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ABSTRACT

This stucdy was designed to assess post-program
cogniﬁions and experiences which were hypothesized to -
play a role in the gemeralization of social skills over
time. In particular, self-efficacy perceptions,
outcome expectancies, outcome values, and anxiety were
assesed through a Biographical Inventory before
particlipation in a social skills program. The Inventory
was then used to assess the subjects experiences once a
month for three monthse after the program, and one year
following the program. Subjects who demonstrated
generalization on in-vivo, role-play, or self-report
measures of giving and receiving criticism over the one
year were contrasted, on thelr responses to the
' Blographical Inventory, with those who showed little or
no generalization. Results from the in-vivo and self-
report measures indicated that the high genmeralization
group differed from the low generallzation group in
their post~program'experiencea with giving and
recelving criticiem. Higher self-efficacy perceptions
and the perception of positive consequences were
evident for the‘high Qeneralization group for
experiences involving criticism. The results are

discussed in relation to self-efficacy theory.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to examlne extra-
progran factors which may play a role in the
maintenance of treatment gains from social skills
training. Some of the gquestions which this research
attempts to anewer are: Do individuals completing a
social skills tiaining program try out thelr gkillls
outside of the program? If they do try out the skills,
how Ao they preceive the consequences and utility of
using the skills? In what way do individuals'
perceptions of consequences and self-efficacy in the
initial use of program skills 1nfluence their
intention, willingness and use of program skills in the

longer term?

The research strategy of this project was to assess
some of those extra-tralning factors through the use of
a Biographical Inventory, both prior to treatment and
at several times during the post-treatment year. At
the same time, actual proficiency in the skills taught
in the program was assessed. The group of subjects who
showed generalization of the criticism skills over time
wag contrasted with the group that showed little or mno

generalization, on theilr responses to the Blographical
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Inventory.

TIn the first chapter, literature on the maintenance
and generalization of treatment effects, from social
skills training, is reviewed. This review deals with
the two most frequently researched adult populations 1n
soclal skills training; psychiatric patiénts and post-
secondary students. The results are discussed in
relation to maintenance and generalization effects, as
well as asgessment difficulties. The need for a
multiple sampling, self monltoring study is outlined.
Expectancy-value and self-efficacy theory are
elaborated in relation to soclal skllls training and
the persistence of behavior over time. A statement of
hypotheses, arising from the theoretical rationale and

regearch findings, 1is detailed.

In the second chapter, the methodology employed in

the research study is detailed.

In the third chapter, the research results are

presented.

In the fourth chapter, the research results are
discussed in relation to the theoretical rationale. An
information processing model, relevant to the

persistence and durability of behavior, is proposed.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Much of the research in social skills has focused on
 the elements of training programs thought to be
relevant to skill acquisiton (Hersen, Eisler, & Miller,
19Y3; McFall & Marston, 1970; McFall & Lillesand,
1971). More recently, there has been an increasing
emphaslis on the question of generalization of the
progran's skills (Bellack & Turner, 1876; Brown, 1983;
Eisler & Fredrickson, 1980; Rickel, Eshelman, ¥
Lolgman, 1983; Spence & Marzillier, 1981; Turner,
Bryant, & Argyle,1978).

Generalization research can be classed into four
types (Galassi, & Galassi, 1978): (1) within laboratory
generalization to similar but untrained situations
(i.e., situation class generalization); (2) within
laboratory generalization across response or situation
classes; (3) generalization of treatment effects to
extra-laboratory behavior; and, (4) genseralization of
changes across time (i.e., maintenance and durability
of treatment effecte). The main focus of this review
will be the 1atter'two classes of generallzation
effects: generalization to real life behaviors and

maintenance over time.
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The majority of the research on gemneralization
effects from soclal skills training with adults can be
separated into studies dealing with either of two main
populations: (1) institutionalized and psychiatric
patients and (2) volunteer and post-secondary students.
The importance of this distinction in populations is
that there may be differential generalization effects
due to populatlions differences. These differences may
arise from psychophdrmacological effects, environmental
changes, maturation, availablity of soclial support

networks or levels of psychological distress.

(1)INSTITUTIONALIZED AND PSYCHIATRIC PATIENTS

Hersen, Eisler, and Miller (1974) compared the
generalization effects of practice and of modeling on
the assertive behavior of 50 unassertive peychiatric
patients. Somé subjects were lnstructed to apply what
they had learned to new situations. A measure of
geperalization to real life aifuations was employed
when the researchers failed to deliver s promilsed
monetary reward for participation in the study. None
of the treatment groups showed significant superiority
on the in-vivo generalization measure. Significant
effects were obtained for the modeling group on

simulated situvations which were highly similar to the
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trained situatlions.

Longin and Rooney (1975) tralned 35 chronic
hospitalized female psychiatric patients to refuse
unreasonable requests. One of the treatment groups
showed significant improvement in behavioral role-play
glituations from pre to post-test. Staff ratings of
patient communications and soclal contact showed
significant improvement for the other of the two
treatment groups. A two year follow-up role-play
measure indicated that the treatment effects had been
maintained but did not generalize to untrained role-

play situations.

Brown (1980) compared coping skills training versus
group counselling with 40 previously hospitallzed
community mental health clients. The coping skills
program consisted of thirty hours of progressive
relaxation, anxlety management, assertiveness and
behavioral self-modification. They found that the
coping skills group reported lower levels of anxzlety
and fear and higher levels of assertiveness both at
post-test and at the three month follow-up.
Significantly fewer subjects from the coping skills
groups were re-hospitalized during the one year perlod
following training. In a one-year follow-up study with
the same subjects, Brown (1983) assessed the extent to

which treatment effects had generalized to attitudes
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concerning etiology of mental disorders, depression and
perceived quality of life. Questionnalre data revealed
that the coping skills group reported less depresslon,
more ability to manage anxiety, solve problems and
control their environments than did the counselling
group. The coping skills group also scored higher on a
interpersonal etiology scale. There were certain
methodological problems that restrict interpretation of
the data. Lack of a no-treatment control group makes
it daifficult to attribute treatment effects to the
prograns. The one-year fo;low—up measures were not
administered at pre or post-test and so there may have
been pre-existing differences between the groups on
those measures. Random assignment to treatment groups
makes that unlikely but the possibllity remains.
Within those limitations, if the one-year follow-up
measures are valid indicators of generalization
effects, the duration and thoroughness of the coping

gkills program may have played a role.

Other studies ( Argyle, Bryant & Trower, 1974; Dam-
Baggen & Krasimaat, 1986; Goldsnith & McFall, 1975;
Gutride, Goldstien & Hunter, 1974; Marzillier, Lambert,
¥ Kelly, 1876; Spence ¥ Marziliier, 1981) demonstrate
gsome maintenance of treatment effects, but limited or
no generalization to real life. The nature of the
target population likely requires an extensive and

thorough intervention'program in order to elicit
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generalization effects.

(2) VOLUNTEER AND POST-SECONDARY STUDENTS:

Twentyman and McFall (1975) behaviorally tralned
gsocial skills in 31 shy males. Post-test, self-report
measures of heterosexual avoldance showed 1mprovément
for the experimental group. Six-month follow-up
measures on the same self-report instrument showed no
gignificant difference between the experlmental and
control group with both groups gaining. Role-play
measures showed significant improvement from pre-test
to post-test but were not employed in the six-month

follow-up.

Schincke, Gilchrist, Smith and Wong (1979) assessed
group interperscnal skills training of 12 social
service agency staff. The experimental group showed
greater improvement from pre-test to post-test on self-
reported probability of engaging in selected
interpersonal responses. Role-play situations showed
generalization from tralned to novel situations. The
lack of long term follow-up or data on generalization
to real life situvations limits the intepretation of

thelir results.

Lee (1983) used assertive training with 46
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unassertive female students in Australila.
Generalization from trained to novel role-play
situations was evident and these effects were
malntained at a three month follow-up. Subjects also
showed improvement and maintenance of self-reported
number of assertive behaviors they would be able to
perform (i.e., Efficacy Level) and self-rated
confidence in their ability to perform those hehaviors
(i.e.,EBfficacy Strength).

McFall and Twentyman (1973) employed assertion
therapy with non-assertive university students in a
series of four experiements (N = 73, 90, 48 and 54,
respectively). Results from the first experiment
indicated a significant improvement in assertion, as
measured by behavioral role- plays, from pre-test to
post-test. Global attitudinal measures of refusal
problems showed no differences in improvement hetween
control and experimental groups. A one-month in-vivo
telephone call measure also showed no significant group
differences. In the second experiment generalization
was shown from trained fo untrained behavioral role-
play situations. Two in-vivo measures provided some
evidence that treatment effects were maintained, but,
because no-treatment controls were not included in
those measures, the results must be treated with
caution in terms of generalization of treatment effects

over time. Data from the third experiment demonstrated
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improvement in role-play behavior for the experimental
groups. In-vivo measures employed as a follow-up showed
no significant group differences, and the best
performance was actually obtained by the control group.
In the fourth experiment, experimental subjects self-
reported more positive real life effects than the
control subjects. In-vivo follow-up measures showed
that experimental subjects made refusals at an earlier
point in the interaction than the controls but dld not
differ in a confederates rating of thelr general
assertive manner. The researchers suggest that
responses to the in-vivo measures were highly dependent
on situational factors. They also note some dlfiflculty
in constructing in-vivo measures of refusal behavior,
suggesting that some subjects may not have refused
their request because they felt the requests to be
reasonable. They further argue that the training
program sensitlized the subjects to situations where
agsertiveness would be appropriate. If that
songlitization were the only variable operating, a decay
over time would be expected. As only one month follow-
ups were undertaken in these four experimente 1t was

not possible to test that possibility.

Linehan, Goldfried and Goldfried (1979) used
asgertion therapy with 79 women. Significant
 imprnavement for the experimental groups in behavioral

role-play was demonstrated. An in-vivo measure showed
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superior assertive performance by the experimental
groups. This measure was adninistered at post-test
only and so gives little information as to any change
in behavior. Eight-week follow-up, self-report
measures showed maintenance of treatment effects. No

control subjects were lncluded.

Kazdin (1974) contrasted the effects of covert
modeling, model reinforcement and no-treatment in
asgertion tralning for 45 non-assertive volunteer
subjects. The experimental groups ezhibited
significant improvement in self-report (Conflict
Resolution Inventory and Wolpe Lazarus Scale) and
behavioral role-play measures. Generallization from
trained to untrained role-play sltuations was evident.
An in-vivo telephone call follow-up demonstrated no
differences among the groups (including controls) in
rofusal behavior. The telephone control group was
chosen randomly from the phone book. Three month
follow-up self-report measures indicated that the
experimental groupe had ma;ntained their treatment
effects. EKazdin speculated that the phone calls may
not have been an adequate measure of assgertiveness,
generalization to extra-laboratory situations may not
have taken place, or treatment effects may have decayed
over time. Kazdin (1974) argues that "development of a
non-laboratory assessment procedure is essential to

ensure that treatment effects transfer" (p. 251).
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Schwartz and Higgins (1979) used automated assertion
training oﬁ 72 low-assertive college students in
assessing the impact of locus-of-control orientatlion <n
cutcome gain. Treatment subjects improved
significantly on self-report and role-play behavioral
measures. External, but not internal, locus-of-control
treatment subjects showed significant generallzation
from trained to untrained role-play sltuations. The
authors note that internals reported belng more

uncomfortable in the automated program.

Galassi, Galassl and Litz {1974) investigated
asgertion therapy with 32 non-assertive college
students. Experimental subjects performed
gignificantly better than controls on self-report
measures, on behavioral role-play situations, and snelf-
reported less anxiety. Subjects had not been trained
for the specific situations employed in the behavioral
role-play assessments. In a one-year follow-up of those
subjects (Galassli,Kostka & Galassl, 1975), the
experimental subjects had malntailned thelr treatment
effects on self-report and role-play assessments and
were still significantly superlor to the control
groups. One poesible explanation for the
generalization from trained to untrained situations,
and its maintenance over the year, is the breadth of
the traininé. vhich may have increased the

possibllities for reward, and promoted better
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functioning in a number of areas. Subjects were
trained to make a series of assertive responses and
learned several assertive behaviors; making requests,
refusing unreasonable demands, and expressing

affection.

Kirschner (1976) used behaviorally oriented
assertive training with 30 college college students to
test for generalization effects. Results indicated
that improved performance in trained role-play
situations was maintained at three weeks.
Generalization occurred only for highiy simlilar, but
untrained, behavioral role-plays and that effect was no
longer present at three weeks. Self-report meaures
(Wolpe-Lazarus Assertive Inventory and Lawrence
Assertive Inventory) revealed slgnificant treatment
effects and maintenance of those effects for three
weeks. Treatment duration was very brief (40 minutes)
and may account for the lack of maintenance of

generalization effects.

McFall and Marston (1970) used behavioral rehearsal
in assertion training of 42 non-assertive college
students and in-vivo telephone calls to assess
goeneralization of treatment effects to real life
situations. There were two treatment groups: behavior
rehearsal with feedback, and behavior rekearsal without

feedback. Behavioral role-play measures showed
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improvement from pre to post-test only when data from
the two experimental groups and the two control groups
were combined for greater statistical power.
Improvement was assessed by the percentage of rater
agreement that the post-test responses were better than
the pre-test responses. This type of assessment,
however, doeB not indicate the degree of improvement.
Only ono of five measures of the follow-up telephone
calls achieved significance, providing questionable
evidence for transfer of treatment effects to real life

situations.

Derry and Stone (1979) employed behavior rehearsal
agsertion training with either cognitive sell statement
training or attribution tralning adjuncts with 42 non-
assertive university students. The cognltive adjunct
group showed the greatest improvement on trained and
untrained behavioral role-play measures and thls effect
was malntained at six weeks. A thirteen-week follow-up
in—vivo measure falled to reveal significant group
differences. The ahsence of any control group in the
study combined with the lack of pre- or post-test in-
vivo measures makes interpretation of the follow-up in-

vivo measure difficulst.

Azrin and Hayes (1984) trained 89 male college
students in the discrimination ¢f indications of

heterosocial intereset in females. Role-play results
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indicated that the efrects had generallzed to the
performance of social skills, in contrast with control

subjects, who failed to show that generalization.

Picecinin, McCarrey and Chislett (1985) trained 111
undergraduate students in either request or refusal
behaviors. Behavioral role-play and self-report
measures indicated the maintenance of treatment gains
one and two years 1ater-(Piccinin, Chislett, & McCarrey
(1988). Request trained subjects showed improvement in
refusal situations and that improvement was maintained
up to two years. Refusal trained subjects, although
showing some evidence of generalization to request
situations, d4id not maintain those effects at the one
and two year follow ups. The authors suggest that the
" differential maintenance of generalization effects
could be a result of the more complex and initiative
nature of the request behaviors. Making a request
requires the initiatlon of an interaction whereas
refusing a demand only necessltates responding to an

interaction.

RESUME AND DISCUSSION

The preceding roview of the literature on

malntenance and generalizatlion effects in social skills
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training reveals strong evidence for transfer from
trained situations to untraired, but similar,
situations (Bellack ¥ Turner, 1976; Derry & Stone,
1979; Galassi, et al., 1974; Goldsmith & McFall, 1975;
Hersen, Eisler, & Miller, 1974; Kazdln, 1974;
Kirschner, 1976; Piccinin, Chislett, ¥ McCarrey, 1988;
Picecinin, McCarrey & Chislett, 1985; Spence &
Marzillier, 1981). These findings should be viewed
cautiously as they have typlcally been assessed through
behavioral role-play and sellf-report mczasures. The
external validity of role~§1ay assessment measures 1ln
soclal skills training has recently been questioned
(Bellack, Hersen & Lamparski, 1979; Higgins, Alonso &
Pendleton, 1979). Behavioral role-play measures
indicate whether individuals are able to demonstrate
Bocial skills but give less information as to whether
they actually will éxhibit those soclal skills in-vivo.
In real life situations, the costs become greater and
the demand charscteristics much less obvious. Higgins
et al. (1979) suggest that assertion is more likely to
be demonstrated in role-play than in in-vivo
situvations. The limited generalization effects (to
untrained, but highliy eimilar situations) shown in
role-play assessments may, therefore, be an over

estimate of real life gains in sccial skills.

Self-repor" measures have been criticized for being

global rather than being appropriately response and
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gituation class specific (Wine, 1982, p. 307). Given
the situational and response specificity evident in the
behavioral measures of studles reviewed, it is
surprising to find that these global self-report
measures generally support the presence of treatment
effects. All studies reviewed, except one (McFall &
Twentyman, 197v3) which employed self-report measures,
showed improvement for the treatment group. In the
McFall and Twentyman study this lack of effect was
restficted to the global attitudinal section of the
Conflict Resolution Inventory. Self-report measures of
social skllls training effects should assess responses

and situations which are speclfic to program sgkillls.

Results of the in-vivo measures are equlvocal with
the majority showing no treatment effects. This may be
due to an actual lack of transfer of effects to real
life situations. This would, however, be inconsistent
with self-report measures and with the few studies
(McFell ¥ Marston, 19870; McFall ¥ Twentyman, 1973) that

did show some ln-vivo transfer effects.

One difficulty with many of the in-vivo measures in
the previous studies is that they may not be valid
measurementé of the behavior they purport to assess.
In the Kazdin (1974) study, for example, many control
subjects felt that the request made was not
unreasonable.‘thus weakening the valldity of the



GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
18
agsessment as a measurement of refusing unreasonable

requests.

A fundamental difficulty with using only one in-vivo
agsesement is that many situational and person factors
may affect the manifestation of a social skill in a
single interaction. The time of day, the lndividuals
physical comfort, time limltations, emotional mood,
whether the person is alone or in a group, and
countless other factors contribute to the performance
of a soclal skill in any single interaction. Epsteln
(1978) suggests that with a sufficient éampling of
evente the stability of behavlior may be ascertalned and
predictive ability increased. There is need then, for
a sampling of events approach in the area of socilal

s8kills training.

THE NEED FOR A SELF-MONITORING STUDY
OF PERSONAIL AND SITUATIONAL FACTORS
LINKED TO MAINTENANCE OF TREATMENT GAINS

Although situational and respongse specific treatment
effects have been clearly demonstfated ir behavioral
assessments, data on transfer of those effects to real
life situations has been aparse‘and conflicting. Where

geperslization and maintenance of treatment gains have
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been evident, individual differences have also been
noted. Even though the group as a whole may show
signficant maintenance, some individuals within that
group may not malntain their post-treatment
performance. There 18 a need for further assessment of
extra-laboratory transfer of social skllls training
programg. Further research is also needed into the
variables involved in the individual differences
evident in the generalizatiion of treatment effects

over time.

THEORETICAL RATIONALE:EXPECTANCY-VALUE AND SELF-
EFFICACY

Generalization of behavioral and soclal sgkills from
tralning situations to real 1life situations has been
assumed to happen either spdntaneously, or to occur as
& product of certain training techniques (Stokes &
Baer, 1977). The manifestation of a soclal skill in a
specific interaction and the durability of that skill
over time will be affected by individual personal
factors (e.g., cognitions, motivation, affect) as well
as by situational or environmental varlables. There
are certain necessary conditions which are precursors

to the manifestation of & skill in any single
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interactlion:

1) the person must have the skill in his or her

repertolre

2) the situation must be judged as relevant or

appropriate to the acquired skill, and

3) the individuals willingness to employ the skill
in that situation must outweigh any intrapersonal or

situational factors inhibiting the use of the skill.

The generalization of a social skill over time wlll
be affected by those same factors as well as the
reinforcement history of skill use. Because
expectations of consequences, perceptions of
instrumentality and confidence in one's abilities are
formed and refined through experience, they are likely
to change or comsolidate over time as a result of
differential experiences and reinforcement history.
The reinforcement history of attempted skill
performances can influence the individual's motivation
and cognitive expectancies, which, in turn, mediate
future behavior. From a cognitive-behavioral
interactionist position, then, reinforcement will not
be concelved strictly as an automatic response
gtrengthener or inhibitor (Bandura, 1877; Bolles,
1972).
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From this perspective, it is the individuals

expectancies and appralsals of behavioral outcomes
which are most influential in the persistance of
behavior. This perspectivs ralses many questilons.
Which expectancies and appralsals are the most
relevant? Are there specific cognitive evaluations
which are the most significant in the prediction of
behavior? Are there. in fact, cognitive differences
between those who tend to be assertive or socially

competent and those who are less so?

Several theorists (Atkinson & Birch, 1978; Bandura,
1977; Feather, 1980; Fledler & Beach, 1978) have
delineated the cognitions and appralsals which they
suggest are crucial to the durability of behavior.
Expectancy-value and self-efficacy theory will be
examined in relation to the specific cognitions that
each theory identifies as being significant in the
generalization of behavior over time. Research
findings relevant to each theory wlll be presented. A
resume and theoretical rationale will be presented and
the hypotheses arising from the theorles and research

findings will be elaborated.
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EXPECTANCY-VALUE THEORY

Expectancy-value theories propose that individuals
have cognitive anticipations or expectancies, arocused
by cues in social situatlions, that the performance of
some act will be followed by some outcome of
consequence. These anticlpated consequences are the
expectancy aspect of the theory. The value component
refers to the relative attractivenesss or

unattractiveness of the expected conseguences.

In Atkinson and Birch's (1978) Expectancy-value
model, goal directed behavior is seen as being a
multiplicative function of motivatlion to succeed,
perceived probability of success and the value of the
expected consequences of some act (Ts=Ms X Ps X Isg).
Atkinsons' model of behavior suggests a rational,
cognitive individual who welghs the consequence and
values of expected outcomes and acts accordingly.
Behavior that appears irrational can also be understood

through these expectanciles.

1) Motivation/Anxiety

Atkinson argues that goal directed behavior is a
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product of the joint effects of the motive to succseed
(Mg) and the motive to avoid failure (Mf). This is
analagous to an approach-avoldance conflict. Where the
Ms is greater than Mf, approach is prominent and where
the Mf is greater than Ms, avoildance is prominent.
Atkinson and Birch (1978) and Atkinson and Raynor
(1978) found that individuals who have prominent
approach (Ms>Mf} are less anxious and have realistic
goals and self perception. Conversely, for (M£>M8)
people, there is greater anxiety and more unrealistic
goals and self perceptions. Piaget and Lazarus (1969)
suggest that assertive behavior 1s more likely to
genefalize 1f the experience of anxlety in the

interactions 1s lowered.

In Atkinson and Birchs' (1978) exzpanded, more
general theory (in an effort to account for behavioral
persistence over time) they looked at the effects of
success and fallure on the maintenance of behavior.

For approach individuals (Me»>Mf), experiencing success
decreases motivation and fallure increases motivation.
It may be that, for these people, who are success
notivated, the success at some task will cause them to
set thelr standards higher'and pursue more challenging
goals, and failure may cause them to increase effort in

order to attain success.

For avoidance (Mf>Ms) the reverse i1s true. Failure
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causes a decrease in motivation, and success an
increase. Further complicating this picture 1s the
tendency for (Mf>Ms) indivliduals to attempt tasks where

the probability for success is very low or very high.

One explanation for this 1s that fallure can then
be attributed to task difficulties, rather than to
personal inadequacles. However, in situations where the
probability for succees is high, they may also
attribute success to task difficulties. The experlence
of success would not, therefore, impact on their own
feslings of mastery and successful experlences would be
less likely to have an effect on changes of behavior

over time.

Alden (1984) found that assertive subjJects tended to
attribute positive feedback to personal ability and
attribute negative feedback to more external factors.
Nonassertive subjects tended to view external factors
ag determinants of both negative and positive feedback.
This suggests that nonassertive individuals are less
likely to self-attribute positive feedback and thereby

tend to malintain their non-aggertlve status.

Consistent with Atkinson and Birch's findlngs for
avoldance subjects, Alden's nonassertive sample tended
to attribute both success and fallure to task
difficulty. In order to make behavioral changes or

develop social skills over time, it 1s necessary to
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self-attribute success feedback. Individuals who feel a
greater sense of control and report less anxlety withiﬁ
their social interactions are more likely to maintain

and develop their assertive skills.
2) Outcome Expectancles

Outcome expectancles are the expected, anticipated
consequences arising from some activity. They
represent the perceived probability of some cbnaequence
following from some action. Outcomé expectancles are
evident in answering these kinds of questions; What is
the chance that some consequence will follow from my
behaving in a particular fashion? VWhat are the

expected outcomes from my actions?

Feldler and Beach (1978) propose that "differences
between persons who tend in general to be assertive and
those who tend in general to be less so, lie in
differences in their expectations about the

conpequences of thelr behaviors" (p. 537).

On a global level, outcome expectancles may reflect
a more generalized attitude conceraning contingencies
between actlions and outcomes. Seligman's (1978) theory
of learned helplessness is suggestive of a generalized

loss of contingency awareness, where individuals feel
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that there is little connection between thelr behavior
and any subsequent consequences in the world. Rotter's

Locus-of-Control Scale asseses the degree to which a

person has internal locus (strong contingency bellef)
or external locus (low contingency belief). Replogle,
McCullough & Cashion (1980) found that self-reported

assertion (Rathus Assertiveness Inventory) was

significantly correlated with internal locus of control

for a group of female rurses.

Tanck and Robbins (1979), however, found a non
significant correlation (.20) between self-reported
assertives (Adult Expression Scale) and Rotters
Internal-External Locus of Control Scale, with & sample
of undergraduate students. These inconsistent findings
could be due to the different assertion scales employed
or to the different samples (female professionals vs.
undergraduate students of both genders). It may be
that these female low-assertives had a more global
attitude towards contingencies consistent with an
external locus of control. These findings suggest that,
at least for some low-assertives, there may be weak
outcome expectancies. Individuals are more likely to
engage in behaviors ﬁhen they perceive some connection
between the act and the desired outcome. By
implication, then, behavior is more likely to
generalize over time when the individual perceives that

behavior to be instrumental in the attalinment of
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desired consequences (Mitchell & Bilglan, 1971).

On a more situationally-speclfic level, individuals
may hold expectancies that some particular bshavior
will lead to certaln consequences. One might fornm
expectancies about the consequences of asking for a
date or requesting a neighbour to decrease the volume
onh a stereo. Laboratory research into outcome
expectaﬁoies generally deals with a clearly defined and
categorical type of outcome expectancy, such as success
or fallure. In contrast with many laboratory
behavioral experiments, real life social interaction
typically contains the possibility for a myriad of
consequences. Individuals may expect & varlety of
cutcomes from some act and 80 it becomes necessary to
agsess the expected probabllity of a number of
consequences. Feidler and Beach (1978), for example,
found that, in contrast with high-assertives, low-
agsertives felt that negative consequences were more
likely to occur than positive consequences. Those who
maintained their skills did so partly because they
expected positive consequences to occur as a result of
thelr actions. Recent ptudies (Greemberg, Pyszczynsil &
Stine, 1985; Leary, Eowalski, & Campbell,1988) reporied
that socially anxious subjects had more negative
expectations of future interactions than did those with
less anxiety. Those who exhlbit gemeralization over

time of some soclal skill are, therefore, likely to do
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80 because they have more positive future expectancies

concerning the use of that skill.

8) Outcome Values

Other cognitive appralsals relevant to the
generalization of behavior over time are outcome-
valuesg, taken from Expectancy-Value theory (Atkinson
and Birch, 1978). These are the values that peocple
attach to the consequences they expect. Outcome
expectancles answer the question: What will the
congequences of my actions be? Outcome values refer to
how one feels about those consequences. How desirable
or undesirable are the expected consequences of omnes'
actions? It is not Just the expected consequences
themeelves which influence behavior, but also the
importance or value of those consequences to the

pereson.

Madduxz, Norton and Stoltenburg (1986) found that
having high outcome values resulted in stronger
behavioral intentions than having low outcome values.
If expected conegaquences are highly valued, individuals
will be more likely to engage in the behaviors that may
elicit those consequences. However, most studies
looking at outcome values assess only the degree to

which expected outcomes are positively valued. It has
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been largely overlooked that expected consequences can
have a negative valence and yet still play an important
role in the motivation and prediction of behavior. For
example, an individual deciding whether to refuse an
unreasonable request might weigh the possible
consequences of lending needed money versus potenﬁial

loss of friendship.

Numerous studies { Alden & Cappe, 1981; Adlen ¥
Safran, 1978; Heinberg & Chiauyzl, 1883; Rohr, Nix,
Dunbar, ¥ Mosesso, 1984) have shown that low
agsertives make more negative self statements and
endorse more of Ellis's irrational bel.isfs than do high
asgertives. Those negative self statements and
irrational beliefs typically involve a concern about
the evaluation of oneself by others and a need for
acceptance and approval. Thig indicates that low
asgertives place a very high value on others opinions
of themselves, as well as on soclal acceptance and
approval. If the expected negative consequences such
as loss of approval or negative evaluation are most
potent in valence, low assertives may be highly
motivated to avoid assertive responses and situations
because of these expectancy values. This is in
agreement with the many studlies demonstrating that low-
assertives are more anxiocus and uncomfortable in
assertive situations. It 1s therefore important to

assess the relative valence of both poslitive and



GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
30
negative expected consequences. Those who persist 1in a
behavior over time will do so because they see the
positive consequences of dolng so to be significant and

outwelghing any expscted negative consequences.

Atkinson and Birch (1978) note that apecific
activities may have immediate consequences as well as
more distant future consequences. Not only do
indiviuals have expectancies about the immediate
consequences of an action, but they may also view the
activity as only one step in a continuous path that
leads to more future goals and consequences. Those who
feel that specific behaviors are instrumental in the
long term accomplishment of personal goals and
objectives are likely to look for and initiate more
"gingle step" activities and are also more llkely to
demonstrate persistence in carrylng out the behaviors
over time. Those who do¢ persist in a specific behavior
over time for long term goals may also be more willlng
to engage in that activity in situatlons where the

immediate consequences are unclear.

Atkinson and Birch (1978) note that the
ingtrumentality of some specific task in 1light of long
term goals has striking effects on the persistence of
behavior over time. The tendency to succeed at some
task 18 affected by the value of the immediate

consequences as well as antlcipated future
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consequencesd.

SELF-EFFICACY THEORY

Bandura (1977) defines an efficacy expectatlon as
the conviction that one can successfully execute
certaln behaviore. Self-efficacy, therefore, 1s the
degree to which individuals perceive themselves to be
self-competent and have personal mastery in the
performance of specific behaviors. Bandura suggests
that the most influential source of efflicacy
expectatione is reward stemming from performance
accomplishments. Bandura adds that " successes ralse
mastery expectations; repeated failures lower them,
particularly if the mishaps occur early in the course
of events" (p.195). These self-efficacy expectations,
enhanced primarily through performance accomplishments,
are hypothesized to play a significant role in
determining the persistence and durability of behaviocr
over time. Increased self-efficacy perceptions should
also tend to decrease levels of anxlety and emotional
distress by reducing the threat ln those situations
where the indiviual perceives self mastery. This is

consletent with the studies that demonstrated a strong
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negative correlation between level of anxiety and self-
efficacy expectancies (Leary & Atherton, 1986; Moe &
Zless, 1982). As a result of a sense of mastery, those
high in self-efficacy should feel a greater semnse of
control, and therefore, less risk, in skill-relevant

situations.

Lee (1983) found that efficacy expectations were
highly correlated with assertiveness and the
maintenance of effects from an assertiveness training
program. Maddux, Norton and Stoltenberg (1986)
reported that self-efficacy expectancy was
significantly correlated with behavioral intention
(.40) and outcome value (.39), but was not
gigniricantly correlated with outcome expectancy (.13).
Considering the amount of varlance unexplained by the
relatlionship among the varlables, these findings
support the validity of conceptualizing the different
expectancies as separate, if not completely independant

cognitive factors.

Are low-assertives different from high-assertives in
gelf appraisals of thelr social skills? Alden and
Saefran (1878) found that endorsement of the belief "I
should be competent at everything I attempt"
discriminated low aEsertives as more self demanding
than high assertives. This suggests that low

assertives may have very perfectionistic standards for
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their own behavior. Alden and Cappe (1981) reported
that the self ratings of low assertives were less
assertive than the self ratings of high assertives. The
group most discrepant from independant raters, however,

was the high assertive group.

Clarke and Arkowitz (1975) found that highly anxzious
subjects underrated their own soclal skills in contrast
with tralned raters who had also rated the soclal
skills of the anxious subjects. When rﬁting the skills
of individuals other than themselves, the anxlous
subjects were more consistent with the tralned raters.
Low anxious subjects demonstrated an overly positive
self evaluatlion. The inconsistent findings for the low
aggertives self evaluations may be due to the dlfferent
populations sampled. Clarke and Arkowitz's subjects
were all males whereas Alden and Safran's sample were
evenly split in gender. These findings suggest that
low assertives have perfectionistic self standards and
that anxzlety and perfectionistlc standards may interact

with gender as a moderating varlable.

Bruch (1881) found that those higher in cognitive-
complexlity were also more assertive. High complexity
individuals tend to depend on internal standards rather
than on the opinions of others. Because self efficacy
is learned mailnly through performance accomplishments,

the development and maintenance of social skille
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requires the ability to monitor and assimlilate positive
aspects of one's hehavior. Those who view themselves
as competent in social interactions will be more likely
to malntain thelir social ekillls over time. Indlviduals
high in feelings of mastery are more likely to self
initiate interactlons, perslst in skilll-relevant
interactions, be willing to try the skills out ln many
slituations and perceive a number of those interactions

. a8 belng successful,

RESUME AND THEORETICAL RATIONALE

The perslistence of behavior over time can be
affected by several factors; the expected consequences
of using the skill and the valus of those consequences
to the individual (Atkinson & Birch, 1978; Feldler &
Beach, 1978), anxiety or discomfort level (Plaget &
Lazarus, 1969), perceiving the skill to be instrumental
in the attainment of personal goals (Mitchell & Biglan,
1871), as well as the person's confldence in his or her

ability to perform the skill (Bandura, 1977).

Research results indicate that low aesertives may
have weak outcome expectancles, attribute outcomes to
external factors, are anxious in assertive siltuations,

have low sélr-erricaoy appralsals and tend to focus on
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negative aspects and expectancies at the cost of & more
rounded ovaluation. These findings suggest that the
information processing style of low asgertives may be
rather inflexible and negative. New experlences are
likely to be interpreted consistently with prior,
negative selfl évaluations. thus resulting in little
change in the level of skill displayed.

A review of the literature on generalization effects
of soclal skills training indicates that where
generalization did occur, those effects were limited
and speclfic to highly similar responses. In research
studies demonstrating the mailntenance of soclal skills
from a tralning program, individual differences ln
maintenance were often noted. Some individuals
maintained and developed their treatment gains and
others did not. Research results slso indicate many
cognitive and experiential differences between
assertive and non-assertive subjects. The limited
generalization effects may be an indication of the
degree to which social gkill training programs impact
on the participants' expectations and evaluations of
subsequent experiences involving the use of the skill.
Do the subjects who generalize their skills over time
differ from the lower generalizaticn group ln cognitive
appralsals and expectancies relevant to theilr post-

program experiences?



GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
36
STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES

Specific hypotheses concerning the cognitive
evaluations and expectancles which theoretically should
discriminate high from low generalization groups are

outlined below.

To a greater extent than the lower generalization

group, the higher generalizatlion group will;

1) perceive the positive consequences of skill use %o

be greater than the negatlive consequences:
2) expect the future consequences to be more positive:
3) perceive greater benefits of skill use:

4) perceive themselves to be more competent in using

the skills:

5) percelve the skills to be more instrumental in

attaining personal goals and cobjectives:

8) feel a greater senge of control in skill relevant

interactions:
7) perceive the risks in using the skill to be less:

8) have a more favorable anticipation of new

interactions where the sklll can be employed:
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9) be more willing to use the skills in siltuatlions

wvhere the immediate consequences are unclear:

10) percelve a greater number of skill relevant

Bituations:

11) self initiate a greater proportion of skill

relevant interactions.

12) report a lower level of anxlety and tenslon when

using the skills:
13) tend to persevere more in the interactions:

14) experience & longer duration time of individual

interactions:

15) perceive a greater number of interactions as

guccessful, and:

18) intend to use the skills in the future to a greater
extent:

In Appendix A (pp. 140), the relationship between
the individual Bilographical Inventory items and the 16
hypotheses 1s detailed.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD
SUBJECTS

Approximately 2200 University of Ottawa
undergraduate students enrolled in English language
Introductory Psychology courses were screened for
participation in the social skills program. Inclusion
in the program was contingent upon self-reported
difficulty in giving and receiving criticism, and a
high score (at lest 47) on the Fear of Negative
Bvaluation Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969). Subjects
also had to express an interest in participating in a
goclal skills program to improve their skills in giving
and recelving criticism. Three hundred subjects were
offered the criticism training program. Those subjects
had a minimum fear-of-negative-evaluation (FRKE) score
of 47, which was the 67th percentlle of the
undergraduate ecores. Subjects who completed all
facets of the research study recelved a nominal payment

of five dollars.

Of the subjects who volunteered for the study, 42.6%
(118) were male and 57.4% (160) were female. The mean
age for the males was 22.5 years and the ages ranged
from 17 to 45 years. The average female age was 23.2

years and the ages also ranged from 17 to 48 years.
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Of the 89 subjects who completed all four
behaviorial role-play measures, 40.2% (33) were male

and 59.85% (49) were female.

ASSESSMENT MEASURES

1) Self-report Measures

Biographical Inventory (BI): A bilographical

inventory measuring attitudinal and experiential
variables hypothesized in the theoretical rationale to
be related to treatment maintenance was used (see
Appendix B). The inventory is composed of Likert-scale
and open response type items. Thirty-four items are
specific to giving criticlsm, twenty-elght lteme are
specific to recelving criticism, and three 1tems relate

to both giving and receiving criticism.

Fear of Negative Evaluation Evaluation Scale (FNE):

The FNE Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969) contains thirty
true-false type items (see Appendix C) and was

administered at pre-test, post-test and one year follow

up.

The thirfy FNE 1tems were desligned to assess a fear
of receiving negative evaluations from others. Fear of-
negative evaluation is defined by Watson and Friend

(1969) as "apprehension about others' evaluations,
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distress over their negative evaluations, avoldance of
evaluative situations, and the expectation that others
would evaluate oneself negatively" (p. 449). Fear of
negative evaluation 1s not specific to a testing
situation, but may manifest in any social situation in

which there is potential for evaluation,

Watson and Friend (1969)‘report a mean biserial
correlation of the FNElitems of .72 (N=205), indicating
& high level of scale homogeneity. The same authors
reported a product-moment, test-retest correlation of

79.

Criticism Concerns Scale (GCS) The CCS (Lemelin,

Piccinin, Chislett, & McCarrey, 1986). containse 15
items designed to assess irrational bellefs concerning
the congequences of gilving and recelving criticism (see
Appendix D). A Cronbachs' alpha of .57 indicated
adequate internal reliability for the 15 CCS items
(N=257). The test-retest reliability of the CCS with a
4 week interval was .72 (N=24).

Criticiem Self-Esteem Scales The self-esteem Bcale -
(McCarrey, Piccinin & Chislett, 1984) contains 7 ltems
related to the subjects' self-esteem in giving
oriticism and 7 items related to the subjects' self-

epteem in recelving critlcism.
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Cronbachs' alphas were .92 and .94 for the self-
esteem giving, and recelving scales, respectively,
indicating a high level of internal reliability. Test-
retest correlations were .08 for self-esteen giving and

.40 for self-esteem receiving (N=28).

2) In-Vivo Measures

In-vivo telephone calls were made to subjects before
the prdgram. six weeké after completion of the program
and at a one year follow up. Subjects believed thﬁt
the calls were part of a public opinion survey. Each
call involved opportunities to both give and receive

criticism.

The caller would articulafe, at an extremely rapid
rate, two complicated and conflicting opinlone on some
current event (see Appendix E), and then ask the
subject which opinion he or she prefered. If the
sBubject asked for greater clarity or slowness of
speech, the caller would begin more slowly, but then
qulckly accelerate to the previous raplid level of
speech. SubjJects were thus in a positlon where the
social conventlion of speech rate was being violated, as
the text was given so rapldly that understanding was
virtually imposeglble. Participante were, therefore, in
a sitﬁation where giving criticism would be an

appropriate response.
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In the second part of the in-vivo phone calls,
subjects were asked thelr opinion (in a normal rate of
speed) of anoiksr current and controversial issue. The
caller, readlng from a standardized script, then
criticized whatever slide of the lssue the subject took.
The first three of the subjects' responses were
criticlized, whether he or she continuously defended one
Blde of the issue or went back and forth on both sides
of the issue. Aspects of the subjJects responses were
noted by the caller and later scored by another person

blind to the tlime of measgurement.

For giving criticism, subjecte were scored on a
scale rrom.l to 5. A score ¢f 1 wae given if the
individual hung up or showed excessive anger. Scores
in the mid-range involved inappropriate affect such as
sarcasm or exessive humour and an indirect or vague
criticism. A score of 5 was given where the individual
rade a specific criticism and demonstrated appropriate
affect. A similar process of scoring was performed for

receiving criticism, utilizing a 9 point scale.

Different, but parallel, versions of the telephone
in-vivo séripts were used’at pre-test, post-test and
one year follow-up. No subject was phoned twice by the
same person and the gender of the caller was alternated
from pre-test to post-test to year long follow-up.

Callers were blind to the status of the subjects.
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Test-retest correlations were .34 and .45 (N=45) for
the in-vivo giving and in-vivo receiving phonecalls

neagures.

3) Behavioral Role-Play Measures

Subjects participated in behavioral role-play
situations at pre-test, post-test and one year follow- '
up. Different, but parallel behavioral tests were

employed at the different time periods.

In the role-play situationse, a subject and an
experimenter listened to an-audio taped description of
a slituation. For example, ths situation may have been
finishing gn unsatisfactory meal 1n a restaurant.
Then, the experimenter gave a verbal prompt to the
subject. In the above example, the experimenter, in
the role of the maltre a', would say "How was the

meal?". The subject’'s responses were video-taped.

At each asgessment time, all subjecte were given
four situations for giving criticlsm and four

situations for recelving criticism.

The subjects' video taped responses were rated by
trained judges who were graduate students in clinical
psychology. These Jjudges were blind to the objectives
of the study as well as to the status of the subject.

Ratings (1 to 7, with lower scores indicating poorer
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responges) were made of speclfic verbal and non-verbal
components of the social skill, as well as of more
global performance in giving and receiving criticism.
Non-verbal components were eye contact, voice
inflection, verbal hesitancy, posture, fluidity, and a
global (overall effectiveness) item. For glving
criticism, the verbal components were; the use of "I
statements, speclficity, clarity, empathy, making a
clear request for change, and a global (overall
effectiveneés) item. A factor analysis (Varimax
rotation method) revealed one general factor in each of
the following: non-verbal giving criticism, non-verbal
recelving criticisem, verbal giving criticism, and
verbal receiviﬁg criticism (see Appendix H). As the
highest loading i1tem in each category was the global
score, only the global scores were used in the
analysis. Alpha coefficient estimates of interjudge
relliability for the global scores ranged from .61 to
.94 and the median coefficient alpha was .82,
indicating an acceptable level of irterjudge
reliability. Test-retest correlations were; .26
(nonverbal giving), .28 (nonverbal receiving), .22
(verbal giving), .15 (verbal receiving), for 50 control

subjects.

THE SOCIAL SKILLS TRAINING PROGRAMS
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Subjects participated in a soclal skills tralning
program on giving and receiving criticism or were on a
walting list to get into the program. These waiting
1ist control subjects were offered the opportunity to

participate in the following year.

Subjects were randomnly assigned to one of three
versione of the social skills program in giving and_‘
receiving criticism, or to the walting list control
group. The three versions were: (1) cognitive-
behavioral, (2) cognitive-experiential, and, (3)

combined cognitive-behavioral-experiential.

Those programs having a behavioral component (two
of the thrse programs) utilized behavioral rehearsal,
coaching, feedback, video-tape modeling and

instructions.

Those programs having a experiental component (two
of the three programs) utilized experlential practices.
such as giving and recelving criticism on art work

produced in the progran.

Program Commonalities: All three programs had the
cognitive restructuring component. This involved
examining and discuesing irrational ideas and related
consequences, as well as rational alternatives to the

irrational ideas.



GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
46

All programs involved a presentation of effective
verbal and non-verbal components of giving and
recelving criticism. Subjects in all programs were
given the sama handouts and blbliography 1ln the area of
giving and receiving criticlism. All programs had the
same cognlitive content and all program particlpants
were encouraged to try out the criticilsm skills outside

of the trailning program.

Each program had a four week duratlion, meeting for
two and a half hours per week. Each group had two
group leaders (one male and one female) present at each
session. For each group, one group leader was an
experienced (Mean=7 years), professional counsellor,
and the other leader was a sgenlor doctoral student in
clinical psychology. Complete detalle of the treatment
programs are avallable in the treatment manuals

(McCarrey, Piccinin & Chislett, 1984).

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Thisg study was part of a larger research project
assesssing the acquisitlon, malntenance and
generalization of social skills training effects. A
graphic flow chart outlining the different stages of
the study and detailing where the aciessment measures

were employed 1s presented in Figure 1.



47

1d

mmmmurﬁmm AVTd-TTON .
—210d an-MoOITod | 4 1g
dn-MOoT1I0d  |g—-— Id Id NIAM 9 HINOW
WYIL ANO € HINOW Z HINOW T
STOLNOD Td

— mqwm dNoYo 0L OATA-NT I¥0dTY-JTHS
AYTd-AT0Y W20 d ezmzmwmmmm ; mmmmmmmmw 1 xoomonoRsa ousnr
ILSAI-LS0d STTINS IVIDOS HO¥Jd ONINIAHEDS

GYdX ENO HIAO AdJALS HOWVIASHEY WHL J0

SLNANOJdWOD ONILVHLSATII LY¥YHD MOTA ODIHAWYD

T dYNDId




GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
48

Program participants werse categorized as being in
elther a high generalization or low generalization
group, based on their one year post-program scores on
1) the in-vivo measu.s, 2) the self-report measure, and
3), the behavioral role-play measure. Each type of
assessment was used, separately, to determine the high
and low generalization groups because of the
conflicting results found when using the different
types of measures. Frisch and Higgins (1986) report
very low correlatlons among role-play, in-vivo and
self-report measures, indicating that the different
types of assessment may be measuring different aspects
of social skill. This method was preferrable to using
a composite score from the three different measures
because the lack of correlation would likely obscure
any existant differences. Also, the sample size was not
large enough to use the three measures as a triple
criterion screening procedure. Thig procedurs was
enployed, separately, for giving criticism.and for

receiving criticism.

The high and low generalizatlon groupe were
contrasted on their experiences lnvolving criticism, as
Teported 6n the Biographical Inventory (BI) at pre-
test, post-test, month 1, month 2,‘and one year after
the program. (Although an effort had been made to -
collect BI data for each of the 12 post program months,

the return of completed BI forms fell off sharply in
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the post program months, even with repeated telephone

calls to the particlpants.)

PROCEDURE

The Biographical Inventory (BI) was first
administered to subjects at the behavioral role-play
pre-test session. Subjects' participation in the study
wag8 sought in the last program session or at the
behavioral role-play post-test. Subjects were asked to
volunteer for a study into actual experiences of people
using criticisem skills. Subjects who agreed to
participate were given these lnstructions: "What I am
interested in is your actual experlences in giving and
receiving criticism. There are no right or wrong
answers. You may find that some of your experiences
have gone well, while others have gone poorly. What
will help me the most is if you are honest in reporting
your experiences and feellngs. Don't give me answers
because it's what you think I want to hear. So, what
I'm asking is that you answer the questlonnaire
according to what you really experienced and felt. Do

you understand? Do you have any questions?"”

Participante recived multiple coples of the
inventory, each copy being inside a stamped, addressed
envelope. Subjects were asked to complete the

inventory on the last day of that month, and.
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succeeslvely, on the last day of each of the following
eleven months. Subjects were instructed to mail the
inventory after completing it. Seven days after the
requested day of completion, subjects whose inventories
had not been received were phoned and encouraged to
complete the inventory. One week after that call, a
second call was made to any subject whose lnventory had
still not been received. Finally, an offer to help
complete the inventory over the phone was made and
encouragement as to the next month's inventory was

glven.
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CHAPTER S

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics of the Population Samples

Program participants were dichotomized into high and
low generalization groups using the in-vivo, self-
report, and behavioral role-play measures at the one
year follow up. The gender, mean age and number of
pubjects at different time perlods are presented in

Table 1.

As Table 1 indicates, the number 1in each sample
decreased with the repeated measurements over time.
Many subjects (approxzimately 60%) have missing data for
one or more time periods, as subjecte who failed to
complete the Biographical Inventory at some time period
weie 8till phoned and encouraged to send in the next
month's data. At the one year follow-up, subjects were
contacted by phone and also in persdn when they arrived
for the behavioral role-play. This face to face contact
resulted in a somewhat larger sample at the one year

pelnt.

The order of presentation of results.

The results from & Factor Analysis of the
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AGE, GENDER AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

IN HIGH AND LOW GENERALIZATION GROUPS
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PRE-TEST POST-TEST MCNTH 1 MONTH 2 ONE YEAR
GROUP | AVG
AGE N M F N N N N
HIGH |23.2 28 13 15 17 16 17 14
LOW | 245 24 |6 18 15 7 8 13
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Blographical Inventory items will be detalled.

The high and low generallzation groups were
determined, separately, from the in-vivo, self-report,
and behavioral role-play measures. Results will be

presented in that order.

The high and low generalization in-vivo groups will
be contrasted on the in-vivo scores at each time
period, to ascertain the extent to which generalization
over time occured, as assessgsed by that measure. The
in-vivo generalization groups will then be contrasted
on the BI factor scores at pre-test, post-test, month

1, month 2, and at the 1 year point.

Results from the self-report and the role-play
generalization groups will then be presented, using the

same format.

Gender differences, as evident on the Biographical

Inventory at pre-test, will then be presented.

Differences between the experlences of giving versus
receiving criticism, on the Bliographical Inventory,

will then be outlined.

Finally, the responses to the open-ended questions

in the Biographical Inventory will be summarized.

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE BIOGRAPHICAL INVENTORY ITEMS
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A factor analysis (Varimax rotation method) was
performed for the giving criticism items and for the
recelving criticism items of the Blographical Inventory

at pre—test.

In the giving criticism items, three factors
emerged (minimum eigen value=2) accounting for 22.6,

9.2, and 7.6 percent of the inventory variance.

For the recelving criticism items, three factors
were identified, accounting for 27, 10 and 8.8 percent
of the inventory variance. The factors and items

loading .5 and above are presented in Table 2.

An examination of the inventory ltems loading on
the first factor revealed a clustering of items such as
not feeling wvulnerable, having control, not feeling
anxious or tense, feeling that the risks involved in
the skill are not a problem, and feellng that one was
very good at using the skill. This factor was evident
in both giving criticism and in receiving criticiem and

will be referred to as the Self-Efficacy Factor.

A second clustering of items contalned responses
such as feeling the skill had important uses,
advantages, and benefits, feeling better about oneself
and more confident in dealing with others as a result
of using the skill, feeling that one had been

effective, and that those effects were positive. This



FACTOR 1

FACTOR 2

TABLE 2. Factor structure and item loadings of the BI.

FACTOR 3

Bl Item Giving Receiving
1. When using criticism, | usually felt no
X : 74 .82
tension or anxiety.
2. When using criticism, | was not upset,
angry or defensive. .51 74
3. When using criticism, | felt not
vuinerable. 75 70
4, When using criticism, | had a great deal
of control. | .51 68
5. When using criticism, [ was very good
at it. .66 .68
6. | look forward to using criticism with 64
anticipation. aiai )
7. The risks of using criticism were too
too high. -.67 -.63
8. | was very willing to use criticism. 57 62
9. Using criticism has been harmful. -~ -.59
1. Using criticism has had some important
advantages. 74 .78
2. Using criticism has made me feel alot
better about myself. _ 72 .60
3. When using criticism, it was usually
effective. 70 .60
4. Using criticism has made me feel more
confident when dealing with people. 64 63
5. Using criticism has been very beneficial.
6. | expect future consequences to be very ‘59 T
positive. ,
7. Criticism skills are very useful. .54 .54
1. | took the initiative in using criticism. .67 ---
2. The motivation to use criticism has not
been a problem. .63 .-
3. | actively looked for oppurtunities to use
' criticism. .62 .-
4. The number of times | used criticism. .51 .78
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factor was also present in giving as well as recelving
criticism and will be referred to as the Positive

Consequences Factor.

The third clustering of items related to taking the
initative in using the skill, finding motivation to not
be a problem, actively looking for opportunities to use
the ekill, and number of times engaging in the use of
the skill. This factor was evident in giving criticsm
but, for receiving criticism, only the number of times
of skill use loaded on the third factor. This factor

will be referred to as the Skill-uge Factor.

Subjects were given factor scores for each of these
factors by calculating the mean of the ltem scores that
loaded .5 or above on the relevant factor. The
generalization groups will be contrasted on the
resulting factor scores rather than on individual test

items.

DETERMINATION OF THE HIGH AND LOW GENERALIZATION GROUPS
USING THE IN-VIVO MEASURES

The in-vivo telephone call measures, &t one year
after the program, were used to dichotomize high
generalization and low generalization groups on giving

criticiem as well a8 on recelving criticism. For
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giving criticism, a score of greater than 3 indicated
the respondant had used deéired elements such as an
explicit and specific request, explicit behavior
descriptions and approprlate affect. A score of 3 or
less involved responses such as hanging up the phone or

excessive anger, humour or sarcasm (see Appendix Q).

A score of 8 or more on the in-vivo receiving
eriticism measure indicated appropriate affect and that
a position was taken on the contoversial issue. A
score of less than 8 involved responses such as &
verbal attack or retreat, hanging up the phone,
excessive anger, humour, or sarcasm, or maklng

apologies.

The mean in-vivo criticism scores for the high and
low generalization groups are presented in Figure 2
(giving criticism groups) and Figure 3 (receiving

criticism groups).

Thé High-Giving (n=17) and Low-Giving (n=25)
criticism groups were not different on thelr pre~test
giving scores t(40)=.54, p=.589. The High-Recelving
(r~25) and Low-Receiving (n-=17) criticism groups were
not different on thelr pre-test receiving scores,

t(40)=.69, p=.495.

At the one year follow up, the High-Giving group
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showed signlficant improvement from pretest,
t(16)=6.63, p=.000. The Low-Glving group were not
significantly different from pre-test, t(24)= 1.62,
p=.119. At the one year point, the HG group had an in-
vivo mean score of 4.5, 8.d.=~.707, range=3. The LG
group had an in-vivo mean score of 2.9, 8.d.=-.354,
range=2. The High-Receiving group lmproved from pre-
test, t(24)=3.96, p=.001, and the Low-Receiving group
showed & decrease ln thelr scores, compared to pre-
test, t(16)=-3.87, p=.001. At the one year point, the
HG group had an in-vivo mean score of 8.9, 8.d.=.354,
range=2. The LG group had an in-vivo mean score of

5.5, 8.d.=1.1, range=5.

Comparison of the HG and LG In-Vivo Groups on the BIL

Factor Scores

Relative to the LG giving criticism group, the HG
giving group scored higher on the positivie
consequences factor at month 2; t(22)=-2.43, p=.01. The
in-vivo HG and LG groups were not significacntly
different on any other factor at any other time.
Significance levels are based or one-talled t-tests for

independent groups.



GENERALIZATION OF SOCIAL SKILLS
61
DETERMINATION OF THE HIGH AND LOW GENERALIZATION GROUPS

USING THE SELF-REPORT MEASURES

The self-report measures at one year were used to
divide the generalization groups for giving and
recelving crificism. For giving criticism, the mean of
the standardized 2-scores of the FNE, CCS and the self-
esteem giving scores was calculated. This average self
report score was used to dichotomize the high and low
generalization groups, utilizing the median as the cut-

off point discriminating the two groups.

The same procedure was employed for the recelving
groupg, with the substitution of the self-esteem

receiving scores for the self-esteem giving scores.

The groups were then contrasted on the standardized

self-report scores over three time periods.

As Figure 4 shows, the high giving group (n=23)
scored pignificantly higher than the low giving group
(n=23) at pre-test t(44)=2.83, p=.007, at post-test
t(44)=2.73, p=.009, and at one year t(44)=8.69, p=.000.

As shown in Figure 5,the high receiving group (n=22)
scored significantly higher than the low recelving
group (n=24) at pre-test t(44)=3.01, p=.004, at post-
test t(44)=3.83, p=.000, and at one year t(44)=8.42,
p=.000.
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The high giving group improved from pre-test to one
year t(22)=2.14, p=.043, while the low giving group did
not significantly change over time. At the one year
point, the HG group had an mean self-report score of
.562, 8.4.=.261, range=1.23. The LG group had an mean

self-report score of .460, s8.d.=.459, range=1.53.

The high Teceiving group improved from pre-test to
one year t(23)=2.55, p=.018, while the low Teceiving
group did not significantly change over time. At the
one year point, the HG group had an mean self-report
score of .514, s8.d.=.315, range=1.57. The LG group had
an mean self-report score of .547, s.d.=.510,

range=1.74.

BI Factor Scores

As shown in Figure 6, the EG group scored
sinificacntly higher than the LG group on the self-
efficacy factor, giving criticlsm, at post-test;
t(37)=2.53, p=.008, at month 1; t(22)=2.35, p=.014, and
at month 2; t(22)=2.43, p=.012. The HG group also
scrored higher than the LG group on the positive
consequences factor of giving criticism, at post—test{

t(37)=1.69, p=.05.

As shown in Figure 7, for receiving criticlsm, the



FIGURE 6
HG vs. LG Groups on Self-efficacy Factor
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FIGURE 7
HG vs. LG Groups on Self-efficacy Factor
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HG self-report group scored higher than the LG group on
the self-efficacy factor at at pre-test; t(36)=3.00,
'p=.003, at month 1; t(21)=1.90, p=.036, and at 1 year;
t(26)=1.98, p=.03. Analysis of covariance (for pre-
test differences) revealed that the HG group was not
significantly different from the LG group on the self-
efficacy factor at month 1; ANCOVA (1,7)=0.6, p=.44,
nor at the 1 year point; ANCOVA (1,7)=0.2, p=.64.

The HG group scorsed higher than the LG group on the
positive consequences factor of receiving criticism, at
month 2; t(24)=-1.84, p=-.04. The self-report HG and LG
groups were not significacntly different on any factor
at any other time. Significance levels are bhased on

one-talled t-tests for independent groups.

DETERMINATION OF THE HIGH AND LOW GENERALIZATION GROUPS
USING THE BEHAVIORAL ROLE-PLAY MEASURES

The behavioral role-play measures'at one year were
used to divide the generalization groups for giving and
receiving criticism., For giving criticism, the sum of
the verbal and non-verbal giving scores was
dichotomized at one year, using a median split. The
same procedure was followed employling the‘receiving

verbal and non-verbal scores.
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The high and low receiving and giving groups were
then contrasted on the role-play scores over the three

time periods.

As shown in Figure 8, the high (n=19)and low (n=19)
giving groups were significantly different at the omne
year follow-up +(36)=7.37, p=.000, but not at pre-test
or post-test. The high giving group had improved from
pre-test to one year t(18)=3.35,p=.004, and the low
giving groﬁp scored Bignificantly lower at one year in
contrast with their pre-%iest scores t(18)=-4.9, p=.000.
At the one year point, the HG group had an mean role-
play score of 9.2, 8.d.=-.49, range=1.8. The LG group
had an mean role-play score of 7.6, 8.d.~.93,

range=3.7.

As shown in Figure 9, the high (n=17) and low (n=31)
receiving groups were significantly different at the
one year follow-up t(36)=7.8, p=.000, but not at pre-
test or post-test. The low receiving group scored
significantly lower than the pre-test at the one year
follow-up t(20)-1§.26. p=.000. The high receiving
group did not significantlf change from pre-test to the
one year follow-up t(16)=.07, p=.95. At the one year
point, the HG group had an mean role-play score of 9.3,
8.4.=.50, range=1.8. The LG group had an mean role-

play score of 7.5, 8.4.-.83, range=3.6.

Comparigon of the HG and LG Role-Play Groups gg the BI
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Factor Scores The behavioral role-play EG and LG groups

were not significacntly different on any factor at any

time.

e e e e s, | it e——————————— —

Inventory

Males scored higher on the perceived positive
effects of receiving criticiem in commercial
interactions t(46)=2.9, p=.006. Females relﬁ more
vulnerable in receliving situations $(103)=2.05, p=.043,
and felt that the risks in receiving criticiem were a
greater problem than did males t(102)=2.76, p=.007.
Females also felt that receiving criticism from friends
was useful, to a greater extent than did the males

t(73)=2.94, D=.004.

Males and females did not significantly differ on
the actual number of reported criticism interactioms,
nor on the perceived number of successful interactions
involving criticism at pre-test. Females, however,
reported giving a greater percentage of their total
criticism in intimate relationships (x=60.5%, 41%, for
females and males) than males t(108)=3.28, p=.001.
Males tended to receive a greater percentage of their
total criticism from friends (x=39.2%, 23.8%, for males
and females, respectively) than females t(103)=2,43,
p=.017.
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Differences in the Experiences of Giving vs. Recelving

Criticiem Across Types of Situations

Subjects received more criticlism from authority
figures than they gave to authority figures
+(108)=3.55, p=.001, and they gave more criticism in
commercial interactions than they recelved t(108)=2.86,
p=.005. |

Giving criticism was avolded more so than receiving
criticism t(102)=7.62, p=.000, although subjects
reported being more angry or upset in situatlons
involving receiving oriticism than in those involving

giving criticism +(104)=1.98, p=.0S5.

Subjects tended to value receiving criticism more so
than giving criticism, as they felt that receiving
criticism had more positive unexpected consequences
t(97)=2.36, p=.02, greater important advantages
+(107)=2.69, p=.008, was more beneficlal t(107)=3.61,
p=.000, and expected more positive consequences

£(107)=3.95, p=.000.

Responses to Open-Ended Questions in the Bilographical

Inventory

Answers to the open-ended questions were placed in

categories or headings which sum up a large number of
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gimilar or identical responses and which represent all
of the subjects responses at pre-test (N=113). As much
as possible, the actual words of the subjects are given
as the descriptors of the categories. The questlons

refer to the experiences of the person in giving and

- recelving criticism over the week prior to filling out

the questionnaire.

criticlsm were;

(A) Concern about the reaction of the receiver.

Subjects were concerned that the receiver would feel
hert, angry, offended or upset. This led to the worry
that the recelver might feel hostile and retalicte
agalnst the giver and sub}ects were apprehensive about
the lose of friendship this might entall. Some
subjects also indicated that they wanted to protect the
feelings of the potential receiver, as they did not

want them to feel hurt or upset.

(B) Cczcern about ones' ability and skill to give

criticism.“

Subjects reported an uncertainty as to whether they
would be able to express what they relt, be diplomatic,
‘ efrect1ve and avpropriate in giving criticism.
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(C) Concern about the importance and validity of the

criticlam.

Subjects expresced an uncertainty about whether the
criticism was valid, correct, neccesary or important

enough to give.
(D) Concern about how one would appear to the recelver.

Subjects were concerned that they would appear rude,
insulting, condescending or arrogant. Subjects wondered
if they had the right to give criticism or if it was

any of their businese.

(BE) The nature of the relationship between the giver

and recelver.

Subjects felt it was harder to give criticism in
cloge relationships, with good frlends, in intimate

relationships, with older people and wlth employers.
(F) The specific topic of the criticism.

Subjects indicated that they needed to feel
knowledgable on the particular toplc and also felt that
personal issues, bellefs and values were more difficult

to eriticize.

(2) Some things that made it easy for me to give

criticlam wers;
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(A) The nature of the relationship between the glver

and receiver.

Subjects felt it was easler to give criticism with
younger people, with staff at work, and with family
members and friends.They felt it was easier with those
where the relationship had éood communication and where

they could relate and empathize with the other.
(B) The reactlion of the receiver.

Reportants felt it was easier to give criticism when
the receiver appeared open, accepting, attentive,
receptive, and not upset or offended. Subjects found it
easler when the recelver recognized that they were

trying to be helpful and responded positively.
(C) The importance and validity of the criticism.

Subjects found it easler to give when they felt
strongly that the criticism was jJustified, important or
valﬁable. A confidence or belief in the vallidilty of
the criticem often led to strong emotional feelings

which also made it easier to give *he criticism.
(D) Situational factors.

Subjecte felt it was eaa;er to give criticisem on the
phone, in comfortable situations, in privaté and ln an

appropriate time and place.
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(E) Ski1ll and ability.

Subjects indicated that it was easier when they
could be posltive, express criticism in & non-
aggresslive or jJjoking way, and had confidence in theilr

abllity and knowledge of the lssues.

(3) ¥What were the benefits of giving criticism?

(A) The reduction of tension.

Subjects felt that giving criticism resulted l1n
clearing the alr, reducing tension and stress, and

feellng more relaxed.
(B) Helping the person receiving the criticism.

Subjecte reported that one beneflt was that the
person was helped by the criticism, that the receiver
appreclated and used the criticism to make some

changes.
(C) A better relationship with the receiver.

Respondants indicated that giving the criticism
resulted in a strengthened relationship, lncreased
-mutual undersgtanding, broke down some walls, improved
communication and trust, and that they learned more

about the receiver.
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(D) Increased self-esteem,

Subjects reported that they trusted their own
opinions more, felt satisfaction in asserting their
views, felt more self confldent, and gained personal
satisfaction in making efforts to solve the problem,
and felt that they had more knowledge and skill in

dealing with people.
(E) Bringing about positive change.

Subjects indicated that one henefit was that they
had solved the difficulty, the desired act was stopped
and that they had been effective.

(4) ¥hat were the harmful effects of giving criticism?

(A) The reaction of the receiver.

Subjects indicated that some people reacted in a
negative way, became offended, depressed, hurt, upset,
sad, angry, defensive, or resentful. This, at times,
resulted in an argument, getting the cold shoulder, or

putting a strain on the relationship.
(B) Negative emotlional states.

Some individuals reported feeling guilty, anxlous,

uncomfortable, hurt, less self confident, responsible
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for upsetting the other person, and some subjects felt

that they had been wrong in their criticism.

(5) ¥hat were some unexpected consequences or effects

of giving criticism?

(A) A strong, negative emotional reaction to receiving

crisicism,.

Subjects reported that some individuals reacted by
becoming extremely angry, upset, defensive, bitter,
rude, rejecting the criticism outright or even laughing
&t the giver. For some, thie resulted in a strain or

actual ending of the previous relationship.
(B) An immediate and positive reaction.

Some Bubjects unexpectedly received an immediate and
positive response in that the person agreed, the 1lssue
was gilven serious consideration, and the feedback was

appreciated as valid.
(C) A closer relationship.

Subjecte reported feeling closer to the receiver,
and feeling that there was more understanding between
them. Some subjectse noted that information that they
had not been aware of had come out of the interaction

and this led to greater understanding and closeness.
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(8) Some things that made it hard for me to receive

criticlsm were;

(A) Perceived validity of the criticism,

Subjects found it harder ﬁo receive criticism when
they felt that the criticism was valid, correct or
accurate. Some subjects indicated that they didn't want
to admit it. It was alsc more difficult to receive if
they felt the criticism was not valid or unjustifiled.

(B) The subjects emotional reactlon.

It was difficult to receive when the subjects hegan
to feel inadequate, depressed, inferior, remorseful,
ingecure, small, sensitive, rejected, vulnerable,
defensive or self dissatisfied. Some subjects wondered
if the giver thought of them in a very negatlive way and
if there were other things about themselves that the

giver didn't approve of.
(C) The manner in which the criticism was given.

It was hard to receive when the giver used a rude or
angry tone of voice, if the person was insulting, if
the criticism wasn't fully explained,or if the criticsm
was completely negative. Subjects also felt that
location was important and it was difficult to receive

in a public place.
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(D) The prior mood of the receiver.

Subjects felt it wae difficult to receive criticism
if they were already feeling down, tired, stressed,

vulnerable, or uncertaln about themselves.
(E) The nature of the criticism.

It was harder to receive criticism of a more
personal nature or if the thing being criticized was

something that couldn't be changed.
(F) The relationship with the giver.

Reportants found 1t harder to recelve from family

and friends.

(?) Some things that made it easy for me to receive

criticlsm were;

(A) Feeling that the criticism was useful.

It was eaglier to recelve when it was felt the

criticism was useful, helpful, wvalid, or beneficial.
(B) The perceived intention of the giver.

Feeling that the giver was actually trying to be
helpful and had thelr best interests at heart.

(C)The prior mood of the recelver.
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It was easier to receive if the recelivers werse
already feeling good about themselves, feeling

positive, had a good day or were in a good mood.
(D) The relationship to the giver.

Subjects indicated that it was easler to receive
when they felt comfortable with the person and when the

giver was a friend or family member.
(B) The manner in which the criticism was glven.

It was easler to recelve when the critlcism was
given in a joking, constructive, caring or supportive

manner and when positive feedback was also included.

(A) Self improvement and sgelf awareness.

Subjects reported that they were able to grow,
improve as a person and learn more about themselves and

dealing with conflict.
(B) Clarifying expectations.

Another beneflt was clarifying the expectations of

employers and friends.

(C)Improved relationships.
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Subjects indicated that receiving criticism had
eased tenslons, alded in understanding the giver and
how the giver percelved them, and lmproved the
relationship.

(9) ¥hat were the harmful effects of receiving

criticism?

(A) Resulted in a negative emotlonal state.

Reportante indicated that the criticism resulted in
feeling depressed, uneasy, self-conscious, angry at
oneself or the other, upset, defensive, embarassed,

hunmbled, hurt, put down, anxious or resentful.
(B) A negative effect on the relationship.

Subjects felt that some harmful effects were a
strain on the relationship, a losse of closeness, or

losing respect for the other.

(10) ¥hat were some unexpected consequences or effects

of receivlng criticisgm?

(A) The receivers reaction to the criticism.

Subjects indicated that their own reactions were
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unexpected and repoerted that they became hurt, angry,
defensive, confused, or upset. More positive,
unexpected reactions were feeling confident, standing
up for oneself, appreciating the criticism or feeling

better able to relate tc others.
(B) Effects on the relationship.

Some unexpected effects were an increased closeness
with the giver, learning more about the giver and
feeling good that the giver was free to discuss the

criticism.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

This study was designed to assess post- 'rogram
cognitions and experiences linked to difiarential skill
in giving and receiving criticism, ovexr the year
following participation in a soclal skills tralning
program. The general hypothesis was that certain
expectancies and appralsals of skill-relevant
interactions would diserimihate the group showlng
greater generalization of the criticism skills over
time from the group that showed little or mno
generalization. Does the high generalizatlon group have
different belliefs, expectancies, attitudes, perceptiocns
or intentions than the low generalizatlon group? What
are the most important or conslstent differences

between the generallzation groups?

The results indicate that on in-vivo and self-report
measures, differential generallizatlion groups at one
year did differ, in their beiiefs and experiences
assoclated with giving and receiving criticlsm. These
results support the general hypothesis that cognitive
expectancies and appraisals of skill-relevant
interactions would diecriminate the high generalizqtion
from the low generalization groups one year after

particlipation in a soclal skills tralning progran.
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The results from the in-vivo generalization groups
will be discussed first, followed by a discussion of
the self-report, and then role-play generalization

groups. This will be followed by a brief summary.

Because of the large number of statistical analyses,
there was an increased possibility that some
'significant' contrasts would occur as a result of the
quantity of comparisons made. The summary will focus,
therefore, on those partlcular results which are
conslstent across time or generalization group (Fiske &

Goodman, 1965).

DIFFERENTIAL EXPERIENCES OF HIGH VS LOW IN--VIVO
GENERALIZATION GROUPS

When using the in-vivo measures to assgess
generalization, the HG giving criticism group scored
higher than the 171 group on the positive consequences
factor at month 3. The groups were not different on

anylother factor at any other time.

Although it had been hypothesized tha® self-efficacy
expectations (Bandura, 1977) would play a key role in
the‘generalization of criticism this does not appear to
be the.caae for the experiences of these subjects. As
assessed by the 1n—v1§o measure, the HG@ criticlsm

groups did, in fact, perform at a superior level than
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the low group. However, these subjects did not self-
report themselves to have a greater mastery in giving
or tecelving criticism. It ls possible that these
subjeots, although demonstrating superior in-vivo
performance one year post-program, may have underated
thelr own ability. This is consistent with the findings
of Clarke ¥ Arkowlitz, (1975) that soclally anxious
subjects tend to underate thelr assertive ability
compared to independent raters. The subjects in this
study were in the top third of the FNE scale,
indicating they were socially anxious. Soclally
anxious subjects who learned and developed social
gskills may, however, still process ilnformation in the
way that they did when they were less soclally skilled.
It would appear that skill maintenance and unchanged
perfectionistic standards of the soclally anxiocus

subjects went hand in hand in this study.
Statistical Power

An inspection of the means reveals that thére waB a
non-significant tendency for the high recelving group
to report higher self-efficacy perceptions than the low
group. It may be that the relatively small sample size
weakened the power of the measure to plck up |

difrergnoes that did occur. Because of this



GENERALIZATION OF SOCTAL SKILLS
av

possibility, the statistical power (Cohen, 1969) was
calculated for the in-vivo receiving groups on the
self-efficacy responses at post-test and at month two.
At post-test, with an effect slze of of (.54) and
(n's=13,13), the power of the measure to detect a
significant difference at the (.05) level was (.34), or
approximately only one time in three. At month 2, wlth
the effect size being (.21) and (n's=7,12), the power
was calculated to be (.10), or only one time in ten
would such an effect size be significant. This
demonstrates that as the sample size decreases over
time, so0 to does the power of the measure to detect
significant differences. The significant differences
that were found were due to the relatively large effect

glze.

The low power of the measure does not permit a
conclusive answer to the question of the role of self-
efficacy perceptions. Results from the power analysis
indicate that non-significacnt comparisons must be
interpreted with caution, and the possibility of such

differences can not be confidently ruled out.

DIFFERENTIAL EXPERIENCES OF HIGH VS LOV SELF-REPORT

GENERALIZATION GROUPS

The HG@ self-report giving criticlsm group Bcored
consistently higher than the LG group on the self-
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efficacy factor and also reported more positive
congequences at post-test. Bandura specifically
predicts that early successes enhance nastery
expectations. Although the finding of greater posltive
consequences must be treated with caution as it was not
conslstent over time, it does support Bandura's
prediction. The perception of positive consequences
arising from skill related interactions immediately
after the program appears to have impacted on the self-
efficacy perceptions of the subjects. This 1s
consistent with Bandura's notion that actual
performance is the most central source of efficacy
" information. It may be that early perceptlons of
‘positive consequences are critical in the formatlion of
efficacy perceptions and enhanced efficacy strength

subsequently sustains the behavior over time.

Those subjects who perceived themselves to have
greater mastery in their post-program experiences with
giving criticism also demonstrated generallization over
the year on the self-report measures. How is it that
gelf-efficacy perceptions had such a lasting impact on
the Bkill of giving coriticiem? Bandura reasoned that
self-efficacy expectations influenced the quallty of
the performance by increasing the intensity and
persistence of the effort. Increased efficacy
perceptions allow the person to feel more comfortable

and less anxious 1ln skill related interactious.
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Consistent with Banduras (1977) model; persistencse,
willingness to use the skill, lowered anxiety,
perceptions of skill mastery, less perceived risk, and
greater feelings of control all clustered in the self-
efficacy factor. Theoretically, enhanced mastery
perceptions would create & context of safety and
comfortableness for skill use, offering an incentive
for the person to persist in the behavior over time.
This finding is consistent with the many studies
showing a strong, negative correlation between self-
efficacy expectancies and anxlety (Leary & Atherton,
1986; Moe & Ziess, 1982). Maddux, Norton and
Stoltenberg (1986) also reported that self-efflcacy
expectations were correlated with behavioral intentilon.
Thusg, enhanced self-efficacy perceptions would
cognitively accompany reduced anxiety, favorably impact:
on motivation, and serve as an enhanced posltive
incentive along with a diminished negative one. The
results from this research underline the importance of
self-efficacy perceptions, not only in the short term
prediction of behavior, but also in the development and
generalization of social bshavior over a relatively
long interval of time. In summary, the generalization
of giving criticism across time appears beneficlally

affected by strength of self-efficacy.

For experiences involving the receiving of

eriticism, the HQ group had higher self-efficacy
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perceptions than the LG group at pre-test, at month 1
and at one year. Post-progranm differences in efficacy
strength, however, dissapeared when pretest efficacy
differences were covaried out. Gemneralization of
réceiving criticism skill accompanied subjects initial
(pre-program) level of mastery perception. As all
subjects were selected on the basis of having a high
fear of negative evaluation, it can be expected that
the initial attitude towards recelving criticism was
quite negative or fearful. Recall that at pretest
gubjects reported belng more upset in gsltvations
involving receiving criticism, than in giving criticlsm
situations. Even within the restricted range of this
sample (soclially anxious subjects), there were Bome
important pretest subject differences in the more
affect laden experiences of receiving criticilsm.
Although all subjecte were high on social anxziety, it
appears that some individuals had a moderate degree of
efficacy strength, while others indicated an extremely
iow level of self-efficacy. The latter group may have
been socially anxious to the extent that the skills
training program had little impact on their experiences
with the anxiety illiciting situations of receiving
criticism.

Tn the responses to the open ended questlons,
subjects indicated that the effects of giving and

receiving criticism rapnged from an increased sense of
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closeness and intimacy, to a bitter and angry ending of
a previous relationship. These extreme potential
outcomes to criticism interactions not only highlight
the value and importance of being skillful in giving
and receiving criticism, but also indicate why anxzlety

would be associated with the use of the skills.

DIFFERENTIAL EXPERIENCES OF HIGH VS LOW BEHAVIORAL
ROLE-PLAY GENERALIZATION GROUPS

Why were there no apparent experiential/cognitive
differences between the high and low role-play
criticism groups? It may be that there were no
differences because factors other than those assessed
by the Blographical Inventory covaried with
generalization. In other words, the high and low
generalization groups were really not different in
thelr experiences, expectancies and self-efficacy
perceptions. This, of course is the null hypothesis,
and suggests expectancies and efflcacy perceptions were
not related to the generalization of critlicism skills.
Thie is, however, in contrast with the findings using
in-vivo and self-report criticism measures. Further,
the high receiving role-play group was not
significantly different from pre-test %o the one year
follow-up on the role-play measure, bringing in to
question the appropriateness of the role-play scores as

a measure of criticism generalization across time.
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These undergraduate university students may have known
what they shoud do, even at pre-test, and this
knowledge of appropriate behavior obviously did not

change over time.

Were the role-play measures valld measures of
generalization to the subjects life experiences? If
the role-play measures did not reflect the actual
experiences and perceptions of the subjects, the
external validity of these measures was limited. That
they did not was attested to hy the sharply reduced
costs and diminished accountability borne by subjects
who could role play appropriate behavior in a
supportive environment but never actually perform such
responses in the rough and tumble real life in the
context of long term roles as spouses, parents, peers,
supervisors or subordinates. Frisch and Higgins (1986)
demonstrated that responses to role-play measures dld
differ from in-vivo responses and were not correlated
even to self-report measures of simllar content. In
this study, the strongest role-play correlation was
that of the role-play and in-vivo receiving criticism
measures (.23). Although this is a statisticaly
significant correlation, the amount of varlance that is
explained by the relationsghip (5%) 1s miminal at best,
indicating that other factors were responsible for
variation in the role-play performance (Lemelin,

Piccinin, Chislett & McCarrey, 1986). Frisch and
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Higgins (1986) argue that reduced concern over negative
consequences in the role-play situatlons differentiates
role-play from in-vivo experience. From that polint of
view, expected consequences and self-efficacy
perceptions would more likely be influential in in-vivo
or self-report responses than in role-play situations.
Another recent study (Monti, Zwick & Warzak, 1986)
found a very weak relationship between role-played
soclal skillg and irrational bellefs, indicatlng that
roie—play measures may not be useful in the assessment
of dysfunctional cognitions. In this study, it
appeared that expectancies and evaluations of ones’
criticism experiences had little impact on the quality

of the role-play performance for those skills.

Summary and Concluslons

For giving criticism, it appeared that increased
self-efficacy perceptlons enabled indivduals to engage
in skill relevant interactions with some confidence.
Enhanced efficacy strength may act as a cognitive
source of motivtion, facillitating the development and
generalization of the skill over time. The perception
of greater skill mastery is cognitvely reinforcing,
resulting in further skill use as instrumental in

attaining those positive feelings again in the future.

For receiving coriticism, sub)ects pretest efflcacy

strength was related to self-reported performance one
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year later.

The ex post facto nature of this research study
necessitates some caution in interpreting the
relationship between expectancies and generalizatlon.
There may be some other factor which is reeponsible for
both the expectancies and the generalizatlon. A
promising direction for future research may be in
examining the long term effects of interventions aimed
specifically at influencing self-efficacy, outcome

expectancies and behavioral intentiomns.
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Appendix A

The relationship between the hypotheses (page 33)
and the Biographical Inventory items, for giving and

.receiving criticlsm.

1) perceive the positive consegquences of skill use to

be greater than the negative consequences:

Giving criticism; BI Question # 10, 12, 18, 23
Receiving criticism; BI Questlon # g, 11, 17, 22

2) expect the future comsequences to be more poeitive:

Giving criticilsm; BI Question # 34
Receiving criticism; BI Question # 28

3) perceive greater benefits of skill use:

Giving criticiem; BI Question # 10, 14, 17, 19, 20
Receiving criticism; BI Question # 9, 17, 16, 18

4) percelve themselves to be more competent in using

the skills:

Giving criticism; BI Question # 29

Recelving criticism; BI Question # 23

8) perceive the skills to be more instrumental 1n

attaining personal goals and objectives:

Giving and receiving criticism; BI Question # 1
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Recelving criticism; BI Question # 19

6) feel a greater sense of control in skill relsvant

interactlons:

Giving criticlsm; BI Questlion # 37

Receiving criticism; BI Question # 24
?) perceive the risks in using the skill to be less:

Giving criticlsm; BI Question # 12, 22
Recelving criticism; BI Question # 11, 21

8) have a more favorable antlcipation of new

interactions where the skill can be employed:

Giving criticism; BI Question # 32

Recelving criticism; BI Question % 26

9) be more willing to use the skills in situatlons

where the immediate conseguences are unclear:

Giving criticism; BI Question ¥ 31

Receiving coriticism; BI Questlon # 25

10) perceive a greater number of skill relevant

gituatlons:

Giving criticism; BI Questlon # 1

Recelving criticism; BI Question # 1

11) self initiate a greater proportion of skill

relevant interactlions.
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Giving criticilsm; BI Question # 237

Receiving criticism; BI Question # 3

12) report a lower level of anxiety and tension when

using the skills:

Giving criticilsm; BI Question # 9, 26

Receiving criticism; BI Question # 8, 20
13) tend to persevere more in the interactions:
Giving criticism; BI Question #* 30

14) experience a lomger duration time of individual

interactlons:

Giving criticism; BI Question ¥ 4

Receliving criticism; BI Question # 4

15) perceive a greater number of interactions as

successful, and:
Qiving criticism; BI Question # 3

16) intend to use the skills in the future to a greater

extent:

Giving criticism; BI Question # 3%
Réceiving criticism; BI Question # %7
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GIVING CRITICISM Appendix B

IN THE LAST WEEK

How many times {in the last week did you give criticism? ( )

r

How many of those times involved giving criticism to:
a) authority figures (employers, professors, etc.) ( )

b) intimate relationships {(family, spouse, girl or'boy
friend}) ()

c) commercial or business interactions (sales clercks, walters, etc,}{ }

d) Eriends or peers {other students, fellow workers, etc.) ()

How many of those tinmes do you feel were successful with?

a) authority figures {employers, pcofessors, ete,} (‘]

b} intimate relationships {family,spouse, girl or boy friend) [ )

c) commercial or business interactions (sales clerks, waiters, ete.)( )

d) friends or peers (other students, fellow workers, etc.) { )

On the average, how much time did you spend with the person when
giving criticism?{( )

Some things that made it hard for me to give criticism Were:

Some things that made it easy for me to give criticisn were:

In the last Week, my circle of friends and acquaintances has:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

dacreased sane increased

. 105
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8. How many times did you avoid giving critleism in the last week
{at the time you were aware that you could give criticism but
didn't)? { }

"

9. When giving criticism @ usually felt:

a) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
a lot of " some tension no tension
tension og or anxiety or anxiety
anxiety

bl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very angry a little not angry
and upset angry ot or upsek

upset at all

10. I found that giving criticism in the last week has been:

1 2 3 4 5 § 7
not somewhat very
beneficial beneficial beneficial
or useful at or useful . or useful
all '

11, ‘that were the benafits?

12, I found that giving criticism in the last week has been:

1 2 3 4 5 6 -
not at all sonevhat very
harnful harmful harmful

13, What Were khe harnful effects?

106
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14, What effect did your giving criticism in the last weekx have on
your relationship with:

a) authority figures (employers, professors, etc.}

v

1 2 3 4 5 5 7
* relationship ) no noticeable enjoy even
ended or ~ change batter
very strained relationship
b) with intimate relationships (spouse, fanily, ete)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
relationship no noticeable enjoy even
ended or . change better
very strained relationship

c) commercial or business interactions (sales clerks, waiters, ekc,)}

1 2 3 4 *5 6 7
relationship no notliceable enjoy even
endad or change baetter
very strained relationship

d} friends or peers {other students, fellow workers, etc.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
relacionship no noticeable enjoy even
ended or change better
very strained . . relationship

15, Were the effects of giving criticism in the last week what you

expected?
1 2 3 4 5 ) 6 7
not at all somewhat almost exactly
what I like I what I
eipected expected expected

16, Some of the unexpected conseguences or effecks of giving criticisn
Wwere

17. Overall, I felt that those consenuences or effeczs wWere:
1 2 3 4 S 6 7

very neutral very
negative positive
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18, Ovecrall, I feel that giving criticism in the last week has had{ 108
a) 1 "2 k| 4 5 6 "7
no some ) some important
advantages advantages advantages
b}y 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
no sone some important
disadvantages disadvantages . disadvantages

19, In the last week, giving criticism has made me feel:

a) 1 ' 2 3 4 5 5 7

worse about no change a lot better,
myselE about myself
b) 1 2 3 4 - 6 7
less confident no change more confident
in dealing in dealing/
with people with people

20, Overall, in the last week I found that the reaction I received fron
those I gave criticism to was:

a) with authority figures (employers, professors, etc,)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very negative neutral very positive
-person angry/ ) person
upset appreciated
criticism

b) intimate relationships (spouse, family, girl or boy friend etc.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very nejative neuktral very positive
-person angry/ person
upset aporeciated
criticisn

c} commercial or business interactions (sales clerks, waiters, etc,}

1 2 k| 4 5 6 7
very neqgative neutral very positive
-pecsoa anqcy/ parson
upset appreciated

crikicism



-5 o

109
d) friends or peers (other students, fellow workers, etc,)
1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7
very negative . neutral very positive
-person angry/ . pecrson
upset appreciated
criticism

,

21, This last week when I gave criticism, I found that it was usually
effective/ineffective:

a) with authority figures (employers, professors, etc,) because:
1 2 3 4 5 . & 7

thing that was no change

criticized now criticized was
worse than improved
before .

thing that was

b) with intimate relationship (spouse, girl}boy friend, family)

because:
1 2 3 4 5 € 7
thing that was ne c¢hange . thing that was
criticized now ‘ criticized was
worse than iapcoved

before

c) with commercial or business interactions (sales clerks, waitars,
etc,) because:

1 2 3 4 S & 7
thing that wWas no change thing that was
criticized now criticized was
worse than inproved

before

d) friends or peers (other students, fellow workers, etc.) because;
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

thing that was no change
criticized now
worse than
before

thing that was
criticized uas
inproved

22. In tne last week I have found the risks of giving criticisa to be:
L 2 3 4 5 6 7

no problem ‘ moderate koo high



2], In the last week I have
are;
1 2 3
less than
the costs

- g - 110

found that the benefits of giving criticisa

4 S 5 7

!

about the same
as the costs

greater than
the costs

24, wWith crespect to the control I feel I had over the gituation last
week, I have found that giving <riticisnm:

1 2 3

leftr me
with too little
control

4 5 6 7

sonme I have a
control great deal of
‘ control

25, In the last week, I have found the motivation necessary to give

criticism:
1 2 3

totally
lacking

5,
l 2 k|

very
vulnarable

27,

4 S 5 7

somewhat of
a problenm

absolutely
no problem

In the last week Wwhen I gave crikticism I fel::

4 S s 7

somewhat
vulnerable

not vulnerable
at all

In the last week, to what extent have you been the one to take

the initiative in giving criticism:

1 2 3

none of the
time

3.

4 5 h 7
half of the all of the
time tina

In the last week, to what extent have you actively looked for

opportunities to give criticism?

1 2 3

not ac all

5 S s 7

somewhat most of the tinme
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29, In the last week, when I gave criticlsm, I felt I was: 111

1 2 k] 4 5 6 7
not very . average very goos
goed at it . . at it

30. In the las: week, when giving criticism, I:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
didn't push - tried for was very
the issue awhile persistent

31. In general how willing were you to give criticism when you were
. unsure of how the person would reack?

1 2 3 4 5 3 ) 7 .
not willing ' somewhat very
at all willing willing

32. In the coning week, I look forward to giving criticism again:

17 2 3 4 s § 7
with a great - no feeling with
deal of . oneg way or anticipation
apprehension another

33. I intend to give criticism again:

1 2 3 4 5 S 7
I don't naybe for sure
intend to

34, Overall, in khe next week or so, I expect that kthe consequences of
giving criticism W1ll be:

1 2 3 4 S § 7

very neqgative neutral very positive
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IH_THE LAST WEEK

1. How many times In the last week did you receive criticism? ( )

2. How many of those times involved receiving criticism from:
a) authority figures (employers, professors, etc,)
b) intimate relationships {spouse, girl.or boy friend, family)
c) comnercial or business interactions (sales clerks, walters, etc,)

d) friends qr peers {other students, fellow workers, eke,)

3. How many times did you receive criticism because you asked somegne
ko give you criticism ( )

4. On the average, in the last week, how much time did you spend with the
person While receiving criticism? ( )

5. Last week, some things that made it hard for me ko receive crikicism
were:

6, Last week, some things that made it easy for me to receive criticisn
were:

7., How nany'times did you avoid receiving criticism {(you /were aware
at tha time that you would likely receive criticism and made an
etfnct o avoid i)? ( )
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8, Last week, whan receiving criticism I usually felt:

a) 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7

a lot of sone tension no tension
tension or or anxiety or anxiety
anxiety
b} 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very upset, a little not akt all
angry or upset, anqgry upsekt, angry
defensive ‘ or defensive or defensive

9, I feel that receiving criticism in the last week has been;:

Rt 2° 3 4 5 6 7
not beneficial sonewhat very beneficial
or useful beneficial or or useful
useful

10, What were the henefits?

11. I found that receiving criticism in the last week has been:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all somewhat very
harmful harmful harmful

12, %“What were the harnmful effects?

13, %"hat effects did your receiving criticism in the last week have
on your crelationship wikh:

a) authority fiqures (employers, professors, etc.)

1 2 3 4 5 o 6 7
telationship no enjoy an
ended or very . noticeable an even better

strained change relationship
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b) intimate relationships (family, spouse, girl or boy friend)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
relationship . no enjoy an
ended or very noticeakle an even better

strained change relationship

c¢) commercial or business interactions (sales clerks, waiters, etc,)

1 2 J 4 5 6 7
relationship no . enjoy an
ended or very : noticeahble . an even bekker

strained change relationship

d} friends or peers (other students, fellow workers, ekc.)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
relationship no enjoy an
ended or very noticeable an even better

strained change relationship

14, 4Were the effects of receiving criticism in the last week what
you expected?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all sonewhat like almost exactly
what I expected I expected what I expected

15, Last week, some of the unexpected effects or consegquences of
receiving criticisnm were:

16. oOverall, I felt that those effects were:

l 2 3 4 5 5 7

very negative neutral very positive

17. Overall, in the last week I felt that receiving criticism has had

a) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

nao . fey vary important
advantages advantages advantages

114
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b) 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
no few very important
disadvantages disadvantages disadvantages
r

18, 1In the past week, I find that receiving criticism has made me feel:

a) 1 2 3 4 ) . 6 7
worse no change a lot betrtar
about myself about myself
b) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
less confident no change

in dealing
with people

more confident
in dealing
with people

19, When I received criticism, in the last week, I have found it to be
generally useful/not useful:

a) from authority figures {(employers,professors, etc):

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not akt somewhat ) varcy
all uyseful useful usaful

b) from intimate relationships:

1 2 3 -4 5 [ 7
not at +  somewhak very
all useful useful useful

¢} from commercial or business interaction:

1 2 3 4 ] 6 7
not at somewhat very
all useful yseful useful

d) €rom friends or peers (other students, fellow wWwockers, satc,):

1 2 3 4 S ] 7
not at somewhat ey
all useful useful useful
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20. In the last week when I received criticism I felt:

1 2 k) 4 5 6 7
v .
very somewhat not vulnerable
vulnerable vulnerable at all

21, In the last week I have found the risks of receiving criticism wece:

1 2 3 4 5 § 7

no problem noderate too hiqh

22, In the last week I have found that the benefits of receiving criticism

ware:

1 2 3 4 5 5 7
less than about the same greater than
the costs as the costs the costs

23. 1In the last week, when I received criticism, I felt [ was:
1 2 3 4 5 s 7

not very average very qond
goad at it at it

24, With respect to the control I have over the situation, I found that
receiving criticism in the last week:

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
left me with sone I hagd a
too little control great deal of
contcol control

25, In the last week, how willing have you been to receive criticism wnen
You have been unsiuce of what that criticism will be:

1 2 k| 4

1
3

7

not willing somewhat very
at all . willing : willing
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26. I look forward in the next week to receiving criticism:

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
Y
with no feeling with
a great deal one way or anticipation
of apprehension the okther

27. I intend-to receive criticism again:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not if I can mayhe for sure,
avoid it good way to
improve

28, In the next week or so, ! expect that the conseguences of receiving
criticism will be:

1 2 3 4 S 6 7

very negative ' neutral very nositive

continued next page>>y>»

17
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GIVING AND RECEIVING CRITICISM

¥
1. In the last week T (ound my skills ln qgiving and receiving criticism to

be

1 pi 3 4 5 [ 7
not useful somewhat extremely
useful useful

at all

in helping me artain parsonal qeals and objectives,

L »

2. In the last week when glving and recelving cricicism, I feel that I
have been:

3 2 k| 4 5 ) 7
not modeczately very
effacktive effective effective

In the last monkth, the experience involving giving or regeiving ¢

3.
criticism that stands out the most in wmy mind was:
»*
1 2 k| 4 S 6 7
a terrible neutral a really greast
expeclience

experience

*Plsase indicate a2 ¢ on the answer sheet 1f that experience was
moitiylgiving criticism or an R'1f it was mostly recelving
criticism.

‘THANK YOU FOR YOUR
CONTINUED PARTICIPATIONLIIL



APPENDIX C
THE G.R.C. SELF RATING FORM

Pleasa indicate your response to each of the following by filling in the

appropriate space on the accampanyifq answer sheet, Use tead pencil
anly,

fo wou feel that the ability to GIVE criticism to others is an important
interpersonal skill ? -

{a)Yes {b)No {c)Maybe

1f yes or maybe, how important is it for you?

1 2 3 4 5

3 (b) (c) (d) (e}
slightly moderately _ very
important important important

fompared to other people your age in this culture, how effective do you
think you usually are in givina criticism to other people? Indicate how
you would honestly rate yourselt in terms of the follawing scale

1 i | 1 )
1% more effective more effective more effective 9g%
than 25% than S0% than 75%
(a) (b) {c)

Compared to other people your age in this culture, how effective would
you LIKE to be in qiving criticism to others.

= 1 1 ] LR
give ¢riticism give criticism give criticisa
more effecti- more effecti- more effacti-
vely than 25% vely than 50% vely than 75%
{a) (b) {c)

How much of a prohlem do wou feel you have when it comes to giving
criticism to others regarding things you dan't like?

Not much of a mild a moderate a sianificant a very siani-
a probiem problem problem problenm ficant pro-
' blem
{ a) (b} (c) (d) (e)

Mo you feel that the ability to TAKE criticism frcm others is an
impartant interpersonal skill?

(ajYes {b)Na (c)Maybe
[f yes or maybe, how important is it for you?

1 A 3 4 ]

{a) {b) (¢) (d) (e)

slightly ‘ moderately very
important jmportant important

119
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10,

11,

120

Compared to other people your age in this culture, how effective do you
think you usually are in taking ¢riticism from other people? Indicate how
you would honestly rate yourself in terms of the following scale

T T v T T
1% more effective more effective more effective 99%
than 25% than 50% than 75%
{a) {b) (¢}

Compared to other people your age in this culture, how effective would

LIKE to be in taking criticism from others,
1 ] | I 1
1% take criticism take ¢riticism take criticism 99
more effectively more effectively more effectively
than 25% than 50% than 75%
(a) (b} (¢)

How much of a problem do wou feel you have when it comes to taking
criticism from others regarding things you don't 1ike?

Not much of a mild a moderate a significant a very sieni.
a problem problem problem problem ficant problem
(a) (b) {c) (d) (e)

Would you volunteer to participate in a clinic in which people learn
to give and take criticism more effectively

{a} Yes {b) No | {c) Maybe

L

IF YES CR MAYBE PLEASE PLACE YOUR TELEPHONE NUMBER Qi THE UPPER RIGHT
HAND CNRNER OF YOUR ANSWER SHEET.

Answer the following questioné True (a} or False (b) by blackening the

appropriate spaces on your answer sheet, If the statement is True or mostly
True for you blacken the space under {a). If the statement is False or mostly
False in vour case, blacken the space under {b} on the answer sheet.

12.
13,

14,

15.

16.
17.

I rarely worry about seeming foolish to others,

| worry about what people will think of me even when [ know it doesn't
make any difference,

I become tense and jittery if I know somegne is sizing me up.

I am unconcerned even if [ know people are forming an unfavorable
impression of me,

| feel very upset when ! commit some social error.

The opinions that important people have of me cause me littie concern,



18,
19,
20.
21,
22,
23,
24,
25,
26,
27.
28,

29.

30.
3.
32.
33.
34.
35.
3A.
37.

J8.

39.

a0,
a1,
4z,

43.
44,

45,

45,

47.

48.

121
I'm often afraid that 1 may look ridiculous or make a fool of myself
| react very little when other people disapprove of me
1 am frequently afraid of other people noticing my shortcomings
The disapproval of others would have little effect on me
If somenne is evaluating me, | tend to expect the worst
1 rarely worry about what kind of impression | am making of soncone
| am afraid that others will not approve of me
1 an afraid that peoﬁle will find fault with me
Other pennle's opinions of me do not bother me
1 am not necessarily upset if l do not please someone

when | am talking to someona, I worry about what they may be thinking
about me

| feel that you can't help making social errors sometimes, so why worry .
about it?

1 am usually worried about what kind of impression 1 make

I worry a lot about what my superiors think of me

1f 1 know someone is judging me, it has little effect on me

I worry that others will think | am not worthwhile

I worry very little about what others may think of me

Sometimes | think I am too concerned with what other pecple think of me
I oftan worry that I will say or do the wrang thing

| am often indifferent te the opinions others have of me

I am usually confident that others will have a favourable impression of
me )

1 often worry that people who are important to me don't think very much
of me

I brood about the opinions my triends have about me
1 become tense and jittery if [ know I am being judged by my superiors

[ rarely give criticism to people I don't know because [ would not want
to get it from them,

If someone criticizes me [ don't show anything but ! "burn" inside,
Criticism can never be helpful,

I qet so uptight when it's time to criticize someone that I just keep my
mouth shut,

I feel very configent when it comes to criticizing what someone else has
just done,

I'd love to be able to offer criticism but [ don't really know how to do
it,

[ aet much too anxious when I'm about to offer criticism,
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INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose af this questionnaire is to measure a couple of concepts by
having you rate them on a series of scales. 1In completing this questionnsire,
please make your judgments on the basis of what these questions mean to you.
When yo turn the page you will find the different questions to be rated and

beneath each, a set of scales. You are to rate the guestions on each of these
scales in arder, '

Here is how you are to rate these scales : Say you were rating the
present VOTING AGE.

If you feel that the question, that is in this case the present VOTING
AGE, is very closely related to one end of the scale, you should place a 7 or
T opposite item 1 on the answer sheet as follows:

fair : : : : unfair

P
.
+

.

OR
fair :

-
o
..

e

H unfair
1

If you feel that the question, that is the present VOTING AGE, 15 quite
closely related to one or the ather end (but not extremely], you should
indicate a 6 or a 2 on the answer sheet opposite item number 1:

fair :

unfair

CR

fair : " : : unfair

e
ve
-

[f the aquestion seems only slightly related to one side as apposed to the
gther side (but is not really neutral), you should indicate a5 or a3 as
follows:

fair : :

e

H unfair

OR

fair - v s unfair

s
.
..

.

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of
the two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing wu're
Judging,

If you consider the question to be neutral on the scale, hoth sides of
the scale eaually associated with the question ar if the scale is completely
irrelevant’ unreiated to tne question, then you should indicate numoer & on
Tne answer sheet for item nunber 1,

fair H :

.

: : unfair

4

Make each item a separate and independent judgment, work at @ fairly high
speed through this test, Don't worry or puzzie over individual items; it is
your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items, that you
want, because we want your true impressions.
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57

59

60

6!

62

61

64

With respect to GIVING criticism, my SELF-ESTEEM IS:

Relaxed

Favorable

Confident

High

Good

Strong

VYaluable

Optwnistic

a)

Tense

Unfavorable

Lacking

Confidence

Low

Bad

Weak

Worthless

Pessimistic

124



65

66

67

68

70

71

72

73
74

With respect to

Retaxed

Favorable

Confident

High

Good

Strong

Valuable

Optimistic

Sex: Male = (a}

Age: 16
20
24
30
32

+ 3 1 v

TAXING Criticism, my SELF-ESTEEM is:

- 5 33
—7 Ay s
+ 5 4.'—3"'

T "% ~ 5 ~& TI

19
23
27
3l

wewnHun

5 4 3
3 4 3

Female = (b)

Tense

Unfavorable

Lacking

Low

8ad

Weak

Worthless

Pessimistic

125
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SCRIPT FOR IN VIVO MEASURE CF GIVIMG CRITICISM - POST-TEST

HELLO THIS IS PAUL ROBERTS FROM CPINION RESEARCH LTD, VE ARE UNDER
CCHNTRACT TO SAMPLE PEOPLE'S OPINIOM WITH RESPECT TO THE FRICING OF DCMESTIC
AIR TRAVEL,

AS YOU MAY KNOW, THE MAJCR AIRLINES (AIR CAMADA ETC.) ARE SUBSIDISED BY
THE CAMADIAM GOVERMMENT WHICH MEANS THAT IF THEY DO NOT FUNCTION
COMPETITIVELY AND MARKET THEIR SERVICES EFFECTIVELY THE GEMERAL TAX REVENLE
IS USED TO DEFRAY THEIR SUBSEQUENT DEFICIT, ON THE OTHER HAND, IN PEAK AIR
TRAVEL PERIODS THE RESULTING PROFITS ARE DISBURSED BACK TO THE RECEIVER
GEMERAL TO REPAY EARLIER GOVERMMENT ASSISTANCE.

MO A CONSIDERARLE MMDER CF PECPLE, IM FACT A POSSIBLE MAJRRITY, HAVE
FELT THAT AS THE ECONOMY HAS BEEN REVIVING AND AS FUEL COSTS HAVE STABILIZED
OR DECREASED SOMEVHAT, (DESPITE SOME CONTRARY PRICING MOVES) IT WOULD BE Y
APPROPRIATE TIME TO DEREGULATE CANADIAN AIR TRAVEL SO THAT CARRIERS COULD
COMPETE MORE AGGRESSIVELY WITHOUT HAVING TO OPERATE WITHIH THE CAMADIAN
TRANSPORT COMMISSION REGULATCRY GUIDELINES COMCERMING DOVESTIC AIR TARIFFS,

ON THE OTHER HAND, OTHERS, VHO MAY ACTUALLY BE IN A MAJRITY, HAVE MAE
[T KNOW THAT TN THEIR CPINION, TO DEREGULATE CAMADIAM CARRIERS FROM THE
CAMADIAN TRANSPORT COMMISSION’S REGULATORY GUIDELINES VOULD AT THIS TIME
PROYPT A SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF MAJOR AIR CARRIER SERVICE AS
DESCREASED REVEMES LOULD PROMPT CUTBACKS IN CHECK-IN, IM-FLIGHT, AMD
ARRIVAL SERVICES, 1T MUST BE POINTED OUT THAT MANY MAJGR CARRIERS ARE
KEAVILY TN TEBT PROVPTED BY THE ENCRMOUS CARRYIMG COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH AIR
CRAFT PURCHASE WHEN INTEREST RATES VERE AT THEIR PEAK,

WITH THIS THE CASE IT IS FELT THAT DEREGULATION OF MAJOR CANADIAN AIR
CARRIERS FROM THE CAMADIAN TRAMSPCRT COMMISSICN REGULATORY GUIDELINES SHOULD
MOT BE COMSIDERED VHETHER IM THZ SHORT TERM MR FOR A LOMG TIME FORWARD IM 4
THE FORSEABLE LONG TERM,
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NOW N VIEW OF THE PROCEDIMG FACTS AMD POSITIONS AND THE CURRENT
ECONOMIC CLIMATE VMICH IS CHARACTERIZED BY A RATHER DELICATE RECOVERY THAT
SOME TMDICATCRS SUGGEST MAY BE IN DANGER CTF FALTERING, WHAT WOULD YOLR
PREFERENCE BE?

- R B VA

QTHER PERSON REQUESTS CLARIFICATION/SLOM DOWN

REPEAT SLOWLY THEM FAST AGAIN

OTHER PERSON REOUESTS CLARITY/SLOW DOWM A SECOND TIME

YOU REPEAT SLOW.Y THEN FAST AGAIN

YOU SCORE FOR THE GIVIMG CF CRITICISM TO YOUR FAST PACE AND YOUR
0BVIQUS DISREGARD OF HIS/HER REQUESTS FOR CLARITY AND A SLOWER
PACE 1ISING THE EMCLOSED RATING SCALE



TACING CRITICISM TELEPHONE SCRIPT (IN VIVO) POST-TEST

"GEE 1 HAVE SO MAMY CF THESE CALLS TO MAKE" YOU NOW REPEAT THE TWO
ALTERNATIVES CONCERNING DEREGULATING THE AIR LIMES IN VERY SIMPLE TERMS VERY
SLOWLY AND ACCEPT WITH GRATITUDE WARMLY WHATEVER OPINICN THE RESPOMDENT

(FFERS,

YOU THEH CEVOTE A FEW MOMENTS TO BUILDING RAPPORT TALKING AROUT THE

DIFFICULTY OF CONDUCTING SUCH A TELEPHOME SURVEY AND HOW DIFFICULT IT IS TO
GET SUFFICIENT TELEPHOME CALLS MADE WITHIN THE TIME THAT YOU HAVE AVAILAB.E,

THEM;

“NOW VE ARE ALSO SAMPLING CPINION COMCERMING THE CURRENT AMENDMENTS
TO THE CAMADIAM DIVORCE ACT TO THE EFFECT THAT IT COULD BECOME
POSSIBLE TO HAVE MO-FAULT DIVORCES AFTER QLY OME YEAR (F
SEPARATION,  WHAT IS YOU REACTION TO THIS POSSIBILITY?"

@ PERSON AHSHERS THEY ARE AGAINST THIS POSSIBILITY,

1_

"BUT DOH'T FORGET THE P.RESENT MANDATORY 3 YEAR SEPARATION PERIOD
CAUSES UMDUE HARDSHIP TO ALL PARTIES IN THE VIEW (F LOTS CF
PECPLE, IN VIEW OF THIS CONCERN WHAT IS YOUR POSITIONM?"

PERSOM GIVES THEIR POSITION A SECOND TIME,

“YES BUT THREE YEARS IS 36 MONTHS-IT 1S 3 SUM'ERS AND 3 WINTERS,
AND FOR ALL THAT TIME PECPLE. CANMNOT FORMALIZE THEIR POSSIDLE MEM
RELATIONSHIPS, THEY ARE FORCED TO ENDURE A SORT OF LIMBO STRAIGHT-
JACKET FEFCRE THEY CAM GET OM-WITH THEIR LIVES, DO YOU KNOW WHAT 1
MEAN?  HOW CAN YOU PUT THIS COMCERN TO OME SIDE?”

PERSCM RETTERATES POSITION 3rp TIME,

“BUT YOU SEE MANY PEOPLE AS REPORTED IN THE PRESS SEFM TO FEEL THAT
THE VIEW YOU ARE TAKING IS RATHER FORMAL, PUNITIVE AMD IMHUMANED,
HO CAN YOU TGNORE THESE IMPORTANT CONCERNS?" |

oy

“0C T THIPK T UMDERSTAMD YOUR POSITION. THANK YOU FOR ASSISTING LS
WITH THIS SURVEY,”
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PERSCN REPLYIMG THAT THEY ARE IN FAVCR (F 1 YEAR SEPARATICM PERIOD,

"BUT DON'T FORGET SOME PECPLE FEEL THAT ONE YEAR IS A RATHER SHORT
TIME AND THAT VHEN PEOPLE KNOW THAT IS THE CASE THEY WILL REGARD
THE INSTITUTION OF MARRIAGE RATHER LIGHTLY."

SS REITERATES POSITION A 2vm TIME,

"BUT A LOT OF PEOPLE FEEL THAT OME YEAR IS RATHER SHORT AMND IT WILL
PROMPT A LOT CF ‘QUICKIE' MARRIAGES WITH INSINCERE COMMITTMEMTS,

DO YOU KMNOW WHAT I MEAN?”

SS RETTERATES POSITION A 3rp TIME,

“BUT YOI SEE MANY PEQPLE AS REPORTED IMN THE PRESS SEEM TO FEEL THE
VIEW YOU ARE TAXING HE;‘"EANS/BELITI’LES THE IMPCRTANCE OF THE FAMILY.
HOW CAN YOU IGHCRE THESE IP‘PURTNIT COMCERNS?"

"K T THINK I liNDERSjI'AI‘iD JYOUR POSITION, THANK YOU YERY MICH FOR
ASSISTIMG US WITH THIS SURVEY,”

MOTE:  IF SS CHANGES POSITICN, SWITCH FROM @ SCRIPT T0 (B) SCRIPT (R VICE
VERSA,
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Appendix F ; ,-" AT 130
GIVING CRITICISH TELEPHON PESPONSE. CHECKLIST '

SURFCT CONE: DATE ;
TELEPHOME CALLER COPE:
X F CALFR: F =1, M=2

(CIRCLE)

VHICH OF THE FOLLOMING DID THIS SURJECT DEMONSTRATE?  CIRCLE APPROPRIATE LETTER(S),

A ... HINGIP

BY ... FXCESSIVE ANGER/FXCESSIVE HIMR/EXCESSIVE SARCASH

O ..., EXPLICIT SPECIFIC RECIEST (SLOW NOWM, EXPLAIN)

m .. EPLICTT EHAVIGUR TESCRIPTION (TON FAST, TT0
(CPLICATED

E) ..., APPROPRIATE AFFECT/RELAXED), CALM

F) oo, IMPLICIT REQUEST CI'M SO COMFUSED, DON'T INPERSTAMM,
CAFT HeLP YOUD
6) ... APOLOGY



131

GIVING CRITICISM - SCORIMG KEY TELEPHOME (ALL

IF THE FOLLOWING LETTER(S) HAVE BeEM CIRCLED THE TAKING CRITICTSM TELEPHONE
RATING SCALE SCORE [S INDICATED IN THE RIGHT HAMD SITE (F THE ROLLOWING LIST

LETTFR(S) CIRCLED RATING SCALE SCORE
A ND/R B : 1

R+( 2

B+ 2
B+C+D 3

E+C 4

F+D 4
FE+C+D | 5

; R
F SUBTRACT 1 POINT
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TAYING (RITICISH TELFPHNNE RESPOMSE. CHECKLIST

QURFCT COr: DATF;
TRLEPHOMNF, CALLER COE:
SEX OF CALLFR: F =1, M=2

(CIRCLF)

WHICH OF THR FOLLMWING DID THIS SIRIFCT NEMRWSTRATE?  CIPCLE APPROPRIATE. LRTTER(S),

A) ... VFRPAL ATTACK/RFTPEAT

R L. HIMGAP

Q) ..., FXCRSSIVE ANGER/FXCESSIVE. SARCASH/RXCESSIVE. BIMOLR

n .., CLFAP POSITION TAYFM/AGPEF, - DSAGRFE,

FY ... APOLCOY

FY ... AFFFCT APPPRORTATF/RELAXED

0Y L., N0 EYRLICIT POSITION/NN AGRFE. - 1D DISAGPEF.

HY ... VAGIE POSITION/TRCONSISTENT POSTTION
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TAKING CRITICISM - SCORIMG KEY TELFPHOME CALL

[F THE FOLLOWIMG LETTER(S) HAVE BEEM CIRCLED THE TAKIMG CRITICISM TELEPHONE
RATING SCALE SCCRE IS TMDICATED' (M THE RIGHT HAMD SITE (F THE RWLLOVIMG LIST

LETTER(S) CIRCLED RATIMG SCALE SCORE
B AM/R C AD/R A | ' 1
C+H+E 2
C+N+E 3
C+D 4
F+G+E | 5
F+6 6
F+H+F 7
F+H. 8

F+ D (WITH (R WITHIT E) 9



Appendix G 134

In the first situations to be described you wish to give criticism. Let's
listen to the first situation.

As you leave the restaurant after an expensive evening meal, you are asked
by the manager if you enjoyed the evening. You were pleased with the
service and the ambiance, but you feel the main course left something to
be desired, The soup was tepid and the beef did not have the anticipated
tenderness. However, the vegetables were very well done and the desert
was exquisite. As you leave, the manager says: "Good evening, how did
you enjoy the meal tnis evening?"

You have just learned that your friend has been talking negatively about
you to others. You are unhappy since he/she always complains to others
about you but does not speak to you directly. You are annoyed and want
to let him/her know how you feel about his/her behaviour. As your
friend approaches you, he/she says: "Hi! How are things going?"

You are a swimming instructor. One of the students in your class doesn't
seem to be cooperative or to take the lessons seriously. He/she is

often late, innattentive, distracted, questions most of what you say,

and generally displays a negative attitude. This behaviour is interfering
significantly with the course. At an appropriate moment after class,

you approach the student and say: *

Your fiance is a very busy person. He/she is a full-time student, is
involved in many sports activities, is class representative in the
Faculty Student Association. You see each other only Friday and Saturday
nights and some weekends he/she even cancells one of the evenings
together. You are upset, and would 1ike more time with him/her. You
feel neglected and unimportant and wish to let him/her know what you
think and feel about his/her behaviour. The two of you are now alone.

He/she has just told you that he/she will have to break a pre-arranged
date. You say: "
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Now, the next series of situations are those in which you will be required to
receive criticism. Remember to listen carefully to each situation. Then
when I begin the interaction with you, or when you are asked to do so, I

want you to respond by saying or doing what you think you would do in this
kind of situation, Questions?

1, You get your new can opener home and you are eager to try it out. You
repeatedly put the can under it but it doesn't seem to work. You'te
disappointed and upset and return to the nearby store and to the same
salesperson. You present the problem and he/she says: "You weren't
listening to me when I solid it to you. You didn't push the safety

con&ro] button before operating. Go and do it and I am sure it will
Nor L)

ra

After class in Introductory Psychology, you ask a friend, your' classmate
for his/her notes from the previous class which you missed because of

a doctor's appointment. Your friend says: "You're such a sponger. You
are always borrowing things from me."

3. You are taking driver training. You have wanted to learn on a standard
transmission but you are having some trouble. It is your next to last
tesson. In spite of your best efforts, your driving instructor seems
rather critical. You think that you are doing not too badly, but he/she
suddenly bursts out with: "Must you drive 1ike that?"

4. Your spouse/fiancé has just finished telling you about the various
activities of his/her day. You are preoccupied by a poor mark you
received in your Introductory Psychology course., You are therefore not
listening to what he/she says. Realizing that you are not listening,
he/she says: "You never pay attention when [ talk to you."



136

The next series of situations do not necessarily involve giving and receiving
and receiving criticism, When I initiate the interaction or when you are asked
to do so, respond in a way that you think you would in such a situation.

Let's listen to the next situations.

1. You have just received a note from your parents indicating that they are
coming to visit you this weekend. You already have planned this weekend
and do not want company, and certainly not a visit from your parents.
You call your parents to tell them they will have to come another time.
Once your parents realise it's you at the other end of the 1ine, your
parent says: "Oh, hi! We just can't wait to visit you this weekend."

2. Your fianc& = presents you with a shirt that he /she has bought for your
birthday. You don't like the color and would like your fiancé to
exchange it for another but you don't want to hurt his/her feelimgs. Your
flancé says: "Hope you like that shirt"



Appendix H

Subject numper: Tape code:

VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

Mention a specific incident

"You ‘have kept my book for 3 weeks® ——-

Rater #:
Glving Cr.
. Sttuation
_ Iastructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corresponds to?
your judgement 1 2 3 4
1, "I STATEMENTS:
1. poor, no "l statements, no owning 1 -1 -1 -1
of criticism, ex, "You did,..."
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 L3
4. fair, impersonal general statement -4 -4 -4 -4
“people often do,.."
-5 -5 -5 -
-6 -6 -6 -6
7. goad - “[" stalement and owning of ¢riticism L? -7 -7 L?
ex.: “I'm angry because..."
2. Specificity
1. poor, global, general, vague, criticism -1 -1 -1 -1
ex.: "Youy are dishonest®,
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3
4, fair, behavior oytlined with generalities -4 -4 -4 L4
“You never clean the house”
"You always repeat yourself"”
-5 o] 5 -5
-6 -6 -6 -6
7. good, precise, clear description -7 -7 -7 -7
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Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corresponds %0

VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

Giving Cr, Situation

your Judgement, 1 2 3 4
3. EMPATHY
1, poor - no mention of concern for other -1 -1 -1 1
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3
4., fair - concern expressed but overriden -4 -4 .4 N
*{ see your problem but that's no
excuse"
-5 -5 -5 -5
-6 o -5 -6
Y
7. qood - concern for other's emotion -7 7 -7 F7
re= "I know that you are very busy" 3

4. CHANGES SUGGESTED:

1. no changes suggested -1 -1 -1 -1
Person does not suggest/request change
in behavior
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 L3
4, fair, change mentioned - no specific -4 -4 -4 -4
instances "I want you to change -
This has to change",

-5 -5 -5 -5
6 -6 -6 -6
7. good, specific changes suvggested -7 -7 -7 -7

"1 think you should bring the
material and be here on time"
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Giving Cr. Situation

Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that correspands to
your judgement, 1 ? 3 4

§, DIRECTIONAL/BIDIRECTIONAL

1. no criticism given -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3
4. largely unidirectional:
a ‘set-up': few posttive remarks -4 -4 -4 4
then virtually a1l negative or
vice-versa .
*1 tike your tie but everything else
about you is Just terriblel" N -5 5 -5
-6 o] -6 L6
7. Rounded: -7 L? L? L?

appropriate balance of pasitive,
negat ive remarks

°1 1ikg the way you've done this essay

however the spelling errors will have
to be corrected”,

———

- e mmE o b A ma st R e mam ke L LS

6. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF GIVING CRITICISM:

1. totally ineffective -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2
¢.5 poor -2.5 -2.5 -2.% -2.5
-3 -3 -3 -3
4. fair -4 -4 -4 -4
-5 .5 -5 -5
5.5 good -5.5 -5,5 -5.5 -5.5
-6 -6 -6 -6
7. excellent L7 -7 -7 2



Instrugtions: Slash the vertical scale at

1.
1.

the point that corresponds to
your judgement,

REPETITION:

poor - no repetition/paraphrase

4. falr - defensive, inaccurate,

7.

misperception
“So you feel there's something wrong
with my work?"

good - Clear paraphrase
"what I'm hearing is..."
{Person accurately repeats
criticism)

10

Taking criticism -

PRECISION

poor - no request for precision

fair - global diffuse
“So there's something wrong?"

Situation
- 5 7 8
-1 1 -1 -1
2 -2 -2 L2
3 -3 .3 L3
T4 -4 -4 .4
5 S L5 ks
-6 - 6 Le lg
H7 -7 +7 17
-1 it +1 i 1
{2 2 . 2 -2
-3 -3 -3 L 3
-4 14 ¥ -4
5 +5 - 5 15
-6 -6 -6 -6
‘F7 T? 77 +7

good - specific request for precision
"You tell me where 1 can improve®
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VERBAL BEHAVIOUR
Receiving Cr,
Instructions: S$Slash the vertical scale at

the point that corresponds to
your Jjudgement, : 5 6 7 8

3. TAKING A POSITION: ’ '
1. pour - no indication of pasition -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3
4. fair - ambiguous/unclear situation -4 -4 .4 4
*There's something in that"
"Yeah, you have a point" .
' . FS -5 L5 .5
-6 -6 -6 -6
7. good - clesr position indicated -7 7 L7 7

"Yeg, 1 agree/disagree”

4. EXPRESSED WILLINGNESS TO CHANGE

1. poor - none -1 -1 -1 L1
-2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3
4, fair - expression of vagque intention/ -4 -4 L4 -4

exaggerated intention
"I*37 never gver do that again®
“1'11 work on it*

=5 -5 -5 o]
L6 -5 -G -6
7. good - specific change indicated L? F7 -7 -7

“Ok I'1) be here at 8:00 o'clock”



Instructions:

5. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF RECEIVING CRITICISM

$lash the vertical scale at
the point that corraesponds to
your judgement,

142

VERSAL BEHAYIOUR

Receiving Cr.

1. totally ineffective

2.5 poor

4, fair

5.5 qood

7. excellent

5 ‘6 7 8

-1 -1 -1 -1

-2 -2 .2 -2

-2.5 2.5 -2.5 -2.5

-3 -3 -3 -3

-4 -4 -4 -4 ’
-5 -5 5 5

-5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5

L 6 -6 i

7 L7 L7 L7
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TRy

ub ject number:
ater #:

-

ﬁstructtons: Slash the vertical scaie at

-

‘4,

LR g ot o € YRR s s

7.

the point that corresponds to
your judgement,

EYE CONTACT:

poor, no &ye contact at all or very’
minimal, or excessive staring

air, eye contact present part (20%) of the
- time

qood, direct and present most (60-80%) of
the time

Tape code: Date:

NON VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

Giving Cr, Recelving Cr,

Situation .
1 2 3 4 5
»1 L1l 1—1 1—1 1—1
PR PR P P
3 =3 -3 -3 -3
-4 o I 1 -4 L4
L5 -5 -5 -5 . 5
-6 -6 -6 -6 -6
Ly L Ly L7 L7

LOUDNESS, TONE & VOICE INFLECTION

peor, very little intonation, flat,
’ unemotional, tao soft/too loud

fair, some emotion but not forceful
) somewhat too soft or too loud

good, good emotional quality, appropriate
forcefulness and adequate volume

-4

5

-6

-7

-2

-4

-5

-6

-7

-3

-4

=

-6

7

-3

-4

=6

W7

-2

-4

-6

-7
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NON VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

, Giving Cr, Receiving Cr,
Situation
Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corresponds
to your judgement, 1 2 3 4 5
3. VERBAL HESITANCY/PACING
1. alot, {(hesitation an 25X or more of rl -1 -1 -1 -1
the statements)/or speaks too fast
-2 -2 -2 2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3
4. some hesitancy/fair pacing -4 .4 -4 4 4
-5 -5 5 -5 -5
o) -6 -6 -6 -6
7. no or minimal hesitancy, good pacing L? -7 -7 -7 7
4, GBESTURES AND POSTURE
1. poor, none or too much (distracting) -1 -1 -1 =1 =1
movement of arm, hand, head and bedy
-2 -2 -2 =2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3
§, fair, some yse of gestures plus -4 -4 -4 -4 -4
orientation of body toward prompter
=5 -5 =5 - 5 -5
- 6 -6 -5 L6 -6
7. good: facial expression, gestures & 7 7 -7 -7 7

pasture appropriate to message
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MON VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

Giving Or, Receiving Cr,
* Situation
Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corrasaonds to
your judgement, 1 2 3 4 5
5. FLUID VS MECHANICAL
1, mechanical, awkward . -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 2 -2
I X L3 -3 3
4. a bit of both -4 -4 -4 -4 L4
-5 .5 -5 -5
FS
-6 -6 -6 - -6 .6
7. fluid, integrated L7 L7 L7 -7 .7
6. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE (NON-VERBAL)
[BERAVICH]
1. totally {naffective L -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
~.5. poor : -2.5 -2.5 «2.5 2.5 2.5
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3
4, fair -4 -4 -4 -4 4
-5 L5 -5 -5 -5
5.5 good 5.5 5.5 5.5 -5.5 5.5
L6 -6 -6 -6 -5
7. excellent 7 -7 7 L7 Li"



Rater #:

NON-VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

Sub ject number: Tape code: Date:
Receiving Refusal Request
Criticism
nstructions: Slash the vertical scale at ' Situation
the point that corresponds te
your judgement 6 7 8 9 10
1. EYE CONTACT:
1. poor, no eye contact at all or very -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
minimal, or excessive staring
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3
4. falr, eye contact present part (20%) of -4 -4 -4 L4 L4
7 the time
"5 "'5 -5 ks "5
-6 -6 ] - & 6
7. good, direct and present most {60-80%) 7 -7 L7 L7 .7
of the time
2. LOUDNESS, TONE & VOICE INFLECTION .
1. poor, very little intonation, flat, L1 -1 -1 -1 -1
unenational, too soft/too loud
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3 3
4., fair, some emotion but not forceful -4 -4 -4 -4 -4
" somewhat too soft or too loud
-5 -5 -5 -5 -5
-8 -6 -6 -6 -6
7. good, good emotional quality, appropriate -7 ' -7 -7 -7 k7

forcefulness and adequate volume
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NON-VERBAL BEHAVIOUR

. Receiving Cr, Refusal  Reauest
Situation
Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corresponds to
your judgement, 7 3 9 10
3. VERBAL HESITANCY/PACING
1. a lot, (hesitation on 25% or more of -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
the statements}/or speaks too fast
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3
4. some hesitancy/fair pacing .4 -4 L4 -4 L4
-5 -5 -5 -5 -5
-6 -6 -6 -6 -5
7. no ar minimal hesitancy, good pacing L7 7 -7 L? L7
4, GESTURES AND PGSTURE
1. poor, none or tos much (distracting) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
movement of arm, hand, head and body
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
-3 -3 =3 -3 -3
4, fair, some use of gestures plus -4 -4 -4 -4 -4
orientation of body toward prompter
-5 -5 -5 -5 -5
-6 -6 ] -6 -6
7. qood: facial expression, gestures & L? 7 L? L? L7
poS Ll

sture appropriate to message
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NON-VERBAL BRHAVINUR

Receiving Cr, Refusal Request
Instructions: Slash the vertical scale at
the point that corresponds ta
your judgement 6 7 3 9 10

5. FLUID VS MECHANICAL

1. mechanical, dwkward -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2
.3 -3 -3 -3 -3

4. 4 bt of both -4 =4 -4 -4 -4
-5 5 -5 -5 -5
-6 -6 -5 -6 -6

7. fluid, integrated L? -7 L7 L—? -7

6. OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE {NON-VERBAL ),

1. totally ineffective -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2

2.5 poor -2.5 «2.5 ~2. -2.5 -2 .
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3

8. fair -4 -4 -4 -4 .4
-5 -9 -5 -5 3]

5.5 good -5.5 5.5 -5, -5.5 -5 .
-6 -6 -6 -6 -6

1. excellent 7 -7 -7 17 7
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