-_adult sex unspemﬁed provxdes current
- data on the level of indeépendence re-
- spondents considered “normal” at the
time of the study.
Although the research presented by
- Festinger and Bounds is interesting,
their critique of our study is less sub-
stantial and does not reflect a thorough
analysis of the data. They inaccur-
ately quote us as concluding that “so-
‘cial work students at the University of
‘Minnesota do not have pronounced
stereotypes about sex roles.” 2 On the
contrary, we said the following:
Although the results of this research
do not show the existence of a double
standard when comparing healthy man
and woman with healthy person, male
and female subjects held a different
concept of mental health for men and
for women when the two sexes were
compared directly. Thus, when the
data were analyzed in this way, a
double standard for mental health was
substantiated. In addition, male and
female subjects had a strong difference
of opinion in their concepts of a
“healthy woman. These findings—which
suggest that males and females have
different expectations for a healthy,
socially competent, adult woman—
have important implications for .po-
tential difficulties in relationships be-
tween males and females at both
personal and professional levels.®

In further criticizing our research
methodology, Festinger and Bounds
state, “Thus to present means for all
the items thrown together, as is done
by Harris and Lucas in all their tables,
simply obscures whatever differences
may exist.” ¢ This statement is errone-
ous. Mean scores for each item were
calculated for the total population,
male and female respondents sepa-
rately, and, finally, undergraduate and
graduate respondents separately. Charts
containing these mean scores per item
_were not included in the published
version of our article for the sake of
brevity, but they are available on re-
‘quest. The analysis of items by total

2 Trudy Bradley Festinger and Rebecca L.
‘Bopunds, “Sex-Role Stereotyping: A Research
Note,” Social Work, 22 (July 1977), p. 314.
3'Linda Hall Harris and Margaret Exner
Lucas, “Sex-Role Stereotyping,” Social Work,
21- (September 1976), p. 393.

4 Festinger and Bounds, op. cit.,, p. 514
5 Harris and Lucas, op. cit.,, p. 392.

In their article “Evaluating One’s
Own Effectiveness” (March 1977
issue), Bloom and Block argue that a
therapist can and should determine
whether or not some clinical interven-
tion has been effective in terms of
changing problem events in a desired
direction. Specifically, a change re-
sulting from intervention must be dis-
tinguished from a change that arises
merely as a result of chance factors.
As a tool for making such a distinc-
tion, the authors offer a statistical
technique that involves comparison
of an event’s relative frequency fol-
lowing some intervention with the
corresponding  relative frequency of
the event during a baseline period.
The goal of evaluating the effec-
tiveness of a clinical evaluation is a
laudable one. However, two problems
exist that necessitate considerable
questioning of the authors’ conclu-
sions——particularly of the exact prob-

population indicates that on all but
one item (“very skilled in business™)
respondents rated a healthy woman and
a healthy man the same as a healthy
person {p = .05). As we indicated in
the article, male and female respond-
ents . reached a consensus on every
item regarding characteristics for a
healthy man, but 25 percent of the
scored items showed a highly signifi-
cant difference between male and fe-
male ratings for a healthy woman.?
Content of these items is indicated by
asterisks in Table 1 of the article.

Finally, we have received a large
amount of international correspond-
ence regarding the article. It is heart-
ening to know that so much interest
exists regarding research on sex-role
stereotyping. As with most research
in the human services, it is important
to remember that results usually repre-
sent possible trends rather than proved
facts and are most appropriately used
to stimulate further discussion and
exploration.

Linpa Harr Harris

Hopkins Public Schools,
Minneapolis, Minnesota

abilities that are claimed to. emerge
from their technique. Following a
short description of our understand-
ing of the technique, we will discuss
these problems in turn.

To derive their method of statistical
evaluation, Bloom and Block make
use of the well-understood binomial
distribution concept. A binomial dis-
tribution derives from a situation in
which there are some number (N) of
trials, each trial having some prob-
ability (p) of eventuating in a “suc-
cess.” Referring to the pedophilic
fantasy example described by the
authors, a “trial” consists of one inter-
vention day, and a “success” is the oc-
currence of a fantasy frequency level
below some predefined criterion.
Therefore, N=28 (since there are 28
postintervention days). During the
baseline days, two instances of pedo-
philic fantasy were low enough to be
in the desirable range. Therefore, suc-
cess probability is calculated to be, p
=2/10=x.20. The authors then char-
acterize a “null hypothesis,” which is
that the intervention has no effect on
the event. Stated statistically, the null
hypothesis is that p, the success prob-
ability, remains at .20 during the in-
tervention period, and any deviation
of the observed proportion of suc-
cesses from .20 is the result of ran-
dom fluctuation.

Pitted against the null hypothesis is
an ‘“alternative hypothesis,” which
states that the intervention does have
an effect, and that p thereby rises
above .20 during the intervention
period. To decide between the two
hypotheses, the authors establish cri-
terion-success frequencies that must
be achieved for the practitioner to be
able to reject the null hypothesis. In
other words, if enough instances of
the event occur at a desirable level
during the postintervention period
compared to baseline, then the clini-
cian can feel reasonably confident
that the intervention had a desirable
effect.

The degree of confidence is stated
at the .001 level. This means that, by
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:Jectmg'a null. hypothesxs that 1s. act-

Proportions

ually true. In short, if the cntena are s : B

met, the authors suggest that the null  at Baseline 12 18 20 4 6
hypothesis may safely be rejected in .25 10 " 13 (1 16 (12) 78 (20) 48 (30
favor of the alternative hypothesis— 38 12 - ¢16) 16 (13) 19 (15) 35 (25) . 58 131
and the infervention is thus deemed = -45 — {12} = (14) = A1T) 40 (29): 66

-suceessfal

. PROBLEMS OF ANALYSIS

The first problem in Bloom and
Block’s analysis is that their use of the
‘binomial distribution requires that all
trials - during - the postintervention
period be independent of one another
~that is, that the probability of a suc-
cess on ope day in no. way influences
the probability of a success on any
other day. Stated another way, data
are not-independent (that is, they are
autocorrelated ) if the ability ‘to ‘pre-
dict the level of an instance at a given
time is enhanced by knowing what
happened with past instances.

Unfortunately, however, such is al-
most certainly not the €ase in virtually
all clinical situations -to  which  this
analysis might be applied. Events on
any given day are invariably related
1o events on nearby days. Therefore,
the' binomial techniques cannot ap-
propriately ‘be used.” The - foregoing
problem is sufficient to cast serious
doubt on the criteria that the authors
present for a .001 significance level.
To discuss the next problem, however,
_let us assume for the moment that in-
dependence is niot an issue.

The second problem involves the
probability that is established during
baseline. The group of instances
taken during the baseline period is, in
fact; only a-sample of the total popu-
fation of instances that would be de-
rived if the baseline measurement
period were to be substantially (or in-

- definitely) long. Therefore, we need

<t For a discussion -of the  transforma-

tion of autocortelated “data, see- John M.
Gottman and Sandra R. Lelblum, How to
Da Psychotherapy and . How: to - Evaluate it
(New - Yotk: ' Holt, Rinehart - & Winston,
1974), pp.  144-150.

Points and Viewpoints

“Table L

* Figures in paréntheses are those inclided in Bloom and Block’s original tablel

to distinguish between two quite sep-
arate probabilities.

First, we will define p to be the
actual-probability of some event during
the: baseline period—that is; the rela-
tive frequency with ‘which the be-
havior has occurred over some long
period of time. Next, we define p, as
the tvent probability that has been
calculated - uvsing - the -sample - of < in-
stances during - baseline. Bloom  and
Block's reasoning rests-on the assump-
tion that p==p, But this is ot neces-
sarily ‘true==and - in fact will: almost
invariably be untrue. Rather, ps is only
an: estimate of p. This fact/mist (and
fortunately can) be taken into ac-
count when establishing the various
criterion frequencies. Without going

into the mathematics: of the situation,

a few remarks are:in-order.

First, sinee p is not known, but
only - estimrated; - there - is -uncertainty
added to the situation over and above
what is currently assumed by the au-
thors: This: means that the -criteria
necessary for a .00! (or any) signifi-
cance level must be stricter than those
presented by the  authors in  their
(P. 134.) An abbreviated
version of that table is presented here
(our Table 1), showing Bloom: and
Block’s criteria “along with ‘the actual
criteria~—those that emerge when the

-uncertainty in baseline probability is

taken into account:

Second, the greater the number of
baseline instances on which py (the
estimate of p) is based; the more ac-
curate the estimate should be. (With

an infinite number of such trials, p,

must equal p.) Since the accuracy of
estimation depends on the number of
baseline instances, there miust accord-
ingly. be' separate. tables for . various
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values of number of  baseline
stances as well as for various val
of number ‘of postintervention day:
(Qur Table 1 is for-a baseline perio
of ten instances.) :

A final issue is that the baseline
stances ‘Tepresent. only a samiple
the population. Sometimes this sam
will not produce even one accur
of ‘2 rare problem event: When
happens, the authors implicitly
knowledge that the data are fiot 1
sentative and (in the context of
physical contact example) s
that “because it was a part'of th
problem, the ‘worker was Jjustifi
assuming one instance out of th
days: of baseline.” (P. 134.) Howe
it should be noted that if the obs

.....

assnmptxon that it is equal to so
specific nonzero value (.10 in the p
sicat’ contact -example) -is totally
tuitous. :

One could, with equal: ]ustxﬁcan
assume that there were two inst
during baseline, in which case th
probability would bave been .20
the criteria would have been
gether different. Or suppose that
had been only 5 baseline days inst
of 10. In such a situation, the on
sumed hehavior occurrence Wi
similarly have dictated a probabi
of 1/5=.20. Likewise, a base_
20 days would have produced a pr
ability of '1/20=.05, and so on.
certainly the case that a zero~base1
probability raises: problems for
authors’. technique. But makmg up
probability out of thin air is wo
than . nothing—it gives the ther
totally groundless premises on whicl
to make his or her evaluaﬂon de
SIOH




.. The authors are dealing
. cult statistical issues, ‘and as noted
above, their goals are important ones.
But the goals will not be optimally
achieved by choosing to ignore the
““statistical ~ difficulties and offering
exact numbers as if such numbers de-
rived from a problem-free technique.
The two problems discussed above do
not render Bloom and Block’s method
completely useless. The second prob-
lem—that p. is only an estimate of
p—is (with the exception of the zero-
baseline issue) easily solvable, as ex-
emplified in the present reply. The
first problem—the independence issue
—is not as easily gotten rid of, al-
though methods are available for
many situations.? In any case, thera-
pists who use this technique should be
cautioned that the numbers are not
absolute—they may be useful as “ball-
park figures,” but their exact values
cannot be taken very seriously.
GEOFFREY R. LOFTUS AND
Rona L. LEvY
School of Social Work
University of Washington, Seattle

2 See ibid.

Bloom and Block Reply

We appreciate Loftus and Levy’s re-
sponse for its constructive advance-
ment of our common cause in seeking
better evaluation procedures for social
workers in field seftings.! Although
there are some inaccuracies in their
‘presentatidn of our procedure—for
example, our method calls for com-
parison of the number of problematic
events during intervention with the
proportion of those events during
baseline—we will focus on their cen-
tral points and add some further
thoughts on the practicalities of get-
ting social workers to use evaluation
procedures.

The first criticism involves the as-
sumption of independence between
events being measured. This is an ex-
cellent point, previously mentioned in

1 See Rona L. Levy, “Single-Subject Ex-
perimental Designs in Social Work Edu-
cation.” Paper presented at the Council on
Social Work Education Annual Program
Meeting, Phoenix, Arizona, 1977.

vith diffi-

the original source of the procedure.?

However, not using a statistical pro-
cedure because it includes statistical
assumptions about which reaspnable
people may disagree has, perhaps,
greater negative consequences than
the risks involved in using that pro-
cedure. Foremost among the conse-
quences is that unless some easy-to-
use evaluation methods are available,
individual social workers will most
likely not evaluate their practice, leav-
ing the evaluation field to the more
complex, expensive—and rarer—con-
trol group studies with all of the as-
sumptions they make in translating
laboratory designs into the commu-
nity.

We agree with Hersen and Barlow’s
observation that repeated individual
measures help to search for sources of
individual variability, and thus make
a contribution to the question of what
is related to what in the individual
case.? This is the real point behind the
assumption of independence of events,
and by taking the risk, we may be ad-
vancing our knowledge. However, we
agree with Loftus and Levy’s implicit
point, that everyone should be cau-
tious in using any statistical proce-
dures; the user should ask for appro-
priate critical information about the
method.* But most important, every-
one should be willing to take the
necessary and inevitable risks involved
in evaluating live cases in the field
setting, lest this become a dead profes-
sion.

The second major point concerns
estimating baseline conditions. This is
a complex issue about which we have
tentatively come to some working de-
cisions in order to get on with the
business of evaluation without the
presence of computers or teams of re-
searchers. The problem begins with
the task of selecting events to be mea-
sured. A critical, though rare, event

2 Martin Bloom, Paradox of Helping: In-
troduction to the Philosophy of Scientific
Practice (New York: John Wiley & Sons,
1975), p. 201.

3 Michael Hersen and David H. Barlow,
Single Case Experimental Designs: Strategies
for Studying Behavior Change (New York:
Pergamon Press, 1976).

4 Bloom, op. cit., p. 198.
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(such as the pedophilia. discussed in
our article) in -effect demands to be
measured; we ‘must evolve some mea-
surement procedure in order to be in-
formed about the efficacy of our inter-
vention.

Questions such as how stable a pic-
ture must be obtained in baseline be-
fore intervention is to be started may
be taken out of our hands, although
we would ideally like extensive, stable
measures of the event before we start
treatment. By making some objective
and repeatable measurement rules the
basis for our inferences of practice
efficacy, we can begin the evaluation
process. Researchers may disagree
with the assumptions and rules we
have made, but at least they are rea-
sonably clear how we made them and
why. Unfortunately, we are not clear
about the alternative figures Loftus
and Levy propose in their Table 1.
We presume, however, that if more
space were available they could pre-
sent their rules to would-be users for
consideration.

Which set of rules among the many
possible is to be preferred should it-
self be the subject of empirical study.
We are currently engaged in several
studies that seek to expand the useful-

‘ness of our evaluation procedures in

special situations, including those we

label N=1, T =1 (single-subject
design with onetime contact); N =1
and several (making simultaneous

comparisons between and among indi-
viduals, pairs, and groups in group
contexts); and N =1, T = « (long-
term single-subject design suitable for
use in preventive studies). The point
is that we are not satisfied with the
evaluation procedure as it is, and we
are trying to work out some of the
problems. We hope further construc-
tive interchanges among researchers
and practitioners will clarify this pro-
cedure and ultimately lead to better
solutions.
MARTIN BLOOM

School of Social Work, Washington
University, St. Louis, Missouri

STEPHEN R. BLOCK
Department of Social Service,
Indiana University Medical Center,
Indianapolis
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