttgat10n revea]ed the d1screpancy between actuaL

x(expressed) self d1sclosure and perce1ved self- dlsclosure. Too many

s

k
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those var1ous types are re]ated to other commun1cat1on messages.

147

‘.researchers have re11ed heav1]y on measur1ng the percept1on of self-

d1sclosure and have equated it as synonymous w1th actual -

4

"Aself dlsc}d’ure The same problem has been e]aborated upon prev1ous]y

£

' concerning'assert1veness. Future research must separate these concepts

and look lnto the var1ous d1fferences between them

And f1na11y, most of the self-disclosure research has equated

different types of se]f dlsc]osure as be1ng one. That is, not enough

o

'd1fferent1at1on amongst the dlfferent types of se]f d1sc]osure has: taken |

- o

place. For examp]e, in th1s study if the var1ous d1v1s1on§ and subd1v1- .
\ .

s1ons hadn 't take p]ace, it wou]d have been conc]uded that assert1veness

training fac111tates self dlsclosure w1thout know1ng that it was spec1f1—

ca]]y a behav1ora] type of se1f~d1sclosure. Thus, the specu]at1on that a -
AN @

behav1ora] type of . self- d1sclosure and’ an assert1%eness response: may be

qu1te simllar could not have taken p]ace Future research .thus, must

beg]n to d1fferent1ate the var1ous aspects of se]f dlsclosure and how

V. Summary %

- Since Se]f-disc1osure has been.shown to be<quite relevant in therapy,

fac111tat1ve methods of e11c1t1ng self- d1sclosure were sought out. It

_was found that assert'veness tra1n1ng fac111tated a behav1ora1 type qﬁ\
,self d1sclosure. The healthiness .of a behav1ora] type of self- d1sclosure

~ and/or assertiveness response may be that the speaker is verbally and

directly letting the listener=acknow]edge his message without having to ’

Gy



148
. . PY] , ‘

make any systematic inferences about the message. When one considers all =
' nonverbal and verba] messages, 1t may be. a fact that speakers revea]

" something about themse]v!t whenever they speak That 1s, all messages

e conta1n information about the speakers whether verba1 or nonverba] An

®
assert1veness response. and/or behav10ra1 type of self- d1sc]osure may be

easier for the speaker and 11stener in that no systematic or 1ntu1t1ve
!

1nferences have to be formed w1th1n another persqh\s)mlnd.
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A e presently %eeklng out assert1veness tra1n1ng.. Thls is
'.;due to- chang1n svalues and roles ‘iniour. society’but it reflects

_the belief: 40 the basic human’ raghts_of all persons. .Assertiveness - - -
1Wtra1n1ng teachksvan dindividual ‘t0-express honest" fee11ngs comfortably, to

' 'tra1ghtforward and;to exerc1se personaj rights without .

s ights: of_others and. w1thou xper1enc1ng undue -anxiety or

. Are you: nterested 1na1earn1ng 0_becpme, mdre assert1ve? Have you -

‘gcons1dered a assert1Vene55ﬂtra1n1ng'pr am prev1ous1y? E ;,ﬂ - .\f

O g, he_Department of Educat]ona] Psycho]ogy

;of the Unavers1ty of - A]berta 15 conductlng a’ research project on- ) -

:assert1veness ‘training; programs*and we are . 100k1ng for women who are

31nterested in participating.. The-mai bJect1ve of -the progtam‘is to

her women 1earn methods Of" becomIng agfe assert1ve D1scuss1on in the”
,a1n1ng programs-are*to center onsuch: top1cs asi- h1story of Lo “;'

,assert1veness, the beneflts of:! assert1ve behavior, learning to. be

v positive rathér. than’ negat1ve and:reductng guilt-and anxiety through
asSertivenessy In addition, .practice ‘of assertive behavior is to take A

e “'"“g“the“program In1t1a11y, there are two tra1n1ng programs. .

One .1s.:to"take place: November 16 and-17th while the second, is to take - .

‘place-November 23rd and 24th.. Both will'be held on Fr1day from7:00° p.m.:’

10; JO 00.-pm.: and Saturday from 9: 00 a.m..'to 4:00 p.m.  And they will take;";~{)

"-P1a§§ at’ the Educat1on Bu11d1ng at the Unqvers1ty of Alberta An Room P

o @:e51nce th1s 1s a research prOJect no. fee is 1nvo]ved However ; :f:‘“:h‘f
vsf;1nterested women. must be w1]11ng to fil1 out brief quest1onna1res and f “
'u[;:;attend a ha]f hour audiotaped 1nterv1ew ‘shortly after the program, It

‘__t*ﬁjshould be" noted that all 1nformat1on 1s str1ct1y conf1dent1a] accord1ng f;"zjif>ff'¥
R to research eth1cs.,,w¢1,; : Vf», ST T e T A T

R If you w1sh to volunteer, p]ease f1]1 out the attached form and
Mﬁacontact Brenda Mann at 439-513fas soon as-. poSS?b]e If you have any
?,Questlons or. requ1re further formatlon you may contact Brenda Mann at 'r~f*ﬁ.*
' the same. number Thank you ST e e T e f‘/
i e i.ﬁsincéfely; ‘r:'l’;i .~r‘:;h : v_ﬂ:hj‘
B T T T

'é; -"1 1 251 ;i? nf{iiBfehdé_Mahni-»ir,:-.v .!,”_::.. _;Hf/;tn r'

N
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~ BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON SUBJECTS
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Education:

Name: _ . T -~ Telephone:

Age:

Were youborn in Alberta or some other:province or state?:

- Are you working presently or attending school? .. S

e

- If you are attending a university or‘college, what is your year and major?

o

ot »

L memE L e "e T#EZ;» Gl
If you did attend a university or college, what was your major?-

" morning *
~afternoon

evening .o

2

.ZfInolcate t1me and day 1n wh1ch you WOuld be able to attend the aud1otaped :
~;;1nterv1ew fo]low1ng the assert1veness tra1n1ng program. o S

[ U

* Thénk you for your help.

©Brenda Mann. 0ot
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. APPENDIX G

. JOURARD'S SELF-DISCLOSURE QUESTIONNAIRE
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1

@
hinstruct1ons

X

met

Questionnaire ]

You have been g1ven a Tist of 40 quest1ons asking for persona]
information about yourself. On the answer sheet, you will see two ru]ed
_columns, ‘A and B. A has the head1ng "I have revea]ed information ‘about
th1§£1tem to ‘someone  in my past." B column® has the head1ng "Willing to
<disclose information about ‘this item to a same-sex stranger on a first
encouoter" You-are requested to indicate how much information.about
. each question you have told someone in your past and -how: much you would
be w11]1ng to d1sclose toa stranger of the same sex that you have JUSt

RN

ta]ked about that item to another person. - .

erte 1n ado 1n Co]umn B on each. questwon 1f you woulo be unw1111ng
to ta]k about that 1tem to a same seR stranger _ .

wr1te in a'lin Co1umn-A on each quest1on 1f you have ta]ked in,
enera] ferms: about that. item, but not in full detail. Another person
as been g1Ven on]y a genera] 1dea about that: partlcular side of you.,».

wr1te in a ] in Co]umn B 1f you wou]d be’ w11]1ng to talk in genera]
terms about a- g1ven quest1on to a stranger of the same sex._ g :

Wr1te 1n a 2 in Column A on]y 1f you know that you have ta]ked fu]]y

‘ito another person “about ‘that particular quest1on ~ Use a 2 on]y for those ]“
top1cs where you have taken the trouble to conf1de fu]]y : SICEF AR

erte 1n a 2 An. Co]umn B on]y on: those questlons wh1ch you wou]d be fﬁfTJ o

w111}ng to conf1de comp]etely to a stranger O R

°”UjThe 40 quest1ons are found on the next page WTth the

... answer sheets on the following page. Go through. the '
.t questions-as: qu1ck]y ds possible without - ‘taking: too

; i '--_;fmuch tlme on any part1cu1ar quest1on.f.;,je,,_; v

. (

wr1te in a 0- 1n Co]umn A on each QUest1on 1f you: know you have neVer

171
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- Questionnaire ]
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.J?it:;iédij

s :._‘{36:-'.";2

39

L ““haa: premar1ta] sexua] relattons?
B 40 R

If someone sent you a bouquet of flowers, what kind wou]d you 11ke7

- What 'do you d1511ke the most about hav1ng a comp]ete phy51ca1
examination? - .

-1
2
3. 'How do you feel about enga ing 1n sex act1v1t1es prior to, or. |
. outside of marriage?
4. With whom have you,
5 ‘ .
; 6
7
8.

d your sexual experlences? S L

What are -your favo"' pare ‘time. hobbiés or interests? -

What do you feel. the gu11t1est about ‘or most ashamed of in your

past?

‘.How/many brothers and s1sters do you have?

What movies have you seen lately? - S o “51

Which' (if either or bothY of . your‘parents do you th1nk m1ght have

what do th1nk makes a book -a best-se]]er? - ,_,?. 1:’,f*~:»:5-+_.1v;7n

Y . o -
g b e L
' 2 H 'l N . h ¥
v : A R )
ST t e
Ad S
| |
. S
. /
i:" 4 H
T I

9. 'What are your favorite subjects in school? .
10.  ‘What questtons in the area of sex are -you most cUr1ous to know about?
11, What are your favorite co]ors? S . :
12, With how many men have you petted in the last year?. "
13, “How can you tell when ‘you are getting sexua]]y aroused?,
14, On what parts of .your body have you been kissed?:
15, What age ‘do you think.a Prime Minister of ‘Canada shou]d be? _ :
16 Why type of foods 'do you enjoy the'most? .- = oo s
17.  What. thoughts have you had ‘that repu]se your o N
-18. What techn1ques of ‘sex p]ay do you know'of? = et S\\;__
19. - What type of reading ‘material -d0 you ‘enjoy. the mo$t7 R
20, -What are your feelings about masturbat1on7 S
o -2)..-What foods do you feel are; best for your: hea]th?,'[f,m;
. 22.. In.what ways do. you. th1nk varwous members of y0ur fam11y may be
S »g"maladJusted"7 AT oy
- 23: Where would you like. to go on" a tr1p? ﬁ&f*'zz-f : : ‘ o
24, “ What kind of furntture would- you ltke to-have" after you are marr1ed7 o
25, How{may colas.do:you usually have per: year?’ T %
'26. - Wha§ .are your favorite sports? REER ST '?~
""27. How do’ yau: feel ‘about yourlove’ 11fe? .
,28,{ Would you-like ‘to travel and see what part of - the country RS
729. What kinds of group act1v1t1es do you usua]]y ena%y? FRA ,,',~‘ L
‘How tall do you tike men to 'be? - L "-”]f~r o
~:_31:“7How frequently do you Tike to engage 1n sexua] act1v1t1es? }*;. o
. 32, What schools have you attended? . = - o L
33';jwhat are the: persons 11ke w1th whom you have had some type of sexua];,»ffi
;exper1ence?-, : ‘ 3 R ST
34 ~-How .important-do you feel educat1on 1s to a person ‘}pv-*~ ‘ B
~3S ‘How do_ you feel .if someone sees you naked? i : Lt Lo
o ‘Howdo' you feel about having members of the opposrte sex touch you7' g
;;f37;-*How do’ you'feel about havtng ‘members of the.same sex: touch you?lﬁf )
- 38." Which movie or.TV entertajners-do you 1like: ‘the most? B
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Name:
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same-sex stranger oh a.
first encounter’
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Questionnaire 2

. Name:

X

Directionsy.
follow1ng statements 1s of you by us1n

A B

¥
: -
.

or descr1pt1ve each of . the .

Ind1cate how characterls c
\gxthe code” given below.

/

f3"~Very character1st1c of me, extreme]y descriptive . ¢ .
+2 "rather characteristic ofs me ‘Quite descriptive - o
+] somewhat’ character1st1c,¢511ght1y descriptive. '
-1 somewhat uncharacteristic, s1ightgae non- descrlpt1ve
-2 rather uncharacteristic, quite no -descriptive
) -3 very uncharacter1st1c extreme]y nonwdescr1pt1ve
Answer ‘the questlons qu1ck1y w1thout ref]ect1ng too much on any
part1cu1ar 1tem. S o o _ . _ L
.. Mhst people seem to be more assert1ve than I am. A _'\*Qs'

STy LT

M.
>12;'

13.

‘ »sat1sfact10n

N

oI have he51tated to make or accept dates because of "shyness"

(Please‘print) ,

175 °

¥ TR e

When the foéd served at a restaurant is not done to my
I comp1a1n about it to the wa1ter or wa1tress

S T'am carefu] to avoid hurt fother peop]e s fee11ngs, even when
1 fee] that 1 have been /njug/ o ‘ .

{‘nIf a salesman has gone to considerable troub]e to show me

merchandISe which is not qu1te su1tab1e I have a d1ff1cu]t t1me

in: say1ng "no".
\

\

‘ when I am asked to do somethtng, I 1ns1st upon know1ng why

There are t1mes when T look for a good, v1gorous argument
I str1ve)to get ahead as well\as most peop]e in. my pos1t1on
To be honest peop]e often take advantage of me.

I enJoy startﬂng conversatton w1th new acqualntances and
strangers. : : :

I often don® t know what .to say to attractive persdhs of\the
oppos1te sex. . _

' ‘ ‘ \
I w11] hesitate to make phone ca]]s to buswness estab]tshments
and 1nst1tut1ons._ ko _

I would rather apply for a Job or for adm1551on to .a co]]ege by
writing letters than by going through with personal interviews.

o~ ’

I fjnd it embarrass1ng t0‘return merchandise.

<:;:3J

\.\\\—Qﬂm R ’ ’ .

:?/g S



Ly

T

15. If a close and respected re]at1ve were annoy1ng me, I wou]d a
o smother my fee]1ngs rather than express my - annoyance. 5>1

i]6; 1 have avo1ded ask1ng quest1ons for fear of sound1ng stup1d

7. Dur1ng an argument I am somet1mes afrald that I w1]1 get 50 upset
' that T win &hake all over. : ,

- " o ,
o8 If a famed and reSpected Jecturer makes a statement which T thtnkv
o is 1ncorrect I will have the audtence hear my po1nt of view as -

weH . . , -
9.1 avoid arguing'over7prices-with z:erks and sa]esmen.il_ S aj~z SR
"20fu When . I have done someth1ng 1mport

tapr worthwhn]e 1 manage to
let others know about‘]t BT S

'77 21, I am open and frank about my fee11ngs

— PR

L

-

22, If someone has been spread1ng false and bad stor1es about me, I ,L;ir:]_ :
' see h1m or her as soon as pOSSIb]e to "have a'ta]k" about 1t R

";;_23 I often have a hard t1me say1ng l‘No"'» *'.'f: ,fi ::f :f ,
24, T tend t?.bottle up ‘my emotgons rather than make a scene. 'i“giuﬁf . [‘»,_
o 25.. Ifcomp1a1n about pdor serv1ce in a restaurant and eIsewhere
___2%. when I am: g1ven a compllment A somet1mes JUSt don t. know what to-

say SRR . : o S _* L e :
_el. 1 a couple near me in a theatre or a lecture were convers1ng
-5 rather loudly, T would ask -them to be qu1et or take the1r
S conversat1on eIsewhere o , S ’
. : . X ] o Co R . . _ .

”;__28 Anyone attempt1ng to push ahead>of me in’a Ilne is. in tor a good g

' bagﬁﬂe. , R ‘ _ - IR
_;_29 1 am qu1ck to express an op1n1on. ' “p _ - e ‘t f .f;,\;‘
30; There are t1mes when’ I JUSt can't say anyth1ng I"":‘," ' R

———
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' Introduct1on to Intervtew ARRE '_ “-a.f.';i-.-\‘

The 1nterv1ewer 1ntroduced the interview as follows 'You are EREC
-gart1c1pat1ng in.an -interview in which the subject under discussion will SR
e the sources of 1nf1uences you are subjected to from other people
" These people 1nc]ude such- examp]es as_your “family (parents-and other’
vre]atlves) peer: group, friends, people in authority, and any pthers that '
_:you can think of. Before we go on, I must tell you that I am. recordlng -
“this interview because we must have an accurate record-of the responses. ';' T
} However, it is done anonymous]y, S0 you -do not have to worry about R
““revea11ng your 1dent1ty or- anyth1ngf11ke that o ‘ s , _';ff;m R

et

Before we\\égln, I wt]] 91ve you some 1deas of sources of U P &

1nf]uence. One of the.more familiar techniques is the use of rewards and. - i

. punishment--people persuade us to‘do someth1ng by telling us- that . RSO

. something unpleasant will occur if we don't do as they ask or

aﬂtern tively promising us: somethtng pleasant if we do. Another method

18 thea\Se of reasoning or arguing.  For example; if I wanted 'you to stop: .

,smok1ng, I"might -tell ‘you about- the medical research. showing’ that. smokwng

~is related to 1ung cancer. Many times, the methods used .are not as, : el

w»expl1c1t ‘we may. ‘comply with another's wishes or conform to what ofhers A

~aredoing’ because we fear betng ‘Tabelled as an: "outs1der" or because ER R

. "« refusal :is made difficult in that the: other person "expects“ us to comp]y
;»;and is dependent on us: to comply e AR °,'.~ v R

o It shou]d be: empha51zed that to be 1nf1uenced by. others does not
- imply that it is only. negative. For example, if you are taking a course,a
. you may be 1nf]uenced by what others say in a-seminar situation, and -~ -

- because you have: learneda something from th1s, it is p051t1ve.°‘The same,;; S
- may happen-at work when a fellow employee says or .does someth1ng that you W
feel has 1nf1uenced you in-a pos1t1ve way.. Or in buytng a car, we look - ?\,ﬁf"

- for helpful suggestions from the car dea]er in order to decide whether to S
‘buy a certain car and a]though he/she influenced us by his/her . e

_ ,suggest10ns, it is pos1t1ve in. the sense that it he]ped in com1ng to a o
_'dec1s1on : , R . :

v ' . Iy

, q,ThlS then, is the area in whtch I am 1nterested 1n part1cu]ar1y,
' though your react1ons to these types of 1nf1uences 1 shou]d finally .
 stress that if _you do not want to answer a part1cu1ar question, you

certainly do not have to. Do youhumhrstand what is being asked of you? )
Could you now tell me in your words., some 1nfluences you are subJected to -
" from famtly, peer groups, people in authorlty, fr1ends soc1ety, etc.

Fo]]ow1ng this 1ntroduct1on the 30-minute 1nterv1ew bega? durlng
which the interviewer followed a standardtzed 1nterv1ew format The
format was the same -for- each subJect R

‘-The 1nterv1ew format was. as fo1]ows

‘whatfabout begtnn1ng w1th your fam11y For examp]e do you fee] any
~influence from your parents. This could be in areas such as - _

- edugatton ggals inlife, values, or whatever you feel the influence

to be. /. . S ‘ ST R N




3 ‘Alternatlvely, do you 1nf]uence peop]e in author1ty?

~ What. about western cu]ture? For examp]e, achtevement mot1vat1onv'

-A]ternat1ve]y, do you fee] you 1nf1uence your parents in- any way

- v AR
\\\»'Alternat1ve1y, do you fee] that you 1nf1uence your'brothers and/or

“s1sters in any way? o T IR , A P
_What about other re]at1ves? ' L R R A

:A1ternat1ve1y, have you 1nf1uenced any re]at1v33? 7&*;:;Lgfal£?" ,
i, |

~ay work .or 'school, people you have 1unch w1th etc ) have been a
-50’rce of 1nf]uence for you7 e :

‘What ab ut a re]atlonshlp such as a boyfr1end or husband? what _
: 1nf1uence do you fee] from{@ relat1onsh1p such as this? 'rff; ;

’past h1 hschoo] teacher that 1nf1uenced you7

P L}

(Do you fee] that be1ng an on]y ch11d has had an 1nf1Uence upon you?)

‘ : e

e there one or twe re]at1ves _
rce of 1nf]uence for you? 'This could be in va]ues, goals, career
fch01ces or whatever you fee] the 1nf]uence to b€ ' Lol

&L
_ out peers and peer groups? For example,”do: you fee] that
dflose’ friends-and/or acquaintances (such as. peop]e ‘you see everyday

peop]e in authorlty such as your emp]oyer or perhapé' a.

_If you have brothers and/or s1sters dotyou fee]'thatfthey 1nf1uence:i?
gyou in any way? - f-’ v e R f,;ij- |

r PerhapS.dnany that have been a 1r‘{u7-

! S

13

T

.'what gbout persona] expertences7 For example trave]11ng to: fore1gn j'

‘Are’ you an 1nf1uence upon soc1ety? ,‘::~ .

_.-seems to be a predom1nant drive in our culture. Does this 1nt|uence_
i you or are there other 1nf]uences 1n 1 our soc1ety that you fee]
: 1nf1uence you.,» ‘ ‘ , _

N

7.vcountr1es ‘may be considered to be atprofounoltnfluence by some .

“individuals. ‘Can you think of any personal experlences thqt have

" had .an 1nf]uence upon you?

"'What about medla? Examp1es of media could be te]ev1s1on radlo -
~ newscasts, advertisements, movies, or 11terature. Do these have an L

1nf1uencehupon you in any- part1cu1ar way? Lo

.-«*E.:%
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'Introductton

The var1ab1e you w11] be rat1ng on these tapes 1s se]f d1sclosure

" himself. be known . by anbther-person” (Derlega & Chaikin,. 1975, p. 1).

. system is-a

-‘:Amount of Self d1sclosure ti?{ﬂfﬁht;fffﬂ

"'1»(b) "any- information about h1mse1f which Person A commun1cates to Person
.B"(Cozby,: 1973, p. 73). :
-;_commun1cat1on of persona] 1nformatlon about one's. se]f“ (CheTune, 1975

'"se]f d1sc10$ure is the verbal

OB oty

' In ord%g to;rate yoy w111 be us1ng a cod1ng system The cod1ng T
ehavioral content: analysis. system in‘which yerpal’ behav1or :f;?-
.is scored using tape- record1ngs of . d1a109ue. “You will be raging.” '
f(a) Amount® o frequency o¢ self-disclosure.; (b)" Immed1acy/non 1mmed]acy
- of self-disclosurg. (c): Type of se]f d1sc]osure. (d) Int1macy of .
j‘seTf d1sc]osure.;-\n‘u,; . SRR DT e L

S ‘.v RIS : .,1,: ST "_ﬁ;“q"‘l

The f1rst parameter of se]f d1scTosure that you w111 be rat1n? 1s

fthe amount or, frequency of self-disclosure.”  Amount. or frequency 0
. self-disclosure is defined. as the number of: ‘separate thought. units;
- (separate self- d]sc]osure inits)- verba]]y expressed. .-Sepdrate.

- self-disclosure units are defined as verbal statements which - il

“{a) - Describes her in some way, . (b):: Tells someth1ng about her (c) Oro o
- refers to. some affect she‘exper1ences ~The statement. revea]s that the [4'“
- subject is expressing some»1ns1ght or se]f o1sclosure into her attltuoes,

yfee11ngs; or behav1ors 'j',' o SRR ~

N

“-qoMore spec1f3ca11y, some examples of appropr1ate SUbJect

-jself disclosure units which describe attitudes are: (a) I am rea]]y

S a against any- attempt to dominate or. push me around. (b)I'me pretty much
~of a- conform1st (c) 1 really believe that I have'the'r1ght to do as I

._zp]ease Secondly, ‘some examples. of appropr1ate subject 'self- d1sc]osure
" units which describe fee11ngs are:  (a) 1 am a.very self-effacing
*1nd1v1dua] - (b). "1 feel a growing: conf1dence in. my abilities at work

(c). I feel fr1ghtened about my constant anx1ety And thirdly, some-

- examples -of appropriate subJect self-disclosure units which describe jf
" “behaviors are: (a) I try.to thange things about myse]f that otfiers
vf,”01511ke _ (b) 1.find thdt I always attempt to. behave 1n an acceptab]e
‘=manner {c) 1 aTways act\happy even if I am sad : v

< You w111 nqtlce on the scor1ng sheet that you widl. be rat1ng amount

of se]f disclosure~according to whether they are att1tudes feelings,

" behaviors verbally expressed. ‘In" other words, attitudes; fee]1ngs ana
' behaviors expressed are separate]y rated- and then totalled in the end for -
.Wtotal amount of se]f disclosure for that part1cu]ar subJect L

" Each separate se]f d1sclos1ng un1t by the subJect counts as onevv“'

. 'self-disclosure. -In breaking.down . Jong mono]ogues by the subjects into-
'l~separate self-dwsclosure units, ra separate unit must include a-new . -
‘attitude, fee11ng, or: behavior. dlfferent from that presented in preced1ng

: ;self d1sclosure un1ts. S e e

’

; S “
» .

) P L »
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f}Although self-disclosure has been defined in variqus ways, the most bas1c}ﬂv}i' g
~definitions are as fo]]ows (&) "the process. by which one: person Tets R
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v‘Immed1acy and Non 1mmed1acy of Se]f d1sc1osure h} k‘

_ © The' second parameter of se]t dtsclosure that you are rat1ng Js

- 1mmed1acy -and-‘non-immediacy. Verbal immediacy of self- disclosure-is
~~defined as a.direct persona] se]f reference statement. It is ref]éd%ed '
" jiAh+intense and.direct ‘personal. references such as. "1", "we“ "ours", as“,‘
 ‘opppsed.to "some people" or "others". Spec1f1ca1]y, 1t contatns an - ‘

-8

"L.-assumpt1on of persona] respons1b111ty for the self- d1sclos1ng unit, such

as "My-opinion:is...."or "I feel...." rather than “Some people : '“:e . if RS
think...." or "I have heard that....". It also contains a use of: ‘the DR LI 4

| ~active rather than pa551ve 'speech:, form such-as’ "I 1ike you" rather than--

tff\\;:. R ;rre1y1ng on other people

ﬁ_"M{ feelings for you are positive'. Thus, 1mmed1a¢y and non- 1mmed1acy of
f- d1sc1osure are d1v1ded into: d1rect vs.indirect forms. of" :

verba11zat1on and act1ve vs pa551ve forms of. verbaT1zat10n .
- More spec1f1c examp]es of d1rect vs._1nd1rect and act1ve vs pa551ve
"xforms of 1mmed1ate and non= 1mmed1ate se]f d1sclosure are as fo]]ows B 5

‘"_ D1rect/In01rect ~_,;f.ffJffA‘}“_ﬁ'vfhf'?;;~_15;f}f“

Immed1acy (D1rect) I a]ways make my °own de isions rather than
\$§ p1n1ons.:, . ;7G;;;M=;f‘_.'e
o UL __\\:ewv :
't;Our marr1age is: 1ong 1ast1ng because we a1ways
" talk ‘about any" ‘difficulties we might be o
-;expertenctng and thus work them out

P TR NI IE T SR O fee] very awkward 1n ask1ng a man out for a f; ff{vf
el T '"3*}date : RN TR
' ;iMy thoughts on abortton are that 1t ds an

‘1nd1v1dua1 cho1ce. -.,:~ R -”§~.-t.: A
L ) = ,& . R S .pi}i:‘ﬁ;y,ehgg
- Non- 1mmedtacy (Indtrect) Some peop]e usua]ly make the1r own. :"'j
et el ,,_-»,'dec151ons rather than re1y1ng on other

ja*I know that others th]nk that 1ong
- lasting. marriages:come- about through
]ta]klng over dtff1cu1t1es :

'ﬂyh%}ﬁ?r ..je;hriiff'-vvme_;h;j heard th15 other person say that many »
L © . more females are ask1ng men out for dates g
1»f:today . : S
N A Rk o ' S
SN e My famlly feg}s that abortton 15 the L e
g ',: e - Worst crime. 1n extstence. P R
Actwe/Paste T PRI S A R T
G T T S T

S

Immedtacy (Active) B dislike you 1mmense1y because of the way you Fi
R use people., : CL S

I am caut1ous 1n most matters

e



iy

© Non-imediacy (Passive): - My feehngs for- you are extremeu negatwe R TR R
N IR S rbecause of the waywyou use: people.-~_ fr,;? '

Vl’iiMy thoughts concerntng whether I am caut1ous or"?lizl‘
7.7 .not are that 1t s h1ce to th1nk about th1ngs

,fbefore act1ng

You w111 nottce on, the scortng sheet that you w1]] be ratlng et R
. 1mmed1acy and non-1mmea1acy of self-disclostire accord1ng to whether they‘_“

3V,are d1rect/1nd1rect and - act1ve/pa551ve. In other words, act1ve/pass1ve
-and- d1rect/1nd1rect w1%§rbe rated separately f

‘s e e T 3
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: 2
v
c ‘ ‘ . v . . ) '. “ -. . B A\\ i
Scoring Sheets for Immediacy and Non-Immediacy of Self-aisclosure .
SUbJect:; - '
- Treatment:
) Direct/Indirect _ Active/Passive
' Self-disclosure. Self«disclosure
N - : o
~ Ty B k -
Total
o T ‘f"

[ SR TRIEINS S
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Type of Self-disclosure

| - The thira parameter of self-disclosure that you are rating is type
" of self-disclosure. Type of self-disclosure is divided according .to
whether they are self-disclosures that describe attitudes, feelings, or
- behaviors. Examples of thesé types of self-disclosures have already been -
' outJined in the rating sheet on amount of self-disclosure (Appendix G).

You will notice on the;sporihg-sheet°that you will be rating type of
self-disclosure according to whether ‘they are self-gisclosing units :
‘describing attitudes, feelings, .or:behaviors. You will than . total these
three types separately ir-order to obtain separate totals for each of .

- these types. ' o TR T T
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-’rntimacy Ratihg Sca]e-"

Gu1de11nes for use of the Int1macy Rat1ng ScaIe

.__Before seIect1ng a rat1ng forwan 1tem rev1ew aII categor1es

‘Rate exp11c1t content avo1d mak1ng 1nterpretat10ns or ..
‘ ,assumptlons about the 1ntentlon or’ mot1vat1on underIy1ng a
‘ response.._¢ . : o .

Ao

.{}If a- response encompasses content subsumed by both categor1es I t -
~-and 11, give it 4 category T rating; if bgth categorles II and: .

III are reIevant employ a category III rat1ng

-

O f )>

5: \ Category I Low Content SeIf d15c105ure -ﬂ;o

Demographwc Pub11c Informat1on (Name, age reIwg1on occupat1on,-'f7 .

address, he1ght weight, ‘marital: status, etc ) -

. Daily Kabits. and’Preferences (1 e., smok1ng)
.. -Schooling . R

Interests- (teIev1s1on, sports)

O S ,

. B% Hobbies and other leisure time. act1v1t1es e

- F. Fashion (i.e., Makeup preferences) e

“:G. Personal hyg1ene,_heaIth and ma1ntenance

M. Physical characteristics’ R O

S, Vocational. preferences S

--d... . Borrowing and’ Iend1ng behav1or

K. Political/economic attitudes.

- L. Description of. events w1thout affect o A R
-M.”.Aesthet1cs S N L
N Geography (1 €. travel pIans, Iocat!on descr1pt1on) ’ :

Category II Moderate]y Int1mate Se]f d1scIosure

-"?T\J1fe STtuation) - L B R
1. School grades ‘and’ performance AR ','-iii“ *;L' Soe

, ‘The term "Jggn1f1caht other" is meant to 1nc]ude fam1Iy members‘“-""
g fr1end3 and assot1ates w1th whom one 1s 1nt1mate S :

j..jA. ﬁersonal 1deoIogy (w1th re]at1on to how one conducts hIS/her f’:: ;
. ;1 1. FReligious preferences _ L '
o 2 <fMoraI perspective and: eva]uatlons (1 e., euthana51a and
R R ki1ling ‘in time of war) : ' T
S 3. Feelings about the: future as. 1t relates to onese]f and o
o <o significant others (1 ey ag1ng and dy1ng) S
o 4.  Superstitions
-\ . '5.  Dreams and non-sexua] fantasy
L\ 6. Annoyances R
. B.. wae plans = ..
TR Ambitions
O ;2;' Asp1rat1ons R S o TR _
o 3. Goals o s ' ’ ” e e
fgC. EarI1er Life Events (not d1rect1y related to one s 1mmed1ate S



2. _worr1es, d1sappo1ntments
3. _Successes and. accomplishments. -
4. Rejections and lgsses . - ¢ -
5. Episodes of ridfgule _
6. Lies told.to, by, or about ondself
Do Life style EE _ o
-~ 1. Financial statd“ . R R
2. ‘Discussion of rta1n sex-re]ated topics - .'5
.. . .a. Dating, kiksing and fondling - ‘ *
Lo ‘Swear'ing or being the subJect of profan1ty from others S
LY -'c.” Sex-related humor . i
: E,‘:IIIegaI or- immoral act1v1ty of s1gn1f1cant others _
- Fo o Chila management : ‘
~ G: Names and personallty descr1pttons of Self or s1gn1f1cant otherS":
S (d.e.,; Tovers and boyfr1ends) S , T
“H. ' Admission of minor. 111ega1 or anti- soc1a1 acts
© oY Draffic ticket. . - S
c2. 1streatment of an1mals ?“v.* . ;
-3 xper1mentat10n W1th'm1nor drugs (1 e., mar13uana) and i

. a]coho]

... Minor psycho]og1ca1 or physwca] concerns

"~ T.. Non- -debilitating fears: = . -~ »

we1ght ‘problem-and he1ght

2 . !
3. Failure to take. respons1b1]1ty for onese]f o :
4 Persona11ty character1st1cs such as trust, 1mmatur1ty,.

' Spontanetty, 1mpu151v1ty, honesty, defens1veness, and warmth ?nf:

. ‘Mild emotional states

~1.. General likes and dislikes L '
,quarrat1on of events and exper1ences that 1nc1ude onese1f1W1th
{mfaffect SR EREI : e , o :

s Category III H1gh1y Int1mate Se]f d1sclosure (tends‘to7be;reryfgdign;ﬁif:7€‘”'
€:€se1f referent1a1 an- nature) _ R AT I R

Y. Sexual dreams .

,MaJor d15appo1ntments or: regrets R - o
1. . Discussion of crises:in one's Tife (past or. present) _
",2 Descr1pt1on of. counse]1ng or therapy exper1ence (rea] or.

Sexua] hab1ts ‘and preferences (rea] or 1mag1nary) ff*ti

contemp]ated)

~3..: Shame - o | C T AR
Admission. of serious’ d1ff1cu1t1eé\(past or. present in the g
~._expression_.or control of behav1or) . o

- 1. Addictions (i.e., excessive use. of drugs or a]coho]

~discussion of habitual use) -

_{2. Physical aggre551on (g1ven or recelved) R R
3 Abortton el e 1'v e

.Important and/or deta1led anomaltes (phy51ca1 or pSychOIOg1ca1)-:f1rf
1. ‘Discussion of prev1ous psych1atr1c d1sorder of respondent ort,__‘

“significant others

”.x:72; Fa]se ]1mbs, glass eyes, toupees, etc. ” ?d_;-



196
e -3, Ser1ous dlseases (current) . : : -
- E. Important fee]1ngs and beyav1or (pos1t1ve and negatlve) re]at1ng
o Jto:
»;__T.f_Marrtage and family (parents ch1]dren, brothers and 51sters
and significant others like a lover) - R

v

2. Reasons.for marriage or divorce _ .
3. Extra-marital. sexua] re]atnons or. desire for same (actual or

. intended) : . P v
4. . Discussion of parents marr1age N ' : :
L 5. Confidential material- told to or 1n1t1ated by respondent .
. B#scusston of spec1f1c 1nstances of intense. emotton (d1rected
- toward self.or others; in personal terms) ' ,
S »Fee]wngs .of depression . -

”jf;'Z;;"Love {(if discussed. Spectflcal1y--otherw1se;'1f used in - o f#f.'*"

- abstract sense, rate category . I1)

.. Hate,’ bwtterness, and resentment s
< Anger’ .. o R

.. Elation” .

. Fulfillment -

e

.. Extreme: fears : o ' S
{Very strong persona] de51res (ite;, to be better 11ked) f'?vfl'
, Jealousy.. . = : - L
G D1scuss1on of 1mportant hurt 1oss, or’ d1scomfort caused or
Ee received by respondent (actua] or’ ‘anticipated) . - - :
H.: Deep. sense of ‘personal worth or 1nadequacy whtch 51gn1f1cant1y
S . .~,1 - affects self- concept ‘ :
T e L “Inelude serious strengths and weaknesses 1n absqute or,.
e _j’ relative terms- - L o
= '.2;; Rejection by s1gn1f1cant othersi#""" o e
“ L. Admission of s1gn1f1cant illegal,- 1mmora], or anttsoc1a1 acts or
T 1mpulses of ‘self or s1gn1f1cgnt dthers : RN
oo o10 . Stealing e _
St 2. Vandalismooo o
0+ 3, Important lies - .. v ' BRI L
J Deta1]s of 1mportant and mean1ngfu1 re]at1onsh1p (1 e 5 why
“'someone -is your- best friend; if 51gn1f1cant other 1s d1scusseq
'”~g not in re]at1on to oneself “use category I “or’ II) AR ,

!

x
L
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"Friday EVen ng
7:00 - 7: 30 7

e

.

R 00 = 10 00 P. M

'Saturday
f9 00 -010 00 A M

a

10:00 - 12:00 P.H.

3 00 -.3 30 P, m.

‘ 3 30- 4 oo P

8:00‘-"970P.M1 a

. e
S 200,
| ASSer}1Veness Training Package - :f _
‘ : y S . - .o_z
n,Introduct1on to course content and: overv1ew of ’
1nstruct1ona] procedures._ e
Icebreak1ng exerc1ses 1o get part1c1pants to know
.,each other s -ﬂ : e
Def1n1ng assert1veness , Tl
Introduction to’ sty]es of behav1or. e : :
_ Differentiation among assertive, aggress1ve and
:fsubm1ss1ve sty]es w1th demonstrat1on x o
';Pract1ce of above sty]es of behav1or
,_‘_. g
:Go1ng over def1n1t1on of assert1veness.\<;_f,<£f:31,-".;n7,
_"Rev1ew1ng styles of behavior. | - R L
. Reviewing Qne differences among- assertlve,;,i'v»f' e
".aggre551ve and subm1ss1ve sty]es w1th demonstrat1on.‘,;*g;;‘~
-_Ro]e-p]ay1ng of. assert1ve aggre551ve, and ;@fz*fii!"'

"subm1ss1ve sty]es of behav1or

13F1na1 debr1ef1ng

--Anx1ety and assert1veness Lo '

. ‘How:anxiety and fear produces subm1ss1veness

-~ Positive th1nk1ng Versus negatlve thinking. I R

. How assert1veness deve]ops a pos1t1ve self concep-,¢1*3'§;~l e
ﬁ.and conf1dence s . _ i ) '

‘fFlnal ro]e p]ay1ng and feedback
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Assert ivenes Training Package Handout

Program Planning

Assumptions and Philosophy 'of the Program. As with all workshops,
" the author™s philosophy of life will havé a great bearing upon the type
of -program run, program development; and program implementation. In this
specific workshop, the program was written with the following assumptions
in mind: - Lo v S '

{a) That assertiveness is only one aspect-of cominication. ‘In

: other words, in learning to communicate effectively with other
people, there are various types of communication skills or
responses that an individual- can emit such as an empathic
response. An .assertive response is thus, one type of effective
communication skill that an individual can use; =~

" (b) That it is beneficial for-an individual to learn to become more
assertive since all effective communication between people
Presupposes a better understanding between ourselves and within.

~Ourselves; . = . T L B \\\‘
(c) And finally, the program was approached from-a Humanistic-

- Behavioral framework. In other words, both the behavioral
emission of assertiveness responses and- the philosophical and
theoretical understanding of assertiveness were stressed..

" Model of the Program. The model followed in thislwork3h0p>i5~known“
s a diYactic-experiental model. What this basically means is as follows:

(a) In order.to"uhderétand/the various aspects of assertiveness, you
will be'provided with theoretical information.: The theoretical
information will give you knowledge and.awareness of . o

assertiveness and assertiveness training. This is. the didattic"

- -aspect; - 3 )

'(b)=.Anq.the‘éxperjental aspett consists of behavidrai'préctice‘of;’
. assertiveness behaviors in the various-situations, you will
- receive constant feedback from the group leader and group .

members’ - .

Conseqdehtly, theH$pbcifié’goals of tpé ﬁrog;ém are:

(a) To help you become more knowledgeable and aware of what .
- assertiveness is; S o o
,}_ (b) To help yqu;pnacticé assertiveneSS'kespon§ in various :
© 0 situations; o Lo ‘ T
(c) And for you to receive constant feedback from the group leader
' and those participating with you. S

.

assertivgpess in various role-playing situations. In practicing-

202



Phases of Assertiveness

-

Program. The specific topics covered in this

program_are as' follows:

, Fridq& Evening

7:60

C7:30°

8200

)

Satﬁrday

9:00°

i 10 A

1:00

12:00

: 3:00

3:30°

Definition

i

0:00

1.

M. - 12 P,

10:00 P.M.

£ 2:00 P.M.

7:30 P.M.

8:00 P.M. -

9:00 P.M. -

10:00 A.M.

i o

AN

Introduction to course content and overview
of instructional procedures.

Icebreéking exercises-t0aggt participants to
know each other. A ' '

Defining assertiveness. S
Introduction to styles of behavior. ,
Differentiation among assertive, -aggressive,
and submissive styles with demonstrations.

Practice of above“gtyles of behavior,

Reviewing Styles of behavior. \
Reviewing the differences among assertive,
aggressive, and submissive styles with
demonstrations, - - ’ S

Going over definition of assertiveness, ~

Ro]efplaying'of aSSertiVe,'aggfeSSive, and
submissive styles of behavior. :

Common myths .of assertiveness. N
Stereotypes concerning -both men and women.

 ';8enefits of being'assertive,‘

3:00 P.M. -

. selfzconcept and confidence.

3130 P.M;~ :

4:00 PN, -

‘.. t P
Anxiety and assertiveness. .

‘How anxiety and fear-produces submissiveness.

Positive thinkirg versus .negative thinking.

How assertiveness. develops a positive

Eina]lkolerb]ayihg?anq.feedbackuf

ana]"débriefing.   .

 WHAT IS ASSERTIVENESS? . .

'.-(a) .Assertive]behavibr-is;the‘hbnéSt'and¢direcf verbal (and
c nonVerba1)~expression‘of~0nefslfee}ings and thoughts without

- keeping them bottled up .inside or feeling guilty and/or anxious =

e about'expressing them. It is the honest and. direct expression .

- of one's feelings and thoughts without using/manipulating or
~-hurting another person.. =~ - . 7 )
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(b) A more technical definition (Alberti & Emmons, 1978) is:

. Behavior which enables a person to act in his or her .own best o
interests, to stand up for herself or. -himself without undue
anxiety, to express honest feeling comfortably, or to exercise
personal rights without denying the rights of others, we call,

.assertive behavior.

~~ To act in one's own best interests refers to the capacity to make
life decisions (career, relationships, life style, time schedule), to
take initiative (start conversation, -organize activities), to trust one's
own. judgement, to set goals and work to achieve them, to ask help from -«

Qthers, to comfortably participate socially. .
@ To stand up for oneself includes such behaviors és‘saying "not, -
setting limits.on one's time and energy, responding to criticism or AN
- put downs or -anger,. expressing or supporting or defending one's opinion.

.To express honest feelings comfortably means the ability to disagree,
to show anger, to show affection or friendship,*&9~aqmit fear or anxiety,
1o express. agreement or support, to be spontaneois, all-without painful
anxiety. - - S . . B .

. . To exercise personal rights relates to one's’ competency (as a
citizen, as -a consumer, as a member of an organization or school or work . .
"group, as a participant in public events) to express opinions, to work
" for change, to respond to violations of one's own rights or those of '
others. o ' S o S Lo pd

~ To not deny the rights of others is to accomplish the above personal
expressions without unfair criticism of others, without hurtful behavior
toward others,'without-namecalling, without intimidation, without - -~~~ =~
manipulation, without controlling others. R

A Thus,:assértivéneSS behavior is a'pdsitive_se]f;affirmation which -
© . also values. the other persons in your life. . (Alberti & Emmons, 1978)-

. te - . " ‘> - ‘_" )
Example and demonstration of assertive behavior (1)

Helen is a dissatisfied customer. who wishes to return a defective

. ‘copy of “a book. " Rose is the clerk. -Using essentially the same words, "I
- bought this book here last week,. and discoverea that 20 pages were + .
missing... I*d like a good' copy or: my. money ‘back," Helen approaches Rose

in three different ways: =~ . L T ET

() HeTen‘walks1SloW]yiéhd hesitant]y]to:thefcdhnter,“.Her eyes are o
. downcast at the floor, she speak Just. above a whisper, her face looks as -
- 'though. it belongs on the cover o} .the book.  She has a tight grip on the .

‘J,book,>qnd?a*"tai]-betweehfthe-l, s' posture. -

’;'.'(2)'-Hé1eh’$waggers_toward’the cbuhtér;,glares_at'Rgge,:addresses her

. in a voice heard all over the store. Helen's posture and almost
: ‘fiﬁt]ikeegestuzs/gre an obvious attempt to intimidate the clerk.. -

F



. be delivered with a dark f

- statement:is. convincing without intimidating. A whispere _
“seldom convince: another person that .you mean business,»wh']e}Shouting

1

(3) Helen walks up.to the counter facihg Rose. She stands relaxed

expression. In a conversational volume and.tone of voice, she states t

- and erect, ‘smiles; ‘and looks directly at Rose with a friendly S
i?

- message, gesturing to-point out the flaw. (Alberti & Emmons, 1978) -

Components of Assertive Behavior, The question here is how do we
behaviorally show assertive behavior? - ‘

_ (1).Eyé Contact: If you look directly at a person while you are speaking
~ to him/her, it helps to communicate your sincerity and directness of the

message. If you look away, or around, or down on-the floor, you may be
communicating a lack of confidence in yourself or quality of deference to

‘the person you are speaking to. On the other hand, staring too intently,

may make the other person quite uncomfortable. -A relaxed and steady gaze
at the other, looking away occasionally as it -is comfortable, helps to
make conversation more personal, to show interest in and respect for the

. Other-person, and to convey confidence in* yourself.

(2) Body Posture: An active, erect posture, facing the -other person
directly, Tends assertiveness to your message. A slumped, passive
stance, on the other hand, conveys a lack of ‘confidence -in yourself,
anxiety, and“nonésséugiveness._ o : ST L

. < T N U N
(3) Facial Expression; Effective assertions require-an expression that,

agrees with the message. An angry messagg should be déﬂivered with a

straight, non-smiling countenance. A friengly commUnicatToQ shoula not
WD, Le

words are.saying. i
R N A S R

(4) Voice Tone, Inflection, Volume: The way we voides i |
in the way we communicate. .The same words spoken through thé teeth in-

- anger. offer an ‘entirely different message'than;when.they~afq shouted with

Joy or whispered in fear. A level, well modu]ated=convérjaﬁiona]~;. .
mpnotone will

Willbring defenses into the path of communication. N

o t T : sl , ) R I I S
'(5)’F1uency:_ When”you‘speak to another person do you o ten/ﬁ%ﬁ]'space

——— N

- asset\in. getting your point across in any type of conversation. It.is"

~. Not-necessary to talk-rapidly for-a.long period, but if your- speech 15 'a‘ -
interrupted for long periodS¢offhéSitation;‘your,]jstener(s) may get:

- “bored, and will probably recognize you are very unsure of yourself,

?/"

\

Ro

; defénsi%b,~or'open'the door greater
t0- chec
- distance.: -

"(6)‘Distanée/PhySicaT,Contécti'fA]tthg’ this’Vabiesifrbm cu]tgre fd‘;l.‘
ay offend ‘him/her, mike him/her. .

cu]ture;»ﬁcoming»too close" to a person _
‘ v ntimacy. It is often worthwhile.
out verbally how the Gther per

S

t your face say-the,same.tbﬁﬁ§>yourg:"

N T A
Yy we use our voices is vital. ",
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- with "uhhh..." and "you know...". A smooth flow of speeth~Js a valuable = -

B ,C]ear‘and-s1ow‘comment ~are more easily understood and more powerfud than .
. rapid speech_which~i$-erratjcfdndbfi]]ed with_]ong‘pauses and stammering.. *

on feels about.your closeness or .



4

(7) Gestures:. A relaxed use of ge
messages. - Uninhibited movement ca
self-confidencé (unless the gegtur
spontaneity on the part of therspe

'-1

>

stures can add depth or.
n.also, suggest openness,
ing is erratic and nervous), and

aker. (From Alberti & Emmons, 1978)

power to your

~* Common Myths about Change and-Assertiveness

- Change: A1l change and growth
Of -course, specific changes vary i
often than not, it is a hard-worki
frustrated-and discouraged. This
with sma]]‘éssertioqg and graduall
~assertions. - o o

. A commop myth concerning. any t
~ that way, } can't change now" or "
how can 1 change” or "How.can you
. the author's opinion that one can
- learning process, = L

.- Assertiveness:- Many individua

is a slow and hard-working process.
n -the extent of slowness; however, more
ng process. It is easy.to become
is'why it is emphasized that  you begin

y work yourself to more difficult

ypes'of’change.is{ﬁl‘ve always been
I'm just like my father (or mother),-

teach an old dog new tricks". It js-

change and that any type of change is

-

1s be1ieve'that'theyfshou]d.not~be

assertive because of some common myths that are perpétuated ‘in our

culture and have become response s
with other people. These myths ar
‘childhood ‘and often we.are not eve

- interacting with others. =

(a) The myth ef-modesty: An ingiv
-system fimds it extremely diffiful
_compliment from someone withyo re
He/she
attributes and can
. self-image, and. cak_be g
“attributgs, more attention

En depye
5" paid

an.begin to demy—theFxjst 0 _ rs
end up be'ng‘f;ry;se]f-crjtica],;haye:a’poon~

tyles of individuals in interhcting',\

e often ingrained within us from

n aware of “their influence upon us in *

ioual who is tied into this belief -
t to praise himself ‘or accept a -

. o
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futing or demeaning thefcomp]iment{if-ufi"

ence of ‘any positive personal .

ssed.. In tuning out one's positive .t
to negativ

'-and”reinforcegEa poorer se f%image<and.depréssipn..w :

(b) The myth of ‘the good flriend:
- 'good friend, or spouse, gr
- anticipate our needs, ouk g'S
. would like to have--withou ol
- -many -times have you heard yourself
- was-a frient, he/she would have kn
- she/he really loved me, she would.

1

according]yLj1unf0rtunate]y;‘mOSt‘

"guts" at any given moment in time, and it becomes your.responsibility to

et othiers know what you are feeli
- other person kriow, resentment.may
~either "blow up® or begin to avoid

o

e attriputes1which jg;tQaddsli{ff-'

This myth assumes that. anyone who is-a - .

€, or acquaintance, should be able’ to
» ‘our®thoughts,.and give us what we -

early saying what those needs are. How

‘ofﬁSomeone:elsefSay,-“If,he/shé'fea]1YA i5vv}

own that I do not like...." ér “If

| | ould....". We often expect others’to'be o
-ablé to acccurately read our thoughts .and feelings and then respona: - - -

; » people are not very good at this.. You . - .
- are the only person-who knows what iS“going’onﬁinside'ydur»hEadforfyour'

ng and“thinking.f:IfAyouaﬂdfnot”1etythe',Jf'.‘

begin. to«grow Qn:youripart»untj].yogfz
‘the person more and more. 7

. ‘._rc';
ey



gs}
(¢) The myth “of obTigation This myth assumes that 1f a person asks a
friend for a favour, in order for. the frtendsh1p to continue, the- friend
~is obligated to grant ‘the request. :Tied into this be]1ef system an
1nd1v1dua1 sees no p0551b111ty for refusal. . : L

~ (d) The myth of 1mp051t1on ~ Many 1nd1v1duals fail to say what they thlnk
~+or feel because they are afraid that they are. imposing upon the
- individual.” This individual, who: avoids, requests, may have many
R unfu]ft]]ed,needs A tie 1nto th1s be11ef system 1s shown in the o
' following quote: ‘ S : :

L

,'Jack doesn't say no to Jill
- " because she will resent h1m
.80 he resents her.

.

;J111 doesn* t say nQ to Jack
because he .will resent her e
=~so she resents h1m Lo

Jack doesn t ask Jill
_vbecause she will resent h1m
O he reSents her :

R .f'J111 doesn't ‘ask: Jack ,
‘-~ .. because he will resent her,.
~» S0 she resents h1m

"‘,"»~:,ﬂJack and. Ji11 aren't ta1k1ng anymore
- ' They resent each other too much

(From cOﬂer & Guerra 197'6) |

“(e) The myth of. compaSS1on Th1s myth 1s more preva]ent in:women than _
.men. Many women feel that they exist'to- ‘'serve others, and who belteve :
“that ‘they must provide tenderness and- compassion to.all at all-times.
“Women tied to this belief system place greater 1mportance on taking care

~of. others' fee11ngs than 'on.meeting their own needs. -Women often ;

-ff reinforce one another for being. devoted and. ded1cated to others, and thus f:f"“7t”57

perpetuate the compass1on myth to an even greater extent

via,;_ ;‘,;f'hf'}??th‘“fsfhulg_fiﬁﬁftﬂ]fi : (Phelps & Austln,v]975) »f»;ff,_;(

Submtss1ve Assert1ve Aggress1ve D1fferences -

l

o Many peop]e often wrong]y Tink assert1veness w1th aggress1veness o
~ Outbursts of hostility, rage, or resentment’ usua]]y denote pent-up or . . .
.accumulated anger rather. than ‘the spontaneous expression of. healthy

emotion (Lazarus,: 197]) ‘Many people associate assertiveness training -

_ ‘with one upmansh1p -and. other deceptive. ‘games- and p]oys which have no-
B place in the forthr1ght and. honest express1on of one S bas1c fee11ngs ,
SR (Lazarus 1971) S S o -



"*ff(A1bert1 & Emmons,.1978)

':'fﬂBenef1ts of Assert1veness i

U S T e

LN

WOlpe (1969) distinguishes the’non assertive/assertive/aggressive.
. continuum of behavior: "...there are three possible broad approaches to
- the conduct of 1nterpersona1 relations.. The: first is.to consider one's

~ self only and ride roughshod over others....The second possible approach

is ‘always to: put others before one's se]f .The third approach is the
golden mean....The individual places h1mse1f first, but takes others into
. account." A]bert1 ‘and Emmons_elaborate upon-this d1st1nct1on even
- further (1978) "We believe that one shou]d be able to: choose for one's
_pelf how to act in a given circumstance. If the po]1te restraint’
response. is too well.d veloped, one may be unable to make the choice to
~act as he or she would-like to. ~If the aggress1ve response is: :
,overdeveloped ‘one may be unable to: achieve one's goals without hurt1ng
- others,  This freedom of choice and exercise of self-control is made
possible by the development of assertive responses for situations. which
‘have prev1ous]y produced -non- assert1ve or aggress1ve behav1or based on
.anx1ety " S R . ‘

These conceptS‘are further c1ar1f1ed by the fol]ow1ng case

: Mr and Mrs A.-are at d1nner if a moderatef§'expen51ve restaurant

- Mrl AL has ordered a rare. steak ‘but when the steak :is served, Mr. A.

- finds. it to be very well done,. contrary to his order. -His behav1or is:
~(a)  Non- assert1ve~—Mr AL grumb]es t0.his wife about ‘the "burnegd" meat,
and, observes that’ he won't patronize this restaurant in. the future.  He:

'says nothing to-the.waitress....His dinner and evening are highly

unsatisfactory, and-he feels: gu11ty for having taken' no dction. & Mr. A.'s

‘estimate of- h1mse1f, -and Mrs. A.'s, estimate of "him are" both def]ated by -

f . the experlence (b): - A ress1ve-—Mr..A ‘angrily summons the waitress to- i
. .-his table: - He: berates her: ioudiy and unfairly for,not: comp]y1ng w1th h1s;

- order:. His. ‘actions: r1d1cu1e the wa1tress and; embarrass ‘Mrs. A, He .
“demands .and. receives another steak “thi's one’ more-to his’ 11k1ng He -
fee]s in-control.- of.'the situation, but ‘Mrs.:ALtS embarrassment creates

h?ﬁ friction between ‘them, ‘and: spoils: the1r evening. - The: waitress is
’V‘hum1]1ated and ‘angry and loses her- poise-for the- rest of. the even1ng

208

oe) Assert1ve--Mn..A mot1ons the: waitress to his table. “:Noting that hel}«.i

uj;had ordered a rare ‘steak, he shows -her the well-done meat, .asking™ ... - e
;po]tte]y but firmly that. it-be- ‘returned- to the kltchen and: rep]aced w1th e

‘fthe rare- cooked steak.he’ or1g1nal]y requested “The’ wa1tress apo]og1zes
“for the error, “and’ short]y returns with-a rare. steak “The Al's enJoy ’

' 3lwa1tress ‘is.pleased with a sat1sf1ed customer and an adequate t1p

~(a ) Contro] of Env1ronment and Soc1a1 Anx1ety :\Many people who are

N dun1ng social: 1nteract1ons The anx1ety they experlence dur1ng

;d1nner “tip accord1ng1y, and: Mr.AY fee]s sat1sfact1on w1th h1mse]f | he[?;f;k”'

U stimid, shy, and non- -dssertive, experience a.tremendous amount of- anx1ety:?7'b ’

"v1nterpersona1 1nteract1ons often prevents them -from express1ng the1r true o

.qﬂ;l_fee11ngs and\engag1ng in" adaptive behav1or Consequently, one of ‘the -
:«;<pos1t1ve aspects of assert1veness 1s a decrement of -an . 1nd1v1dual 'S




v -
i . . /

anxlety during. soc1a1 1nteract1ons Second]y, a subm1551ve ‘person neeas_
to develop ‘assertive responses that enable him to control his = ~
environment, - That is, non-assertiveness usua]]y 1mp]1es a contro] of the 3
1n01v1dua1 over h1s own env1ronment ) : e

(b). Emot1ona] Freedom Cho1ce and Se]fzrespect Habits of emotional”’
-~ freedom-1mply the abfT1ty to g1ve honest feedback, 1. e;, to show one's
true feeling and to do.so in a frank and.operi manner (Lazarus 1971).

"Emotional freedom opposes hypocrlsy, phoniness, -and decept1on.... :
“Contrary to popular belief, the result of emot1ona1 freedom -is. not
alienation or - increased vu]nerabﬁ11ty, but decreased anxiety, close and

L //mean1ngfu1 re]at10nsh1ps self-respect; and social adaptivity" (Lazarus,

1971). ‘Emotional freedom, choice, -and self-respect include "the .

.:,subtlet1es of love and affection, empathy and ‘compassion, adm1rat1on'and

‘appreciation, cur1os1ty and- interest, as well as anger, pain, remorse,
- skepticism, fear, and sadness...Training. in 9mnt1nna] frppdom 1mp]1es the

recognition and approprnate express1on of each and’ every affect1ve state.‘
_(Lazarus, 1971) , . o R

“ 'm":f_'?% e
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Assertiveness Training Program Procedure

Friday Even1ng , '_ 4'“ o ST

j.7oo-73oprk

-Assumpt1ons and Phl]osophy of the Program

. As with- a]] workshops, the author's ph1]osophy of life . w1]1 have a .
great -bearing upon the type of. _program run, program development, and . - -
program implementation. In this specific workshop, the program was

- written w1th the follow1ng assumpt1ons in mind. _ .

‘1(a)' That assertiveness s on]y one aspect of commun1cat1on Im
' ‘other words, in ]earn1ng to communicate effect1ve1y with other
peop?e, there are various: types of communication skills.or:.
‘responses_that an individual can em1t such as an empath1c :
" response. An assertiveness response is thus, one type of .
'feffect1ve commun1cat1on sk1]] that an 1nd1v1dua] can use;’

'(b)"'That it is benef1c1a1 for an 1nd1v1dua] t0 ]earn to become more .
- assertive since all. effective communication between people’
presupposes.-a better understand1ng between ourse]ves ‘and w1th1n--
‘ourse]ves Lo l( S _
“(c) And. f1na11y, the program was approached from F Human1st1c—,n'
. - 'Behavioral framework. In other words both the -behavioral
. emission.of assert1veness responses: and- the ph1losoph1ca1 and
theoret1ca] understand1ng of assert1veness were. stressed

.

Mode] of the Program

The mode] fo]]owed in. th1s workshop is: known as.a d1qg;t1c— }f-v
exper1enta1 mode] What th1s bas1ca11y means is. as fo]]ows N

3zj*<( ) In order ‘to understand the various aspects of assertwveness, you .
w0 owillpe provided-with theoretical information.  The theoretical-
}-';1nformat1on will give you- know]edge and’ awareness of assert1ve-,; :
uf’ness and assert1veness tra1n1ng Th1s 1s the d1adact1c aspectrt‘”

. (b) " And the exper1ental aspect cons1sts of behav1ora] pract1ce of .

. asSertiveness -in various- ro]ep]ay]ng 51tuat1ons In pract1c1ngﬂ7k
_”;j‘assertlveness behav1ors in’the various s1tuat1ons Cyou will oo

L receive constant feedback from the group 1eader and group AT
: ?,»members e S S :

Spec1f1c Goals 3"

The spec1f1c goa]s of the program are as fol]ows



<\

(a) To help you become more know]edgeab]e and: aware of what asser-

' t1veness is;

_(b)' To help you. p?act1ce assertlveness responses in var1ous

: s1tuat1ons

(c) And for you to receive constant feedback from the group 1eader'

, and ‘those part1c1pat1ng with you.

1

Phases’ of Assert1veness Training Program

The spec1f1c top1cs covered 1n th]S program “are as fo]low5'

Fr1day Even1ng

©7:00 - 7:30 PN -

9 OO - 10 OO P M -

Saturday

L 9 OO - 10 00 A. M -

- Introduction to- styles of- behav1or o
, leferent1at1on -among assert1ve, aggress1v - and '
fil_subm1ss1ve styles with' demonstratlons.-

= demonstrat1ons

‘*'xRo]e p]ay1ng of “asser
Tusubmvss1ve sty]es of behav1or

_Introduct1on to course content and ‘overview of

1nstqrct1ona] procedures. . - . .
( _

212,

Icebreak1ng exerctses to get part1c1pants to. know_‘

each other :, o

Def1n1ng assen\‘Veness.

Pna;z1ce of above sty]es of behav1or

- o ©, N .
. o : I t

Go1ng over def1n1t1on of assert1veness

Reviewing sty]es of. behav1or

'Rev1ew1ng the differences among assert1ve,

aggressive, and

ubmlss1ve styles w1th

've, aggre551ve, and

7'Common myths of - assertxveness e
ek

Stereotypes concerning both" men. and wom

“bngeneflts of be1ng assert1ve

."thnx1ety~and assert1veness.»

~‘How assertiVveness develops a- positive fjg‘”;_awvfr“ f
,:self concept and conf1dence.rl;gf;~ L

3 00 - 3 30 P M

f”fi? 3: 30 RS 00 P.M.

- How anx1ety and fear produces subm1ss1veness

Positive: th1nk1ng versus negative th1nk1ng

F1na1 ro]e play1ng and feedback

F1na1 debr1ef1ng
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' L - | . \ . . _ s 1 . ) . ,"' Lok ‘ . o
7:30 - 8:00 PM.N - S | oo
' ’ v  , \\\;/%f’ :

Icebreaking Exercises -

. In-order to get to know each other better, we will now ‘introduce
‘ourselves. You are free to say anything you want -in your ihtFOQuction."_
‘However, T will begin so that you can-hear what I would like to say about
myself and then each of you can tegin. - - T R J
: A p SN _

?

8:00 - 9:00 P .M.

Definition of Assertiveness

ASsertivehéss’is définéq in the fo]]oWing méﬁner:w'

(a) fAssertiVe behavior .is the,hOhést and direct verbal. (and non-
' verbal) expression of one's feelings and thoughts @jthoutE‘

- keeping ‘them bottled up.inside or feeling guilty and/or anxious

about expressing them. It is the honést and- direct expression.
of one's feelings ana‘ thoughts without using/manipulating or = . -
.. hurting-another person: - P R R L
(b). . And behavior which enables & person to act in his or her own
~best“interests, to stand Up for herself or himselt without undue -
canxiety, to express honest feeling comfortably, or to exercise
personal rights-without denying the'rights of .others, we call
: o 0 . .

_assertive behavior.

"fAn aHalysis of the-iastvdefinitiOnfS;cdmponents wi]lfgive.youva'mOre;' e
detailed understanding.ofjassertivene§s; This is'as follows; -~ .o o 00 ‘

{a) - To act ‘in ohé!s*OWh.béSf'intéféstsfrefers~tofthe.CapacityﬁtoT
L makex]ifeAdecigjbns?(Career;.re]ationShips;'Tifngtyle,“time
_>.‘schedu]é),lto;takevinjtiatjvc (startvconveﬁSatipn;forganize%_ ’ L
- activities)y togtrust>oneisjbwn‘judgémehtg~toVsetfgOa]s*andionk,.e,n~
. to achieve.thém, ‘to ask help from others, to:.comfortably partiz .=
ocipatessocially; o e o T et T e T T R E
: R oL . §.-.

\ . h beh QE§ éS Sayjhﬁ("noniT ) N
-+ setting Timits on one's time. and energy, responding-to criticism - -
: 'Qr”put:downs<Or'anger,.expressing,or_supportjngfop3defendjngf; PR

,(bjffTovstahdjup~fbr;oﬁeée1f31n¢1uuesjéuch;benavi

~one's opinions; .

S e

(c) "To eprESSﬂhodest-fee]ingstmeortablyfméansvthe_abilityj;Q_T'ff

= -qp*qisagreeyfto;Show;gnger,~toyshow affection or friendship, ta '

= admit fear or anxiety, to express. agreement .or. Support, tqo be -
-i“_spontaheous;ﬂalleithout*paihfu]'anxiety;ﬂ;," I

'(d)A”TojEXefCise?pérsona];rightsurelat¢3-td~9ﬁ§j- éomPCtEncyV(as”a S
e .‘g;;citiZen;:as*q,COnSUmer,Aasva membehiofﬁédJOrgahizapipn;priSCHoolfnfgj

R »x§“,tor;workigrOup;ﬁasgalpahtiqipanpxih;pub]icievents),to“expreSs];‘f'fi;‘f o

, : z“g;opinions;]to”work'for;change; to re§pond_to”violations_quongéfj,,;% LT

‘ \ o ‘”own'rightstorhthqse of thefsigiiz' e - ;;ﬂ."l" L
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(e) And to not deny the r1ghts of others is to accompT1sh the -above.
, personal expressions without unfair criticism.of others, w1thout
D _hurtful behavior toward others, without namecalling, without
1nt1m1dat10n w1thout man1puTat1on w1thout controTT1ng others.

’ﬁ‘\\\Thus, assert1veness behav1or is a p051t1ve self- aff1rmat1on wh1ch
a]so vaTues the other pérsons in your life.’ (ATbert1 & Emmons, 1978)

The Assert1veness/Aggress1ve/Subm1ss1ve Cont1nuum o »' o - - £

Many peopTe often wrongTy link assert1veness with- aggress1veness..'
~ Outbursts of host1]1ty, rage, or resentment usuaTTy denote pent-up or-
accumulated anger rather than the spontaneous expression of healthy ; : -
emotions (Lazarus, 1972). Many people associate assertyveness. training. o
with one. upmanshtp and. other deceptive games and’ p]oys QM1ch have no -
place in the forthr1ght and honest express1on of one! s asic fee11ngs
(Lazarus, 1971) . e . .

, The assert1veness/aggress1ve/subm1g?1ve cont inuum of'behavior can be. .
distinguished in' the, folowing -manner: .there are three possible-broad
"approaches to ‘the.conduct of. 1nterpersonaT relations. The first is to. L

~.consider one's self.only and ride roughshod. over -others....The second *
-possible . approach is always to put others before one's seTf .the third

" approach is the golden mean....the individual places h1mseTf flrst but

*  takes ‘others into account“ﬂ(onpe -1969). Albert and Emmons elaborate -

- upon this distinction even further (1978) -~ Mhe beT1eve that one should =
‘be able to.choose for one's self how to.act in a given circumstance. - If -

$ . the pol1te restraint! response is too well developed one may-be unab]e g

- to make the choice to act-as he or she would like to. If the aggress1vev'f
response’is overdeveToped -one may: be unable to achieve one's ‘goals .. -

- ‘without hurting others, -This freedom of choice and exercise of  + .

. self-control-is made possible: by the development of.assertive. responses ..

. ~for situations:which have prev1ousTy produced non- assert1ve or aggre551ve' -

C ,behav1or based on anx1ety n - ST NN : S v
-Demonstratton of StyTes of Behav1or;Tfif"g'efiv »*"5T_~. ﬁfﬁfy e }"

-

e e w1]T now demonstrate assert1ve ubm1ss1ve ~and’ aggress1ve styTes

_ vof behav1or so you.can see the d1fferences for yourseTf You will find™ = -
~’;the ro]ep]ay1ng s1tuat10n ‘that I will demonstrate" on- page 3 of your hand-‘,,*~-'
'_Luout W1TT someone voTunteer to p]ay the cTerk? & S S

g .

The fo]low1ng roTe was demonstrated } f AT

S HeTen isra d1ssat1sf1ed customer who w1shes to return a defect1ve e

.brf_copy of a-book, “Rose is the clerk:: -Using.essentially: the same: words, ML

N, - - bought . th1s book here last week,. and discovered that 20 pages-were” A

:A{f'mlss1ng I'd - like a good’ copy or my money back " HeTen approaches Rose
-t"1n three d1fferent ways e e T ) : e T

: (T) HeTen waTks sTowTy and hes1tant1y t the COUnter., Her eyes are S
*"ﬂ;“fdowncast at the fToor, ‘she speaks 59§t above a- wh1sper her face - -
.. “looks as though it be]ongs on- the .cover -of - the book . “She has a .
f-itlght grnp on. the book and a "ta11 between the Tegs" posture.;.n“”
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% .. (2) Helen swaggers toward the counter, glares at Rose, addresses her

ot in a voice heard all over the store Helen's posture and almost -
fistlike- gesture are an obv1ous attempt to intimidate the clerk.

(3) Helen walks up te the counter fac1ng Rose ~ She stands re]axed o
' ‘and erect, smiles, and 1ooks directly at Rose with a friendly

express1on In a conversat1od +):-Vo Tume and tone of voice, she
states the message, gestur}ng to p01nt out’ the flaw. (Albert1 & NJ
Emmons, ]978) .

‘Components of Assert1ve Behav1or

As .can be seen from the ro]ep]ay1ng of assertiveness as compared to
aggressiveness and subm1ss1veness there are certain ways that we

e behaviorally show assertive behavior: These components of assertive

behavior are-as fo]]ows

(1) Eye Contact If you ook theotly at a- personéuh1]e you are
speaking to him/her, it he]ps‘to communicate yGur sincerity and
L Hd1rectness of ‘the message. - * you look away, or around,.or down -
. . - - on the floor, you may be comminicating a Tack of confidence in
) yourself .or qua11ty of. deferexce to the person you are speaking .
"to.  On the other hand; star1ﬂg ‘too intently, may make the other
' person quite uncomfortable. relaxed ana steady gaze at the
‘other, looking away occasionally as it is comfortable, helps to
make conversation more personal, to show interest in and respect
for the ather person and-to ¢ nvey conftdence in yourse]f '

posture fac1ng the other person
0 your message. A slumped,

nds. «£onveys a lack. of conf1dence
sert1veness _

(2) Body Posture “An active, erect
directly, lends. assertiveness
_ passive stance, on the-other h
o N : in yourself, anxiety, and nona

: (3) Facial Expression: Effective
S5 - that agrees with the message.

., §§ o aelivered with a straight, non

A .communication should not be de

your face say the same thing y

ssert1ons requ1re an express1on
An angry message should be .
smiling countenance. A friendly
ivered with a dark frown.  Let
ur words are say1ng

(4) Voice Tone, Inflection, Volume; The way we use our»voices”is
wvital in the way we communicate.  The same words spoken- through
the teeth in anger offer an entirely different message than when.
‘they are shouted with Joy or whispered in fear. A level; well

 ‘modulated conversational statement is convincing without intimi-

B dating. A whispered monotone will seldom convince another

‘ person that you mean business, |while shouting will bring
‘defenses into the path of commtn1cat10n

£{5) F]uency When Yyou -speak to angther person do you oft&n fill
- space with "uhhh..." and "you Know...". A .smooth flow of speech
is a valuable asset in getting |your point across in -any type of-
conversation. It is not necesgary to ‘talk rapidly for a long
“period, but if your speech is interrupted for long periods of

N .
e o

kS
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hesitation, your listener(s) may get bored, /and will probably

. recognize you are very unsure of yourself. Clear and slow
comments are more easily undérstood and more powerful than’ rap1d
speech which is errat1c and f1]1ed with 1ong pauses and
stammer1ng

(6) Distance/PhySical Contact: Although this varies from culture to’
culture, "coming too close™ to a person may offend him/her, make
him/her defensive, or open the door to greater intimacy. It is.

~often worthwhile to check out verbally how the other person
fee]s about your c]oseness or d1stance

(7) Gestures A relaxed use of gestures can add depth or power to
your messages ‘Uninhibited movement: can. also suggest openness,
self-confidence (unless the gesturing is erratic and nervous),
and spontaneity on the part of the speaker (From Alberti &
Emmons, 1978) ’ , : o

o

9:00-! 10:00 P. M |

'Pract1ce of Above Styles: of Behavior

At . th1s time each of you will p]ay‘%he same ro]e that 1. prev1ous]y
demonstrated. 1 will play the clerk his will be done such that -each.:
of you will p]ay each style of behavior (assertive, aggress1ve, subm1s-
sive) until each of us -has had practice ‘at each style of behav1or>\ T
will give.you constant feedback and encourage those of you who are
watch1ng to give your oplntons ‘

‘»Saturday\Morning‘:

’

9:00 - 10: OOA M

Th1s morn1ng we w11] beg1n by repeattng and gotng over ‘the def1n1t1on
of assertiveness and the assert1veness/aggress1ve/subm1ss1ve continuum of
behavior. I will then demonstrate once again for -you an example of
- assertive, aggressiye, and subm1ss1ve behavior in a specific s1tuatton
-~ (At this point, a reiteration of the discussion on assertiveness and .
: three sty]es of behavtor ‘found at: the beg1nn1ng of Append1x P took p]ace);

'\d‘ e.* X

| Ro1ep]ay1ng Demonstratton ‘

o .
The group ]eader then demonstrated the fo]]ow1ng ro]e with two of thei
participants volunteering' to pla} the role of the wife and the wa1tress
. The group was instructed to read over the ro]ep]ay1ng demonstration on
\page 7 of their handouts prior to the demonstratlon.; :
Mr. and Mrs. A. are at dinner in a moderate]y expens1ve restaurant
‘Mr. A. has ordered a’fare steak, but when the steak is served, Mr. A. . '<:;

finds it to be very well done, contrary to his order. -His behav10r is:
~(a) Non-assertive--Mr. A. grumb]es to his wife about the "burned" meat,
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Assertiveness: - Many individuals believe that they shoula not be g
assertive because of some common myths that are perpetuated in our
culture and have become response styles of individuals in interacting
with other people. These myths are often ingrained within us from chila-
hood and often we are not even aware of their influence upon us:.in
interacting with others, ' v C

.6 : ! : o .
(a) The myth of modesty: An individual who is tied into this belief -
-system finds it extremely difficult to praise himseif/herself or
accept a compliment from someone without refuting or demeaning
the compliment. He/she can beﬁgn to deny the existence of any
positive personal attributes ang'can end up being very self-
critical, have a poor self-imagé, and can be often. depressed.
~In tuning out ope's positive attributes, more attention is paid
to negative attributes which just adds and reinforces a poorer
_self-image and depression. - .. | - o

Vo

. , » _ o 3 : : .
(b) The myth of the good friend: This myth assumes that anyone who
‘is ‘a good friend, or spouse, or'relative, or acquaintance,
-should be able to anticipate our needs, our feelings, our _
thoughts, and give us what, we would like to haves-withput our
clearly saying what those needs are. How many times Rave you
~heara yourself or someone else say, "If he/she really was a = v
g ) friend, he/she would have known that '] do not Tike.,.." or "If. -
she/he.really loved me, she would:..."." We often expect others
- to be able to acccurately read our ‘thoughts and feelings and
.. then respond accordingly. Unfortunately, most people are not '
very good at-this. You are the only person who knows what is.
going on inside. your head or your "guts" at any given moment in .
.time, and it becomes your responsibility to let others know what
you are feeling and thinking. . If you do not let the other ‘
** person know, reseptment may begin to grow on your part until you
“either "blow up™ or begin to avoid the person more and more.

-

) .

_;”4&{ The myth of obligation: This -myth assumes that if a person asks
' ~a friend for a favour, in order for the friendship to continue,
. \the friend is obligated to grant the request. Tied into .this

’ )be]ief system, ‘an individual sees no possibility tor refusal. .’

(d) The myth -of imposition: Many individuals fail to say what they =
think or feel begause they are afraid thatythey are ‘impgsing
upon the individual. This .individual, who avoids requests, may
have many unfulfilled needs. A tie into this belief system is -

- shown in -the -following quote: S S

~ Jack doesn't say.no to Jill

. _because she.will resent him,
so he resents her.

- Ji]]fddesn't‘say'no’toydack N 8

' becéuSe‘hesw111wresentiher; S
:so she resents him. -



o)

“Jack doesn't ask Jill
because she will resent him,
so he resents her. '

Jill doesn't ask Jack
wbecause he will resent her,
- S0 she resents him.

Jack-and Ji]lﬁaren't talking anymofe.‘
—_Thgy resent each other- too much. L % \

4

N\ (From Cét1erf& GUer?a,.1976)

: L a | | . ‘ S
The myth of compassion: This myth is more prevalent in. women

than men. Many women feel that they exist to serve others; and

- who believe that they must provide tenderness and compassion to

 _a11 at -all times. Women tied to this belief system place

greater importance on -taking: care of others' feelings than on

" meeting their own-needs. Women often reinforce one another for

'Benefits.

being“deVOted‘and dedicated to others, and thus perpetuate the
compassion myth to an even greater extent. :

(Phelps & Austin, 1975)

(a)::

-

of Being Assertive

Contro]-of'Environment-ahd Sdéia] Anxiety.  Many people who are

timid, shy, and non-assertive, experience g tremendous amount of

anxiety during social interactions. -The anxiety they experience

during interpersonal interactions often prevents them from
expressing. their true feelings and engaging in adaptive

‘behavior. Consequently, one of the positive aspects of asser- .
- tiveness is-a decrement of an individua]’s,anxietyiduring.social

. That s, non-assertiveness

interactions. - Secondly, a submissive person needs to dévelop - -

'asserthe_reSponses~that ensfﬁe him to control. his environment.

. individual over his own envy

- i.e., to show one's true'feeling and to do so" in a frank
- - open manner (Lazarus, 1971), “Emotional freedom opposes

sually implies a control of the .
onment. Lo Lo

Emotional Freedom, Choice, and Se1f4re5péét.leabits‘of-

emotional freedom imp]y'the’abi}ityvto'giveﬁhonest,feedBaCk;. -

“hypocrisy, phoniness, and ‘deception.... Contrary to popular =

,be1ief,/the»resu1t‘of~emotidnal freedom is not alienation or .

- increased vulnerability, but-decreased anxiety, close and ~ -
'ﬂ,meaningfu]_re]ationships,fSETf;respect,”and social adaptivity" .
’ (Lazarus;'1971),‘;Emoxional“freedom, choice,'anq»se1ffre§pect,_

'includeaﬁthevsubt]éties;ofﬁlﬁve anq affection, empathy ang - -
“compassion, admiration and_appreciation,:Quriosity~anfinteresp,‘”

as well as anger, pain, remorse, skepticism, fear, dna =

- sadness...Training i

v in_emotional freedom implies-the recognition

and appropriate expression of each and evéry affective state. =

(LQZQFUS, 197])5 o e L S
s : } N o ‘ - . c i B .
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2:00 - 3:00 P .M.

Anx1ety and Assert1vseess

. Ma#} writers state that there is a d1rect ]1nkage between assert1ve--
ness as a behavior and anxiety and neurot1c1sm One writer’ by the name
of Wolpe (1958) defines anxiety as the 'automatic reponse pattern or
' patterns that are character1st1cal]y part of the organism's response to
noxious stimuli' (p.-34). Since an anxious response to a noxious stimuli
would "be unadaptive, adapt1ve ‘responses such as assertiveness responses :
are taught to ‘individuals. : Thus; the elicitation of an assert1veness
response will inhibit the anxious response and enab]e the anx1ous persons
to take control of h1s/her env1ronment ’ .

How Anxwety'and Fear Produces‘Submissiveness

If an inaividual is typically anxlgﬁs\and responds to s1tuat1ons by
-anxiety.and fear, this is a very unaaaptive response and can be termed
neurotic. Instead 'of respondirg dssertively, these individuals will
respond very passively and submissively. = Sometimes ‘the response: can be:
aggressive. People.who are passive througm their fear.and anxiety will
~suffer considerable aversive control through others. They will fail to

obtain -fair treatment which'might only increase their anxiety even more.
Consequently, the anxious 1nd1v1dua] w11] end up hav1ng 11tt1e contro]
over h1s env1ronment : . : . ,

Positive Th1nk1ng and Poswt1ve<5e]f Concept S

Assert1veness is d1recty 11nked to hea]thy persona11ty If we can

: '*]earn to emit assertiveness responses or learn to emit our fee11ngs and'

~ ~thoughts honestly rather than keeping: them bottled up inside, we are ‘
- learning to behave .in a healthy manner. [hat is, we are 1earn1ng to: em1t
non-anxious -responses-that will enable us to control pur:environment °
~instead of being controlled.by others.- The idea of knowing. that we can

leechoose for ours¢lves rather ‘than thinking that someone €1se controls that -

e-,cho1ce for us impTies that each of us. w111 have a.greater self respect j
and a greater p051t1ve se]f concept : o LT

3 OO»- 3 30 P. M.

'f’Fwnal Ro1ep1ay1ng and Feedback

In ‘the[next ha]f hour each of you w111 rolep]ay for the ]ast tlme _f 1;%g¢*

'rbiThe s1tuat onvthat each of you w111 rolep]ay 1s as: fo]]ows'~“ ;;~ ,c;,,/fgg
_ “Aunt. Jes ca, w1th whom you prefer ngt’to~§pend much t1me, 1s/on the
«gte]ephone he has just told you of her p]ans to. spend three/weeks ’

'v1s1t1ng Y u, beg1nn1ng next week _ : S ;/u>

/».

-

The way we Wwill p]ay this ro]e is that one of/you w111 beg1n w1th the:rnﬂ

: fassert1veness response;: another will then play” the aggressive response,
'ianw then another the subm1ss1ve response.A The last ‘two. part1c1pants w1]1
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thén'bbth play the assertiveness role untf] we have all participatéd;- I

will give you chstant'feedbatk~during.your.ro]ep]ayingAdemonstrations o
' and'enCOurage}thqse‘of;you who are observing to offer your own.opinions.

" 3:30 - 4:00 pM,

In thﬁS‘fina]iha]fehOUr-I”wi]T'briéf]y'summarize'ihe major points of - .
this program. . After I have summarized, you are welcome to ask any .
" questions that_you mightihave. C S S

f Fiha]'Debriéfing‘ o

.~ At this point a brief summary ofythe~méior.pdjnts discussed during , . .
the entire program were reiterated. Emphasis was placed on #the definiz
tion of assertiveness, the ‘assertive/aggressive/submissive styles of =
behavior, ana the benefits of being asSertive, Participants were then-
invited to ask any questions that they still might have. o '

-



