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ABSTRACT
This dissertation tested the effects of verbal feedback and
verbal self-disclosure on twenty-four small groups. Four different
treatment conditions were utilized: all feedback, all self-disclosure,
feedback followed by self-disclosure, and self-disclosure followed by
feedback.
Each group member selected a visible body part for which he
felt some personal dissatisfaction. The content for the group discus
sions was limited to these negative body images.
An analysis of variance was performed on the first of the two
sets of dependent measures. Five pre-posttest questions measured
changes in the subjects' feelings toward their negative body parts.
All four feedback and/or self-disclosure treatment conditions were
highly significant on all five pre-posttest measures, thus demonstrating
their effectiveness as producers of positive change in the group mem
bers.' self-perceived feelings about their negative body parts.
A multivariate analysis of variance revealed significant over
all pattern effects in the subjects' responses on the pre-posttest
measure showing strong correlations between four of the five dependent
measures.
ix
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An analysis of variance was again performed on a separate
posttest

measure designed to assess the subjects' feelings about the

different groups as treatment techniques. A main sex effect occurred
on only one of the posttest measures. Four of the seven questions
yielded results that were statistically significant. The other three
questions did not achieve the criterion for statistical significance but
were considered highly significant by the author, whose justification
for this interpretation appears within the text. The general response
trend of the subjects resulted in a greater preference for all the feed
back treatment groups and the least preference was given to the all
self-disclosure groups. Speculations were offered as to why the low
preference for the self-disclosure groups may have been more an
artifact of the research design than a valid reflection of the subjects'
feelings about the self-disclosure treatments.
Finally, a series of Pearson product moment correlations was
computed on three of the posttest questions to ascertain any possible
correlations between learning and self-perceived support and learning
and self-perceived understanding in the all feedback and all selfdisclosure conditions. The general findings were not significant.
This study produced many significant results which support
the value of verbal feedback and verbal self-disclosure as mechanisms
for positive personality change. However, the highly controlled
nature of the experimental setting was such that under more "natural"
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conditions these positive findings might be either enhanced or dimin
ished. Because of this, the author prefers that the reader consider these
findings as strong indicators of the change-producing value of the feed
back and self-disclosure concepts, but not as conclusive findings.

INTRODUCTION
According to Carl Rogers, psychotherapeutic change or con
structive personality change means:
. . . change in the personality structure of the individual
at both surface and deeper levels, in a direction which
clinicians would agree means greater integration, less
internal conflict, more energy utilizable for effective
living; change in behavior away from behaviors generally
regarded as immature and toward behaviors regarded as
mature (1957, p. 95).
The goal of change has remained constant within the history of psycho
therapy. Only the attitudes towards the many possible approaches to
this goal have varied, usually in relation to the prevailing Zeitgeist.
Small groups known as growth groups, encounter groups,
T-groups, sensitivity training groups, etc., are one of the more modern
and more popular approaches to personality change. Gibb (1971) re
viewed the human relations training literature and concluded that:
. . . changes do occur in sensitivity, feeling manage
ment, directionality of motivation, attitudes toward self,
attitudes toward others, and interdependence. Because
these effects are closely related to hoped-for therapeutic
outcomes, the evidence is strong that intensive grouptraining experiences have therapeutic effects (p. 855).
Myers et al. (1969) state that small group training is:
. . . designed to provide individuals with an opportunity
to learn about themselves, obtain insight into the be
havior of others, and gain an understanding of group
processes. By interacting with others in unstructured
1
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group situations in which openness and emotional frank
ness are encouraged, it is claimed that individuals can
become aware of behavioral inadequacies and perhaps
modify their feelings, attitudes and values (p. 176).
The most definitive research to date on encounter groups for
normals has been compiled by Lieberman, Yalom and Miles (1973).
Their extensive study uncovered both positive and negative outcomes
as a result of an encounter group experience. After a six to eight
month follow-up, the most frequently reported positive changes were
increased openness and honesty in communication, increased intimacy,
increased acceptance of others, increased awareness of self and
others, and proactiveness in interpersonal settings (spontaneousness,
self-confidence, and talkativeness).
A participant who, as a result of an encounter group experience,
became more psychologically distressed and/or employed more mal
adaptive mechanisms of defense and whose negative change was
relatively enduring as Judged six to eight months after the group expe
rience, constituted a negative outcome according to this study. Eight
percent of the encounter group participants in this research project
reported destructive changes resulting in feelings of rejection, failure,
diminished self-confidence, diminished self-identity, discouragement,
greater self-criticism, decreased self-esteem, and decreased selfregard .

3

Although the potential for a negative experience is an encoun
ter group reality, Lieberman et al. (1973) do conclude that modest
positive changes are the most common overall results and that negative
experiences were mostly associated with a particular leadership style
rather than being a function of encounter groups per se.
The list of studies is extensive and continues to grow with
results that indicate objective validation of the potential for growth
groups as facilitators for positive personality change.
At the heart of the encounter group movement are the hallowed
concepts of "feedback" and "self-disclosure" regarded by group
leaders, therapists, group members, and many researchers as the most
central change-inducing agents in the dynamics of therapeutic change,
in the client-patient relationship as well as in growth groups.
The Concept of Feedback
The origin of the feedback concept can be traced to the Summer
of 1946 and a gathering of adult educators, public officials, and social
scientists (most notably Kurt Lewin) whose goal was to train officials
in inter-group relations, to develop techniques in face-to-face groups
and to learn more about how they function (Back 1972). The discussion
of events involving the behavior of some of the participants took a
surprising and seemingly valuable turn when the participants who were
the focus of the discussion were allowed to hear, face-to-face, how
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their behavior was perceived by others. When they were given the
opportunity to respond to these perceptions (this feedback), the value
increased. This discovery of the effectiveness of immediate feedback
. assumed the central position in future workshops (Back 1972,
p. 11). " Verbally expressed perceptions and feelings of one group
member in response to the behavior of another group member, in faceto-face interaction, has evolved into the most accepted definition of
feedback within the context of groups and group dynamics.
General Commentaries
Since that fortuitous occasion, the value of verbal feedback
has gone largely unchallenged. Stoller (1968) considers one of the
principle functions of a group as exploring the impact that one's
behavior has upon others as well as the responses that behavior tends
to elicit in others. He also believes that feedback is significant for
the giver as it "requires that the person learn to read his own sub
jective responses both clearly and quickly and be responsive to
them (p. 35). " In giving feedback to another, "a person frequently
discovers something about himself and his own needs (Aronson 1972 ,
p. 246)." Sherwood (1965) feels that the self-concept or selfidentity is dependent upon an individual's "subjectively held version
of the peer group's actual ratings of him (p. 847)." He also feels
that "these data become more important . . . as the data become
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communicated to the participant in feedback (p. 847). " Back (1972)
states that "the relatively simple rules of emotional feedback and
concentration on the here and now lead to intense experiences that
seem to give insight into new ways of life, at least for the duration of
the group session and a short time afterward (p. 103)."
Rogers (1961) emphasizes congruence, "the accurate match
ing of experience, awareness and communication (p. 339)" as central
to psychological integration. J. V. Clark (1963) believes that person
ality growth involves a change from a state of incongruence, which is
behavior that is inconsistent with one's self-concept, to a state of
greater congruence by means of the group expressing their perceptions
of the behavior of one another. Change, then, involves enlarging one's
self-concept to include the factuality of group feedback.
Bennis (1964) states, "To the extent that the group builds in
an adequate feedback mechanism for group members to obtain new
information in order to experiment with new behaviors, the group will
succeed as a change agent (p. 273)." Bradford (1964b) feels that
"honest and open feedback carries the implication of caring for the
person and trust in him to handle it (p. 159)." Truax and Mitchell
(1971) are of the opinion that structured feedback is "the basic aspect
of effective training (p. 339)." According to Bradford (1964a), as the
group progresses group members begin to realize that "improvement
can occur only if information is reported, listened to and tested (p. 204). "
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Freeland (1973) comments that as a result of face-to-face interaction
with others, "an individual may discover what he does and says that
others like/dislike, what things make others feel closer to or farther
away from him, how, in general, they view and react to his methods
of interacting with them and others (p. 129). " Rogers says that a
condition for optimal growth which cuts across all training or therapy
groups is "a development of feedback from one person to another,
such that each individual learns how he appears to others and what
impact he has in interpersonal relations (p. 7)." Miles (I960) has
developed a general theory to organize explanations of learning during
the small group experience. In this theory he states that "the learner
must receive clear, strong, helpful feedback—information on the
effects of his behavior on other persons in the group (p. 303). " Frank
(1964) feels that groups offer
. . . implicit direction to each member by supplying feed
back from the other members and the leader as to the
impression his behavior makes on them; exposing them
to values and standards better than those under which
he is currently operating; and offering him models of
different ways of behaving which he can identify with,
imitate, or reject (p. 446).
According to the above commentaries on feedback, learning
seems to be the assumed basis for therapeutic change and feedback is
considered the assumed basis of this learning process. The question
then becomes an empirical one. Is the assumption that feedback is a
central change agent supported by research ?
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General Studies Relating Feedback and Change
In the general area of research on feedback, evaluative feed
back is either consistent with one's self-image or it is positively or
negatively discrepant. Viney (1970) showed that discrepant feedback
is associated with high anxiety and that there is no significant dif
ference between positive and negative feedback on anxiety level.
Jacobs et al. (1973a) found that positive feedback is rated more cred
ible, more dssirable, and as having greater impact by sensitivity group
members than negative feedback. This holds true whether the feedback
is behavioral (referring to the behaviors of the recipient), emotional,
or both behavioral and emotional. Jacobs et al. (1974) found that those
receiving behavioral feedback reported the most gain from their group
experience. Jacobs et al. (1973b) also found that the manipulation of
three conditions of pencil and paper feedback by each T-group member
of every other T-group member resulted in the following self-perceived
ratings on learning. Negative feedback followed by positive feedback
received the highest rating. Positive feedback followed by negative
feedback was rated second and least effective on learning was an
experimental condition composed of a mixture of positive and negative
feedback. Decker's study (1971) demonstrated that subjects undergoing
negative feedback conditions scored significantly higher in self-ideal/
self-discrepancy than equivalent groups of individuals receiving
positive feedback or no feedback. MacDoniels (1973) worked with
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factors which might facilitate the expression of feedback and dis
covered the expression of feedback was not related to level of selfesteem or openness of the group leader. However, subjects who
received didactic communication training in open expression of feed
back were significantly more open than subjects without training. Lott,
Schopler and Gibb (1954) in Bradford, Gibb and Benne (1964) studied
groups with and without the feedback variable and found that in groups
which received feedback, "members felt more favorably toward the
group, displayed a higher level of aspiration for their group, and ex
pressed more negative feelings (p. 430)."
A summary of the above research, dealing with the general
concept of feedback, reviews studies dealing with the effects of be
havioral feedback, verbal feedback, and written feedback as well as
negative versus positive feedback. Feedback resulting in either
positive or negative discrepancies with self-image is associated with
anxiety and the effects of didactic training in feedback communication
is considered. Another study attempts to assess the effects of leader
ship variables on group feedback. As the reader can see, these
studies approach the concept of the feedback variable from such a
variety of directions that even theoretical interpretations are difficult.
The author feels that these studies are worthy of being included in the
discussion of feedback and self-perceived change but are so diverse
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in their approaches and so limited in terms of replications that onlytentative conclusions can be permitted.
Research Demonstrating Negative Change
Research dealing more directly with feedback as a changeproducing agent includes studies demonstrating both positive and negative
change. On the negative side, Fadale (1970) found that videotape
feedback of encounter group members did not result in any significant
changes in the members' self-perceptions. No significant changes in
self-concept, self-actualization or interpersonal relations were noted
by Elbert (1970) on any of three measuring scales as a result of video
feedback in sensitivity groups. Freeland's findings (1973) did not
result in any significant relationship between face-to-face verbal feed
back and changes in self-perception or changes in the perception of
others. However, since his subjects were mostly Masters and doctoral
candidates in counseling, their considerable group experience may have
biased his results. Edwards (1970) tried using an audio tape recorder
as an adjunct to group counseling with teenage males and failed to find
any change in observed classroom behavior or the subjects' selfevaluation as a result of the replaying of significant behavioral units of
information. In 1965, Miles studied the effects of laboratory training
and found that feedback seemed to induce self-perceived change as
well as leader evaluation of group members' change. However, when
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change was measured in terms of non-group activities, e.g., back
home jobs, etc. , feedback did not appear to be as instrumental to
change.
When summarized, the above studies seem to show that feed
back more directly related to change produces either no change or change
that manifests only within the group situation. These studies resulting
in somewhat negative results, also assess the feedback concept using
a variety of feedback techniques, i.e. , videotaped feedback, audiotaped feedback, face-to-face verbal feedback as well as observing the
effects of feedback training on personality change. Consequently, no
conclusions can be drawn. The paucity of studies in this area and the
diversity of types of feedback used leave unclear the effects or cor
relations of feedback as a change-producing mechanism.
Research Demonstrating Positive Change
In the direction of positive outcome , French, Sherwood and
Bradford (1966), using a pre-posttest questionnaire, showed that selfidentity is influenced by the opinions of other group members when these
opinions are communicated to him. They also noted that the greater the
amount of communication or feedback, the greater the self-perceived
change of the subjects, and that the more dissatisfied the subject is
with his present self-evaluation, the more likely he is to change.
Culp (1970) collected group members' ratings of one another using the

1.1

Interpersonal Perception Scale. This formalized feedback was then
presented to each group member. Results indicated observable behav
ioral changes but no attitude changes. In Lippitt's (1960) study,
questionnaire data were collected from each group member stating how
he perceived each other group member and how he would like to see
each group member change. This feedback was presented to only half
of the group members in counseling interviews. The group that received
the feedback information demonstrated a significant change in the
direction expressed to them by the rest of the group. Miles (in
Bradford et al. 1964) noted that strong negative feedback was most
effective in facilitating change, and that "behavior involving warm
personal relationships was more responsive to feedback than behavior
related to task definition and accomplishment (p. 433). " Myers et al.
(1969) studied feedback using sociometric ratings of each group member
and found that the outcome was a significant increase in sensitivity
to interpersonal relationships and social interactions. The feedback
also seemed to foster open discussion of feelings and close observation
of both individual and group behavior as well as accelerating the devel
opment of general acceptance within the group. Myers et al. (1969)
speculate that since each group member saw the ratings of all other
subjects, the results may have been influenced by a group conformity
variable. In a study involving feedback and empathy, Reddy (1969)
showed that a group receiving immediate feedback to their attempts at
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empathic responses showed a significant superiority over a group re
ceiving delayed feedback in increasing levels of empathy.
Rothaus, Davis and Banker (1969) used subjects who rated
themselves and fellow group members on the amount of participation in
their groups and received feedback from fellow group members after each
session. It was found that subjects at either extreme in participation
were hypersensitive about their behavior and made efforts to move toward
more moderate levels of participation. Walz and Johnston (1963)
observed greater congruence between the self-descriptions of counselors
and supervisors' ratings of them as a result of viewing themselves in
interview conditions on video tape. In addition, the counselors expe
rienced greater awareness of personal qualities, an increase in their
desire for self-study, and greater confidence in their interviewing. A
general finding comes from Gibb, Smith and Roberts (in Bergin and'Garfield 1971, p. 854), who stated that "feedback that emphasized feelings
was more effective than feedback that focused on tasks. "
The foregoing research on feedback more directly associated
with positive personality change is again difficult to interpret. Once
again, a compendium of the research cited above approaches the feed
back concept from several different directions.
Written feedback points to behavioral changes but no changes
in attitude, changes in the direction of how other group members would
like to see a subject change, in addition to written ratings of group
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member participation indicating that subjects at either extreme of the
ratings made efforts to move in the direction of moderate participation.
Finally, written sociometric ratings resulted in greater group openness
and general acceptance in addition to increases in sensitivity to
interpersonal relationships and social interaction.
The only study using a videotape was used in conjunction with
supervisor ratings of counselors and demonstrated changes in the direc
tion of greater congruence between the counselor's self-perceptions and
ratings of the supervisors in addition to increased desire for self-study
and greater self-confidence in the counselor's interview sessions with
their clients.
In another study, a verbal feedback approach was found to
influence self-identity with greater amounts of verbal feedback producing
greater amounts of self-perceived change. It was also found in this
same study that dissatisfaction with self-image was positively cor
related with greater self-perceived change. The only other research
on verbal feedback suggests that feedback expressing feelings seems
to be more effective than more objective feedback focused on tasks.
Still relating feedback to positive personality change, the
final part of this summary reveals two additional findings. Through the
use of other approaches, the effects of immediate feedback in the train
ing of empathic responses seems to be greater than that of delayed
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feedback and strong negative feedback was found to produce personality
change, especially in the area of warm personal relationships.
Because of the lack of replication of the above studies and
the diversity of their approaches to methodology, this author does not
feel that any definitive statements about the effect of feedback on
personality change can be made at this time.
Lieberman et al. (1973), in line with the aforementioned incon
clusive research findings, have noted that, "although feedback has been
referred to for over twenty-five years as a central mechanism of learn
ing in sensitivity groups, the empirical base for supporting its importance
is slim and replete with methodological problems that make the findings
difficult to interpret (p. 377). "

In their monumental analysis of

encounter groups, Lieberman et al. (1973) found that the Stanford
University students who served as the subjects for their study ranked
feedback at the very top of all the aspects of their encounter group
experience in helping them to learn. Feedback was seen as important
by all group participants whether their outcome resulted in positive
change, negative change, or no change at all. However, the results of
the research findings are not in accord with the participants' judgments.
The empirical findings of Lieberman et al. (1973) indicate the following:
1.

"Significantly fewer learners had experiences involving feed
back which led to cognitive learning (p. 361). "
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2.

"A large number of both the unchanged and negative changers
cited situations involving feedback with cognitive learning
as salient (p. 362). "

3.

Negative outcomes "significantly differed from the other
outcome groups in more frequently citing events in which the
feedback they received engendered negative feelings within
themselves (p. 362)."
The Lieberman et al. (1973) research was based only on the

participants' self-perceptions and did not tabulate the amount of feed
back or whether its content was positive or negative. It does appear,
though, that the larger amounts of self-perceived learning or cognitive
insight attributed to feedback by the subjects, seems to result in
either a negative change or no change at all.
In conclusion, both indirect studies and research directly de
signed to assess the effects of feedback on personality change seem to
produce both positive and negative changes. Whether or not this is due
to the various methodological approaches, subject variables, leadership
variables, or various other uncontrolled factors under which the feed
back took place is not known at this time. Even the comprehensive
Lieberman et al. (1973) research project gives only tentative conclu
sions and raises questions regarding the outcomes of their study.
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The Concept of Self-disclosure
There is considerable theoretical support for the notion that
self-disclosure, the act of making oneself known to others, is positively
related to emotional adjustment. The act usually involves the explicit
communication of some personal piece of information that the object of
the disclosure would not have access to unless the discloser himself
revealed it (Culbert 1973).
General Commentaries
Variations on a theme equating self-disclosure with mental
health abound in the theoretical literature. Rogers (1961) states that
self-disclosure is necessary for mental health. Schutz (1973) feels that
when the encounter group member "reaches the point where he is willing
to have anything he is, known to anyone—in that direction lies free
dom (p. 61). " Accepting the positive value of the self-disclosure con
cept, Kempler (1970) suggests creating a self-disclosing atmosphere
by having the therapist model self-disclosure in the opening statement
of the therapeutic session. And Bennett (1967) muses over the problems
of facilitating a "readiness to communicate (p. 375)."
Jacobson and Whalen (in Bergin and Garfield 1971, p. 136)
see the context of the self-disclosing situation as influential in the
degree of self-disclosure. Lieberman et al. (1973) see Mowrer and
Jourard as hailing self-disclosure as "the primary mechanism and sine
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qua non of growth (p. 356). " Mowrer himself (1964), who in general
emphasizes the behavioral content of disclosure, says that selfdisclosure can transform self-alienation into self-realization. He says
that "when a man does not acknowledge to himself who, what, and how
he is, he is out of touch with reality, and he will sicken and die
(p. 230). " Mowrer goes on to say that "no man can acknowledge his
real self to himself (that is, know himself) except as an outcome of
disclosing himself to another person (p. 230). "
Perhaps the greatest proponent of the value of self-disclosure
and certainly the most published in this field is Sidney Jourard. "When
we succeed in hiding our being from others, we tend to lose touch with
our real selves (Jourard 1971b, p. viii)."
There is much reason to suspect that authenticity before
others is the same mode of being that permits a man to
have access to the underground realm of experiencing,
the unconscious. Defensiveness and concealment of self
before others unfortunately are the same modes of being
that screen off a man's unconscious, his preverbal ex
periencing from himself (Jourard 1968, p. 47).
A person comes to know his real self and becomes able
to introspect honestly, as a consequence of spontaneous
disclosure of self to another person. . . . As he is re
vealing himself to another, he is also revealing himself
to himself. The act of stating one's experience to another,
making oneself known to him, permits one to get outside
and see oneself (Jourard 1974, pp. 168-69).
A willingness to "let the world be what it is, to let the other be
who he is, and to let oneself be whom one is" requires courage, accord
ing to Jourard (1971a, p. 182).
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General commentaries on the concept of feedback assume that
feedback produces learning and learning is the basis for personality
change. A summary of the self-disclosure concept, however, is seen
by the above commentators as facilitating growth, awareness, and men
tal health in general. No explicit mention is made equating learning
with self-disclosure.
Self-disclosure theories, like feedback theories, yield con
flicting results when subjected to empirical analyses as indicated by
the following.
General Studies Relating Self-disclosure and Change
There are several studies which are worth noting that are only
indirectly related to the main hypothesis. Sote and Good (1974) assessed
the relationship between attraction (liking) and degree of selfdisclosure and found interesting sex differences. For females, the
greater the attraction, the greater the amount of self-disclosure. For
low disclosing females, however, there was no correlation. For male
subjects no correlation was found at all. Woodyard and Hines (1973)
uncovered no sex differences in total amount of disclosure but did find
that the accuracy of the communicated information was somewhat
affected by a sex variable and a closeness of relationship variable.
Shere (1973) found tentative indications that interpersonal style was a
more influential factor in amount of disclosure than the adjustmental
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nature of defenses. Using questionnaires, Weigel, Weigel and Chadwick (1969) found that subjects were not willing to initiate selfdisclosure that involved any more depth than they had disclosed in the
past. The same subjects were, however, willing to disclose them
selves at a greater depth if the topics were initiated by a significant
other.
In a factor analytic study of self-disclosure as an interpersonal
construct, Benner (1969) concludes that any assessment of selfdisclosure necessitates some consideration of the demographic charac
teristics of the discloser, the topic or content of the communication,
the recipient of the disclosure and the relationship between the sender
and receiver. Kangas' (1971) study.yielded results which indicate that
self-disclosure increases in small groups whether it is initiated by the
leader or by a group member.
Chittick and Himelstein (1967) considered the influence of
self-disclosure upon subsequent self-disclosure as a conformity factor.
They found that high disclosing confederates in a group resulted in
greater amounts of disclosure from the naive subjects in the group.
Accordingly, low disclosing confederates produced significantly less
self-disclosure from other naive group members. The content of
disclosure, however, was primarily demographic information, thus
limiting generalizability to content of a less personal nature than that
which is usually associated with the concept of self-disclosure.
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Cooper and Bowles (1973) found that self-disclosure was in
creased when physical and body contact exercises were used in an
encounter group setting. Vosen's (1967) study to assess the effects of
self-disclosure on self-esteem yielded the following mixed findings:
the self-disclosure group, on the average decreased in self-esteem
more than the two control groups. These results appear to be due to the
fact that high disclosers had no change in self-esteem and low dis
closers decreased in self-esteem.
A questionnaire to assess self-disclosure was devised by
Jourard and Lasakow (1958) and appears frequently in the literature as a
measuring device in this area. The original sixty item questionnaire
showed that people generally disclose more in categories relating to
attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and work. Less disclosure
is seen in the area of money, personality, and the body. White sub
jects disclosed more than Black subjects and females disclosed more
than males. Also, the amount of disclosure varied with the target
person. In a 1970 study, influential conditions were observed by Jourard
and Resnick using dyads pairing high disclosers with high disclosers,
low disclosers with low disclosers and high disclosers paired with low
disclosers. Results of pairing lows with lows yielded relatively little
self-disclosure, highs paired with highs yielded much self-disclosure,
and highs paired with lows resulted in lows changing in the direction
of greater openness.
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Fuller (1971) assessed the effect of sensitivity training on
group members and found that participants increased significantly In
self-disclosure as compared to a control group. The high selfdisclosure group was also more cohesive, preferred expression of
negative affect, and rated the group experience more positively. Using
both facilitator-directed and self-directed groups, Conyne (1974)
found no significant difference between treatments. Levels of selfcongruency and self-disclosure increased for both groups. Chaikin
and Derlega (1974) studied the ratings of perceived appropriateness of
self-disclosure in fictionalized stories and found that subjects
considered the disclosure of intimate information to a stranger as inap
propriate and maladjusted. Non-disclosure was perceived as equally
acceptable regardless of the fictional person's relationship to the
potential discloser.
In summary, the research literature yields studies dealing with
a variety of self-disclosure conditions and assessments of a variety
of self-disclosure variables. Small groups, body contact exercises,
and sensitivity training all seem to increase the amount of selfdisclosure. Interaction effects were found regarding sex and attraction
and the amount of self-disclosure. Pencil and paper tests appear to
demonstrate a correlation between the depth of the communication and
the past history of the subjects' self-disclosure. Another study
utilizing written responses reveals the most common self-disclosing
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categories, i.e., attitudes and opinions, tastes and interests, and
work. Categories of lesser self-disclosure were found in the areas of
money, personality, and the body.
As with the feedback concept, research dealing with the
general concept of self-disclosure fails to point in any conclusive
direction. The variety of methods attempting to assess this concept
makes any interpretation of the results premature. However, they do
broaden and enrich the base of theoretical assumptions and therefore
the general as well as the particular background against which this
present study is formulated.
Research Demonstrating Mixed Results
There are a number of studies that demonstrate a negative cor
relation between self-disclosure and mental health. The research of
Stanley and Bownes (1966) indicates a positive relationship between
self-disclosure and neuroticism. W. H. Clark (1973) measured pre-group
levels of self-disclosure and found no significant relationship between
either self-rated or counselor-rated behavioral change scores as a
result of a therapeutic group experience. Doyne (1972) reports that low
and moderate disclosing subjects in encounter groups were higher in
self-esteem than high disclosers. In the same study, Doyne also
reports that low disclosers were the only subjects to change before,
during, or after the experience. These subjects increased significantly
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in esteem during the encounter. Also, during the encounter group
experience, females increased significantly in esteem and males showed
no change.
Gold {1968) used a modified version of Jourard's Self-disclosure
Questionnaire and found that a sensitivity training program did not
significantly increase either the amount of change or the direction of
personal self-disclosure.
In two related studies using Jourard's Self-disclosure Ques
tionnaire, results revealed interesting information relating close
friends and amounts and conditions of self-disclosure. Truax and
Wittmer (1971) found that when disclosing to a close friend, least welladjusted subjects showed the most self-disclosure while the better
adjusted subjects showed the least self-disclosure. When the target
person was a family member, no relationship between self-disclosure
and adjustment was found. In a follow-up study, Truax, Altmann and
Wittmer (1973) discovered sex differences between amounts of selfdisclosure and adjustment when the target person was the subject's
closest personal friend. For males, when the friend provided high
conditions of empathy, warmth, and genuineness, high self-disclosure
was related to positive adjustment but when the closest friend provided
low levels of empathy, warmth, and genuineness, then self-disclosure
was related to maladjustment. Females showed no relationship between
self-disclosure and adjustment.
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In a final study, high self-disclosure followed by personal
threat was found by Green and Murray (1973) to be a potent antecedent of
angry agression.
The research cited above yields both positive and negative
findings. The following is a summary of the major findings. No
significant increases in amount of self-disclosure were found as a result
of an encounter group, sensitivity training group, or therapeutic group
experience. In another study, self-esteem was found to correlate
negatively with self-disclosure. Finally, the assessment of close
personal relationships and self-disclosure outside the group situation
yields mixed results.
Because of the difference in treatment conditions, assessment
methods, control procedures, and lack of replication, this author feels
that only tentative statements on the outcomes of the above research are
warranted at this time.
Research Demonstrating Positive Change
Research findings which offer positive results in the general
self-disclosure area reflect a lack of any consistently related or
replicated research. Jourard (1971b) suggests a curvilinear relationship
between self-disclosure and mental health, i.e., high and low selfdisclosure correlates negatively with mental health and moderate levels
correlate positively. Cozby (1973) finds Jourard's idea of a curvilinear
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relationship compelling but after surveying the literature in the area,
reports that no positive correlation between self-disclosure and mental
health occurs in the literature that has been greater than .50. In
assessing the effects one self-discloser has upon another, Culbert
(1968) found that a greater amount of self-disclosing trainer participa
tion seems to accelerate ratings of self-awareness and also stimulates
group members to more quickly approach their upper potential for
disclosure on a Problem Expression Scale.
In keeping with the principal theoretical hypothesis which
equates self-disclosure with mental health, Lind's (1971) results
demonstrate agreement in several areas. According to Lind, subjects
showed a significant negative correlation between actual self-disclosure
and anxiety, between self-disclosure and maladjustment, and high
actual self-disclosure was associated with high self-esteem.
Accordingly, high anxiety groups were significantly associated with
low actual self-disclosure. Finally, Seeman (1949) and Steele, cited
in Truax and Carkhuff (1965), noted that the more successful patients
increasingly explore their problems as therapy proceeds, while less
successful patients explore their problems less. Truax and Carkhuff
(1965), confirming Steele and Seeman, found that for a hospitalized
neuropsychiatric population the greater the degree of self-exploration,
and self-disclosure, the greater the degree of constructive personality
change in the patient.

26

The positive results, like the negative ones, are inconclusive,
and the variety of methodological approaches limits generalizability.
Studies involving group and individual therapy, while demonstrating
constructive personality change as a result of self-disclosure, lack
both sufficient supportive research utilizing similar approaches to
research as well as replications of the above cited works.
As in the area of feedback, the Lieberman et al. (1973) study
is the most comprehensive research exemplification of the conflicting
and inconclusive state of affairs in the area of self-disclosure research.
In their empirical analysis of normals in encounter group set
tings, participants cited self-disclosure as an important or critical event
in their group experience to a much greater extent than they cited it as a
.form of cognitive learning. With closer observation, Lieberman et al.
(1973) noted that self-disclosure alone does not appear to be a mech
anism for learning. Only when the self-disclosure occurs within a
context of support and understanding does it result in self-perceived
learning. The content or intensity of the disclosure does not appear to
be a significant factor. As a result, self-disclosure that leads to cog
nitive insight seems to result in positive personality change.
In conclusion, the findings of all the above studies, whether
indirectly or directly attempting to ascertain the effects of either feed
back or self-disclosure on personality change, appear to result in both
positive and negative changes. None of the research controls
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sufficiently for the variables which might influence either the feedback
or self-disclosing communication, e.g., sex of the subject, content of
the communication, relationship between the subjects, treatment condi
tions, etc., all within the same study. Consequently, although the
combined research in the areas of both feedback and self-disclosure
gives some indication as to the state of the research in these fields,
the large variety of methodological approaches, various types of feed
back and self-disclosure, and lack of replication limit comparisons
among the studies. The present study attempts to overcome some of
these deficiencies by assessing only verbal feedback and verbal selfdisclosure in a highly controlled experimental procedure.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The literature abounds with studies that reflect endeavors to
demonstrate variables which influence the emergence of both feedback
and self-disclosure as well as dealing with the feedback and selfdisclosure concepts as change-producing agents. However/ very little
research has directly approached either of these hallowed concepts to
ascertain their relationship to mental health or positive personality
growth with sufficient experimental rigor to allow for some degree of
conclusiveness in interpretation. Since the positive value of these
concepts underlies much of the encounter and therapy group philosophy,
confirmation of their worth or lack of worth in this area is especially
important. This study is an attempt to overcome some of this deficit
by employing a highly controlled design that allows both the concepts
of feedback and self-disclosure to be tested alone and in combination
with each other to directly assess their effect on self-perceived change.
The author's attempt to overcome this deficit begins by narrowing the
use of feedback and self-disclosure to verbal procedures only.
The question then is whether or not verbal feedback or verbal
self-disclosure, as single variables or in some combined form, bear
any causal relationship to positive personality growth in a small group
setting. The present study attempts to assess the existence of this
28
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causality and hypothesizes that the independent variables of verbal
feedback and verbal self-disclosure are both change-producing mech
anisms and that the change they produce is in a positive direction.

METHODS
Content for Group Discussions
In order to control for the possible influence of qualitative dif
ferences in discussion material, the author chose the subject of bodyimage to serve as the only subject matter to be discussed in the group
setting. Subjects were instructed to choose from a list of visible
body parts and select one body part for which they experienced the most
anxiety, the greatest discomfort, and/or the most negative feelings.
Each subject's body part served as the subject matter for both
the feedback and self-disclosure conditions in the treatment groups.
Body Image List
Arms

Hair

Birthmarks (visible)

Hands

Chin or Jaw

Height

Complexion

Legs and/or Ankles

Ears

Mouth

Eyebrows

Neck

Eyes

Nose

Face (overall)

Posture

Feet

Scalp
30
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Wrinkles (visible)

Teeth
Weight
Subjects

Subjects consisted of 144 (72 females and 72 males) psychology
undergraduate volunteers from the college population of The University of
Arizona. At the time of solicitation, the author displayed the body image
list and asked for volunteers who experienced some negative feelings
regarding one of the stated visible body parts. Subjects were told by
the author that the research involved a small group experience lasting
approximately one and one-half hours and that the subjects had to be
willing to talk and/or have talked about his own and/or each other group
member's personal negative body part and feelings about the body part.
Sign-up sheets were made available to all interested volunteers.
Experimental Setting
All group sessions were held in a small carpeted room especial
ly designed for group therapy and research in the Psychology Department
at The University of Arizona. Soft lighting and moderately comfortable
chairs arranged in a circle completed the research environment which
was held constant for all treatment conditions.
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Group Leader Protocol
Before the actual treatment condition began, the author, who
served as group leader or facilitator for all groups in all conditions, led
the group in a short name-chaining exercise to acquaint each group
member with the first name of every other member of his group and also
to help the subjects to relax. The group leader then stated the opera
tional definition(s) for the concept(s) of feedback and self-disclosure.
For the purpose of this study, the following operational definitions were
used.
Feedback
Definition: Verbal responses from group members in the form of
"direct and honest verbal expressions of your here-and-now feelings and
perceptions toward the sensitive body part displayed by a group member,
or toward the disclosing member's feelings concerning the content of his
disclosure."
These verbal responses in the form of feedback served as
information for the self-disclosing group member as to how the other
group members perceived the content of his disclosure, i.e., his body
part and/or his feelings about that content.
Subjects were instructed by the group leader to give feedback
that was not set forth as an evaluation or judgment but expressed as a
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direct or indirect feeling or perception of how the individual group mem
ber was experienced by the other group members.
Examples:
A.

Feedback in response to feelings about the body part.
1.

Judgment or evaluation
You're really anxious and uptight about your complexion.

2.

Direct perception or feeling
I experience you as being very uncomfortable about your
complexion.

3.

Indirect perception or feeling
I wasn't aware of your complexion until you called my
attention to it.

B.

Feedback in response to the specific body part.
1.

Judgment or evaluation
Your ears really are large.

2.

Direct perception of feeling
I don't experience your ears as much larger than anyone
else's.

3.

Indirect perception or feeling
I feel quite comfortable with your ears.
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Self-disclosure
Definition: Explicit verbal communication or "verbal sharing of
personal feelings about your sensitive body part considered by you, the
discloser, to be private information such that the group members would
be unlikely to acquire unless you, yourself, communicated it." The
information must be considered by the discloser to be sufficiently private
that he would disclose it only under certain conditions determined by the
discloser himself (Culbert 1973).
The group leader modeled examples of the feedback response to
hypothetical situations and also modeled self-disclosure using a visible
body part to which the leader herself genuinely experienced some nega
tive feelings in order to set an example for the experimental subjects.
The group leader used an official stopwatch for the purpose of timing the
segments within each treatment condition. The group leader did not
intervene while the treatment condition was in progress. She offered
neither feedback nor self-disclosure, and she neither asked nor answered
any questions once the experimental condition had begun. The group
leader's behavior was held constant over all conditions.
Treatment Conditions
Four treatment conditions were used to assess the effects of
feedback and self-disclosure on positive personality change. Each
treatment condition was composed of six subjects (three females and
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three males) and each treatment condition was run six times. This re
sults in a total of twenty-four groups with thirty-six subjects (eighteen
females and eighteen males) in each treatment condition.
Condition A: All Feedback
After announcing which body part had been selected and dis
playing that body part to the other group members, each subject received
eight minutes of feedback, as operationally defined, from the other group
members as to the group's feelings concerning the target subject's se
lected body part. That is, for eight minutes each of the six group mem
bers was the recipient of eight minutes of feedback, positive and
negative, from the other group members as to how they perceived his
sensitive body part and how they perceived his feelings concerning his
body part. (Feedback concerning a target subject's feeling about his body
part was applicable only to treatment conditions B and BA.)

The subject

who was the recipient of the feedback remained silent during the entire
eight minutes of his feedback treatment. The feedback from group mem
bers was limited to shared feelings and perceptions. No questions were
allowed. Total treatment time was forty-eight minutes, eight minutes of
feedback for each of the six subjects.
Condition B: All Self-disclosure
After announcing which body part had been selected, each sub
ject displayed his body part and self-disclosed his feelings about his

36

body part for eight minutes. During the self-disclosure treatment, the
other group members neither responded nor asked questions and no ques
tions were allowed from the disclosing subject. Total treatment time was
forty-eight minutes, eight minutes of self-disclosure for each of the six
subjects.
Condition AB: First Half Feedback, Second Half Self-disclosure
After each individual subject had announced and displayed his
selected body part, he became the recipient of the above stated feedback
condition for exactly four minutes, immediately followed by four minutes
of the above stated self-disclosure condition. This was to insure that the
eight minute time variable for each subject was maintained as a complete
unit across all conditions. No questions were allowed by any of the sub
jects at any time. Total treatment time was forty-eight minutes, twentyfour minutes of feedback and twenty-four minutes of self-disclosure, or
eight minutes of combined feedback/self-disclosure for each of the six
subjects.
Condition BA: First Half Self-disclosure, Second Half Feedback
After each individual subject announced and displayed his se
lected body part, he became the subject of the self-disclosure condition
for four minutes and then immediately following became the object of
group feedback for four minutes. Again, no questions were allowed by
any of the subjects at any time. Total treatment time was forty-eight
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minutes, twenty-four minutes of self-disclosure and twenty-four minutes
of feedback, or eight minutes of combined self-disclosure/feedback for
each of the six subjects.
Debriefing Session
Because of the controlled nature of the treatment conditions and
the personal aspect of the treatment content/ there existed a possibility
that at the end of the treatment some of the subjects might have some un
expressed feelings that they wanted to disclose. Some subjects may al
so have felt the need to hear additional feedback and/or disclosure from
other group members or the group leader. It was also expected that some
of the subjects might have questions they wanted to ask. Because of
this possibility, the group leader, after collecting the posttest data,
conducted an informal and unstructured group discussion so that each
subject was assured of the opportunity to disclose as much of himself as
he felt was necessary, to receive as much feedback as he desired, and to
ask any questions he may have wanted to ask concerning himself or other
group members. The group leader actively participated in the debriefing
session. The debriefing session was not included in the analysis of data.
In addition, all subjects were given information as to where they
could contact a professional counselor in case they felt the need for
further counseling as a result of their group experience. .
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Dependent Measure
The measuring instrument for assessing the dependent variable
contained two sets of questionnaire items. The first set of questions •
concerned the subjects' feelings toward the body parts they had chosen
for treatment in either a feedback and/or self-disclosure condition.
Self-perceived ratings by the subjects, using Likert-type scales, were
taken for pre- and posttest data collection on the following questions in
order to assess the effect of the different treatment conditions on the
subjects' self-perceived change. The scale ranged from a -5 to a +5,
but excluded a zero point. This was to insure a forced numerical rating
so that the subjects could not use the zero point as a neutral point or as
an indication of no self-perceived change. All the statistical analyses
were performed with the zero point included.
1.

How satisfied are you now with your

?

2.

How attractive do you feel your

3.

How much anxiety do you feel about your

?

4.

How open are you to discussing your

?

5.

Would you like to change your

?

is?

Both pre- and posttest data collections consisted of the same five ques
tions (1 through 5), but were collected on different sheets of paper so
that the pretest ratings would not influence the subject's posttest ratings
(see Appendix A). At the top of all data sheets was a specially marked
box for subjects to indicate their sex and the body part they selected for
experimental manipulation. Only one of each body part type was used in
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in each group session so that vicarious feedback and/or self-disclosure
would not influence subjects' responses.
The measuring instrument included seven additional questions
(6 through 12) that were involved in posttest ratings only. The same
Likert-type scale was used, this time to assess the subject's percep
tions of the treatment condition in which he was a participant. Ques
tions 6,7, and 8 were designed to assess the technique or treatment
condition. Question 9 was designed to enlighten the Lieberman et al.
(1973) study regarding the relationship between cognitive insight (learn
ing) and the independent variables of feedback and self-disclosure.
Questions 10 and 11 were designed to test the Lieberman et al. (1973)
hypothesis which states that self-disclosure leads to learning and
therefore positive personality change only when accompanied by per
ceived support and understanding from other group members. The fol
lowing questions are for posttest analysis only (see Appendix B).
6.

How comfortable were you with the group technique?

7.

How satisfied were you with the group technique ?

8.

How helpful was the group technique for you?

9.

How informative was the group technique for you?

10.

How much support did you experience from other group mem
bers?

11.

How much understanding did you experience from other group
members ?

12.

How satisfied were you with the group leader?
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Control for Experimenter Bias
Contamination of the research data due to a Rosenthal Effect is
a potential hazard in most research designs. To evaluate this possibil
ity, Question 12 was added to the posttest questionnaire based on the
assumption that if no significant differences were found between any of
the four treatment conditions, it could be assumed that no experimenter
bias existed in the leadership variable. An additional control measure
involved holding the group leader constant across all treatment condi
tions .
Sex Differences
Equal numbers of male and female volunteers were assigned to
each of the four treatment conditions to control for sex differences. The
literature shows not only inconclusive evidence for the existence or
nonexistence of a sex difference, but very little research at all that
attempts to relate feedback or self-disclosure to these potential sex
differences.
Summary of Controls Used for Extraneous Variables
A.

Subjects consisted of equal numbers of females and males
in each group.

B.

The number of subjects per group (three females and three
males) was held constant across all treatment conditions.
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C.

The author served as group facilitator for all twenty-four
treatment conditions.

D. The time factor was held constant for all treatment conditions.
E.

Subjects were randomly assigned to each of the four treat
ment groups.

F.

All four treatment sessions took place in the same environ
mental setting.

G.

No duplications of body parts were allowed in any one group.

H.

The content for discussion was confined to the discussion of
negative body parts and the feelings about those body parts
for all four treatment groups.

I.

Group leader protocol was held constant over all conditions.
Experimental Design and Statistical Procedures
Undergraduate volunteers were randomly assigned to treatment

conditions A, B, AB, and BA. Five pre-posttest measures (1 through 5)
of the subjects' self-perceived ratings plus seven posttest measures (6
through 12) constituted the questionnaires assessing the dependent
measures.
Pre- and posttest Questions 1 through 5 were subjected to an
S{AB)C analysis of variance mixed design where
S = subjects
A = sex variable
B = treatment conditions
C = repeated measures (pre-posttest)

42

In addition, a multivariate analysis of variance was utilized to
assess the location of possible overall pattern effects in the responses
of subjects on pre-posttest Questions 1 through 5.
Posttest Questions 6 through 12 were analyzed according to an
S(A)B analysis of variance mixed design where
S = subjects
A = sex variable
B = treatment conditions
Finally, a series of Pearson Product Moment Correlations was
computed to assess the possible existence of a relationship between
learning (posttest Question 9) and self-perceived group support (posttest Question 10) and/or learning and self-perceived group understanding
(posttest Question 11) in treatment conditions A (all feedback) and B
(all self-disclosure). This analysis was designed to supplement the
data already gathered by Lieberman et al. (1973).
The Scheffe' post-hoc statistical procedure was employed to
assess the specific areas of significance when the analyses of variance
revealed such findings.

RESULTS
Pre-Posttest Questions 1 through 5
Analysis of Variance
A three-way analysis of variance was computed on pre-posttest
Questions 1 through 5 which served as the first part of the dependent
measure in the research design. Results on all five questions were
statistically significant (p <.001) for the repeated measures factor and
all self-perceived changes were in a positive direction. That is,
subjects in all four treatment conditions changed significantly in a
positive direction on all five questions between pre- and posttest
measures. The lack of any significant treatment effect only indicates
no significant differences among treatments. The highly significant
repeated measures effect demonstrates quite clearly that the treatments
served as causal factors for the large differences in pre- and posttest
ratings.
1.

How satisfied are you now with your

2.

How attractive do you feel your

3.

How much anxiety do you feel about your

?

4.

How open are you to discussing your

?

5.

Would you like to change your

?
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?
is?
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There was no significant sex difference and no significant difference in
mean movement between treatment conditions.
Interaction effects proved significant for Questions 2 and 5.
Significant differences for a BC interaction were found for Question 2
based on an interaction between the treatment conditions and the re
peated measures factor (p < .025) . . Question 5 produced both an AC
and a BC interaction. The AC effect yielded significant differences
(p c.Ol) based on an interaction between the sex of the subjects and the
repeated measures factor. The BC effect yielded significant differences
(p c.005) based on an interaction between the treatment conditions and
the repeated measures factor.
Thus, the analysis revealed eight statistically significant effects
based on the raw data from the pre-posttest questionnaire; significant
differences between means on pre-posttest Questions 1 through 5, a
treatment condition by pre-posttest rating interaction for Question 2, and
a treatment condition by pre-posttest interaction as well as a sex of the
subject by pre-posttest interaction for Question 5. Table 1 summarizes
the analysis of variance for both main effects and interactions effects.
Tables 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 summarize the mean ratings for each treatment
condition on both pre- and posttest measures. Table 7 presents a
summary of the overall treatment means for all four treatment groups on
all five pre-posttest questionnaire items.

Table 1.

Summary of Analysis of Variance Performed on Pre-Posttest Measuring Instrument.

Variance
Source

F(#l)

Questionnaire Items 1 through 5
F(#2)
F(#3)
F{#4)

F(#5)

A
(Sex)

1

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

B
(Treatment Condition)

3

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

C
(Repeated Measures)

1

AB
(Interaction)

3

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

AC
(Interaction)

1

NS

NS

NS

NS

7.673**

BC
(Interaction)

3

NS

3.662*

NS

NS

4.450***

ABC
(Interaction)

3

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

81.246****

66.273****

32.620****

27.677****

42.633****

* p <.025
** p <.01
*** p <.005
**** p <.001

cn
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Table 2. Mean Subject Ratings for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 1. —
How satisfied are you now with your
?

Treatment
Condition

Pretest
Posttest
R Rating per Group

Pre-Posttest
Difference

A(Feedback)

-1.389

.389

B(Self-disclosure)

-2.056

-1.472

.584*

AB (Fe edba ck/Se If -di s clos ure)

-1.944

- .056

1.888**

BA (Self-disclosure/Feedback)

-2.111

- .444

1.667

1.778

* Smallest increases in self-perceived satisfaction
** Greatest increases in self-perceived satisfaction

Table 3. Mean Subject Ratings for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 2.
How attractive do you feel your
is ?

Treatment
Condition

Pretest
Posttest
x Rating per Group

Pre-Posttest
Difference

A(Feedback)

-1.806

0.000

1.806**

B(Self-disclosure)

-2.139

-1.639

.500*

AB{Feedback/Self-disclosure)

-2.306

- .861

1.445

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

-2.028

-1.000

1.028

* Smallest increases in self-perceived attractiveness
** Greatest increases in self-perceived attractiveness
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Table 4. Mean Subject Ratings for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 3.
How much anxiety do you feel about your
?

Treatment
Condition

Pretest
Posttest
x Rating per Group

Pre-Posttest
Difference

A(Feedback)

1.389

-.111

1.500**

B (Self-disclosure)

1.528

.889

.639*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

1.056

-.139

1.195

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

1.250

.167

1.083

* Smallest decreases in self-perceived anxiety
** Greatest decreases in self-perceived anxiety

Table 5. Mean Subject Ratings for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 4.
How open are you to discussing your
?

Treatment
Condition

Pretest
Posttest
x Rating per Group

A(Feedback)

1.806

B(Self-disclosure)

Pre-Posttest
Difference
1.361**

1.972

3.167
• 2.556

AB (Feedba ck/Self-disclosure)

1.306

1.972

.666

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

1.639

2.694

1.055

* Smallest increases in self-perceived openness
** Greatest increases in self-perceived openness

.584*
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Table 6, Mean Subject Ratings for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 5. —
Would you like to change your
__?

Treatment
Condition

Pretest
Posttest
. x Rating per Group

Pre-Posttest
Difference

A(Feedback)

2.417

.750

B(Self-disclosure)

2.000

1.722

.278*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

2.583

1.9X7

.666

BA(Self-dis closure/Feedback)

2.333

1.278

1.055

* Smallest decrease in desire to change
** Greatest decrease in desire to change

1.667**

Table 7. Summary of Treatment Means for Questions 1-5.

Treatment
Condition

1
(satisfaction)

Questionnaire Items
2
3
4
5
(attractiveness) (anxiety) (openness) (desire to change)

A
{Feedback)

- .500**

- .903**

.639

B
(Self-disclosure)

-1.764*

-1.889*

1.208*

AB
(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

-1.000

-1.583

BA(
(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

-1.278

-1.514

* Smallest positive change—non-significant findings
** Greatest positive change—non-significant findings

2.486**

1.583**

2.264

1.861

.458**

1.639*

2.250*

.708

2.167

1.806
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Post-hoc Analyses
The Scheffe* post-hoc analysis was used to assess the location
of the interaction effects for Questions 2 and 5.
Question 2 analyzed the subjects' self-perceived attractive
ness for their negative body parts. All mean differences for the treatment
condition/repeated measures interaction (BC) were significant (p< .025),
except the comparison between the all feedback condition and the posttest measurement. Mean differences for this effect are presented in
Table 8. All BC interaction means are summarized as follows:
Feedback by pretest « -1.806
Feedback by posttest = 0.000
Self-disclosure by pretest = -2.139
Self-disclosure by posttest = -1.639
Feedback/self-disclosure by pretest = -2.306
Feedback/self-disclosure by posttest = - .861
Self-digclosure/feedback by pretest = -2.028
Self-disclosure/feedback by posttest = -1.000
Question 5 yielded both AC and BC interaction effects for the
subjects' self-perceived measures on the degree to which they rated their
desire to change their negative body parts. In addition to the significant
differences in pre-posttest ratings, subjects demonstrated a significant
BC interaction between treatment conditions and pre-posttest measure
ment (p < .005). Mean differences for the BC interaction effect for Ques
tion 5 are presented in Table 9. All mean differences were significant
except the feedback by pretest comparison.

Table 8. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis Computed on BC Interaction
Effect for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 2. — How attractive do you feel your
is ?
Pre -test
A

B

AB

BA

A

Posttest
B
AB

BA

Pretest:
A
A

_

B

NS

—

—

—

-2.139

AB

NS

NS

—

—

-2.306

. NS

BA

NS

NS

NS

—

-2.028

NS

—
—
-1.167

—

—

—

Posttest:
A

1.806

—

—

—

—

B

NS

—

—

-1.699

AB

-.945

NS
-1.278

-1.445

—

BA

-.806

-1.138

-1.306

p <.025
df = 3
MS error = 1.5498
D c = .8036

-1.028

—

—

—

—

—

- .861

NS

—

—

-1.000

NS

NS

—

-

Table 9. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe" Post-hoc Analysis Computed on BC Interaction
Effect for Pre-Posttest Questionnaire Item 5.— Would you like to change your
?
Pretest

Posttest
B

AB

BA

—

—

—

A

B

AB

BA

A

B

.417

—

—

—

1.250

AB

.166

.583

—

—

1.833

.861

—

—

BA

.080

.333

—

1.583

.611

.416

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

Pretest:
A

.250

Posttest:
A

1.667

B

—

—

—

.695

.278

—

—

.972

AB

.500

.083

.666

—

1.167

.195

BA

1.139

.722

1.305

.528

.444

p <.005
df = 3
MS error = 1.4191
D c = . 0344

1.055

.639

—

The BC interaction means are summarized as follows:
Feedback by pretest = 2.417
Feedback by posttest = .750
Self-disclosure by pretest - 2.000
Self-disclosure by posttest = 1.722
Feedback/self-disclosure by pretest = 2.583
Feedback/self-disclosure by posttest = 1.917
Self-disclosure/feedback by pretest = 2.333
Self-disclosure/feedback by posttest = 1.278
Question 5 also resulted in an AC interaction between sex of
the subjects and pre-posttest ratings. All mean differences, as iso
lated by the Scheffe' post-hoc technique, were significant (p < .01),
except the comparison between female subjects and pretest ratings.
Mean differences for this AC interaction can be found in Table 10. AC
means are summarized as follows:
Females by pretest = 2.514
Females by posttest = 1.208
Males by pretest = 2.153
Males by posttest - 1.625
Multivariate Analysis of Variance
In addition to the univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed on preposttest Questions 1 through 5 to assess the location of overall pattern
effects in subjects' responses. The MANOVA technique yielded statis
tical information using Pearson r correlations on subjects' responses
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which measured overall relationships between the five pre-posttest
questions.

Table 10. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc
Analysis Computed on AC Interaction Effect for Pre-Posttest
Questionnaire Item 5. — Would you like to change your
?
Female

Male

Pretest

Posttest

Pretest

Posttest

Pretest

—

—

—

—

Posttest

1.306

—

—

—

Female:

Male:
Pretest

.361

.945

—

—

Posttest

.889

.417

.528

—

p < .01
df = 1
MS error =1.4191
D c = .0281

Significant correlations were found between Question 1 (How
satisfied are you now with your
tive do you feel your

?), and Question 2 (How attrac

is?); and between Question 1 and Question

5 (Would you like to change your

?). Relationships were also
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found between Question 2 and Question 5, and between Question 3 (How
much anxiety do you feel about your

?) and Question 5. Table IX

summarizes this finding.

Table 11. Pearson Correlation Coefficients Performed on Pre-Posttest
Questions 1-5 Yielded by the Multivariate Analysis of
Variance.
Pre-Posttest Questions

Pre-Posttest Questions

2

.629**

—

—

—

—

3

.356**

.208*

—

—

—

4

NS

NS

NS

-r

—

5

.463**

NS

—

.359**

.386**

*p <.05
**p <.001
df = 142

Only Question 4 (How open are you to discussing your

?)

seemed to have no relationship to how subjects responded and therefore
rated Questions 1, 2, 3, and 5.
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Posttest Questions 6 through 12
Analysis of Variance
A two-way analysis of variance was performed on posttest
Questions 6 through 12. This analysis served as the second part of the
dependent measure in the experimental design. Levels of statistical
significance were reached for both A and B main effects and an AB
interaction within the seven questionnaire items. Table 12 summarizes
these effects.
6.

How comfortable were you with the group technique ?

7.

How satisfied were you with the group technique?

8.

How helpful was the group technique for you?

9.

How informative was the group technique for you?

10.

How much support did you experience from other group
members ?

11.

How much understanding did you experience from other
group members?

12.

How satisfied were you with the group leader?

The only significant sex effect (p < .025) occurred with Ques
tion 8. Females showed more positive change in self-perceived group
help (x = 2.189) than males (x = 2.292). Mean subject ratings for sex
differences within each of the four treatment conditions can be found
in Table 13.

Table 12.

Summary of Analysis of Variance on Posttest Measuring Instrument.

Variance
Source

F(#6)

A
(Sex)

1

B
(Treatment)

3

AB
(Interaction)

3

*
**
***
****

p
p
p
p

<.05
<.025
<.005
<.001

NS
4.543***
NS

Questionnaire Items 6 through 12
F(#7)
F{#8)
F(#9)
F(#10)

NS

6.340**

NS

NS

5.831****

NS

NS

NS

2.898*

NS
10.092****
NS

F(#ll)

F(#12)

NS

NS

3.570**
NS

NS
NS

5a
Table 13. Mean Subject Ratings for Posttest Questionnaire Item 8. —
How helpful was the group technique for you?
Treatment
Condition

Females
Males
x Rating per Group

A(Feedback)

3.333**

2.167

B (Self-disclosure)

2.222*

1.389*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

2.833

2.667

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

2.889

2.944**

* Smallest increases in self-perceived help
** Greatest increases in self-perceived help

Four of the seven questions yielded statistical significance for
a treatment condition main effect. Questions 6 (comfort), 8 (helpfulness),
10 (support), and 11 (understanding), showed that the mean differences
between the four feedback and/or self-disclosure conditions differed
significantly as to their influential effects on the subjects' selfperceived responses. Tables 14 and 15 summarize the mean subject
ratings for these significant treatment condition effects.
Question 7 (satisfaction with the group technique) and Question
9 (information from the group technique) did not reach the numerical
criterion necessary for statistical significance. The treatment means for
all four feedback and/or self-disclosure groups were as large and some
times larger than the means for Questions 6, 8, 10, and 11, which
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Table 14.

Mean Subject Ratings forPosttest Questionnaire Item 6 and
Item 8. — Item 6. How comfortable were you with the group
technique? and Item 8. How helpful was the group technique
for you ?

Treatment
Condition
A(Feedback)
B(Self-disclosure)

Question 6
Question 8
x Rating per Group
2.194**

2.750

.333*

1.806*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

1.833

2.750

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

1.639

2.917**

* Smallest increased in self-perceived comfort or help
** Greatest increases in self-perceived comfort or help
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Table 15. Mean Subject Ratings for Posttest Questionnaire Item 10 and
Item 11. — Item 10. How much support did you experience
from other group members? and Item 11. How much under
standing did you experience from other group members ?
Treatment
Condition

Question 10
Question 11
X Rating per Group

A(Feedback)

3.278**

3.083

B(Self-disclosure)

1.500*

2.167*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

3.278**

3.139

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

3.167

3.167**

* Smallest increases in self-perceived support and understanding
** Greatest increases in self-perceived support and understanding

resulted in a significant treatment effect. Because of the size of the
means for Questions 7 and 9, this author feels that the interpretation of
the treatment effects on these two questions must be as follows: (1)
there are no significant differences among the influential effect of the
four treatment groups, and (2) these results signify a significant treat
ment effect for all feedback and/or self-disclosure groups. A summary
of these mean comparisons can be found in Table 16.

Table 16. Summary of Treatment Means for Posttest Questionnaire Item 6 (Comfort with Group Tech
nique) , Item 7 (Satisfaction with Group Technique), Item 8 (Help from the Group Technique),
Item 9 (Information from the Group Technique), Item 10 (Support from the Group Members),
Item 11 (Understanding from Group Members), and Item 12 (Satisfaction with the Group
Leader).
Treatment
Condition

A(Feedback)
B (Self-disclosure)

6

7

11

12

2.750

3.028** 3.278**

3.083

4.111

2.694*

1.806*

2.444*

1.500*

2.167*

4.250
3.972*

2.194** 3.000
.333*

8

Questionnaire Items
9
10

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

1.833

2.889

2.750

2.917

3.278**

3.139

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

1.639

3.278**

2.917**

2.833

3.167

3.167** 4.500**

* Smallest amount of positive change
** Greatest amount of positive change
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Question 12 (satisfaction with the group leader) also produced
no significant treatment effect. However, examination of the individual
treatment means revealed means that were higher for Question 12 than
for any of the treatment means for Questions 6 through 11. This
strongly indicates highly significant effects, not null findings, for all
four treatment groups on self-perceived satisfaction with the group
leader, indicating a lack of a Rosenthal effect. Table 16 summarizes
the individual treatment means for all posttest Questions 6 through 12.
Mean differences for both males and females between all four treatments
for Question 12 are presented in Table 17.

Table 17. Summary of Mean Differences between Treatment Conditions
for Posttest Questionnaire Item 12. — How satisfied were
you with the group leader?
Treatment Condition

Females

A(Feedback)

4.278

3.944

B (Self-disclosure)

4.389**

4.111

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

4.111*

3.833*

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

4.611

4.389**

* Smallest amount of self-perceived satisfaction
** Greatest amount of self-perceived satisfaction

Males
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Only one interaction effect occurred in the posttest analysis.
Question 9 yielded an AB interaction between sex of the subjects and
treatment conditions on the measurement of self-perceived group
information. Female group members experienced more information about
their body parts and their feelings about their body parts in the all
feedback condition and the least information in the self-disclosure/
feedback condition. Males perceived the most information in the selfdisclosure/feedback treatment and the least information in the all
self-disclosure treatment group. Mean subject ratings for this effect
are listed in Table 18.

Table 18. Mean Subject Ratings for AB Interaction for Posttest Ques
tionnaire Item 9. — How informative was the group technique
for you ?
Treatment
Condition

Females
Males
x Rating per Group

A(Feedback)

3.056**

3.000

B (Self-disclosure)

3.111

1.778*

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

3.000

2.833

BA{Self-disclosure/Feedbaclc}

2.389*

3.278**

* Smallest self-perceived information
** Greatest self-perceived information
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Post-hoc Analyses
The Scheffe' post-hoc analysis was again employed to assess
the location of treatment differences as well as the interaction effects
between the subjects' sex and the treatment conditions.
Question 6 measured the subjects' self-perceived comfort with
the group technique (feedback and/or self-disclosure). All mean dif
ferences for the four treatment conditions were significant (p< .005)
except treatment B (all self-disclosure). Mean differences for this
effect can be found in Table 19.

Table 19. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis
Computed on Treatment Conditions for Posttest Question
naire Item 6. — How comfortable were you with the group
technique ?
Treatment
Condition

A

A(Feedback)

—

—

—

—

1.861

—

—

—

B (Self-dis closure)

Treatment Condition
B
AB

BA

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

.361

1.500

-

—

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

.555

1.306

.194

—

p <.005
df = 3
MS error = 5.2141
D c = .0659
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Question 8 assessed the amount of help the subjects perceived
as a result of the group technique. All treatment conditions reached a
high level of significance (p < .001) except treatment B (all selfdisclosure). Mean differences for Question 8 are presented in Table 20.

Table 20. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis
Computed on Treatment Conditions for Posttest Questionnaire
Item 8. — How helpful was the group technique for you?
Treatment
Condition

A

Treatment Condition
B
AB

BA

A(Feedback)
B (Self-disclosure)

.944

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

NS

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

.167

—

—

.944

—

1.111

.167

p <.001
df = 3
MS error - 1.5817
D c = .0162

Question 10 measured the subjects' self-perceived support from
their group experience and was also assessed by a Scheffe' analysis.
The results revealed the location of significant mean differences. All
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treatment conditions were highly significant (p c.OOI) except treatment B
(all self-disclosure). The mean differences for Question 10 appear in
Table 21.

Table 21. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis
Computed on Treatment Conditions for Posttest Questionnaire
Item 10. — How much support did you experience from other
group members?
Treatment
Condition

A

Treatment Condition
B
AB

A(Feedback)
1.778

—

—

AB(Feedback/Self-disclosure)

NS

1.778

-

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

.111

1.667

.111

B (Self-disclosure)

p <.001
df - 3
MS error = 2.7122
D c = .0213

The Scheffe' analysis for Question 11, which measured selfperceived group understanding, located mean differences that were
consistent with Questions 6, 8, and 10. Three of the four treatment
differences were significant (p <.025). Only treatment B {all

BA
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self-disclosure) failed to reach the statistical criterion for significance.
A summary of the Scheffe' mean differences for Question 11 can be found
in Table 22.

Table 22. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis
Computed on Treatment Conditions forPosttest Questionnaire
Item 11. — How much understanding did you experience from
other group members ?

Treatment
Condition

A

Treatment Condition
B
AB

BA

A(Feedback)
.916

—

—

AB{Feedback/Self-disclosure)

NS

.972

—

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

NS

1.000

NS

B (Self-disclosure)

p <.025
df = 3
MS error = 2.3497
D c = .0989

The significant AB interaction for Question 9 was also aftalyzed
by the Scheffe' post-hoc technique and significant mean differences
were isolated. All sex by treatment interactions were significant
(p <.05) except the comparison between male subjects and males in the
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all self-disclosure conditions. This finding is consistent with the A
effect which noted a significantly lower mean for males in the selfdisclosure treatment, and also for the B effect which revealed the lowest
mean comparisons in the all self-disclosure treatments. Table 23 pre
sents the mean differences for this interaction effect. All AB interaction
means are summarized as follows:
Females/feedback = 3.056
Males/feedback = 3.000
Females/self-disclosure = 3.111
Males/self-disclosure = 1.778
Females/feedback-self-disclosure « 3 .000
Males/feedback-self-disclosure = 2.833
Females/self-disclosure-feedback « 2.389
Males/self-disclosure-feedback - 3.278
Correlational Analysis: Pearson r
In addition to the analysis of variance, twelve Pearson product
moment correlations were computed on posttest Questions 9, 10, and 11.
The analysis assessed the correlations between self-perceived informa
tion (Question 9) and self-perceived group support (Question 10), and
between self-perceived information (Question 9) and self-perceived group
understanding (Question 11), Only treatment conditions A (all feedback)
and B (all self-disclosure) were used and the correlations included the
assessment of both separate and combined sex effects. The only
significant finding was a correlation coefficient for females (p < .05) in

Table 23. Summary of Mean Differences for Scheffe' Post-hoc Analysis Computed on Interaction Effect
for Posttest Questionnaire Item 9. — How informative was the group technique for you?

A

Females
B
AB

Males
BA

—

—

—

—

B(Self-disclosure)

NS

—

—

AB{Fe edba ck/Self-disclosure)

NS

NS

BA(Self-disclosure/Feedback)

.667

NS

. A

B

AB

BA

—

—

—

—

—

NS

—

—

—

—

—

NS

1.222

-

—

.722

.611

—

.611

.611

.444

—

—

—

—

1.333

-

—

Female:
A(Feedback)

—

Male:
A(Feedback)
B(Self-disclosure)

1.278

1.222

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

AB{Feedback/Self-disclosure)

NS

NS

NS

—

NS

1.005

-

BA(Self-dis closure/Feedback)

NS

NS

NS

.889

NS

1.500

.445

—

CT>
CO
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the all feedback condition demonstrating a relationship between selfperceived information (learning) and self-perceived support. Table 24
presents a summary of this data.
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Table 24. Summary of Pearson Correlation Coefficients on Posttest
Questionnaire Items 9, 10, and 11. — Item 9. How informa
tive was the group technique for you?, Item 10. How much
support did you experience from other group members ? , and
Item 11. How much understanding did you experience from
other group members ?
•

X
Information

Y
Support

X
Information

Y
Understanding

Female:
A(Feedback)
B (Self-disclosure)

•

5993*

NS

NS

NS

A(Feedback)

NS

NS

B(Self-disclosure)

NS

NS

A(Feedback)

NS

NS

B(Self-disclosure)

NS

NS

Male:

Female & Male:

* p < .01
df for females = 16
df for males = 16
df for combined females and males = 34

DISCUSSION
Conclusions
Pre-Posttest Questions 1-5: Significant Findings
The first part of the subject questionnaire provided consider
able support for the original research hypothesis which stated that the
independent variables of verbal feedback and verbal self-disclosure were
both positive change-producing mechanisms . All four treatment condi
tions (feedback, self-disclosure, feedback/self-disclosure, and selfdisclosure/feedback) were effective in producing significant positive
changes in the subjects' self-perceived feelings of their negative body
parts. Group members became more satisfied, felt more attractive,
experienced less anxiety, were more open to discussion, and felt less
desire to change their negative body parts as a result of each of the four
treatment groups. This finding substantiates the common belief in the
positive value of verbal feedback and verbal self-disclosure that under
lies most therapy groups, encounter groups, sensitivity training groups,
and personality laboratories.
Interaction effects were significant for Questions 2 and 5. The
amount of change in self-perceived attractiveness (Question 2), between
pre- and posttest ratings, was affected by the type of treatment. All
72
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mean differences for the treatment by repeated measures interaction were
significant except the all feedback by postte st comparison.

That is

I

the

group members in the all feedback condition reported no self-perceived
change at all in their feelings of attractiveness on the posttest measure
(see Table 3).

This reveals a contamination of the main effect results

for the all feedback condition.

The difference between the pre- and

posttest treatment mean was higher in the all feedback treatment condition than the difference between pre- and postte st treatment means for
the self-disclosure, feedback/self-disclosure
feedback conditions.

However

I

I

and self-disclosure/

the rea son for this high overall differ-

ence score was the total lack of change between pre- and posttest ratings.

Either the lack of a cathartic experience (self-disclosure) or the

qualitative nature of the group feedback might explain the lack of selfperceived change in the all feedback group members' feelings of attractiveness.

It has already been mentioned that the group feedback was

mostly neutral

I

mildly positive

I

or a sharing of information about friends

or relatives who experienced a similar physical deficiency. It is quite
possible that the feedback might have been less than convincing because
of the forced nature imposed upon it by the experimental design.
Question 5 assessed the subjects' desire to change their negative body parts.

Both a sex by repeated measures interaction and a

treatment by repeated measures interaction occurred on this dependent
measure. All mean differences for the sex by repeated measures interactions were significant except the female by pretest comparison.
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However, these interaction effects are somewhat meaningless and add
no valid information to the pool of statistical results. This is also the
case with the treatment by repeated measures interaction. All mean dif
ferences were significant except the feedback by pretest comparison.
This interaction can also be considered meaningless. It is important to
note that in interpreting both the AC and BC interaction effects for
Question 5 it was necessary to reverse the pre- and posttest mean scores.
This was done to compensate for the reverse direction of positive change
that was used for subject ratings on both Questions 3 and 5 (see Appen
dix A). Although all treatment conditions were found to produce a sig
nificant influence upon the group members' change in their desire to alter
their self-perceived physical defects, there was a tendency for the all
feedback treatment to affect a greater amount of change upon posttest
measurements and the all self-disclosure treatments to affect the least
amount of positive movement on the posttest follow-up.
The Pearson correlation coefficients that resulted from the
multivariate analysis of variance revealed significant relationships
among four of the five pre-posttest questions. Question 1 (How satis
fied are you now with your
you feel your
about your
your

?), Question 2 (How attractive do

is?). Question 3 (How much anxiety do you feel
?), and Question 5 (Would you like to change
?) are all highly correlated with each other. That is, if
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positive movement occurs on Questions 1, 2 , 3, or 5, there is a strong
tendency for positive movement to take place on the three remaining
questions. Two explanations may account for this relationship. First,
Questions 1, 2, 3, and 5 may be intercorrelated in some way so that
increased feelings of satisfaction naturally involve an increase in selfperceived attractiveness, reduced anxiety, and, therefore, a decreased
desire to change one's negative body part. Or decreased anxiety may
naturally lead to a decreased desire to change one's negative body
part, and increased feelings of satisfaction and attractiveness. A
significant positive change on any one of these four questions could,
therefore, result in concommitant changes in the other three because of
their common content. Question 4 (How open are you to discussing
your

?) did not seem to be significantly affected by changes on

any of the other four dependent measures. It is probable that the concept
of openness differs qualitatively from the concepts of satisfaction,
attractiveness, anxiety, and desire for change, at least in regard to
the subject of negative body parts. This is the most likely explanation
of the exclusion of Question 4 from the other relationships. A second
possible, but less likely, explanation involves a halo effect. If the
experience of participating in any one of the four feedback and/or selfdisclosure groups results in a group member feeling generally "good all
over," this positive feeling may generalize to self-perceptions of
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increased satisfaction and attractiveness and decreased anxiety and
desire to change one's negative body part. Why this potential halo ef
fect did not extend to feelings of increased openness, remains unknown
to this author unless the common content hypothesis is valid for a halo
effect also.
Posttest Questions 6-12: Significant Findings
Posttest questions yielded both sex and treatment main effects
in addition to a sex by treatment interaction. These results added
increased support for the feedback hypothesis but decreased support for
the self-disclosure concept. 'The sex effect appeared with Question 8
(self-perceived help from the group technique). Females in all treatment
conditions generally experienced more self-perceived help than male
members of all treatment groups. This difference might be due to
cultural effects. Seeking and receiving personal help is more socially
sanctioned for women in our society than for men. Consequently, women
can be expected to be more receptive to help as long as it is offered in a
socially acceptable form. Males, on the other hand, are still somewhat
less receptive to help, especially when the help involves a personal
problem and is of a personal nature. This generality is apparent in the
greater number of women who seek counseling, although this long
entrenched trend is beginning to change.
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It was noted by this author, as she observed the ongoing
treatment process / that male members seemed to demonstrate as much
concern over their negative body parts as did female group members.
Because of our society's greater emphasis on the physical attributes of
women, concern over one's physical deficiencies is a natural and
socially acceptable concern for females. Receptivity to related per
sonal issues follows naturally from this. This is less true for males. It
might be that this subtle but pervasive cultural taboo may have influ
enced the perceptions of male group members to the end that receptivity
to help on matters as personal as negative body image was lessened in
deference to male feelings of masculinity. In other words, receptivity to
help on personal matters may have been perceived as incompatible with
cultural definitions of masculinity. It is important to note that the great
majority of both male and female subjects in all treatment groups had
never been exposed to small group experiences that dealt with problems
of a personal nature. Cultural restraints on expression of personal
feelings tend to be lessened with small group experiences. However,
since these experiences were new for most subjects, it can be assumed
that the cultural influence was more dominant; a negative influence for '
males and a positive or neutral influence for females.
Treatment effects were significant for four of the seven posttest questions with the various significant treatment groups receiving
uniform ratings on all four questions. Question 6 measured the degree
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of comfort group members experienced with the different treatment conditions.

The greatest degree of self-perceived comfort was reported in

the all feedback condition

I

the feedback/self-disclosure condition

the self-disclosure/feedback condition.

I

and

The all self-disclosure group

was reported as the least comfortable of all the treatment groups.
Question 8 measured the self-perceived help of the group
technique.

Subjects again rated the all feedback

disclosure

I

I

feedback/self-

and self-disclosure/feedback treatment as most helpful.

Significantly lower ratings were reported for the all self-disclosure
groups.
Question 10 assessed self-perceived group support as a result
of the group technique.
Questions 6 and 8.
disclosure

I

Treatments were rated the same as those in

Subjects in the all feedback

I

feedback/self-

and self-disclosure/feedback treatments reported signifi-

cantly greater group support from these treatment groups than they did
from the all self-disclosure conditions.
Finally

I

Question 11

I

which measured the amount of group

understanding subjects experienced from the various treatment groups

1

demonstrated significant results that were consistent with the other
three significant posttest questions.
disclosure

I

That is

I

feedback

I

feedback/self-

and self-disclosure/feedback were the treatments rated

highest in self-perceived group understanding.

The all self-disclosure
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Q
technique was again considered as contributing the least amount of
understanding to the experimental subjects.
The author feels that possible explanations as to these highly
consistent results might be generalized to all four of the dependent
measures. It must be noted that the lower ratings of the self-disclosure
groups contradict the three most common notions that support the value
of the self-disclosure concept. First, it is generally believed that there
is a cathartic effect associated with self-disclosure. Second/ when
group members hear the self-disclosure of others, especially when the
content of the disclosure is similar, e.g. , negative body parts, group
members tend to feel less dissatisfaction, concern, hurt, etc. Common
responses to the disclosure of others are, "I'm not the only one who
feels this way," "Maybe I'm more attractive than I thought, " "I'm not
so different after all," etc. Typically, one learns from the selfdisclosure of others. Finally, self-disclosure is usually a prelude to
feedback, which is usually anticipated if not actually expected. A
primary purpose for most peoples' self-disclosure is to receive feedback
about both the content of the disclosure and the discloser's feelings
associated with that content.
The reason for the unexpectedly low rating of the all selfdisclosure groups may be due to the circumstances surrounding these
treatments. To self-disclose in front of strangers, without the benefit
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of choosing the moment in time that "feels right11 to reveal sensitive
feelings, may have resulted in some discomfort or anxiety. A more
probable explanation involves the total lack of feedback which can be
considered somewhat "unnatural." To openly display a negative body
part and disclose one's feelings about that sensitive body part, without
any knowledge of the impact of that disclosure on other group members,
may be expected to cause some additional discomfort. Since there was
no feedback as to the target person's sensitive body part or his feelings
about that body part, i.e., no verbal communication of group responses
to the target person, it follows that the group would be perceived as
less comfortable, less helpful, less supportive, and less understanding
than groups that expressed verbal feedback, whether alone or in combi
nation with the self-disclosure factor. This would be especially true in
a group of strangers. Another factor is that self-disclosure, with no
feedback, is more apt to be experienced as exposure and be considered
to result in feelings of uncertainty, which in turn lead to anxiety or
discomfort, and also serve to reduce the positive effects of the
catharsis. This is substantiated by the fact that the self-disclosure
groups which involved the feedback variable, were reported as signifi
cantly more positive along all four dimensions of comfort, helpfulness,
support and understanding. This author feels that if additional posttest
data had been collected after the debriefing sessions following the all
self-disclosure groups, group members would have experienced greater
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positive benefits because during the debriefing there was a free flow of
both feedback and self-disclosure as well as of questions that were not
allowed during the actual treatment sessions. Second, because the two
treatments that combined self-disclosure with feedback did not result in
significantly decreased ratings of comfort, helpfulness, support, or
understanding, it may be speculated that positive or neutral effects from
the inclusion of the feedback variable may have mitigated some of the
negative influence of the all self-disclosure condition. Finally, the
decreased time period allowed for self-disclosure in the treatment condi
tions that combined self-disclosure with feedback, may also have
diminished the negative effect of this variable in this study.
Question 7 (self-perceived satisfaction with the group tech
nique) did not demonstrate statistical significance for treatment effects.
In the Results section of this dissertation, the author mentioned her
reasons for interpreting all four treatment groups as significant factors
in influencing the group members' perceptions of satisfaction with the
group technique, even though no statistical differences occurred between
treatment means. After viewing the overall means for the individual
treatment groups on Question 7, the author again feels the responsibility
to extrapolate from these findings. Because the treatment means for
Question 7 were at least as high as for Questions 6, 8, 10, and 11, all
of which showed a significant B effect, this author feels that the logical
interpretation is one which considers all four feedback and/or
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self-disclosure treatment groups as significantly influential in promoting
subject satisfaction with the group techniques. In other words

I

the

lack of reported significance cannot be justified as null results.
This same rationale was applied by this author to Question 9
(amount of self-perceived information as a result of the group experience).

Even though the analysis of variance failed to indicate

statistical significance

1

this author interpreted this finding as demon-

strating no difference between treatment group effects but significant
treatment influences that increased perceived amounts of information due
to the high value of all individual treatment means.
Question 12

the final postte st question measured the subjects'

1

satisfaction with the group leader.

The results of this question are

consistent with those of Questions 7 and 9. No statistical significance
was reached

I

no significant mean differences existed between the four

treatme nt conditions

I

and individual treatment means were not only as

high as they were for Questions 6
statistical significance
12 were highest of all.

1

I

8

I

10

I

and 11

I

all of which reached

but the individual treatment means for Question
This last significant finding demonstrates a high

degree of uniformity among subjects in all treatment groups to view the
group leader with a high degree of satisfaction. The reader should
remember that the leader who directed the twenty-four treatment groups
was also the author of this study. Thus it can reasonably be concluded
that no experimenter bias existed in the research and no one treatment

83

group was influenced either more positively or more negatively by the
experimenter, therefore a Rosenthal effect can be reasonably ruled out.
The sex by treatment interaction occurred in Question 9 and
tapped the amount of information the group members experienced as a
result of the various treatment conditions. All sex by treatment mean
differences were significant except the comparison between male sub
jects and the all self-disclosure group. That is, females in the all
self-disclosure groups reported significantly more self-perceived informa
tion than did males. This finding is in agreement with the treatment
condition effects of Questions 6, 8, 10, and 11, which rated the all
self-disclosure group as least helpful, least comfortable, least sup
portive, and least understanding. It is also consistent with the sex
main effect that occurred with Question 8 (self-perceived help from the
group technique). Females generally perceived more help from all four
treatment conditions than did males. Help and information are probably
intercorrelated so this finding is a logical one. The fact that the non
significant comparison involves only male subjects may again be ex
plained by cultural influences. First, it has already been mentioned
that our culture generally places more emphasis on the physical attrib
utes of women. Consequently, concern over one's physical deficiencies
is a more natural and more socially acceptable concern for females.
This is somewhat less true for males. There is also a greater expecta
tion and, therefore, acceptance of female self-disclosure than there is
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for males. Therefore, male self-disclosure and/or exposure of male
concern over physical attributes that fall short of societal standards,
without the benefit of reassuring feedback, may have contributed to the
overall effect. The fact that the specific dimension of self-perceived
information was rated lowest by males in the all self-disclosure condi
tion may again be attributed to cultural influences. Our society has
endorsed the expression of feelings relating to fears, concerns, hurt,
sadness, inferiority, weakness, etc., for women to a far greater extent
than it has endorsed the expression of these same feelings for men.
Women, therefore, can not only more freely express their natural feelings
but learn more about themselves as a result of their less inhibited
expression. Since the men in our society are somewhat conditioned
to repress not only the expression of these feelings, but even the knowl
edge that these feelings exist within themselves, it follows that when
they are expressed, as they were in the treatment groups, the newness
of this experience might have resulted in less learning, less perceived
Information. This author speculates that increased self-perceived
information (learning) probably would follow naturally as a direct
consequence of more small group experiences for males. In other words,
both time and practice are needed in an environment conducive to
feelings of comfort, trust, and acceptance, before male subjects can be
expected to learn as much from similar treatment groups as female
subjects are able to learn now. More research is needed on sex
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differences and responses to both feedback and self-disclosure in gen
eral and in small groups settings in particular.
Pre-Posttest Questions 1-5: Non-significant Findings
The original literature search on the concepts of feedback and
self-disclosure yielded only mixed information regarding sex differences.
Because of these findings, this author did not hypothesize sex differ
ences among the four feedback and self-disclosure treatment conditions.
In this particular study, no overall sex differences appeared. This may
be attributed to two factors. First, the content of all treatment condi
tions was the same. The subject of negative body images can probably
be considered to be equally important to both males and females even
though cultural influences affect the way these similar feelings are
manifested. A second reason may be the fact that almost all subjects
were university freshmen or sophomores falling into an average age
range of eighteen to twenty-one. If there had been greater differences
in age among the experimental group members/ sex differences would
have been more likely to occur since perception of one's body image
varies with different life stages.
Another non-significant finding which deserves at least
cursory attention is the trend of the participating group members' in all
treatment groups. In general, the all feedback condition seems to be
the most conducive to positive personality change for Questions 1 , 2 ,
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4 and 5. The all self-disclosure treatment was least influential for
Questions 1,2, and 3. The treatment by repeated measures interactions
are consistent with this pattern. Although these findings did not reach
the criterion for statistical significance, it is difficult to say whether
this trend has real meaning. However, the author feels it is worth
noting and postulates two explanations. First and foremost, the all
feedback groups involved the least amount of personal risk by way of
verbal exposure. This was not the case in the self-disclosure group.
In the feedback conditions, each target person played a passive role for
the feelings and perceptions of the other group members. Within him
self, the target subject could psychologically accept, reject, tune out,
or ponder any or all of the incoming feedback. Since the feedback
treatments did seem to be somewhat more influential in promoting posi
tive change, another probable explanation could be the nature of the
feedback which was mostly of a non-threatening nature and probably
served to dispel some of the subjects' anxiety and apprehension over
their individual physical sensitivities.
The lower ratings for the all self-disclosure treatments have
already been discussed under the heading of Posttest Questions 6-12:
Significant Findings.
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Posttest Questions 6-12: Non-significant Findings
The lack of any overall sex effects in the pre-posttest ques
tions was also reflected in group members' responses in all posttest
questions except Question 8 (self-perceived group helpfulness) in which
females perceived more group help than males. However, there were no
gender differences for Question 6 (self-perceived comfort with the group
technique), Question 7 (satisfaction with the group technique), Ques
tion 9 (perceived information as a result of the group technique),
Question 10 (perceived group support from the treatment technique), and
Question 11 (perceived group understanding from the treatment technique).
In other words, both male and female members of the feedback and/or
self-disclosure treatment groups perceived the treatment techniques in
similar ways as to comfort, satisfaction, information, support, and
understanding. Over all, on both pre-post Questions 1 through 5, and
posttest Questions 6 through 12, no major difference in questionnaire
responding can be attributed to differences in sex.
The Pearson product moment correlation was used for the final
analysis on posttest Questions 9 through 11. These correlations were
computed to see if some of the findings on feedback and self-disclosure
from the Lieberman et al. (1973) study on encounter groups were sup
ported in any way by this present research project. Contrary to much
empirical data and experienced observations, the Lieberman et al. (1973)
study indicates a negative correlation between feedback and positive
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personality change and a positive correlation between self-disclosure
and positive change. This statement is qualified by taking into account
the factor of cognitive insight or learning. According to the Lieberman
et al. research, cognitive factors seem to be central to learning in
encounter groups. Generally, group experiences and leader behavior
that facilitates a cognitive perspective seems to be most productive in
influencing positive personality change.
First, let us consider the feedback concept. The Lieberman
et al. (1973) results are inconclusive in relating cognitive insight to
feedback. Although the Stanford University students, who served as the
subjects for this massive study on encounter groups, credited feedback
as the critical factor for personal change, less direct assessments of
their individual changes showed that fewer positive changers (learners)
had had experiences involving feedback which led to cognitive insight
or learning. However, the Lieberman et al. (1973) study did not assess
the students' self-perceived changes as a result of feedback and/or
self-disclosure. Since it cannot be said that measurements of selfperceived change differ from more indirect methods of assessing that
same change, there is no way to know if these two studies, this present
study and the Lieberman et al. (1973) research, are really measuring the
same thing.
In the present study, mean differences between treatment groups
for Question 9 (self-perceived learning) were not significant, but there
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was a noticeable trend for subjects in the all feedback treatments to
perceive a greater amount of information (learning) as a result of the
feedback treatments than subjects in other conditions. This trend toward
greater self-perceived information or learning in the all feedback groups
decreased support for the Lieberman et al. (1973) postulation, even
though the feedback treatments did not significantly produce more selfperceived cognitive insight. This trend was also apparent on preposttest Question 1 (self-perceived satisfaction), Question 2
(self-perceived attractiveness), Question 4 (self-perceived openness),
and Question 5 (desire to change the negative body part). This trend
does potentially contradict the Lieberman et al. indication that fewer
learners (positive changers) had experiences involving feedback than
group members who were either negative changers or nonchangers. No
correlations were performed on these present research findings which do
seem to indicate a possible relationship between the feedback concept
and a cognitive component which enhances self-perceived satisfaction,
attractiveness, openness, and decreased desire to change one's nega
tive body part, i.e., positive change. However, conclusions are
premature at this time. The only statistically significant finding showed
a relationship between learning and support for females in the all feed
back treatments. It may be the case that group support and/or under
standing are influential variables when dealing with verbal feedback as
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well as verbal self-disclosure. This author recommends additional
research.
The Lieberman et al. (1973) study also reports only tentative
conclusions on their findings for self-disclosure. According to their
1973 findings, cognitive insight or learning seems to be necessary if
self-disclosure is to result in any positive changes. But this statement
seems to be dependent upon self-perceived group support and selfperceived group understanding. If these two factors are lacking,
self-disclosure is less likely to lead to learning and, therefore, positive
change.
Because of the inconclusiveness and provocative nature of the
above Lieberman et al. (1973) results on self-disclosure, this author
attempted to ascertain any possible correlations between self-perceived
information or learning (Question 9) and self-perceived group support
(Question 10) and between learning and self-perceived group under
standing (Question 11) in treatment groups involving all self-disclosure.
Pearson r computations were performed on these questions to measure
these correlations and their relationships to the all self-disclosure
treatments. The results lend mixed verification for the Lieberman et al.
data. The indications of this present study point to no significant cor
relations between learning and self-perceived group support or between
learning and self-perceived group understanding in the all self-disclosure
treatment groups. This might explain the lower ratings for the
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self-disclosure groups on self-perceived group information or learning
(Question 9), except that the feedback, feedback/self-disclosure, and
self-disclosure/feedback treatments were not rated significantly higher
and there have been no research indications that learning is dependent
on group support and/or comfort in the conditions involving feedback,
especially those treatments with no self-disclosure at all. In keeping
with the Lieberman et al. (1973) findings, if members of self-disclosure
groups do not experience group support and/or understanding, cognitive
insight or learning does not take place. Without this cognitive compo
nent, their findings indicate that positive change is less likely to occur.
In general, the findings of this present study are consistent with the
Lieberman et al. research. However, the low ratings of self-perceived
information in the feedback, feedback/self-disclosure, and selfdisclosure/feedback groups, indicate a need for continued research in
this area.
Summary
The overall effects of verbal feedback and verbal self-disclosure
are generally supported by the research findings on both pre- and
posttest questions. Some ambiguity surrounds the all self-disclosure
condition, although the previous discussion on the lower ratings of this
concept serve to partially explain why both male and female subjects
generally favored this condition the least.
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It is also important to consider the several aspects of the
research design that limit generalizability of the results. First, the
content of all the treatment groups was limited to the discussion of
negative body images. It is entirely possible that with the content
controlled by the use of another subject or with no control of the content
variable at all, the effects of the treatment might have varied consid
erably .
Second, this present project did not tabulate the positive
versus the negative feedback items. Information as to the positive or
negative quality of the feedback may have offered some explanatory
value that is lacking in this present study.
Third, there were three possible contaminating elements
involved in the execution of this research project:
1.

The all feedback condition (A), and the feedback/selfdisclosure (AB) condition, were both contaminated by the
addition of an extra self-disclosure influence. That is,
the all feedback treatment was preceded by a verbal announce
ment followed by a non-verbal display of the target person's
negative body part. This results in what might be
considered a non-verbal self-disclosure/verbal feedback,
a BA treatment of sorts. Likewise, the feedback/selfdisclosure (AB)treatment was also preceded by a verbal
announcement followed by a non-verbal display of the target

93

person's sensitive body part. This results in what might be
interpreted as a BAB treatment group. This author could think
of no way to entirely eliminate the addition of the introductory
verbal and non-verbal self-disclosure influence in the A and
AB treatments.
2.

Another possible contaminating influence was the inevitable
occurrence of non-verbal feedback in the three treatment
groups that involved the self-disclosure concept"? The author
was aware that head nodding, smiles# concerned or sympa
thetic or empathetic expressions, as well as other manifesta
tions of non-verbal body languages, were natural responses to
the self-disclosure of a group member. However, this author
chose not to eliminate this reaction because the unnatural
condition of group members showing no recognition or
receptivity to the personal self-disclosure of another might
have an even greater contaminating influence upon the selfdisclosure's perception than the inclusion of some natural
non-verbal communication.

3.

The last possible factor which might have contaminated the
control for the eight-minute-per-subject time factor was a
possible problem in all four treatment groups. The treatments
involving self-disclosure varied on the time dimension since
some group members were easily able to talk for their allotted

time of four or eight minutes. Other subjects disclosed much
less, quantitatively, during those same time periods. This
same problem was apparent in the groups involving feedback.
Some groups were able to keep a steady stream of feedback in
progress for either the four or eight minutes allotted to them.
Other groups gave quantitatively less feedback than others
during the same time period. The author knew of no solution
to control for this problem in this specific experimental
design.
The firial limitation is the more obvious one that involves gath
ering data from variables as important as feedback and self-disclosure
based on a one-time treatment session under highly controlled research
conditions.
Several suggestions are mentioned for consideration in future
research:
1.

It is quite likely that if the group members could have
achieved some degree of familiarity and, therefore, comfort
with one another before the actual treatment conditions began,
as long as prior communication did not touch on the content
specified for research purposes, the group could have flowed
more naturally and the data results might have better repre
sented reality. Perhaps some get-acquainted exercises
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beforehand other than the name-chaining exercise might have
facilitated a more natural group situation.
2.

Since a group rarely meets for only one session, data
gathered after a more natural series of group meetings might
have more clearly reflected the effects of feedback and selfdisclosure.

3.

Either an increase in the number of treatment groups or longer
time allotments for a single session might have altered group
members' perceptions of the treatment groups both as changeproducing mechanisms and as techniques.
In spite of the above stated limitations of this research project,

the author still feels that both the concepts of feedback and selfdisclosure show considerable promise for increased statistical validation
as mechanisms for positive personality change. The problem seems to
lie not with the positive influence of the concepts themselves, but In
the research methodology that attempts to scientifically verify their
value. The author hopes that this present study will serve to not only
stimulate increased interest in scientifically assessing the changeproducing value of verbal feedback and verbal self-disclosure, but also
of assessing the many forms of feedback and self-disclosure, e.g.,
non-verbal, videotape, audiotape, written, etc.
In conclusion, this author requests that the reader use caution
in generalizing the results of this present research endeavor. Because

of the large number of variables that are often unknown and often diffi
cult to control, the author suggests using the results of this study as
indicators of the change-producing value of verbal feedback and verbal
self-disclosure as mechanisms whose value still remains somewhat
inconclusive. She also hopes that the results are sufficiently persuasive
that increased research, especially in the area of verbal feedback and
verbal self-disclosure, will be vigorously stimulated.

APPENDIX A
PRE-POSTTEST MEASURING INSTRUMENT

97

PRE-POSTTEST MEASURING INSTRUMENT
Sex

Subject Identification^

I

Body Part Selection

Please circle the number on each of the following scales that best expresses your feelings toward the
body part you have chosen for this experiment.
Pre-Test Questions
1.

How satisfied are you now with your
-5
very
dissatisfied

2.

-3

-2

dissatisfied

-1
slightly
dissatisfied

How attractive do you feel your_
-5
very
unattractive

3.

-4

-4

-3

+1

+2

slightly
satisfied

+3

+4

+5
very
satisfied

+4

+5
very
attractive

+4

+5
much
anxiety

satisfied

is?
-2

unattractive

-1
slightly
unattractive

+1

+2

slightly
attractive

+3
attractive

How much anxiety do you feel about your.
-5
completely
comfortable

-4

-3
comfortable

-2

-1
slightly
comfortable

+1

slight
anxiety

+2

+3
some
anxiety

ID

CO

4.

-5
completely
closed
5.

J

How open are you to discussing your
-4

-3

-2

closed

-1
slightly
closed

+1
slightly
open

+2

-1
probably
not

-t-1

+2

+3

+4

+5
completely
open

4-4

+5

open

Would you like to change your_
-5
definitely
not

zA

^3
no

-2

probably

+3
yes

definitely

ID
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POSTTEST MEASURING INSTRUMENT
Subject Identification

Sex

Body Part Selection

Please circle the number on each of the following scales that best expresses your feelings. .
Posttest Questions
6.

How comfortable were you with the group technique ?
-5
-4
very
uncomfortable

7.

-2

uncomfortable

=1
slightly
uncomfortable

+1
+2
slightly
comfortable

+3

+4

+5
very
comfortable

+4

+5
very
satisfied

+4

+5
very
helpful

comfortable

How satisfied were you with the group technique ?
-5
very
dissatisfied

8.

-3

^4

^3

zl

dissatisfied

zl
slightly
dissatisfied

+1
slightly
satisfied

+2

+1
slightly
helpful

+2

+3
satisfied

How helpful was the group technique for you ?
^5
veiy
harmful

^4

^3
harmful

-2
slightly
harmful

+3
helpful

9.

How Informative was the group technique for you?
^5
^4
very
uninformative

10.

z2

uninformative

zi
slightly
uninformative

^4

^3

zZ

no support

-1
slight lack
of support

+3

+4

informative

• +5
very
informative

+1
slight
support

+2

+3

+4

support

+5
much
support

How much understanding did you experience from other group members?
-5
-4
^3
zl
definite lack of
no
slight lack of
understanding
understanding
understanding

12.

+1
+2
slightly
informative

How much support did you experience from other group members?
^5
no support
at all

11.

^3

+1
+2
slight
understanding

+3

+4

understanding

4-5
much
understanding

How satisfied were you with the group leader?
-5

very
dissatisfied

>4

-3
dissatisfied

-2

-1
slightly
dissatisfied

+1
slightly
satisfied

+2

4-3
satisfied

+4

+5
very
satisfied

o

to
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