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CHAPTEE I
TEE PROBLEM

Witk the current emphasis on the importance of higher education
and the ever increasing enrollments in colleges and urniversities,
there is a need 1n educational seittings for en efficient and effect-
ive method for dealing with the psychological probdlems of rormals.
The Self-defeating Behavior Workshop model 1s an attempt to service
t2a needs of students who demonstrate no severe pathology and who

are not under psyckiatric treatment.
Purpose of tke Study

The purpose of the study was to determine if university studentis
participating in a irsaimeni calied Self-defeating Bshevior Workshops
decreased their self-defeatinzg behaviors and cheonged thelr self-

defeating perceptions.
The Workshop Model

The Self-dofeating Benhavior (SIB) Workshop is 2 teachinz model
designed to allow the participants to understand the exact process
involved in bringing about change ir behavior patterns.

The workskop 1s based on the theory for elininating self-
defeating behavior (Cudney, 1970) and the theory of workshop design
(Lowe and Cudney, 1970). Cudrey defined self-defeating dbehavior as

1
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"...those behaviors that, when practiced, work in some way against
the owner ;p. 7: ." To change a self-defeating behavior a person
must

1. Clearly define the self-defeating behavior ¢ be eliminated,

2. Understand and accept that he is the only perpetaator of

this bebavior

3. Identify and fully admit to himself the price being paid

for using ths bDekavior

k. Identify and take responsibility for the rrecize cuter and

inner choices that put the behavior into gear

5. Identify and face up to the technigues one uses to carry

out the self-defeating behavior imner choice, and
6. 1ldentify and face the mythical fear avoided by keeping the
SDB  pp. 7-10] .
Examples of self-defeating behaviors are feeling inferior, main-
taining a negative self-concept, fearing failure, etc. A 1list of
behaviors the SDB Workshop is designed to help people eliminate
appears in Appendix A.

The workshop desizn (Lowe and Cudney, 1970) 1s primarily a
teaching method which involves some individual treatment and soms
szell group interaction. In contrast to group psychotherapy, the
workshop is an educational model. In an initial interview each
participant is assisted in identifyinz one specific behavior he will
work to eliminate. The workshop itself consists of ten contact
nours per client. The first gix sessions are teaching seesions
which focus on a cognitive, didactic presentation of certain con-
cepts necessary (o the change process. Teaching i1s done by the use
of handouts, short lecturee, discussion and assignment of homework.

Five to ten minutes of each teaching hour are spent in lecture.

Visual aldsg--charte or blackboard diagrams—-are used, as are mimeo-
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graphed hardouts explaining the concepts tauzht. Discugsion before
each lecture focuses on participants! successes and fallures in
aprlying concepts previously tauzht. Discussions after the lecture
focus on understanding of the new concept. At the end of each
session homework is ziven to insure active involvement by the par-
ticipents between sessions.

In the individual session the participant is helped to bring
to awareness the feecling or bellef that he has about himself that
precipitates the self-defeating behaovior.

The remaining sessions involve small group interaction in
which the whole change process i{s azain reviewed. The groups meet
twice for one and one-kalf hours each. Participants isolate tke
specific spot in thelr progress to date and work with the group and
the leader to reach each succeeding stage. Throughout the entire
workshop, the leaders focus on helping eeckh participant undersitand
exactly what 1s involved in the change process.

Mogt previous models for behavior change 4o not allow the
participant toc leern the process of behavior ckhange. In fact, in
most models the process is xnown oniy by the counselor or therapist.
and the participant focuses only orn content. This model tested is
unique in that it purposely teaches the process of behavior ckhange
in order tkhat the participants may apply the same process to otkrer
behaviors on th own once they leave thke workshop.

is reporte Bednar and Lawlis (1971), populatiocns studied

in most of the reported research on zroup therapy are bdasically
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psychiatric. Some studies are specifically directed to treatmment
of schizophrenics and delinguents. As seen in the research reported
in Chapter III, some group work bas also beenr done with nnder-
achieving students. Apparently no procedure has been developed
specifically for the psychological treaiment of normals. There is
an urgent need for a treatment that involves a relatively large num-—
ber of people in a relatively short period of time. The SDB Work-
shop is an attempt to do this.

Hypotheses for this study were based in part on the pogitive

results reported ir the research cited in Chapter II.
Research Hypotheses

For this study three general research hypotkeses were proposed:
1) pre to post differences will be reported by participants in
their selected self-defeating behaviors, 2) there wili be charges
in selected persomality characteristics of warticipants upon com-
plation of the workshop, and 3) participants’ perceptions of them-
selves and their world will change upon completion of the SIB Work-

shop.
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CEAPTER 11

P
29]

ELATED LITERATURE

ved Lo the present study is limited to the ef-
fectiveness of grour psychotherapy in promoting behavior change.
Because the Self-defeating Beravior (SDB) Workskop is tnidue,
there are ro parallel models available for comparison. Conse-
quently., it was necessary to investigate the most similar kind of
trestment, whick is group psychotherapy. Bednar and Lawlis (1971)
reported that although a wide varlety of research designs have
been used in investigating grcup psyckotherapy, few of the studies
kave beer replicated. Nevertheless, tkhey indicated thet similar
findings of positive results reported in 2 large number of inde-
vendent studies point encoursgingly to the effectiveness of group
work in promotirng behavior change.

The following studies irndicated positive results following
group psychotherapy with teenzge delinquents, underackieving high
sckhool girls and underachieving college freshmern. These studies
were selected for raview because they were most similar in popu-
lation and desigr to the present study.

Group Psychotherapy with
Teenage Delinqusnts
Persons' (1966) study compared 41 pairs of delinquent teerage

boys in a state reformatory who were matched on a number of dack-

>
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~;:$é;: variablss. Oné from sach pair was randomly assigned to a
tzerapy or control group, the other to the remeining group. The
therapy groups met twice weekly for one and one-half khour group
treatzent for a 20-week period. They met irn small groups of seven
wita a psychologist or a social worker as therapist.

A major objective of the treatment was to encourage in eack
b0y the development of warm interpersonal relationshipe wiith the
therapists and the other boys. The treatment included exploring
the boys' past behavior and attempting to teach them ard have them
experience less self-defeating ways of living. In the early ses-
sions the therapists were supportive and accepting. They later
used interpretation, negative reinforcement of inappropriate be-
havior end approval of appropriate bekhavior. They also attempted
to teach the boys the difference betweer acceptable and non-
acceptable behavior. Role playing was used by both the therapists
and subjects. During the fourteenth ard fifteenth sessions the
therapist introduced extreme amounis of anxiety and stress con-~
cerning anti-social dehavior. The last three weeks focus was on
the difficulties of returning to the commnity. In addition ¢o
the group therapy, each boy received at least one hour a week of
individual therapy.

Pogt therapy test resulits for the therapy group were signifi-
cantly lower on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inveatory
(MMPI), the Delinguency Scale (DS) and the Taylor Manifest
Anxiety Scale. The therapy group also showed a significantly

greater decrease in scores than 4id the control group on the
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same tests. Irn addition, the boys in the therapy group showed
improved acadezic functioning during the therapy period when com-
pared witk the doys in the control group.
Group Psychotherspy with
Underachieving BEigh School Girls

Thoma (1964) reported on group trherapy conducted in a high
school setling. Forty-three underackieving zirl students having
a minimun IQ score of 115 were invited to participate in ‘he pro-
gran.
na the lherapist
in an effort to discover the nature of her goal. At that time
each girl was told how participation in the group might help her
tc understand obstacles in tke way of achieving her goal. Special
emphasis was rlaced on assuring that confidentiality wourld de
maintained, especially regarding school staff ard parents.

reatment conaisted of 30 one hour weekly sessions. After
tce initial interview, there was no further introduction. Topics
of discussion were brought up by the participants. They included
relaticnships with teachers, wiih parents, wiih peers and with the
opposite sex. Emphasgis was on free interaction and expression of
feelings. The alm was to clarify each girl's goal. to kelp her
understand the reasons for her choice, and to khelp her find more
appropriate compensations for inferiority feelings. Emphasis was
on the present. At times the trerapist tock roles suggested by

the toplc of discussion, e.2., teacher, older sister, etc. Active
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participation by the therapist plus therapist empathy helped the
8irls understand the possibdility of interacting with autrority
figures without danger.

Results of the study as evaluated by teachers, group meabers,
and each girl herself indicated improved attitudes in three areas:
1) feelings of worth replaced anger, 2) awareness of cause and
effect in conflict with authority figuree was accompanied by in-
creased tolerance for differences, and 3) understanding of sibling
and peer relationships resnlted in incressed cooperatior with
others.

For 8% of the subjects, improvemeat in grade point aversges
over the last year was significaant at the .01 level.

Group Psyckhotherapy witk

Underachieving College Students
\

In a study of underachievinz college students, Teahan (1946)
found that following group psychotherapy inmcreases ir grade poiat
averazes of college sorhomores were significant at the .0l level.

Firg! semester sophomores with a history of successful high
school performance and with College Qualifying Test (CRT) scores
that placed them ir the upper quartile of the freshman class were
invited to participete. In an initial interview it was emphasized
that focus would be on persozal-emotional prodlems and not on
academic grades. Tée underlying assumption was that some person-
ality functions w cterferin: with students! achievement. The

group experience waf 39 allow students to explore their feelings
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witk other students having the same difficulties.

Interested students were asked to complete the MMPI and two
Parental Attitude Scales (one for each parent) measuring student
percepilion of parents in terms of pcssessiveness, domination, and
rejection or ignoring of the student.

Subjects were divided into three groups: &a two-semester group
of 12 nales and 7 females, a one-gemester group of 18 males and 3
fenaleg, and a control vool of 34 students. Students from the pool
were matched to the experimental group or the basis of sex, CQT
scores and grade point averase at the end of the freshman year.

The two-gemester group met in weekly group psychotherapy
sessions for a period of eight months. The one-semester group was
seen for from one~to twelve sessions the first semester. (Students
fell into this group because they had ro interest in continuing
therapy.) The conirol pool received no group experience.

The therapy sessions involved focusing attention on the per-
sonal and emotional prodlems of the participants with emphasis on
their relatiomnships with one or both parents.

The therapy groups showed significant increases in grgde point
averaze at tke end of the sophomore year. Improvement for the
one~gemester group was significant a2t the .05 level; Iimprovement
for the two-semester grenp was significant at the .0l level. The
control group did not show a significernt improvement.

Teahan reported that the groups may have differed initially
on some personality variables as measured by the MMPI. Indications

were that the students chosen for the therapy groups may have been
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less defensive and, therefore, more ready to admit to and to work
on their problems.

Ho significant changes were reported on post MMPI scores.

Sumuary

In the studies reviewed for this section, samples varied.
Persons! (1966) study involved incarcerated teenage boys; Thoma's
(1964) , higk school girls; and Teahan's (196£), university students.
The age range aprroximated that of the present study. Teakan's
sample was most similar to that of the workshop in that both
involve university students.

Persons and Teahan used pre-post measurement ard & matched,
no-therapy control group design. Thoma used only tke pre~post
measurement without a control gromp. The present study also used
the one group pretest-postiest design.

With the exception of the one-semsster therapy group in
Teahan's study, treatments in the reported research were lengthy.
Persons' study involved a 20-week period totaling 60 hours of group
psychotherapy plus weekly individual therapy for each doy. Thoma's
weekly one-hour therapy sessions extended over a 30-week period.
Teahan's two-gemester group involved an eight month time span. In
contrast, the SDB Workshop can be conducted in 10 hours within a
five-woek period of time.

Treatments varied also. Thoma and Teahan conducted group
psychotherapy sessiong which encouraged free expression of feelings

and emotions. Persons indicated some teaching was involved in his
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study in addition to a rather close interpersonal involvement of
therapist with participants. Methods used for teaching and extent
of the teaching were not reported in the study. The SIB Workskop
is definitely = teacking model. Group interaction is minimal and
interpersonal relationship between therapists and participants is
larsgely disregarded. Procedures for the model are described in
the theory section.

Posltive dehavior change in participants following group
therapy was indicated in studies by doth Perzong axd Theza. In
addition. participants in all three stuvdlies showed improved aces-
demic performance after group therapy. Since literature availabdle
indicates that "...anxjety can have a restricting effect on atten-
tior and intellectual functioning., and tkat it generally inhibits
and restricts complex mental ideation (Bednar and Lawlis, 1971,

p. 818)." improved academic functioning could probably be
considered a result of self-adjustment or positive behavior
chanze. This gives credence to the hypotheses of the present
study that group varticimation is effective in promoting desirable
behavior ckange.

Because samples, treatments ané resulte vary among studies.
there is a need for a systematic apprcach which produces rvositive
results. The SDB Workshop medel offers such an approach through

a Clear and concise defini*ion of itreatment.
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CEAPTER III
DESIGK OF TEE STUDY

In Chapter III the sample, procedures. testable hypotheses,

design and analysis of data are presented.

Sample

Participants in the Self-defeating Behavior (SDB) ‘orkshop
were full-time college students ir a university of 20,000 students.
A general annocuncement in the school newspaper indicated that tke
workshopé would be conducted. Fourteen of the volunteers, 8 males
and 6 females, comstituted the workshop sample used for this study.
This was not a random sample. That is, it was a sample of those
students within the college population who wished to in some way
change thelr bebavior. Fourteen wera selected according to time

available in their class schedules.
Instrumentetion

Instruments were administered tc students one week prior to
treatment and one week following treatment. Instruments used were
the Workshop Questionnaire (Appendix B), made up of questions that
address themselves to the frequency, intemsity, and general
response to change of behavior; the Minnesota Multiphasic Person-
ality Ioventory (MMPI); and a Semantic Differentisl (Appendix C),

12

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



13
designed to measure change in the meanings students attach to the
following concepts: gelf, parents, friends, life, people. The
concepts vere selected on the basis of their relevance to the
ckhenge process. FPollowinzg Csgood and Tannenbsum's {1957) recom-
mendation, three adjective pairs wvere selected for each of the
three mAin dimensions on a Semantic Differential, namely,
evaluation, potency. and activity. Selection of the adjective
relrs was made on the basis of high factor loading on the dimension
in question and their ability to make psychological sense.

It was decided prior to testing to unse the five scales of the
MMPI which are most appropriate to the kinds of difficulties

collsge students experiencs.
Treatment

The fourteen students met as a group twice a week for one
hour sessions of lecture and discussion for a total of six
meetings. Handouts were distriduted and homework was assigned to
participants at each session. Two counselors conducted the group
gsesgions as a team. Following the six sessions, each participant
bad a one hour individual seesion with one of the counselors.
After the individual sessions were completed, the students met
twice in groups of four or five for one arnd one-half hour sessions.

The entire procedure encompassed five weeks.

Eypotheses

The following hypotheses were developed around three areas
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of inquiry: 1, change of the gelf-selected behavior, 2) zeneral

personality charge and 3) perceptusl change.

Area I: Self-selected Behavior

Eypotresis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
report & decrease in the frequency of the
bekavior after completing the workshop.

Hypothesis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
report & decreases in the intensity of the
behavior after completing the workshop.

Eypotheeis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will

report general irprovement in the specified
behstvior after completing the workshop.

Area Il: Personality

Eypothesis: Studerts participating in an SIB Workghop will
evidence a greater degree of general adjustment
upen completion of the workshop than prior to
the experience.

Hypothesis: Students participating irn an SDB Workshop will
evidence lsss depressior npon completion of the
workshop than prior to the experience.

Hypothesis: Students perticipating in an SIB Workshop will
evidence less excessive worry upon completion
of the workshop than prior to the experience.

Hypothesis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
evidence less social introversion upon completion

of the workshop than prior to the experience.

Eypothesis: Students participeting in an SDB Workshop will
report 2 reduction in manifest anxiety uponr
completion of the workshop than prior to the
experience.

Area III: Perception

Eypothesis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
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Hypothesis:
Eypothesis:

BEypothesis:
Hypothesis:
Hypothesis:

Hypothesis:
Hyvothesis:
Hypothesis:

Hypothesis:

Eypothesis:

Hypotheslis:

Hypotbesis:

evaluate themselves morz positively after com-
Pleting the workshop than prior to the experience.

Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
perceive themselves as more potent after com-—
pleting the workshop than prior to the experience.

Students participating in an SIB Workshop will
perceive themgelves as more active after com-
pleting the workshop than prior to the experiernce.

Students participating in an SDIB Workshop will
perceive their parents more positively after
completing the workshop than prior to the
experience.

Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
perceive their parents as more potent after
completing the workshop than prior to the
experience.

Students participating in an SIB Workshop will
perceive their parents as more active after
completing the workshop than prior to the
experience.

Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
perceive friends more positively after completing
the workshop than prior to the experience.

Students participating in ar SDB Workshop will
perceive friends as more potent after completing
the workshop than prior to the experiencs.

Students participating in an SDB Workshop will

"perceive friends as more active after completing

the workshop than prior to the experience.

Students participating in an SIB ¥Workshop will
evaluate life more positively after completirg
the workshop than prior to the experiences.

Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
evaluate 1ife as more potent after completing
the workshop than prior to the experience.

Students participating in an SUB Workshop will
evaluate 11fe as nmore active after completing
tbe workshop than prior to tkhe experiexnce.

Students perticipating in an SIB Worksbop will
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evaluaste people more positively after completing
the workshop tharn prior to the experience.

Bypotkesis: Students participating in an SDB Workshop will
evaluate people as more potent after completing
the workshop than prior to the experience.

Eypothesis: Students participating in an SIB Workshop will

svaluate pecple as more active after completing
the worksktop than prior to tte experience.

Cesign

A pre-pest test design which is designated by Stanley and
Camptell (1963) as Oy X O, wac used. In the design, students
completed a pretest, were administered & treatment and took a

posttest.
Analysis of Data

The sign test (Siegel, 195€) was used to analyze the Workshop
Questionnaire data. The Student ¢ test (Ferguson, 1955) was
applied to the MMPl arnd Semantic Differential data.

Following a recent trend in bekhavioral sclence research
reported by Winer (1962), the study was corducted, resgults
analyzed, and the level revorted at which the rull hypotheses
could be rejected. It is left to the reader to juige the power
of the statistics. According to Winer (1962), "use of the .05
and .01 levels of significance is a matter of convention having
little scientific or logical dasis. When the power of tests is
likely to be low under tLese levels of significance, and when

type 1 and type 2 errors are of aprroximately equal importance,
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the .30 and .20 levels of significance may be more appropriate

than the .05 and .01 levels | p.13_ .*
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CHAPTER 1V
AFALYSIS OF TEE RESULTS

Toe cutcome of the study covered three areas of investigetion:
1) actual change in the specified self-defeating behavior, 2) change
in personaliiy characteristics of the participants, ard 3) chanze in
perceptions held ty tkhe participants regarding self, parerts, frienis.

life and peorle.
Specified 3ekeavior Change

The first three hypotheses were related to changes made in the
self-defeating behavior specified by participants as the target
behavior for the workshop. ZEack of the 14 worksktop participents
designated cne of the following behaviors for change: maintairing
an unreelistic self imeze, mainteinins feelings of inferilority,
lacking self-confldeice, deing a2fraid in grours or beinz overweight.

The investization included tkhree categeries: 1) the freguency
with which participants engaged in the behevior--wrether they did it
constantly, once a day, once a week, once 2 month, etc., 2) the
intensity with which they experienced the behevior--if they felt
compelled or driven by it, if trey were botktered a grest deal or
Just somewhat by 1t, or if they felt the behavior did not interfere
with 1ife at 2ll, and 3) the degree to which participants felt they
had changed the behavior--from no change at 211 to dropping the

18
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behavior comrletely.

Frequency

Responses or the pre and rost Workshop Questionnaires showed
ttat of an K of 14, ten participants reported a decrease in fregueacy
of the bebavior, two reported no charse in fregquency, and two reported
an increase 1n freguency of the behavior upor completion of the Self-
defeating Behavior (SDB) Workshop. The sign test was significant at
trte .02 level. Responses of workshop participants regarding frequency
of behavior are stown in Table 1.

Table 1. Frequency of Behavior as Reported by Participants on Pre
and Post Workshop Questionnaires

Several Times Once Once

Time Constantly 8 Day a Day a Week Fot at 411
Pre é 5 1 2 0
Post 2 1 3 _5 3

Xote: p <.02 Sign Test

Intensity

Of an ¥ of 14, eleven students reported 2 decCrease in intensity
of the behavior, three reported no chenge in intensity, and no one
reported an increase in intensity of the behavior upon completion
of the workshop. The sign test was significant at the .C05 level.
Responses of workshop participants regarding intensity of behavior

ere shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Intensity of Behavior as Reported by Participants on Pre
and Post Workshop Questionnaires

Bothered a Bothered Doesn!t
Time Compelled Great Deal Sone Interfers
Pre 3 10 1 0
Post 0 4 £ 4

Note: p<.005 Sign Test

Degree of Change

Of an ¥ of 14 . one reported corplete change in the dehevior
upon completion of the workshop, five reported almost complete
chanze and severn reported noticeable change, wkile only one

reporied little change and no one reported no change.
Pergonality Changa

Five hypotheses were relsted to changes in personaliiy
craracteristics of participants as irdicated ir tke differences
between pre and post Minnegota Multiphasic Pergonality Irventory
(MMPI) scores. The five categorles included: 1, general adjust-
ment, 2) depression, 3) excessive worry, 4 social introversion,
and 5) anxiety. The Student's 1 was used for the analysls.
Reliability coefficients for only three of the above scales Lave
been calculated (Dakhlstrom and Welsh, 1962): K scale (general

adjtstment) r=7, D scale (depression) r=6%4, and Pt scale

(excessive worry) r=90.
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General Adiunstment

Differences between pre and post MMPI scores on the K scale
indicated that participants improved in general adjustment (p <.005}
upon completion of the workshop. According to Draeke and Oetting
(1959) the K scale ig considered to be "a subtle indicator of
defensiveness”" and for college students ig thought to be "a

Telatively good sign of general adjustment _p 32j ." Differences

between prre and post MMFI scores are found in Table 3.

Derpression

Participante appeared to be less unheppy and decressed (p<.(Cl)
upon completion of the workshop as seen in pre to post differences

in MMPI scores.

Excessive Worry

Students evidenced less excessive worry (v < .025)--ghowad more

cocfidence, and secmed less ingecure—- after completing the workshop.

Social Introversgion

Pre to post resporses on the MMPI indicated that students
showed less social introversion (v < .025)--were less shy and

socially insecuvre—-upon completion of the workskop.

Anxiety

Differences in pre to post MMPI scores also indicated parti-
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cipents evidenced less anxiety (p <.025) after completing the work-

shop.

Table 3. DPifferences Between Participantg' Pre and Post MMPI Scores

Scale ‘i pre i post I P -
K adaptiveness L9.36 579 3.10 .005
D depression £8.8 56.36 2.83 .01
Tt excessive vorry 62.14 £1.21 2.46 .025
Si social introversion 61.64 54,29 2.22 .025
A anxiety Al sl 2.65 .025

Yote: H=14 Means are standardized scores
Perception

The last 15 hypotheses were related to changes in participants'

perception of self, parents, friends, life and pecple.

Self

—

Differences between pre and post responses to a Semantic
Tifferential indlcated that participants resarded themselves more
positively (p <.025) upon completion of the workshop; that is, they
tended to see themgelves more as good, friendly or honest rather
than as bad, unfriendly or dishonest. Pre-post response differences
are reported in Table 4.

Pre to post Semantlic Differential responses indicated partici-
pents may regard themselves as stronger (p <.10) upon completion of

the workshop. There was some indication in this area that one of
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the pairs of adjectives, bhard-soft, was frequently misinterpreted
by participants and. therefore, tended to cancel out ratings on
the other two palrs., shallcw-deep and weak-strong.

After completing the workshop, participants also tended to see
themselves as more active (p <.005). They saw themselves as being
more active ithan passive, more warm than cold and more interesting

as opposed t0 boring.

Teble 4. Differences Between Participants' Pre and Post Workshop
Semantic Differential Eesponses to Self

Dimengion X Ppre X post t P
Bvaluation 6.29 L.79 2.54 .025
Potency 7.79 6.57 1.60 .10
Activity 9 _6.29 3.18 .005
Parents

Pre to post Semantic Differerntial responses indicated no signi-
ficant change in students' evalunation of parents as positive upon
completion of the workshop. Responses are reported in Table 5.

No significant chenge wae noted in students! perception of
parents as potent upon completion of the workshop.

There was aleo no significant change indicated in students'!

perception of parents as active following the workshop.
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Tadle 5. Differences Between Participants' Pre and Post Workshop
Semantic Differential Responses to Parents

Dimengion i_ln'e f post t he)
Evalustion 4.43 5 -1.07 ¥.S.
Potency 7.93 7.79 .38 ¥.S.
Activity §.07 7.57 =59 X¥.S.
Friends

Upon completion of tke workshop, students evaluated friends
more positively (p <.05) a8 indicated by responses on a Semantic
Differentlial. Prs to post resronses regarding friemds are reported
in Table 6.

Students seemed to view friends as more potent (p <.10) after
coxpleting the workshop.

Students appeared to see friends as more active (p < .05) upon

completion of the werkehop.

Table 6. Differences Between Participants' Pre and Post Workshop
Semantic Differential Regpopses to Friends

Dimension i Pre i vost t hs)
Evaluation 4.57 3.86 2.11 .05
Potency 6.1 €.07 1.42 .10
Activity 7.14 - 5.64 1.93 .08
Life

Students evaluated life as more positive (p < .05) after com-

pleting the workshop as seen in the differences between pre and post
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responses on a Semantic Differentiasl. See Tadle 7.
Students appeared t» see 1ife as more potent (p <.10) following
terticipation in the worksghop.
St¢nAdants also tended to regard life as more active (p < .10)
upor completicn of the workshop.

Table 7. Differences Between Farticipants' Pre and Post Workshop
Semantic Differential Responses to Life

Dimension X pre X post t P
Evaluation 8.154 6 2.07 .05
Potency 10 8.43 1.65 .10
Activity 7.5 5.57 1.49 .10
People

Pre to post Semantic Differential changes in response indicated
students evaluated people more positively (p < .01l) upon completion
of the workshop. DResponses regarding people are reported in Tadle 8.

After the workshop students saw people as more potent (p < .005).

Students also perceived people as more active (p<.05) after
completing the Self-defeating Behavior ¥Workshop.

Table 8. Differences Between Participants'! Pre and Post Workshop
Semantic Differential Hegpornseg to People

Dimension X Ire X post 1] P
Evaluation 8 6.21 2.87 .01
Potency 10.5 8.57 3.09 .005
Activity 8.7 7.43 2,06 .05
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF RESULTS, COECLUSICES
ARD RECOMMENDATIOXKS
The study was designed to test whether the Self-defeating
Behavior (SIB) Workshop is an efficient model for effecting change
in 1) certain behaviors of university students, 2) in persorality
characteristics of the students, and 3) irn certain perceptions

held by the students.

Sunmary of Reeults

The results of this study of behavior change in university
students following participation in SDB Workshops were encouraging.
As was noted earlier in Chapter I, there is & need in educational
settings for an effective psychological treatment for normals that
cen be used witk a relatively large number of people in a relstively
short period of time. The SDB Workshop model appears to be that
Knd of treatment.

That positive behavior change did occur was evident in resulis
from all three instruments used in the study. Differences in
responses on pre to pogt Workehop Questionnalres indicated that
students were able to eliminate or significantly reduce self-
selected undesireable behaviors upon completion of the workshop.
Although two participants reported an increase in frequexncy of the
bebavior, all reported at least some reduetion in intensiiy of the

26
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bekavior and all but one reported at least a noticeable degree of
change. Positive change was alsc indicated irn the five personality
characteristics measured in this study. This wes seen in the
differences betweex pre and post Kinnesota Multiphassic Personality
Inventory results. The greatest prodability of change was noted
on the X scale, an elevation of wkich is considered to Ye a goed
sizn of general adjustment. However, positive significant change
wag also irdicated regarding the other measured characterisgtics—
depression, excessive worry, socisl introversion and anxiety--

all of whickh reportedly decreased following completion of ths SIR
Worksghop.

Findings on pre to post Semantic Differential responses were
somewhat less conclusive, althongh positive significant change was
reported in perception of a1l corcepts except that of parents.

It is intorestinsg to note that. contrary to what was hypothesized,
on the evaluative dimension for parents. students' perceptions

were actually less positive after completing the workshop.

This cutcome, however, may be a healthy sign in the college settirg.
It may well be an irndication of the students'® growingz independence,
a breaking away from psychological dependence on parents and a
coming to terms with themselves as competent =2nd responsitle
individuals.

The greatest over-all probability of chanse in perception
was noted for the concept "people’. This also appears to be

important for this particular population. Eleven of the 14 parti-
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cipants indicated on the pre Workshop Quesiionnaire that their
gselected self-dsfealing behavior was one that in one way or another
involved unsatisfactory relationships with othersz.

Positive changes in varying degrees were also repcried for the
Temaining three concepis—self, 1ife and friends. As was noted
earlier, ore of the pairs of adjectives, hard-soft, used to eval-
uate perceptions regarding potency appeared tc be misinterpreted
by participants. This had the effect of canceling out the other
ratings on this dimension and may explain the somewhat smller t's

derived for the dimension.
Conclusions

In the sample used for this study, all the participante were
volunteers. This would indicate that they were probably motivated
to change. Also, since they were university students, it can be
reasonably assumed that they were of at least average intelligerce.
It would appear that the SDB Workshop model, which is & teaching
model, 1is effective in bdringing about certain changes for this
population even though it was not eqmally effective for all parti-
cipants.

It is possidle that the treatment needs perfecting to de
effective across a droader base, or it may be that the treatment
is just not appropriate for everyone.

Another important conclusion is that thig model in which the
process of change 1s clearly taught has a broad kind of fallout

effect. Regults of the study indicate that although participants
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focused on one single targst behavior throughout the workshop,
they experienced a much more global change in behavior, personality
characteristics and perceptions.

Algs,. the results sc.= at least to a degree to validate the
notion that the concepts identified by Cudney (1970) are truly
essential to the change process. (These concepts are identified
in Chapter I.)

Because this is an educational model, it further appears that
didactic inpul dces have an impact on behavior. In relation par-
ticularly to traditiomel teschinz msikods, 4t appsers that homework,
handouts, etc., if focused on the right material ars effective

tools to use as a means for bringing about behavior change.
Recommendations

It is recommended that 2 replication of this siudy of the
Self-defeating Behavior Workshoo be made. It 1s also recommended
that a long-range follow-up study be made. A follow-up study is
needed to determine the staying power of the changes made. It is
also needed to evaluate the success of workshop participantis in
applying the concepts learned to changing or eliminating other

behaviors subsequently found by them to be self-defeating.
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AFPERDIX A

A LIST OF BFHAVICRS THE
SELF-DEFEATING BEEAVICR WORKSHOP
IS DESIGKED TO EELP PEOFLE ELIMIFATE

A
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A 1ist of behaviors the Self-defeating Behavior Workshop is designed

to help people eliminate:

Inferiority feelings

Negzative self-concept

Fear of failure

Fear of groups

Difficulty in decision making

Underachievenent

Racial prejudice

Perfectionism

Dependency

Lack of motivation

Withdrawval

Excessive overweight

Bi-sexuality

Homogsexuality

Voyeurisa

Compulsive bshavior
compulsive lying
compalsive sexunal behavior
compulsive sating
etc.

Boredon

Teelings of hatred

Unfulfilled sexual experience

dlcoholisa

Excessive worry

Allenation of others

Foelings of meaninglessness

Inability to finish tasks

Psychosomatic 1llnessges

Depressions

Stuttering

Feelings of loneliness

Fear of death

Year of the unkmown

Avoidance of responsibility

Inabllity to give oneself in a
loving relationship

Year of hurting others

Ixcessive attempts to please others

Drug abuse
Excessive day~dreaming
Inability to concentrate

Polding up under presgure or when

challenged
Promigcuity
Temper

Defensiveness
Fear of stating one's opinion
Hegativisnm
Fear of expressing deep
feelings
Inability to say no
Authority bhang-ups
Insomnia
Disorganization
Yever on time
Vaste time
Poor planning
Can't find needed things
Torgetful
Year of being onegelf
Alwvays feeling pushad b7
somsthing
Year of God
Unrealistic expectations of
self and others
Unhappiness created by oneself
Fear of coumitment
Procragtination
Lack of self-confidence
Tear of rejection
Extrems nervousness
Btc. Btc. Bic. Bte. Eic.
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APPENDIX B

PRE AND POST VORKSECP QUESTIONNAIRES
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Name

PRE-WORESEQP UESTICKNAIRE

Pleage answer each question with no more thar two sentences-
Where it is appropriate simply meXe one check, but one check

orly.

1. Wwhat is tke specific self-defeating behavior you wish to
change in tkhe workshop? Please be very specific.

2. %hat @ifficulties do you experlence as a result of this
vehavior?! Agair te specific.

3. What causes your behavior?

L. What do you do to tring about this behavior?

ow often do you engage in this dehavior? Use the past
hirty days 25 an example.

Once a month -

Once a week

Once & day

Several times 3 day
Cornstantly

,

€. Wwith wkat intensity do you experience ine bhekavior? Again

use the past thirty days.

A
3.
C

@]
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I feel compelled and driven by the dbehavior
I am bothered a great deal by the behavior
I am bothered some hut not intensely by the
beravior

The dehavior doesn't bother me muck or
interfere with my 1life.



Page 2

PRE-WCREKSECP QUESTIONNAIRE

7. Eow badly do you want to change the behavior?

A. Chanzipz is the most important tring
in oy life right now

B. Changing is extremely important to _
oy future bappiness

C. Changling is very important, but lots

of other things matter more

Changing is important, but if I don't,

I can zet by o.x.

Cther pecple are really more concerned

ebout my changing than I am

(o]

4

8. EHow easy o you think it is for you to change tre bekavior?

can

(32

A. I think that with just a 1iitle work
change gquite reucily

B. It isn't real easy to change., dut it isnlt
real difficult either

C. It is difficult to change

D. It is extremely difficult to change

E. Frankly, I don't really believe I carn

charge
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Nane

POST-WORESEQP (UESTIORNAIRE

Please answer eack guestion with no mors thar two sentences.

wrere it is appropriete simply make cre check, but one check only.

1.

AWV

What is the speciflc self-defeating behavior you wished to
change in the workshop? Please be very specific.

What caused your behavior?
What do you do to bring this behavior about?

Eow often do you enzage ir this tehavior? Use the past ten
édays as an example.

Not at all

Once & week

Once 8 day

Several times a2 day

Constexntly

ith what intensity co you experience the beravior? Again
use the past 10 days.

A. I feel compelled 2né driven ®y the beravior

B. I am bothered a great deal by the behavior

c I am bothered some but not intensely by the
tehavior

D. The bekavior doesn't botrner me much cor
interfere with oy 1ife

Eow easy 1s 1t for you to charge the behavior?

I think with just 2 little work I can change

quite readily

B. It isn't really easy to charge, dut it
ien't real difficult either

C. It is difficult to change

D. It is exiremely difficult to change

E. Frackly, I don't really believe I can change

.
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POST-WCORESEOP QUESTIONNAIRE Paze 2

7. Eave you changed your btelhavior?

A. XNo

B. Very ilttle

C. Noticeadly _
D. Almost completely

E. Completely

8. Please describe the behavior changes you have made. It will
be most helpful if you are gulte specific.

9, W%at difficulties do you continue to experience as a result
of this behavior? Again be specific.

10. ¥What in the workshop was most helpful, most meaningful to
you? Again, being specific will helr.

11, %hat could you say tkhat would be helpful to individuals who
are beginning a workshop?
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SEMANTIC ZIFFEENTIAL INSTRUCTIOK SEEET

The purrcse of ihis stucy is to measure the Zeaninss certainz
trinss keve for you. Iz taidns tzls tert, please mixe your Juds-
zents on the dasls of wial these things zean 135 you. Co each page
sou will find a different concept to e jucged ané beneatk it a
set of scales. 7You are to rate ihe concept on eack of these scales
2. 3 -
iz order.

I1f one end of the scale very closeily describes how 7ou feel

toward the concept 2t the top of the page. rvlace your checx-

marx as follows:
cood_ X : : : : : had
or
2008 : : : : X had

If one end of tre scale closely describes how you feel toward

the concept, place your creck-mark zs follows:

zced_ % ¢ : : : bac
or
god : T S S bad
If one end of the scale only slichtly describes how you feel
toward trte concept, rlace your check-mark as follows:
good : X : ot bad
or
good : : X : vad
IMPORTANT:

1) Place your check-msric in the middle of spaces, not on
the bYoundaries
this not tkis

D S : : X

2) 3Be sure you check every scale for every concept--do not

omit any.
2) VNever put more than one creck-mark on & sinzle scale.

Do not try to remember how you checked sizilar Itexs in the test.
Make each item a gseparate and irdependent judzment. Wwork at a
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SEMANT IC DIFFERENTIAL IXSTRUCTION SEEET (continued)

falrly hisr speed. It is your first impression, the immediate
feelinss about the items, that we want. EHowever, rlease &0 not
be careless. because we want your true impressions.
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For thls study the concepts messured were:
self
parents
friend
life
reople
Trhe sane gdjective pairs were used for each concepst. A
sanple of a paze from the Semantic Differential used in the Self-

defeating Behavior Workshop follows.
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FRIEND
g006__ : : : : bad
friendly : : o H unfriendly
honest : : : : : dishonest
hard __ : : : : L _soft
shallow : H : deep
weak : : : : : strong
active : : : : : passive
not : : : : : cold

interesting

7
[o]
2l
[
o]
3]
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