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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In 1952 Eysenck (1969) published the results of a survey contrast-
ing the improvement rate of conventional psychoeanalytic and eclectic
psychotherapy with the spontaneous remission rate for neuretic patients.
His results failed to show that psychotherapy facilitated the recovery
rate for patients with neurotic disorders. Truax and Carkhuff (1967)
support Eysenck's results with their own review of the relevant
literature. They report that on the average, conventional counseling
and psychotherapy "does not.result in average client improvement greater
than that observed in persons.who receive no special counseling or
psychetherapy treatment."

However, as poeinted out in a summary and review article by Truax
and Mitchell (1971) some individual therapists do get an improvement
rate that is significantly better than the spontaneous remissien rate
while other therapists seem to actually hinder their client's recovery.
When averaged together the overall improvement rate is just about equal
te that for-contéols.receiving ne form of psychotherapy.

Truax and his co-workers (Truax and Mitchell, 1971) have accumulated
much evidence te support the coententioen that the paramount factor that-
determines.a therapist's effectiveness is his interpersenal skills.

They have further broken this variable down to three important coempe-

nents:  accurate empathy, nonpossessive warmth, and genuineness. As



Wooedy (1971) points out, these dimensions are almest identical te those
that Rogers considers to be necessary for therapeutic change; 1.e.,
empathic understanding, unconditienal pesitive regard, and congruence.
Rogers (1957) contends that if these conditilens are provided by the
therapist, this 1s all that 1is necessary for patient improvement.
Rogers argues.further that selectively responding with these conditions
would be damaging rather than helpful.

However, studlies that have analyzed therapy sessions of the
Regerian appreach, and some interviews with Rogers himself (Truax, 1965),
have shown that selective responding does occur and generally those.
classes of .client behavior toe which the therapist responds (i.e.,
reinforces), increase in frequency while those to which the therapist
does not respond show no change. In other words, Rogers 1s an effective

therapist but not exactly for the reasons he states,
Behavier Modification

The learning theery approach has been shown to be a very powerful
behavioer medification toel where the behavier to be modified can be
recognized easily and reliably. Also, the Truax studies show that there
are reinfercement varilables operating even in the complicated interac-
tions that occyr during psychotherapy. Ullman, Krasner, and.Cellins '
(1961) demonstrated that reinfercing affect words in the TAT stories of
neurepsychiatric patients led to increased affective verbalizatioen in a

later greoup therapy session.,



Reinforcement of Verbal Responses in Groups

Group therapy has evelved in an attempt to meet .the needs of the
increasing number of people seeking psychotherapy. The‘groﬁp alsoe has
the advantage of providing an individual with mere persens frem whom he.
can obtain these therapeutic kinds of interactions (e.g., feedback) that
effect behavieral change. It alse gives one the oppoertunity of giving
help to others. Yalom (1970Q) contends that this in itself can be
therapeutic for the one attempting to assist others.

The reinforcement paradigm has been applied to group interactien
very.successfully. Liberman (1970, 1971) made a direct application of
operant conditioning principles to group therapy. In the experimental
group, the therapist was trained to use techniques of secial reinforce-
ment to facilitate the development of intermember cohesiveness--also
termed intimacy, selidarity, or affection. In the comparison group, the
therapist, who was matched aleng several traits with the experimental
group's therapist, used a more.conventional, intuitive, group-centered
approach in dealing with the group. The results indicated that patients
in the experimental group.showed more signs of cohesiveness, independ-
ence from therapist, quicker symptom remission and greater personality
change than did patients in the control group. Similarly, there are
many examples of group modification of other verbal response classes:
e.g., verbal initiatiens (Hauserman, Zweback, and Plotkin, 1972), giving
opinions (Oakes, 1962); order of speaking (Levin. and Shapire, 1962),
conclusions reached (Oakes, Droge, and August, 1961), and persenal or
group references (Dineff, Harner, Kurpiewski, Rigkard, and Timmons,

1960) .



Most of these studies-have used a therapist or group leader to
reinforce the responses of the group members. However, Wolf (1961) has
suggested that the presence of .a therapist may lead to an antitherapeu-
tic dependency eon the therapist. Furthermore, Salzberg (1961) has found
that verbal interactien by group members is inversely related to the.
frequency of the therapist's verbalizations. Attempts have been made . .te
replace the therapist with mechanical feedback apparatus as the
reinforcing agent.

Hastorf (1968) used sets of lights to manipulate the leadership
hierarchy of four-person groups that were given the task ef "selving
problems in human relations.'" The subjects first discussed a case for-
ten minutes after which they were asked te rank the persens in the
group, including themselves, en:fourtquestions: (1) Whe talked the
most? (2) Who had the best ideas? (3) Whoe did the most te guide the
discussion? and (4) Who would you say was the group's leader? Responses
teo these questions were highly correlated and they were combined inte a
general measure of the perceilved status hierarchy of the group. Records
were kept of the total numberléf times each individual talked and the
ameunt of time each subject talked. This was combined with the
questionnaire data to obtain a general status ranking in the group.

The person whoe ranked number three was choseﬁ as the target person that
was golng to be changed to the leader.ef the group.

The subjectS‘weré then told that they would receive feedback frem
“"human relatiens experts" as to how they were doing in discussing the.
next case. Each subject had a red and a green light in front ef him
that could be seen only by him. Subjects were told that the "experts"

were to give feedback accordingly:



Whenever you.make a centribution te the discussien which is

helpful or functional in facilitating the group process your

green light will go on. Whenever.you behave in a way which

will eventually hamper or hinder the group process your red

light will ge on.

In reality the experimenters were contrelling all the lights in an.
effort to manipulate the target persen inte leading the group. A third
session fellowed lasting ten minutes that inveolved ne feedback lights. .
Measures of perceived sociemetric rankings and actual performance were
again taken,

Data from the second session showed that the target person talked:
more.and was percelved as the group leader. The data frem the third .
session indicated that the target person's leadership behavier and his
perceived sociemetric status were maintained at a lower:level but .still
significantly above the level in the first sessien.

It must be notéd thét no attempt was made te formally define
1eadership‘or to prescribe just what behavioers should be reinforced or.
punished en the part of the target person or on the part of the,
followers. Furthermore, this study dees noet invelve modificatien ef
verbal behavier in a clinically therapeutic manner.

One, study which did attempt,to modify verbal behavier in a thera-
peutic manner was done by Krueger (1971). The subjects were 18
adelescent male delinquents that were being confined in a coerrectional
institution.. The subjects were divided into three.groups of six members
each with twe male theraplsts randemly assigned to each group. An
appropriate behavier was reinferced by a light flash in front of the
subject. These light flashes were totalled and could be exchanged for
primary reinforcers, such.as candy and privileges. There were three

conditions of reinforcement. In the peer-reinforcement, (PR), conditioen



the reinfercement was administered by one.of the group members. Each
subject in this conditien took a turn at being the reinfercer. In the:
adult-reinforcement, (AR), conditien reinforcements were administered
by the experimenter: In the randem-reinfercement, (RR), conditien
reinforcements were administered on a, time basis. This cendition was
used as a contrel. In this conditien the light flashes were not
contingent on actual verbal respoﬁseso

In the PR condition the reinfercing group member .was instructed to:
"Push the button for the group member whe says things which you-think
are helpful." The reinforcer was teld that he should give points te the.
kind of statements that lead te geod conversation and to censider those
members who show an interest in what is being discussed.

In the AR condition the response categories that were reinforced
were defined as: (1) Self-repert questiens which were worded se as to.
elicit relevant information from another person; (2) suggestion of solu-
tiens, or interpretive reasens; (3) reinfercing statements which
included any pesitive statements; (4) statements that showed pesitive
regard and.reduced tension; and (5) statements that showed persenal
responsibility.,

Results demonstrated that subjects in the PR conditien had
significantly higher response rates and generally were mest resistant to
extinction and showed mere generalization to situatiéns outside of the
experimental setting. However, it must be neted that the reinfercement
categories were broad and . loesely defined and that ne assessment was
made . of the reliability and interfjudge agreement of the.experimenter

and all the subjects that did the reinforcing. Furthermore, the peer



reinfoercers were not even instructed te use the same response categories
as the adult reinfercer.

Another experiment that is relevant te the present study was con-
ducted by Whalen (1969). She demonstrated the effects of modeling and
detailed instructiens in eliciting interpersonal openness from subjects
in a group setting. Unlike the present study reinforcement was not
given during the group interaction.. There were four conditiens invelv-
ing 128 subjects with four subjects per group. Twoe groups were shown:

a film of feur people interacting in.an open interperseonal manner. One
of these groups was given detailed exheortative and descriptive instruc-
tiens, Two more.groups were given the same detailed- -and minimal
instructioens, respectively, but were net shown the film medeling the-
desired behavior..

Results indicated that only subjects.in the groups that were
exposed to both the film model and the detailed instructiens tended to
engage in interpersonal openness as defined by two of the six response
categories, personal discussien and feedback. The'ether four categories
were Imperseonal discussion, group process responses, descriptive-
aspects of cemmunicative speech, and unscereable utterances. Whalen's.
study shows the importance of both.detailed instructions and modeling
in eliciting specific behaviers. .

The last study to be reviewed is an experiment by Susky (1972) that
was conducted parallel to the.present ene. Four-person groups of college
students were instructed te engage in interpersonal interaction using
the response categories outlinéd in the following sectioen, the same
categories used in the present experiment. In the-experimental cendi-

tion a digital counter and .a red light was in front eof each subject.



Whenever a subject said semething that corresponded te ene of the
reinforceable categories his counter was advanced one digit. The
counter made an audible click so the other group members could learn
vicariously what was expected of them, If three minutes elapsed in
which ne one in the greup got a click all four red lights mementarily
flashed on.. If ene group member .fell behind the person having the
highest number of counts by ten, then the light of that person who was
behind was turned on until he caught up. The centrel condition invelved.
ne ceunters or lights. The groups were given the same instructions and.
observed for the same period of time:. A tally of the number, of
reinforceable responses was made during observatien of the coentrel
groups and compared with the data from the experimental groups.

Results indicated that as predicted the experimental groups with
the feedback apparatus did emit significantly moere of the categorizeable
responses. In fact the subjects in the contrel condition emitted .
scarcely any responses.that would have been reinferceable.

In the experimental groups it was assumed. that the subjects had the
"opportunity to medel.the behavior of the individuals whe were respend-
ing pesitively to the suggested mode of interaction, and therefore
receiving the mest.reinfercements.' However, most. group therapy as cur-—
rently. conducted empleys a person who ac;s‘as a leader, moedel, or
facilitater. The purpose of the present study was toe assess the value
of reinforcement feedback apparatus (identical te that used in the
Susky 1972 study) when used in coenjunction with the facilitating leader
in a group setting. It was hypothesized that the feedback apparatus

would enhance the effect of the facilitater, therefore, the experimental



groups would emit more of the categerizeable responses than the contrel
groups.

The Whalen (1969) study illustrated the impertance of beth detailed
instructions and the medel. Furthermore, Jacobsen.(1969) demonstrated
that enly subjects that were aware of the coerrect response-reinfercement
contingency. were able to shew cenditioening in.a verbal cenditiening
experiment. In the present study it was decided te explain this
contingency te the subjects with instructions that were detailed and

explicit,
The Response Categories

The present study uses the behavior medification paradigm te
reinferce certain response categeries that are considered te be thera-
peutic in nature and generally enhance the interpersenal interaction
process. The categeries were selected in such a way soe that, they could
be easily and reliably judged directly frem the manifest wverbal centent
of a subject's respense.

The respense categeries were choesen te include.the expressien of
feelings, giving and asking fer feedback abeut the effects of a persen's
behavier, and. the use ef empathic statements. Five categories of
responses. were designated te encempass the desired behaviers (Appendixes
A and B). They are as follows:

1. Any verbal expressien of ene's current feelings as elicited by
members of the group. This expression must be explicit and cannet be
merely implied in order teo fit this categery, For instance, someone,
might make a sarcastic remark frem which anger can be inferred, but only

if the person states his affective state of anger does he receive
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reinforcement. Furthermoere, the feeling must be oene that is preduced by
the group. That 18, it does not-count feor a group member to express a
feeling, even a current feeling, that was produced by an outside party.
This definitien alse excludes cegnitive, conative, and perceptual
subjective state verbalizatiems'such as, "I think," "I wish," er "I
hepe.™

2. Asking for infermatien frem anether greup member regarding his
feelings as defined in Category 1.

3s Seeking informatioen in regard to the effects of one's own
behavier oen the feelings of the rest of the group members.

4, Statements te another group member regarding your perception of
his current behaviér, such as noting anether member's posture, trembling
hands, er chain smeking. This categery does net necessarily deal with
feelings. TIts purpese is to bring subtle behaviors to the attention of
the. group and give an individual feedback as to how the other group
members perceive him.

5 Any attempt te clarify by means of verbal labeling the feeling
states of another individual with regard to the current interactioen..
This is a category designed to elicit empathy as operatienally defined.
Furthermere, the attempt te clarify the feeling must be in the foerm of a
quéstion and net a statement. For example: "Are.you happy?" and not,
"Yeu are happy.'"

Yalem (1970) emphasized a focus on the. '"here and now process" as a
desirable functien ef the.group. Other writers about the group
experience (Regers, 1970 and Perls, 1969) support this view. For the
present .study it was decided that fer a given verbalization te be

reinferceable it must coencern material that is beth current and present.



The term, current and present situatien, was operationally defined as
the interactiens that transpired in the experimental reem during the -

60-minute peried after the experimenter signals te start the group.

11



CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects

Subjects were 15 male and nine female Caucasian undergraduates,
They signed up for the groups accerding te time convenience for them-
selves unaware of which cendition they would be. People who knew each
ether were requested net to sign up fer the same group. The mean age

was 21.2 years with a range frem 17 te 33 years.
Facilitatoers.

The facilitaters were all clinical psychelogy. graduate students.
One;was a female and a third year student. The twe males were third
and fourth year students. All facilitateors had had at least one year's
experience in group work. For this experiment they were simply
instructed te be a model for the group as best they ceuld and te deo the:
things they nermally do as a group leader to facilitate the desired
interactione_ There was. seme use of group exercises, and there seemed to.
be a marked difference in the degree of directiveness of .the

facilitaters.
Proecedure

This study consisted of an experimental coenditien versus a centrol

condition, the effects of which were evaluated across the influence of.

12
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the three.individuals who acted as facilitaters in the groups. Each
facilitater cenducted ene experimental and ene contrel conditien making
a tetal of six groups. There were four subjects in each group. Each
group met for a peried ef 60 minutes during which they were requested to
interact .en a level defined by the.respense.categories,

In the experimental cenditien a mechanical apparatus was employed
te give the subjects. feedback signals telling them how effective they
were in intefécting according to the categories. The apparatus con-
sisted of.a digital counter in frent eof each subject with the dial fac-
ing that subject. There was alse a.red light meunted on tep of each
counter. Whenever a group member said semething that cerrespended te
one. of the reinferceable categories his ceunter was advanced one digit.
The counter made an audible click which infermed everyone in the group
that that pérson respoﬁdedvaccerding to the categories requested. If a
subject fell ten counts behind the persen with the highest scoere his red
light was turned on and left en until he caught up and was less than ten
counts behind. If no count was.registered for a peried of three minutes,
meaning that ne subject emitted a reinferceable response, then all the
lights mementarily flashed oen. This informed the subjects that the.
group as a.whele was not using the categories.

In the contrel cenditien subjects were given similar instructioens
initially and ebserved during the 60-minute peried but received.ne
mechanical feedback. In frent of each subject for all groups there was a
5" x 7" index card on which the categories of interactien were typed se
that the subject could refer te them (Appendix B).

Follewing the 60-minute interactien all subjects filled eut an 1ll-

item Likert type scale (Appendix C) that.concerned their feelings and



14.
perceptions of the experiment.
Instructiens

Efferts were made to design a set of instructions. that were as
detailed and explicit as pessible without being leng, repetitious, and
bering (see Appendix A). The first part of the instructions stressed
the desirability of expressing ene's current feelings about and impres-
sions .of anether person te him in an honest straightferward manner.
Emphasis was made on keeping the expressioens relevant te the current
situation, the "here and new.". It was also stressed that one.needs to
attempt to. express empathy to the other person to develep true communi-
catien. Witheut this, interactions tend te become eone-sided or with
both parties expressing and neither listening. The distinctien was made
between value judgements and henest expressions of feeling. This was an
attempt to pursuade the subjects te take respensibility fer their
feelings and pérceptiens@ The groups were also cautiened against
getting inte the trap of exchanging biegraphical infermatien that.
hinders interactien en a clese personal basis.

The five reinforceable categories of interaction were then
explained and with each an example was given ef a response that would
fit the category and one that would net fit, An explanatien was then
given for why the nenreinfeorceable response did net fit the category.
It was pointed out that the respenses all pertained te the current
situatioen.

The greup was.asked te interact with each other using the:
categories for the next hour. They were infermed that they would be.

observed, menitered, and tape recorded.
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The experimental groups were given an explanatien of the functien
and meaning of the feedback apparatus. The artificiality of the
situation was acknowledged.

The facilitater was then intreduced for all groups. The group was
told that he was teo assist them in.anyway he. could. The experimenter

then left te geo inte the observatien reem and the session began.
Apparatus

The subjects were seated in ene room, the experimental reem, and
ebserved from an adjeining reem via a ene-way mirrer.. They were.
arranged .in a semi-circle around a table se that they ceuld all be
easily observed. The facilitater was seated en the oppesite side of the
table with his back te the mirrer. In front of each subject was the
digital counter with the dial facing that subject. The counters were
activated by electrical pulses frem the ebservation reem. A red light
was meunted en tep of each counter. All of this equipment was.operated
from a contrel panel in the observatioen roem. On the table were alse
twe emnidirectional microphenes. These were connected te a steree tape
recorder and headphenes of the experimenter in the observatien reem.
The - stereephonic headphenes enabled easy distinctien of the speakers in
the groeup.

To reinferce a subject the experimenter pressed the apprepriate
butten for that subject. This advanced the counter in frent ef the
subject and a counter in the ebservatien roem. The pulse alse‘
registered on a, graphic event recorder and reset an interval timer.

The timer was set for three minutes and if ne reinforcement was given te
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any .subject during that interval the timer would autematically flash all
the red lights en in the experimental roem and reset for anether three
minute interval. The red lights in the experimental reem ceuld alse be.
individually switched on frem the contrel panel in case any subject got.
ten or more counts behind. An electric timer with a buzzer signal at
the end was set for 60 minutes and used toe determine the end ef each

group.
Scerer Reliability

A reliability check was made between the experimenter, whe made all
the reinfoercements in this study, and anether scerer, Helen Susky, who
used the same categery system in her study cited earlier (Susky, 1972).
Typed manuscripts of material from a session of a group of four people
instructed to interact in a manner similar te the present study,
expressing feelings, feedback; and empathy, were used. This material
was divided up inte scoreable units defined as uninterrupted verbaliza-
tiens, each expressing a cemplete thought, similar teo a sentence clause.
Each scorer independently evaluated 670 of these units and judged
whether or not they were reinforceable. There were disagreements on 46
of these .units yielding a reliability of 93 percent. It sheuld be noted.
that it was net necessary to determine agreement on individual catego-
ries because in the actual experiment this discriminatien was not made-

during the reinfercement process.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The facilitaters in this study were considered as a sample from a

the interactien term with enly two degrees of freedom.

populatien of potential facilitaters, therefere, the apprepriate

statistically significant..

denominator fer the F of the experimental versus centrel treatments is

This F was. net

The F for differences between facilitaters was.significant at the.

This merely shows that some. facilitators were better than

The moest. interesting test was that fer interaction which was.

alse significant at the .0l level. Results of the analysis eof variance

are summarized in Table 1.

TABLE I

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Seurce

SS df MS F

P

Between cells 2276.000 5 - - -—
Treatments 661.500 1 661.500 1.736 N.S.
Facilitatoers 852,250 2 426,125 6.758 .01
Interaction 762,250 2 381,125 6.044 .01
Within cells 1135.000 18 63.055 - —-—
Totals - 23 - - ——

3411.000

17
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There were no significant differences in respenses on the questien-
naire. The results are summarized in Appendix D.

Verbal respenses of the facilitaters were alse ceunted and
categorized. This was deone post hoc te explere the interactien compo~
nent of the variance. Several features seemed to disfinguish the
behavior ef the facilitater in the higﬁ frequency group. First, this
person spoeke 49 times during the hoeur as cempared with 82 and 91
verbalizations by the ether twe facilitaters in the feedback conditiems.
Secondly, 40 percent of his respenses fell in ene of the.reinfercement
categories, as compared with 31 percent and 32 percent fer the-ether
facilitaters. Finally, 28 percent ef his responses invelved infermatien
seeking regarding group members' feelings (category 2) .as compared with
values of 15 percent and 18 percent for the other facilitators. The
plcture which emerges is that of a task eriented persen whe keeps. his

interventions to a minimum.



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The- significantly different influences of the facilitators that was.
shown in this study.further support the findings of Truax and Mitchell
(1971) that there are differences in effectiveness of therapists and
counselors. However, as the significant interaction shows, these
differences in facilitétor effectiveness is very much dependent en which-

lexperimental condition is used. That is, seme facilitators can benefit
froem working in conjunction with feedback apparatus and some cannot.

A significant difference between groups due.solely to‘experimental
versus control treatment was not. found. There were only one and two
degrees of freedom used to test this effect but if one examines Table II
closely he can see that differences due to treatment seem te be highly

dependent on the qualities of the facilitator.

TABLE II-

MEAN NUMBER OF REINFORCEABLE VERBAL RESPONSES: PER GROUP.

Condition Facilitater A Facilitator B Facilitator C.
Experimental 13,25 17.00 39.50

Control 12,75 12.25 13.25

19
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If one had a good sized sample of facilitatoers with the.relevant
characteristics of Facilitator C, then it is likely.that a big dif-
ference would be obéerved between conditiens with and witheut mechanical
feedback. On the other hand, if the sample of facilitaters all had the
relevant characteristics of Facilitater A in Table II, then it seems
unlikely that a significant difference would be found even with a large
sample. It should be pointed out that this finding only reflects the
ability to work well with the experimental apparatus.

In the post hec analyses of the facilitators' behavior, some
features emerged that distinguished the behavier of the facilitater in
the experiment with the highest frequency of categerizable responses.
This facilitater had fewer overall interventions. This outcome is
similar to Salzberg's (1961) findings of an inverse relationship between.
therapist verbalization and group interaction. Also, this facilitatoer
had a higher percentage of his responses that coerresponded .te the
reinforceable categories, particularly category 2, information seeking
regarding group members' feelings. This facilitator kept his inter-
ventions te a minimum. As long as the group was interacting on the
appropriate level he sald little. His interventions were largely to
redirect the group when it strayed from the task,

The methods used in this study are presented as an analogue to
group psychotherapy.. The subjects were taken from a populatien of
normal -undergraduate college students. In this approach there is much.
pressure. on the individual to respond. There 1s the authoritative
pressure of the experimenter and group leader plus the influence of the
peers plus some impersonal devices on the table in front of the person

that deal out rewards and punishments in a rather cold manner.



21

Furthermore, the most effective facilitater seems te be one that is very
task oriented. In this respect, consc¢lentious precautions should be.

taken before applying these techniques to .a moere emotionally disturbed

populatien,



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

Reinforcement theory has been shewn to be an effective tooel in
therapeutic behavier medificatien according te.the abundant literature.
Group therapyvevelved in an attempt: to reach mere peeple more effec-
tively and it seems inevitable that these two approaches would merge.

A few relevant studies show that this unien is feasible, Susky (1972)
demonstrated that mechanical feedback instruments can be used to elicit
therapeutic respensés in groups of cellege students.

The purpese of the present study was to assess the value of
mechanical reinfercement instruments used in cenjunction with facilitat-
ing greup therapists in eliciting therapeutic responses of feeling
expression, feedback, and empathy verbalizatioens,

Twenty-four coellege students divided inte six groups eof four. each
participated in the experiment. Three facilitaters were assigned one.
experimental and one coentrel group each. In the experimental groups
digital counters and lights were used to.feedback informatien te them
during the groeup sessien. They were signaled when they were interacting
accerding te the .requested mode by the counters and they were signaled
thét they were falling te use the categories of interactien appro-
priately by the lights.

In the analysis it .was feund that -altheugh there was no significant

difference between the experimental and control cenditien there was.

22



23

significance between facilitators and a significant interaction compo=-
nent in the variance beth at the .01 level. This illustratés that soeme
group leaders enhance their facilitative influence by werking with the.
feédback apparatus while ethers de net.’

Pest hec analysis of the facilitaters' responses peinted out. some .
possible determinants that might account. for this difference. The
facilitator having the greatest effect with the experimental apparatus
had the fewest verbalizatiens and.the greatest percentage of respenses
that fit the reinforcement éategeries, particularly the category
"seeking infermatien regarding other greup members’ feelings'. The most:
effective-facilitétor seems te be one that is task oriented, keeping his

interventions te a minimum and allowing the group censiderable autenemy.
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INSTRUCTIONS

This gxperiment is designed to help you get te knew each other on a.
persenal basis. One way.you can de this is by neting your feelings in.
the present situatien and then sharing these feelings with the other
group members. If your feelings are about another persen's actiens,
tell him. If your feelings are goed, chances are he will centinue his
behavier. If your feelings are bad, he may be willing te change. On
the ether hand, if ethers are net teld ef the effects of their behavier,
they are noet likely to change. The better you are able te specify what
you- like or dislike about the other persen's actions, the mere easily
understeed you will be. It is alse a good.idea to keep your expressions
of feelings relevant to the current situatien--the "here and new." In
ne way will either of you be able to change the past. Finally, you may
attempt te give the ether person empathy and understanding. This is
perhaps the mest valuable thing ene persoen can give anether. Wheﬁ you
genuinely understand hew the other persen feels, he will naturally feel
cleser to you.

Seme ways ef expressing curselves impair cemmunicatien since they
are open to debate. For example, de not make value judgments like,
"what yeu just did is gooed or bad' eor speculate abeut motives, such as,
"You just say that because you're angry."

One way to avelid invelvement 1s to spend time gathering infermatien
about anether person; fer example, '"What are yoeu studying here at
scheol?", '"Where are you from?", or "How are you classified?'. This is
soecially programmed use of time that we all have learned but it can

hinder getting te knoew each other on a persenal basis.
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These five categories (at this time the experimenter points te
cards in front of each subject on which the basic categeries are out-
lined) are along the lines of what we've been talking about. They
include ways of interacting that have been shown to be effective in
establishing and maintaining close persenal relationships. They are:

CATEGORY 1: Any verbal expressien of yoeur current feelings
resulting frem interactien with the greup. An example that fits the
categoery is, "I;appreciate_your,intérest." An example that dees not fit
is, "I feel great because I just aced an exam." This dees net fit
because it was produced by interactioen eutside the group.

CATEGORY 2: Seeking infermation frem anether group member regard-
ing his feelings. An example of this would be, "Hoew did you feel when
she ignored yeur questioen?" An example. that would net fit might. be,
"Have you ever felt that way before?" This refers to feelings outside
the current situation and therefore.does.noet fit the category.

CATEGORY 3: Seeking infermatien regarding yeur gwn behavier.

An example of this would be, "Does my persistence.oen this subject
irritate you?" 1If you said, "De peeple who talk a let bether you?",
this would not fit because it refers te people in general and net yoeur,
specific behavier.

CATEGORY. 4:. Statements te anether group member regarding yeur ..
perceptioﬁ of his behavier. For example, "You're really making a
contributien te this conversation." It wouldn't fit if you said, "He's
Ireally coming on streng," because the statement was net made directly
to the person whese behavior is in questien.

CATEG@RYHS: Any attempt to clarify the expressed feelings of

anether person. For example, "Are you saying you feel goed new?" An
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example that dees not fit this category would be a simple, "Yeah, I
agree." This doesn't fit because it does net clarify a feeling.

You will nete that all interactions pertain te the current situa-
tien; the interactiens that will take place in this reem. In additien,
they emphasize feelings rather than ideas. I am asking you te interact
with each other for a peried of 60 minutes, using these categories.

I will meniter this group discussien by way of the micrephene and
ene-way mirrer. Yeur conversation will be tape recorded and kept.
confidential. It will be used only in the analysis ef the experiment

and then erased.

FOR_EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS ONLY

Whenever someene makes a statement that fits ene ef the categeries,
I will activate the counter which is in frent of that persen. The
counter makes a loud click and this will give you the infermatien that
you are interacting accoerding te the categeries. The ceunfer keeps a
record of your total and 1f anyone.falls teeo far behind, the red light
en his counter will be turned en. This will indicate that either he is
falling behind and may need assistance, or that semecne may be dominat-
ing the cenversatien. If noe click is heard for a peried of three
minutes, all lights will flash en. This will be a signal that the group
as a whole is net.using the. categories. |

I realize that this apparatus makes fer an artificial situatioen but
it is the least distracting methed that I've found to give you inferma-

tien regarding your, interactiens without interrupting these interactiens.
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BOTH _GROUPS

This - is (first name of facilitater). He (She) will help you in
the experiment in any way he (she) can. When I rap on the windew of the

observation reem, that will be your signal te begin.
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BASIC INSTRUCTION CARDS

CATEGORY 1. Any verbal expression of your current feelings resulting
from interaction with the éroupo

CATEGORY 2. Seeking information from anether group member regarding his
feelingso

CATEGORY 3. Seeking infermatien regarding yeur ewn behavier,

CATEGORY 4. Statements te anether group member regarding your percep-
tion of his behavior.

CATEGORY 5. Any attempt. to clarify the expressed feelings of another

persen.
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NAME -

CLASS

16.

11.

QUESTIONNAIRE

__AGE_ __SEX
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RACE (NATIONALITY)

By & B
— — -
o o o
< L] <
R 2
o o 3]
T 3 k:
[a] = =
No Ne Neutral Yes

Did you enjoy this experiment?

Definitely

=<
1)
7]

Was. it easy for you.to interact
in this greup? ’

Pid yeu feel that this experiment
was worthwhile to you persenally?

Were you able to follow the.
instructions?

Was the group as a whele able to.
gellow the instructiens?

Were you able te oepenly discuss
your feelings?

Was: the group as a whele able to
openly discuss feelings?

Did yeu learn semething about
yourself? :

Do you new feel cleser to the
other members of the group?

bid the group members generally
seem concerned abeut each ether?

De you think this experience will

help you in other situations?
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QUESTIONNAIRE

RESPONSE FREQUENCY

: - }f:xperime;t.al : ) g ’ (ient;:ol . :

Def’ Med - i - ' Med: | Def" ~ Def Med N ’ Med” Def

Question No No Neutral Yes. ~ Yes No No Neu;ral ~ Yes Yes
1. 0 2 1 8 1 0 0 0 3 9
2. 0 2 2 8 0- 0 3 0 8 1
3. 1 2 0 7 2 0 0 1 6 5
4, 1 2 5 4 0 0 3 2 5 2
5. 0 4 3 5 0 0 4 1 6 1
6. 0 4 2 6 0 1 1 0 6 4
7. 0- 3 3 6 0 0 1 3 6 2
8. 2 0 1 6 3 0 0 2 7 3
9. 0 1 1 4 6 0 0 8 4
10.: 0 0 2 7 3 0 0 1 7 4
11. 1 1 3 4 3 0 1 1 6 4
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