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The present paper extends the existing Hterafure on sssertiveness ina
way that supportsindusirial training aswell asthe selection of individu-
.alsforteam positions. Data are reported from three studies that exam-
ined determinants of team performance-related assertiveness. First,
datafrom 149 college students demonstrated that assertiveness consists.
of multiple dimensions which were not all related to performanceina
team dedsion-making task. Second, data obiained from 225 business
students mdicated that correlations among mif-mport mesasures and
peer ratings of the same assertive responses assigned by intact team:
members varied | sccording 10 the interpersonal context (e, personal,
stranger, work related) in which scale items were framed. Third, data
from 60 college students suggested that team performance-related as-
sertiveness has a significant skill component. Whereas both attitudi-
nally focused and skill-based training impioved daitindes toviard team
member asserliveness, practice and feedback were essential to produc-
mg behavioral effects. Implications forselection and team training are
discussed.

‘Organizations today increasingly require employees to interact and
coordinate with their coworkers, as evidenced by the proliferation of task
forces, quality circles, and autonomous work groups. This trend toward
participative decision making is partially in response to the realization
that lower level employees often have access to valuable information of
which superiors are anaware (Bruning & Liverpool, 1993). Although
there is great hope that this trend toward empowerment, coordination,
and coltaboration atwork will enhance cur competitiveness in the global
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marketplace, a significant number of programs desigoed to facilitate par-
iicipative deciv.im; making fuil each year. For example, Marks, Mims
cassfal in 6{}% nf the mgamzatmm that have implemented them “This
may be due in part to the fact that participative decision-making pro-
grams often change the nature of a job significantly, requiring prablem
solving and cormunication skills that were not included in the selection
criteriawhen incumbents were hired. Some jobs may have previously re-
quired little formmal communication with individuals outside a functional
specialty {e.g., engineers), while other jobs may have involved no formal
communication at all{e.g., factory workers).

A numbkr of team knowledge requirements, skills, and attitudes
have been linked to effective team performance and decision making
(Canﬂan-ﬁowers, “Tannenbaum, Salas, & Volpe, 1995). Many of these

“team competencies” (Cannon-Bowers et al.) appear to resemble per-
sonality traits that have been studied extensively in other Iiteratures,
However, the manner inwhich such constructs will manifest themselves
in the context of work team dynamics is often unclear from this research.
One such construct is tearamember assertiveness.

Team Performance-Related Assertiveness

The success of a participative decision-making strategy requires that
lower-level employees be both willing and able fo communicate their
opinions in a manner that will be persuasive to others, Team member
assertivenesy h;:lps to ensure that each individual's unique knowledge,
skills, ‘idens, and observations are recognized as resources that are avail-
able to a team. This involves a range of behaviors including: providing
performance feedback to a team member, addressing perceived ambigu-
ities and potential problems; stating and maintaining opinions, offe,nng
potential solutions, initiating sction, and offering and requesting assis-
tance or backup when needed.

1t has beendemonstrated that in certain environments (e.g,, nuclear
power plant dccident management, air crews, emergency medical tearns)
team member assertiveness can make the difference between life and
death. The 1.8, National Transportation Safety Board has noted on re-
peated occasions that the loss of life and craft may have been prevented
had subordinate air crew members chosen to voice their concerns; or had
done soin & more direct and persistent marmer. For example in 1982, an
aircrafl, experiencing difficulty taking off in a spowstorm in Washington
D.C, failed 10 maintain an adequate rate of climb and crashed into the
14¢h Szree! bridge: Anilysis.of the cockpit voice recording revealed that
the co-pitol made-a number of indirect cormments that indicated that he
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suspected a problem. He failed, however, 10 express his concerns in an
assertive manner that might have beenattended toby the crew (Foushee,
1984).

A number of researchers who have studied similar well publicized
team errors argue that team meémber assertiveness is crucial to effec-
tive team decision making (e:g., Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Grossman,
1991; Oser, McCallum, Salas, & Morgan, 1989; Prince & Salas, 1993).
This has prompled organizations to. become interested in exploring se-
lection, training, and environmental mechanisms that will enhance team
performance-related asserliveness in their workforce. However, we ar-
gue that generaimabﬁ;ty from the existing assertiveness research 10 an
industrial seiting is limited by thrée factors. Previous studies have typi-
cally: (a) employed participants who were recruited from a clinical pop-
ulation, (b) limited their ¢riterion measures to the refusal of unreason-
able requests, and (¢) evaluated behavior in the context of stranger or
personal interaction.

This paper reports fmﬁmgs frony three stadies that examined the de-
terminants of assertiveness in the context of task-related team member
interaction, used s non-clinical popaiation, and employed criterion mea-
sures that were based on a set of assertive behaviors that have been
linked to effective team performance. The results from this line of re-
search have implications for bothindustrial assertiveness training as well
as the selection of employees for work team positions.

Industrial Assertiveness Training

Industrial assertiveness training is on the rise in a wide range of set-
tings from hospitals to automobile factorics (Ruben & Ruben, 1989).
Such training generally invalves a brief one-shot training seminar that
takes one of two approuches. The first approach attempts to change.
attitudes with the presumption that behavior ¢hange will follow (Helm-
reich, 1984, 1987; Helmreich, Foushee, Benson, & Russini, 1986). This
approach stemss from:the belief that nonassertiveness in the workplace
is more a function of “status-typed -expectations” than a lack of inter-
personal skill (Driskell & Salas, 1991). Organizations that take this view.
typically make use of charismatic lecturers and organizational propa-
ganda, promoting the concept of assertiveness much like a salesman
would (Ruben & Ruben, 1989). In contrast, other organizations take a
second, more skill-based approach that emphasizes the active practice of
specific task-related assertive behaviors in role-plays-and/or simulation
exercises followed by individualized performance feedback (e.g., Prince
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& Salas, 1993). The differences between the two approaches to indus-
trislassertiveness training are reflected in the sefection of validation cri-
teria as well as training techniques, with validation of most programs
being limited to reported attitude change (Hartel & Hartel, 1995).

~ Ithasbeenargued previously that “attempts to change [work-related)
behavior by means of verbal persuasion and logical explanations rarely
succeed” (Goldstein & Sorcher, 1974, p.5). However, no data exist as
to thie felative efficacy of attitudinally focused versus practice-based ap-
proaches for enhancing the specific assertive behaviors that have been
linked to improved decision making in a team context. We have argued
that three factors limil the peneralizability of results from existing as-
sertiveness training studies. Each of these are described as follows.

First, most studies have used either participants from a clinical pop-
ulation (e.g, battered wives, schizophrenics, or clinically depressed pa-
tients; Ruben & Ruben, 1989}, or have recruited and selocted partici-
pantson the basis of their sell-reported nonassertiveness (e.g:, Kolotkin,
1980). 1t has been supgested that the primary causes of nonassertive-
ness i a typical work team setling may be quite different from those
observed in clinical populations (Driskell & Salas, 1991). This in tum
may necessitate different training approaches. For example, cognitive
approaches have been recommended as being effective for individuals
‘whose nonassertiveness can be attributed to an external locus of contfol
(Emmons, Richardson, & Frost, 1981) or negative seif-thoughts (Glass,
Gottman, & Schmurak, 1976). This type of intervention may not, how-
ever, have an impact on an individual whose nonassértiveness in 4 team
settingis a function of status-iyped expectations or underdeveloped com-
munication skills. For such individuals, behavior role-modeling is more
likely to be effective; particularlyif it depicts positive organizational out-
comes associated with assertion,

A second factor limiting the generalizability of previous assertive-
ness research isthat the crilerion measures employed in previous stud-
ies have focused almost solely on one type of assertive behavior: the re-
fusal of unreasonable requests. An example would be to operationalize
training generalization as participants” ability and willingness to refuse
& confederate salesperson soliciting magazine subseriptions outside the
experimental site {e.g., Baldwin, 1992). A fair smount of evidence sug:
gests that assertiveness consists of multiple response classes that are paz-
tially independent; refusal behavior is only one of them (Lorr & More,
1980; Lorr, More, & Mansusto, 1981; Skatsche, & Kien, 1989). "Fhus,
it has been argued that the ability and willingness to “just say no” may
not transfer 10 other assertive aets such as stating and maintaining an
unpopular opinion (Lorr & More, 19803, This may be due in part o
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differences in the complexity of various assoriive responses. For exam-
pl!i refusal behavior requims arelatively simple response (e.g., “‘just say
" to drugs). However, it is the willingness to refuse, and to accept the
cansequeﬁces that miay be difficult. Thus, the primary determinants of
refusal behavior may be seli-esteem, or situation-specific motivation re-
Iated to expected reinforcement. Given this, the critical mechanism by
which training increases refusal behavior may be attitude change.

T contrast, effective use of 1eam performance-related assertiveness
requires one 1o consider a multitude of'complex cues, both internal and
external to a team, and 10 determine when and how 1o state a particu-
Tar concers-so that team members will understand its significance -and
give it adequate consideration. This requires a delicate balance be-
tween being clear and direct without putting others on the defensive.
A perfectly valid point will often be ignored or not taken seriously if it is
stated ambiguously or in the formof a question. On the other hand, the
sarae inputl will be resisted if it is seen as sarcastic, domineering, or ac-
cusatory. Thus, in our view, team performance-related assertiveness re-
quires much mose than a willingness to speak up in the face of potential
opposition, The ability to-apply assertiveness toward the attainment of
work-related team goals involves a crucial skill component. Therefore,
team performance-related assertiveness may be relatively independent
from other componentsof assertiveness (L.e., refusal behavior) which re-
quire @ simpler response,

A third factor limiting the generalizability of previous assértiveness
research is that these stiudiss have not evaluated behavior in the context
of task-related teain member interaction. Leah, Law, and Sayder (1979)
found that interpersonal context had a significant impactonthe difficulty
parﬁcipmts mpmwd fm various aswrtiv& response (a: g,, stating ané
types of kiteryermal mmractmn. (a) non task-related mteractlonswzth
strangers {e.g., salespeople), (b) work-related interactions in which the
goals of an organization or team take precedence over individual goals,
and (c) intimate relationships where mutual exchange and intimacy are
the goal (¢.g., friendship, marriage).

Kolotkin (1980) failed to find support for his hypothesis that as-
sertiveness Is easiest with strangers, more difficult with co-workers, and
most difficalt with those whom one has a personal relationship. How-
ever, il may be that contextual effects due to type of interaction are
particular to-an individual. Inother words, although an individual may
have a somewhal stable tendency foward using assertiveness in his/her
personal intéractions, or interactions with strangers, this may not fieces-
satily be predictive of his/her habit of doing so in task-related tean in-
teractions at work. Situation-specific use of assertive behaviors may be
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to an individual's personal behief that it is more or less appropriate to
use assertiveness with friends, strangers, or coworkers. Thus,, inferring
‘team performance-related assertiveness from ohservations of relevant
‘behavior towards a confederate salesmun, or self-reported tendencies
‘with friends and family may be inappropriate. Unfortunately, measures
-of assertiveness have typically ignored contextual contributions to ve-
sponse performance, with the majority of scale items eitheér not speci-
fying contextor describing primarily stranger and personal interactions
(e:g.; Lorr & More, 1980; Rathus, 1973). :

Experimental Propositions

Given what has been presented thus far, we sought toextend the ex-
zstmg literature on assertiveness in a way that supports industrial train-
ing, as well as the selection of individuals for work team positions. We
did so by addressing some of the shortcomings noted above. As such,
results are reported from three studics which examined the following
propositions regarding team performance-related assertiveness:

Proposition. 1: Assertiveness consists of multiple response classes
which arg not all related to the specific behaviors associated with team
performance-retated assertiveness.

Proposition 2: Taterpersonal context (i.e., personal, stranger, work-
related) has a significant impact on individuals’ use of the same assertive
responses.

Proposition 3; Team performance-related agsertiveness has an essen-
tial skill component in addition to an attitudinal component.

Study 1: Relationships Between Assertive Response Classes

Study 1'was designed to examine our first proposition; that assertive-
ness consists of mulitiple response classes that are not all rélated to the
specific behaviors associated with team performance-refated assertive-
ness. Muitiple factor analyses of self-report items have suggested that as-
sertiveness consists of four relatively independent response classes: de-
fense of interests, soctal assertiveness, independence, and directiveness
(Lorr & More, 1980; Lorr et al,, 1981; Skatsche & Kien, 1989). How-
ever, the relationships between these subscales and behaviordl measures
have yet to be explored. Assertive behaviors falling under defense of in-
terests include refusing unreasonable requests, and standin Boup for ones’
rights. Social assertiveness, on the other band, involves behaviors associ-
ated with-initiating and maintaining social rélationships. Independence
includes stating opinions and resisting individual or group pressure o
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conform. Finally, directiveness involves taking responsibility and initiat-
ing action.

1n order to investigate our first proposition, Study 1 compared re-
lationships beétween self-report measures of Lorr and More's (1980)
four dimensions of assertiveness and behavioral ratings of performance-
related assertiveness in a team decision-making task. It was hypothe-
sized that the directiveness and independence subscales would be more
strongly related to assertive performance in the team task than the de-
fense of interests and social assertiveness subscales.

Study 1 Method
Farticipants

Participants were 62 male and 87 female undérgraduate psychology
students recruited from junior and senior level courses at.a large south-
eastern university. Experimental credit was.given in exchange for par-
ticipation in the study.

Procedure

Participants completed an assertiveness inventory in class approxi-
matciy i week bcfo‘re participaﬁng 'in ateam decision—making task. The
iment. Each parnmpants team petfmmancesrrelawd a_s_scr_nvcness was
evaluated during a 15-minute team decision-making task. The task in-
voived a persanai cnmputér based ﬂight simulation, GUNSHIP (Holiis,
resca:rchers bf;)th to tram ané evalizate taamwm‘k skills (Bawers, Salas,
Prince, & Brannick, 1992) The fask has 4 number of benefits. First,
computer simulation is generally found to be interesting to participants
and therefore can elicit high: subject invalverent. This presumably leads
to higher quality data in a laboratory éxperiment. Second, interactive
computer simulation aows for a high degree of control over decision-
making conflicts. Third, the simulation can be set up so that successful
accomplishment of the mission necessitates coordination and communi-
cation between feammates.

Participants were randomly assigned to perform the team task wsth
either a male or a-female confederate teammate. Each participant was
assigned the rofe of “co-pilot™ and each time a confederate was assigned
the role of “captain,™ The simulated mission required participants to
coordinate with the confederate to make 4 number of decisions. The
confederate teammate followed a structured outling that provided each
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subject with an equal opportunity and need to exhibit the specific set
of team performance-related assertive behaviors described earlier. Five
conflict situations were embedded in the task. The confederate: () at-
temipted 10 keep materials from the participant that were necessary for
him/her to perform one of his/her tasks, (b) made a blatant error, {c) at-
tempted to persuade the participant to take action that contradicted the
instructions given to himyher, (d) physically interfered with the partici-
pants’ ability to perform one of his/her tasks, and {e)remained indecisive
regarding a critical decision,

All participants received audio-taped imstructions on the mission re-
quiremnents and were given a premission questionnaire to ensure com-
prehension. Incorrect responses were corrected by the experimenter
and explained to the participant prior to beginning the simulation. This
procedure was employed to guard against potential misunderstandings
of the task, and to ensure that participants perceived the five conflict
situations as being conflicts (i.e., the confederate’s actions directly con-
tradicted the instructions given):

Participants were given a brief practice session to become acquainted
with the simulation. The confederate also participated in the practice
- session of the simuldtion task. Participants were instructed that they
would be free to leave 4s'soon as the task had been completed success-
fully. ‘Otherwise, they were told that the simulation would be restarted if
their team failed to follow all of the instructions, or if the team ran out of
gas'before completing their mission. These procedures were employed
in order to enhance participant motivation for performing the task suc-
cessfully. ARl participants were videotaped performing the simulation,

Participants were debriefed following the team task.
Measures

Lorr and More Assertiveness Inventory. Participants completed amod-
ified version of an assertiveness inventory developed by Lorr and More
(1980). The 32 items used in this study demonstrated the highest fac-
tor loadings under the four response classes: defense of interests (eg.,
When a friend borrows something of value to me and returns it dame
aged [ don’t say anything,), social assertiveness (e.g., 1 find it casy to tatk
with ail kinds of people.), independence (e.g., I nearly always argue for
my viewpoint if I think I'am right.), and directiveness (¢.g., In an emer-
gency | get people organized and take charge.) Reducing the scale tothe
best 32 items covering the four subscales shortened the time required to
complete the inventory by 50%. Participants responded to each item on
a 6-point Likert scale according to how characteristic a behavioral re-
sponse was.of them.
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Behavioral ratings. Participants’ were assigned a rating of team per-
formance-related assertiveness{1-5) by condition:blind raters whoview-
ed their videotaped performance in the team decision-making task. Rat-
rs were trained to identify examples of excellent, average, and poor
use of the targeied team performance-related assertive behaviors using
five scripted conflict situations as a frame of reference, and wefe expe-
rienced with the task itself. The first conflict required participants to let
the confederate know that his/her actions were making it difficult for the
participant to complete his/her own tasks (providing performance feed-
back to 6 team member). The second conflict required participants to
confront the fact that the confederate had made an incofrect turn, and
to get him/her to turn back on course (addressing perceived ambiguities
and potential problems, offering backup or assistance when needed). The
third conflict required participants to resist pressure from the confeder-
ate to take action which contradicted the instructions given (stating and
‘maintaining opinions). The fourth conflict again required participants
to let the confederate know that hisfher actions were making it difficult
for the participant to complete his/her own tasks (providing performance
feedback to a team member). The fifth conflict required participants to
generate potential solutions to.a decision-making problem, solicit input
from their indecisive confederate teammate, and finally take responsi-
bility for making the decision (offering pofential solutions, requesting as-
sistance or backup when needed, initiating action).

At times participants clearly became distracted by some. aspect of
the task and therefore missed one of the conflicts. In addition, partic-
ipants often demonstrated relevant behaviors at other times during the
team task. Thus, raters were instructed to take all relevant observations
throughout the 15 minute team task into dccount and to-assign overall
ratings of team performance-related assertiveness.

These same overall ratings were obtained for a total-of 209 partic-
ipants who performed the identical team task in Studies 1.and 3. An
estimate of interrater reliability was computed using Pearson’s product-
moment correlation for a subset of 60 participants who were rated by
two raters. Results indicated that the two ratings were reasonably con-
sistent (r = .90). The remaining participants were rated by only one of
the raters.

Study I Resvlty

Correlations between the four subscales of the Lorr and More (1980)
assertivencss inventory and ratings of performancé-relatgd assertiveness
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TABLE 1
Correlations Between Measirer of Assertiveniess—Study 1
M 50 1. 7 1 4
1. Defense of interests 4,54 b S ¥ 41 B
2. Social assertiveness 420 135 v (8y
3, Independence 447 57 ABTT 2 (T
4. Direstiveness 4143 6 330 S AT (8]
5. Ratings of team
performancs-related ) ) "
assertivencss B8 128 a7 063 23%* 265+

Note: n=149; 'pé,lms‘ e (1)

in the team decision-making task are shown in Table 1. Participants’ re-
sponses to both the directiveness and independence subscales were sig-
nificantly related to behavioral ratings of team performance-related as-
sertiveness, while the defense of interests and social assertiveness sub-
scales were not.

As predicted, behavioral ratings wete more strongly cotrelated with
scores on the directiveness subscale than scores on the social assertive-
ness subscale (z =333, p <.01), and the defense of interests subscale (2
= 2.50, p <01}, Similarly, behavioral ratingswere more strongly corre-
lated with scores on the independence subscale than scores onthe social
assertiveness subscale (z = 2,92, p <.01), 8¢ well as the defense of inter-
ests subscale {z = 2.09, p <05},

In order to examine whether both independence and directiveness
secounted for unique variance in performance, 4 stepwise multiple re-
gression analysis was conducted. Results indicated that, when entered
together, only the directiveness subscale accounted for a significant a-
mount of unique variance in performance, F(1,147) = 7.75, p < 0L A
subsequent analysis was performed in order 1o explore the possible ef-
fects of participant gender, gender of the confederate teammate, and
their interaction using directiveness as covariate. Adjusted group means
and standard deviations can be found in Table 2.

Results of a two-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) indicated
significant effects for the covariste, directiveness #(1,144) = 4.67,p <05
as well as main effects for gender of the participant F(1,144) = 4.59,
p <.03, and gender of the confederate teammate F(1,144) = 3,96, p < 05.
Hmvaver, the interaction between gender of the participant and gender
of the confederate teammiate was not significant. Thus, males, oo av-
erage, exhibited more assertiveness than females, and all participanis
demonstrated more assertiveness toward a female teammate.
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TABLEZ
Gronp Meariz and Standard Deviations
A’c{yi?mzad-fw Directiveness—Study 1

le Female
cobfederate mi&ieée‘mtxs Owerall
o &b M 5D M SE
Male participants 300 126 353 1.24 326 1.27
Fermale porticipanits 268 .07 298 1.23 283 1.23
Oveedll o o2m 141 325 126
Swnniary of Study 1 Findings

As hypothesized, Study 1 found that self-report measures of Lorr and
More’s (1980) subscales for directiveness and independence were signif-
icantly better predictors: of team performance-related assertiveness than
were subscales associated with defense of interests, and social assertive-
ness. In fact; the latter two subscales were not significantly correlated
with assertive performance in the team task. These results provided
some support for our first proposition: That not all assertive response
classes are related fo team performance-related assertiveness. In par-
ticular, it appears that the tendencies toward refusing unreasonable re-
quests and inftiating social interaction may be unrelated to the use of
assertive behaviors that have previously been linked to effective team
decision making.

In addition, Study 1 found that males exhibited more assertiveness,
on average, than fernales in the decision-making task. Consistent with
this finding, previous research has demonstrated a tendency for males to
be more assertive than females at as early as 2 years of age (Fagot, Ha-
gan, Leinbach, & Kronsberg, 1985). This may be explained by the fact
that parents; tenchers, and peers tend to respond more favorably to as-
sertive behavior in boys than in girls (Fagot & Hagan, 1985, Fagot, etal;
Kerig, Cowan, & Cowan, 1993). Years of this type of socialization are
likely to resuli in gender-specific attitudes towards the appropriateness
of assertive behaviorin the workplace. For example, Geller and Hob-
foll (1993) found that males viewed females who demonstrated assertive-
nessin videstaped workplace vignettes more negatively than malesin the
videotape, and reported less intention 1o offer them support. Such so-
cietal attitudes are likely to discourage assertive performance in female
team members in the workplace.

Oursecond gender-related finding, that both males and females re-
sponded more assertively toward a female tcammate, suggests that in-
dividuals apply assertiveness on a situation-specific basis. A number of
previous studies have found that gender of the receiver is a contextital
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variable that affects individuals’ use of assertiveness. However, these
studies have tended to show greater assertiveness towasds others of an
individual’s own sex in general, as well as more negative reactions to
assertive messages between opposite sex dvads than between same sex
dyads (Stebbins, Kelly, Tolor, & Power, 1977; Wilson & Gallois, 1985).
In contrast, our data did not indicate an interaciion between gender of
the participant and gender of the confederate teammate.

Fitally, there are data to suggest that imterpersonal context has an
impact on the type of gender effects observed. Mathison and Tucker
(1982) found that males reported a greater willingness 1o use assertive-
ness in public situations {¢.g., question publicly a person of higher sta-
tus) than females, whereas females reported a greater willingness to use
assertiveriess in private interpersonal settings than males, This may ex-
phain the gender effects in the present study due to the context in which
behavior was evaluated (i.c., team task situation).

Stady 2: Effects of Situational Context on Asseriive Behavior

Study 2 examined our second proposition; that interpersonal context
(i.c., personal, stranger, work-related) has a significant impact on indi-
viduals’ use of the same assertive responses. In other words, although
people may have a relatively stable tendency toward stating and main-

taininig opinions when interacting with friends or strangers, this Frigy not

necessarily reflect the likelihood that they will do so in a work team sit-
uation. Recently Schmit. Ryan, Sticrwalt, and Powell (1995) found sup-
port for such context-dependent behavior patterns or conditional dispo-
sitions {Wright & Mischel, 1987) related 1o conscienticusness, Schmit
et al. found that a conscientiousness scale predicted sehool performance
better when each item was modified to specify “at school.” A similar
phenomenocn may describe the use of behaviors within assertive response
classes,

Study 2 investigated the effects of item context on the correlations
among three self-report measures and peer ratings assigied by intact
team members. Building on the resuits from Study 1, three self-report
measures were chosen thal included items requiring response types ton-
sistent. with directiveness and independence. Two of these measures
have been used extensively in previous research {1, Lorr & More, 1980;
Rathus, 1973). However, these measures contain items that either do
not specify context or depict interactions with strangers or within per-
sonal relationships. On the other hand, « third scale, the Team Task As-
sertiveness Seale (1TAS; Smith, Marion-Landais, & Blume, 1993), was
developed specifically to address assertiveness during work team-related
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interaction. It was hypothesized that peer ratings of team performance-
related assertiveness would be more strongly related to scores on the
TTAS than the remaining two scales due to specification of appropriate
context in the TTAS items.

Study 2 Method
Participants

Three hundred-fifty two business students froma large southieastern
university were recruited from classes that required them to participate
in a semester-long team project in teams of 3 to 6 students. Data were
collected from two samplesof students. Sample 1 consisted of 130 par-
ticipants. Sample 2 consisted of 222 participants. Approximately 22% of
these data came from three-pérson teams; 41% from four-person teams;
33% from five-person teams; and 4% from six-person teams. All mea-
sures were collected from participants in class at the end of a 4-month
semester.

Procedure

Participants in Sample | completed the defense of interests, direc-
tiveness, and independence subseales of the Lorr and More assertive-
ness inventory {Lorr & More, 1980), the TTAS (Smith ei al., 1993), and
assigned peer ratings of team performance-related assertiveness to each
of their teammates based on observations-of them over the course of
the team project (approximately 4 months). The procedure for par-
ticipants-in Sample 2 was identical to that of Sample 1 except for the
fact that these participants completed the Rathus Assertiveness Sched-
ule {Rathus, 1973) in place of the Lorr and Moré subscales. This was
don¢ in order 10 examing whether the same pattern of context effects
would be demonstrated across two existing assertiveness scales,

Measures

Lo and More Assertiveness Inventory. Patticipants completed the
defense of interests, independence, and difectiveness subscales of the
assertiveness inventory used in Stidy 1. In the interest of reducing ad-
ministration time, the social assertiveness subscule was pot incladed in
this study. This subscale as well a3 the defense of interest subscale
were found to be unrelated to team performance-related assertiveness
in Study 1. However, since the criterion measures used in many existing
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assertiveness training studies focused on refusal behavior, the defense
of interests subscale was also included in Study 2.

Team-Task Assertiveness Scale (TTAS). The TTAS consists of nine
items that correspond to five short vignéttes depicting intrateam conflict
situations (Smith et al, 1993). For each item, individuals were asked to.
indicate on a 6-point Likert scale how likely they would be to respangd 16
each vignette in a particular fashion.

For example, “Your team members have been allowed to self-select
their respective {interdependent} tasks. You notice that one member s
struggling and you believé he/she seems better suited for one of the other
tasks. How likely would you be.to. discuss the issue with this particular
tesm member?”

Rathus Assertiveness Schedule. The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule
consists of 30 items in a Likert format (Rathus, 1973). As with the
Lotr and More (1980) inventory, assertive responses are depicted in
the context of personal and stranger interaction, or the context is not
specified. For example, “1 am caréfial to avoid hurting other peoples’
feclings, even when | feel that I have been injured” (reverse eaded),

Peer ratings of team performance-related assertiveness. Participants
assigned a rating from 1-6 for each of their teammates based on the
following definition of team performance-related assertiveness:

The ability and willingness to ensure that ones’ unigue knowledge, skills,
ideas, and obsetvations are recognized as. resources that arc available
when needed, toassume responsibility for team processes when appropri-
ate, and to initiate action inthe interest of meeting task-related team goals.
This involves providing performance feedback to team members, address-
ing percived ambiguitics and pofential problerms, stating and maintaining
opinions, offering potential solutions, initiating action, offering and re-
questing assisiunce or backup when needed,

Participants were explicitly instructed to base their ratings on ob-
servations of their teammates inthe context of task-related interaction
directéd toward the completion of their team project throughout the
semester and not onany personal knowledge of thern

Study 2 Resules

The peer ratings assigned by any individual who did not discriminate
among teammates in his or her ratings (L.e., assigned identical ratings to
each team member) were discarded. Only cases with at Jeast two usable
peer ratings were included in the analyses. Of the initial 352 vases, 228
met this erieria.
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TABLE 3
Correlations Between Assertiveness Measures—Study 2.
Sample |
o _. M SD i 2 i 4
1. TIAS 505 53 (67
2. Defense of interests 478 62 32 (62) '
3. Iudependence 428 66 B A (68
4. Dircctiveness 443 78 63T MM 7% (TB)
5 Pc&rraﬂng?af
am performance- .
_ mlaiﬁg“maﬂiwmss 47% B8 210 @ L
Na(s‘ B= 99 *aclS Ml
Saraple 2
_ M SD__ TTAS Rathus
1. TEAS s 6
2, Rathus 398 60 35 17y
3. Peeratings of
team performance-
related assertivéness 443 L a3 02

Nota: v 1265 o205 Mpcld

In order 1o estimate interrater reliability for the peer ratings, team-
mates were tréated as perfect replicates and correlations between peer
ratings were computed scparately for the two-teammate rating, three-
teammate rating and four-teammate rating groups. The resulting ¢orre-
lation.coefficients were then submitted to an r-to-z transformation and
averaged within eachgroup. The  average correlati’tm I’o: the twa-»mﬁng
gmup wWis 5 6, Acenelauan for the fwe-ratm g gmup was :_mi mmpme_d
due to the small sample size.

The intercorrelations between measures collected from Sample 1

are shown in Table 3. The TTAS was significantly correlated with the . .
dﬁfense of interests, directiveness, and independence: sabscales 'of the
E.arr and More (1980) mventary as well as with peer mtmg@ af team
ratmgs could be accounted for by ﬁw TTAS. Ho%ver, none of the Lexr
and Mare subscales were significantly correlated with peerratings. The
validity coefficient for the TTAS was significantly larger than that of
the defense of interests subscale (z = 1.89, p <.05). More importantly,
the validity coetficient for the TTAS was more than twice as large as
that of the directiveness and independence subscales, although ‘these
scales measured the same behavioral response types. These differences,
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however, did not reach statistical significance (z=150p= 08, 2=
1.21, p <.11 one-tailed).

The intercorrelations between measures collected fromSampie 2 are
shown in Table 3. The patiern of results for this sample was. identical
to that observed in the first sample. Again, the TTAS was significantly
correlated with the Rathus assertiveness schedule and peer ratings of
team performance-related assertiveness. The TTAS accounted for 5%
of the variance in peer ratiogs for Sample 2. The Rathus, however, was
not significantly correlated with peer ratings, Results indicated that the
validity coefficient for the TTAS was significantly larger than that for the
Rathus, z = 237, p < 05, '

Summary of Study 2 Findings

The pattern of results from Study 2 provided some support for our
second proposition; that interpersonal context (ie., personal, stranger,
workrelated) has an impact on individuals® use of the same assertive re-
sponses. Peer ratings of team performance-related assertiveness were
more strongly related to an assertiveness scale that contained items tap-
ping directiveness and independence in a work team setting than two
scales that tapped the same type of bebaviors but were not framed in
work team setting,

Incontrast to the ratings obtained in Study 1, the peer ratings used in
Study 2 wete only moderately consistent. This may be due 16 a aumber
of factors. First, team members were not teained as raters. Second, rat-
ings were based on observations during many team interactions over the
course of a semester rather thanon one team interaction in a controlled
environment. Third, various dyads within a teamwere likely to Have dif-
ferent types of interaction with one another. Thus, multiple peer raters
may have made different, yet equally valid, ohsetvations of the same
team member.

The fact that Study 2 teams were of mixed gender may have con-
tributed to such differences in peer raters’ abservations. It was found in
Study 1 that both males and femalesdemonstrated greaterperformunce-
related assertiveness toward a female teammate. Such variance in peer
ratings accounted for by gender of the rater could not be examined in
Study 2 given issues of confidentiality {i.c., identity of peer raters was
fiot provided). In sum, although peer ratings were not highly consistent,
average peer ratings may have indicated a broader portrait of typical be-
havior. A similar argument has been made by others in regards to low
carrelations between supervisoty and peer ratings of on-the-job perfor-
miance (e.g.. Borman, 1974, '
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Together, results from Studies 1 and 2 supported our argument that
generalization from previous assertiveniess research to an industrial set-
ting may be limited. Specifically, criterion measures that evaluated re-
fusal behavior in contexis other than task-related team member inter-
action may be relatively independent from team performance-related
assertiveness. '

"These findings pointed toward specific assertive response types and

context-dependent attitudes that should be targeted by selection tests
and industrial training programs. Study 3 built on these findings by com-
paring attitudinally focused and ;uramme—bas&d approaches to training
team performance-related assertiveness,

Study 3; Training Team Performance-Related Assertiveness

Fxisting literature clearly indicates that practice and feedback are
key componenis of behavioral skill development and transfer for a wide
range of constructs (Decke_r & Nathan, 1985). Thus, if team pexfer-
mance related assertiveness has a crucial skill component, then training
that includes active practice and feedback should have a greater impact
on behavior than attitudinally focused approaches. Moreover, these €n-
hanced behavioral training effects should not be explained by more pos-
itive aftitudes toward team performance-related assertiveness.

In order to investigate our third proposition, which is described
above, a third study was conducted. This study compared the cifects
of three 1-hour training interventions: {a) information and encourage-
ment via lecture, (b) information and encouragement via lecture and
demonstration of effective ‘and ineffective models, and (c) some infor-
mation and encourapeinesit with an emphasis on praclice and perfor-
mance feedback (ie., a traditional behavior role-modeling format).

It was hypothesized that each of the three training formats would
haVﬁ a sxmslm pmttve 1m;aae:§ m past‘%x ammg aitztudas However, it was
for predumng behavwral change Themfore, practice-based trammg.
was hypothesized to produce more effective team performance-refated
assertive behavior than the two attitudinally focused training formats.

Study 3 Method
Participants

Sixty male undergraduate psychology students were recruited from

juniorand senior level courses ata large southeastern university. Partic-

ipants’ ape ranged from 19 1635, with the majority of participants being
21-22 years of age.
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Training Conditions

Behavior role modeling. Trainees in the behavior role modeling con-
dition received a 10-minute lecture that presented information about
team performance-related assertiveness, persuasive arguments, and en.
couragement for using this strategy in team environments, Nexi, (rainees
viewed three videotaped scenes depicting conflict situations that may
arise in a work team environment and that may necessitate the specific
set of team performance-related assertive behaviors described earlier in
this manuscript. For eachof the three scenes described above trainces:
(a} viewed behavioral models demonstrating passive and aggressive re-
Spcmﬁea to the conflict, (b) practiced responding assertively to the situa-
tion in their own words during a role play with a facilitator, (¢) received
feedback from the experimenter/trainer based on a list of criferia es-
tablished for each scene, and finally (d) viewed the behavioral model
demonstrating an example of an asserlive response to the scene.

Lecture with demonstration. Trainees in the lecture with demonstra-
tion condition received the same 10-minute lecture described for the be-
havior role modeling condition. Next, trainees viewed the same behav-
ioral models responding agpressively, passively, and then assertively to
each of the three team conflict situations. Before and after each scene,
the trainer reviewed relevant learning points from the lecture with the
trainees, including the consequences of each approach (i.e., passive, ag-
gressive, assertive) to both individual and team goals.

Lecture-based training. Trainees in the lecture-based condition re-
ceived a 1-hour fecture that was an expanded version of the lecture re-
ceived by the other two training conditions. Passive, aggressive, and as-
sertive-communication stvles were discussed using the three team con-
flict situations that were depicted in the demonstration video as exam-
ples. The consequences of each approdch to individual and team goals
were discussed with the trainees.

Measures

Lotrand More Assertiveness Inventory. Participants completed the de-
fense of interests, indopendence, and directiveness subscales of the Lorr
and More (1980} assertiveness inventory. In the interest of reducing
administration time, (he sucial assertiveness subscale was not included
i this study. This subscale, s well as the defense of interest subscale,
was found 10 be unrelated 1o team performance-related assertiveness in
Study 1. However, singe the criterion measures used in many existing
assertiveness training studies focused on refusal behavior, the defense
of interests subscale was also included in Study 3.
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Attitude measure. In order to-assess post-training attifudes regarding
performance-related assertiveness in a team context, a 6-item attitude
scale was developed. This. aimude scale was derived from six items on
remh, & Wilhelm, 19‘99) thiat specxfieaﬂy related to as‘;ertwerm‘:s in the
cockpit. The items were reworded for this study so that they referred.
to teams in general rather than aircrews specifically. Attitudes reflected
by the six items were relevant 1o directiveness and independence as de-
fined by Lorr and More {1980; ¢.g., “It is important to avoid making
negative cormmients-about the procedures and technigues of other team
members,” reverse coded). Participants were asked to indjcate on a 6-
point Likert scale how strongly they agreed/disagreed with each of the
items.

Behavioral ratings. The procedure for obtaining behavioral ratings in
Study 3 was identical to that employed in Study 1. The 60 participants
from Study 3 were rated by two condition-blind raters. The average of
these ratings served as the criterion measure for all analyses involving
behavioral ratings in this study.

Procedure

Participants were recruited to take part in what they were led to be-
lieve were two unrelated experiments; one involving assertiveness train-
ing and the other involving & PC-based flight simulation. DPue to poten-
tial interactions between training gender; and gender of the confederate,
only males were recruited in-this investigation (i.c., male participants
were required tointeract with a mile confederate).

Upon arrival at the experimental session, participants completed the
defense of interests, directiveness, and independence subscales of the
Lorr and More {1980} inventory, and were randomly assigned to one of
four experimental conditions: (a) lecture only, (b) lecture and dernon-
stration, (c) behavior role modeling (i.e., some lecture and demonstra-
tion with an emphisis on practice and performance feedback), or {d)
no treatment control group. The procedure for the first portion of the
study (which participarits were led to believe was the first of two exper-
iments) was as follows. Parcticipants in the training conditions réceived
1 hour of training individually. Control participants coropleted a list-of
lecture related questions to'the best of their ability. A general debrief-
ing was given to all participants after they completed the first portion of
the study. Thiswasdone to add credibility to our claim that the training
study was separate from the simulation experiment.

The procedure for the remainder of the study was the same for all
participanits. Participants were taken to another location in the same
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building to participate in the identical team task that was described in
Study 1. The only difference was that in Stady 3 all participants per-
formed the task with a male confederate. In addition, following their
practice run, participants rated their perceived ability to perform the
technical tasks that the simulation required of them, using a $-point
scale. This.measure of simulator skill was collected as a potential co-
variate. The confederate did not participate in the assertiveness train-
ing session with the participanis. Participants were led to believe that
the confederate had only agreed to participate in the second of the two
shudies.
~ Following the team task, participants completed a questionnaire,

This measure was employed to evaluate whether differential training ef-
fects observed in the team task could be attributed to hypothesis guess-
ing, Kleinmann (1993) found that individuals who were able to correctly
identify targeted dimensions in an assessment center exercise, after the
fact, tended to have performed betier on those dimensions.

Participants were asked in the questionnaire to identify what they be-
lieved had been evaluated in'the team task. When asked this quéstion,
after the fact, 24% of the participanis incloded assertiveness in their re-
sponse. However, it is unclear from this measure at what point partici-
pants may have guessed the correct hypothesis. 1t is probable that the
questionnaire iteelf caused some participants to make the connection,
after the fact. Given that participants were told before the simulation
that the purpose of the experiment was to study team coordination, ask-
ing them later what they believed was the purpose of the experiment is
likely to-have cued them to the fact that they had been deceived.

Following the post-exercise questionnaire all participants were de-
briefed regarding the nature of the experiment. Fven those who cor-
rectly identified that their assertiveness had been evaluated reported
being surprised when their teammate’s confederate status was revealed.
* Participants received experimenital credit for their participation.

Study 3 Results

Fre-Experimental Assertiveness

Resulls of a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that
mean scores on the three Lorr and More (1980) subscales did not dif-
fer significantly across the experimental congitions prior to intervention
{defense of interests, (3, 55) = 0.15, ns; directiveness (3, 55) = (.21,
ns; independence, F(3, 55) = 035, ns).




TABLE 4
~ Group Meam and Standard i)ewa:zom*—&‘ady 3
Behavioral ratings

(aé;nsted fmf

N M SD- M D
1::Cotiol 4.36 93 260 123
2. Leciure only 479 T8 2.66 J.‘?;?
3. Lecture and demonsiration 467 60 292 108
4. Behavior rolé modeling 4:87 g2 335 146

n=60 . n=60

Attitudes Regarding Team Performunce-Related Assertiveness

Group means on the attitude measure can be found inTable 4. Re-
sults of a one-way ANOVA did not indicate a stansncaliy signiticant
difference between experimental conditions F(3,56) = 1.26, ns. How-
ever, inspection of the mean attitude scores suggested that although the
three training conditions may not have differed substantially from one
apother, they did appear to produce more positive attitudes than the con-
trol group. A subsequent analysis indicated that the three training con-
ditions, when compared together against the control group, did produce
more positive attitudes regarding team performance-related assertive-
ness, t (56) = 1.69, p < .05 (one-tailed).

Team .Pﬁ_tfmman&ﬁeé’ated Assertive Bekavior

As is shown in 'Table 5, behavioral ratings of team perfmmnce-
related assertiveness were not significantly correlated with participants’
confidence in their simulator skill, pre-experimental assertiveness, or the
post-training altitude measure. The ability to identify assertiveness as
the skill that had been evaluated in the feam task, after the fact, was cor-
related with ratings of team performance-related assertiveness, How-
ever, results of a one-way ANOVA indicated that the incidence of post-
hoe hypothesis guessing did not differ across experimental conditions
F(3,55) = 031, ns.

Post-hoc hypothesis guessing was used as a covariate in the analysis
of training effects on team performance-related assertive behavior. Ad-
justed group means can be found in Table 4. Resuliz of 4 oné-way AN-
COVA indicated that training had a significant positive effect-on team
performance-related assertive behavior after removing the variance ac-
counted for by hypothesis guessing, 7 (3,55) = 291, p < .05. The degree
of association between training and behavior estimated by ETA squared
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TABLES
Conelativns Berween Megsurse-Study 3
Mo sz 1 2 3 4 5 &

1L Pre~ixperiiental

defense of fnterests 486 66 [6Y)
2, Pre-experimental _

independence 448 33 2T (5B
8. Pre-caperimental

dirbetiveness 140 HE 34 AR L}
4. Postiraining

atitudes toward

wam-performance-

relatedassertiveness 467 77 22 £ i6 {68
5. Confidence in _

simutlator skill 38 58 4¢ JF Me 02 (1ol
4. Post-hos hypothesis

guessing 24 43 88 1 i - R ¢ N 1
7, Post-training

patingg of team

perfonmance-related

assertivenesy 21 D W2 S 1 7 23 Js A7 e 24
Now w6l Pp0 05 "pa '

was R? = 13. Duncan post-hoc comparisons were then conducted to
examine differences amonyg the experimental conditions. Results indi-
cated that training that followed a behavioral role-modeling approach
(i.e;, lecture, demonstration, active practice, and feedback) enhanced
team performance-related assertiveness over control participants. The
standardized effect size for behavior role modeling training was large,
4 = 81 (Cohen, 1969). In support of our hypothesis, behavior role-
améﬁhng training also produced more team performance-related as-
sertiveness than training that included lecture only, (d = .82) and lecture
with-demonstration, (d = .73).

~ Participants whose training included lecture only, and lecture with
demonstration, did not exhibit significantly more team performance-
related assertiveness than did control participants. The observed differ-
ence between behavioral ratings for these trainees and conirol partici-
pants would have been quite small had it been statistically significant, d
= 20 {Cohen, 1969). in fact, in order 10 have astatistical power of 60
to-detect this difference at o = 05 {one-tailed), we would have needed
181 participants per experimental condition (Shavelson, 1988).

Summary of Study 3 Findings

Topether, results from Studies | and 2 supgested specific response
types and context dependent attitudes that should be targeted by selec-
tion ‘measores and industrial assertiveness tralning programs. Stady 3
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built on these results by comparing the relative efficacy of attitudinally
focused versus practice-based approaches to training this content do-
main. As predicted, training that followed a behavior role modeling
format {i.e., some lecture and demonstration with an emphasis on prac-
tice and performance feedback) produced more effective team perform-
ance-related assertive behavior than training that relied on informa-
tion; demonstration, and motivational arguments. Tn fact, although all
training conditions improved attitudes, the two formats that did not in-
clude active practice (i.c., completely lecture-based format, lecture with
demonstration) failed to produce significantly more assertive perfor-
mance than was exhibited by untrained participants. Had the observed
differences in behavioral ratings been statistically significant, they would
- have represented negligible training effects.

Although the practice-based training was superior at enhancing be-
havior, it did not produce more positive attitudes, or a greafer incidence
of hypothesis guessing than did the remaining experimental conditions.
These findings suggested that the underlying process or mechanism re-
sponsible for behavioral {raining effects was not attitude change or mo+
tivation due to demand characteristics, but skill development. More-~
over, postfraining attitudes were not a significant predictor of post-
training behavior. Together these results support the contention that
team performance-related assertiveness is more than just a context-
specific attitude; it is a construct with a significant skill component.

Thus, attitudinally focused training approaches may produce posi-
tive effects on employee attitudes but fail to have an influence on per-
formarice in a team. In fact, rather than facilitating performance, it is
possible that such interventions may actually backfire if motivatedem-
ployees experience negative consequences after unsuccesstully atiernpt-
ing to apply the concept (Ruben & Ruben, 1989).

Leneral Discussion

A number of recent authors have argued the need for greater levels
of specificity in our understanding of “why, when, and for whom a par-
ticular type of training is most effective” (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992,
p. 433). The three studies reported here have attempted to respond io
this need by examining the determinants of team member assertiveness.
Tnconirast to previous assertiveness research, each of these studies used
participants from a nonclinical population, evaluated behavior in the
context of task-related team member interaction, and operationalized
assertiveness using a set of behaviors that have been linked to improved
team decision making including: providing performance feedback to a
team member, addressing perceived ambiguities and potential problems,



932 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

stating and maintaining opinions, offering potential solutions, initiat-
ing action, offering and requesting assistante or backup when needed
(Cannon-Bowers et al,, 1991; Oser et al., 1989; Prince & Salas, 1993).

What stands out most from these studies 15 that assertiveness is a
multi-dimensional skill that individuals apply in a situation-specific man-
nier. First, it was demonstrated that tearn performance-related asseriive
behavior, as defined here, is related to Lorr and More’s (1980) direc-
tiveness and independence dimensions and relatively independent from
defense of interests and social assertiveness. Second, our findings indi-
cated that relationships arhong multiple méasurés of the same assertive
responses differed significantly as a function of interpersonal context
(i.e., personal, stranger, work related). Given these results, it appears
important that measures designed to seleet individuals for work team
positions assess only response typesassociated with direetiveness and in-
dependence and specify a team Context,

Moreover, results from Study 1 included some inferesting findings
related to gender and the use of assertiveness with team members, Pre-
vious research had found that males report using assertiveness more than
females in public settings (e.g,, guestion publicly a person of higher sta-
tws; Mathison & Tucker, 1982). Consistent with these findings it was
shown in Study 1 that males demonstrated more team performance-
related assertiveness than females in the decision-making task, In ad-
dition, both male and female teammates were more willing to use as-
sertiveness when interacting with females than with males. One impli-
cation of this finding is that female team leaders may find it easier than
‘males 1o solicit opposing viewpoints from team members. Future re-
search should examine mechanisms for reducing this hesitancy toward
asserting oneself with male teammates.

Finally, although team performance-related assertiveness clearly in-
volves an attitudinal component, the results from Study 3 suggested that
a significant element of skill is essential as well, Although both atti-
tudinally focused (ic., lecture only, lectire with demonstration} and
practice-based training (i.c., behavioral role-modeling) produced more
positive attitudes toward using assertiveness in a team setting, ondy prac-
tice-based training had an impact onbebavior.

Although it is generally recognized that experiential learning tech-
niques.are superior o conventional Jéctire formats, the cost effective-
ness of the latter remains appealing to arganizations. Moreover, shrink-
ing personnel budigets often dictate thut training is given by individuals
who are not training specialists, do not have the skills, and do not feel
comforiable facilitating role-play exercises and providing performance
feedback. Therefore, it is of value to know when practice and feedback
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are essential training mechanisms and when simpler and less costly inter-
ventions will suffice.

Furthermore, ithas beenour experience that in many cases, the prac-
tice and feedback segment of assertiveness training involves the partic-
ipation of a few outgoing voluniteers from the class in role-played situ-
ations, while the rest of the traineeswatch. The findings reported here
suggest that when implemented in this fashion, training may only have
an impact on the few brave volunteers, who probably need the practice
less than others.

Study Limitations

Although, as we have argued, the results from this line of research
are more: generalizable 1o an industrial mtmlg than those from previous
studies, a number of limitations remain. The participants in all three
studies were recruited froma university setting and'not a work organiza-
tion. These participants can b¢ considered characteristic of a population
of college educated, entry-level employees that are often candidates for
industrial assertiveness training to prepare them for their new roles in
organizational workieams. However, they are likely to differ in a num-
ber of ways fromthe average factory worker, or experienced white-collar
employee. In addition, Study 3 participants were all males interacting
with a male confederate. Future research is needed to examine poten-
tial gender by treatment interactions and to test the generalizability of.
our findings using established organizational teams with menibers that
vary in age, edecation and experience on the job.

Conclusions

‘These results provided evidence consisient with three propositions:
() Team performance-related assertivenessisrelated to Lorr and More’s
(1980) directiveness (e.g., initiative behaviors) and independence (e.g.,
non-conformity behaviors) response classes, and relatively independent
from defense of interests (e:g., refusal behavior) and socially assertive
responses (e.g., initiating and maintaining relationships). (b) Interper-
sonal context (i.e., stranger, work related, personal) has a significant im-
pact on the use of the same assertive responses. {c) Effective use of
team performance-related assertiveness involves a significant skill coms
ponent. These propositions have implications for both the content and
method that should be employed by industrial assertiveness training pro-
grams. Furthermore, the data reported here have implications for the
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development of selection measures designed to predict which employ-
ees are Jikely to demonstrate team performance-related assertiveness in
a work team setting,
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