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Abstract

" This dissertation was designed to examine the effects
that receiving videota;e feedback alone (no message),
vidéotape feedbac£-+-positive feedback (posit{ve feedback),
and videotape playback of another student'é performance
(placebo ;eedback) would have on sé€lf-reported anxiety,
behavioral anxiety and self-disclosing behayior; it also

investigated the-influence of trait anxiety alone and in

inter;ction with the three treatments- on the above depend-'
. ent measures.t oo™

Twé—hundrgd’and two male students enrolled in int;roi
ducfory Psychology at the Universi?y‘of Western Oﬁtario

“

volunteered to garticipate'in the study. Initially, all

suﬁjects completed the A-Trait Scale of the StatF-Trait

Aniiety Inventory (STAI). Ninety subjects were selected

4

from this population according to their scores on the
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- A-Trait Scale and subsequently divided into three groups

; : “ .
with an equivalent number of High, Middle and Low Trait

Anxious subjects. Subjects blzcked'opitrait aﬂxiety/were
randomly assigned to one of three experiment;l conditions:
» ' , R}acebo feedbgck (PL), no mésgage (NO), and positive
feedback (PO). The Carkhuff Discrimination Iggex“ﬁés ;sed
to assess the functioning level of the EQ;lgraduate
psychology students'employed as inte}viewers fo; the study.
The subjects were individually seen, delivering 5
s minute monologues while being ;ideotgped. - One-third
" received immediate viéeotape feedback of their performance
.(NO), one-third réceivéd posi;ivé feedback from the inter-
viéwef‘ﬁrior to and during videotape feedback (PO), and
one-third saw aﬁ:immed;até&playbaqk of another student
o delivering a ﬁoqologue (PL). All subjects then gave
another &onologue whiie being videotaped. Self-reporfed

ﬁ;‘m anxiety was assessed by the STAI (Form‘X~1) A-State Scale.

.

Behavioral Anxiety pre, during an& pqst-tri?tment was

assessed by the Behavior Anxiety Checklist (BACL). ' The

B, g

' First Person Pronoun technique (FPP) was used to measure
' self-disclosing behavior.
. The experimental deéign, a three-way analysis of

nta,

covarfance consisting of a 3(trait anxiety) x 3(treatment)

-

X 2(interviewer) was utilized. The post-treament scores




N

on the dependent @q@sures (selfQFeported anxiety, behav-

ioral anxiety angd Self-disclosing Behavipr) were adjusted

by their respectivé pre-treatment scores in the covariance
) o
design. Nonsignificant interviewer main effects and inter-

actions with -the other independent variables, led to com-
. . 1y

.

~'/ 4
‘putations of two-way (trait anxiety x treatment) analyses |
“* of covariance for eéch dependent measure.
Results of the study in

anxlety x treatment interactio

-

L

levels; treatments across segments, and treatment x trait

anxiéty interactions. The results sho\és that positive

féédback significantly reduced both self-reported and

¥ . ) . .
“behavioral anxiety, while increasing self-disclosing

“ . ‘

P

- Results also indicated that no feedback ipcreased self-

‘,,
TN >
S T

o

STLNY

-

reported anxiety ard s%gnificantly incréa$ed behavioral

il
Sl

.k* .‘3‘\; %

anxiety in contrast to placebo feedback. |The influence

i

AP

of positive feedback on post-treatment scoires decreased




. across time segments, while the effect of no feedback

< *

during videotapé playback increased over time.

L * “.
The comparisSﬁE betweenn the three trait anxiety

K

levels confirmed the relative constancy of trait anxiety,

indicating differences between High, Middle and Low Trait

-

Anxious subjects on all measures. The significant differ-

ences were: High significantly differed from Low on all

measures, High™>Middle on behavioral anxiety, Middle >Low

-

on self;reported“and behavioral anxiety.
High §nd Middle Trait Anxiousy positive feedback sub- .
jects displayed significant reductions in self-reported

and behavioral anxiety and éignificantiy increased s€lf-
: 2

. / 3 . ‘ .
disclosing behavior in contrast to High and Middle Trait
/

Anxioué placébo and no ﬁeédback subjects. High and Middle
/

1/ ’ ’ I3 (] hd . (4
Trait’ Anxious no feedback subjects significantly increased
/

behévioral anxiety in contrast to High and Middle placebo
'sﬁbjects. Unexpectedf&, Low Trait Anxiqus positive feed-
/Gack'éubjecés significantly decreased behaviorél anxiety

| post-tréatment, while Low Traif. Anxious no feedback sub-

jects significantly increased behavioral anxiety post-

treatment, in contrast to Low Trait Anxious placebo sub-

o N
-

jects.,

-

These results were discussed within the framewofk of

Holzman's research and Spielberger's state-trait anxiety

y vi
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- Limitatiens, clinical' implications and future
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*. research possibilities were also discussed.
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INTRODUCTION o

Both the relatively small cost and ready availability

of taping equipment have resulted in a dramaéic increase
of experimental work on vide;tape feedback (Bailey &
Sowder; 1970). Often, the brocedure involves confronting
‘ clients with their own recérded counseling sessions.
3 Videotapeifeedback has been used with many people in
numerous settings and for varying objectives. It has been
[~ used Qith alcoholics, athletes, students and téachers. It
has been utilized in counseling, drama, language, inter-

[

personal communlcatlon, martial arts, mathematics, science

and vocational retraining (Fuller & Manning,‘197§>.

Despite its widesprea& usage, there has not been a
rfgqrous assessment of videotape feedback as a gﬁerapeutic
‘tecﬁnique, nor a general énalysis of §e1f—conf£ontation
(Bailey & Sowder, 1970; Gergen, 1969; Kubie, 1969).

Holzman (1969) has_found audiotape feedback to be an
énxiety arousing (ego-threatening) experience for certain

A ) .
individuals, while othér researchers also have suggested

e

videotape feedback may be ego-threatening (Alkire & Brusne,

1974; Nielsen, 1963; Schaefer, Sobell, & Mills, 1971). .One

objective of this study was to establish whether or not

: . \
CO - \ . ‘
A videotape feedback was an anxiety arousing (ego-threatening)

< N Kl
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stimulus situation., - . S .

¢« o

Spielberger (1975) has theorized that ego—threateniné

3
situations have differential effects on individuals with

-

varying levels of anxiety-proneness. This study tried to

provide a better understanding of the self-confrontation

experience within Spielberge{éf frame of reference.

Specifically, the focus was o

1)

the influence of trait
anxiety (High, Middle and Low) and feedback message (video-
tape feedback along, videotape feedback-}positive feedback
and placebo videotape feedback) on client ggif-reported"
anxiety, behavioral anxiety and seif-disclq§ing behavibr.
In order to explére these is?ues, it was necessary ;8}
examine: {a) the theoretical and descriptive explanationg
of self-confrontation, (b) Holzman's theory and research
on self-confrontation, (c) Spielberger's state-trait
anxiety theory and related anxiety research, (d) research
support for independent and erendent variables, (e)
assessment considerations regarding the dependent variables,
(£) operaéionéiiging videotape self-confroﬁtation; (g5 this
study's objectives and “(h) the resea&ch hypoﬂheses.‘

Theoretical and Descriptive Explanations of Self-Confronta-

tion ' . : -

The underlying theoretical rationale which explains .
- "

o
how and why self-confrontation presumably effects positive

-
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personality change has been given little consideration.

Most researchers.have turned to existing theories for '"ad

1"

hoc" explanations.

Psychoanalytic theory, Sulliv?ﬁian tﬁéory, and

Bateson's double-bind theory (and related concepts

have been used obliquely and Ehsygtemaﬁigally in

several of the reﬁorted self-confrontation studies.

No'explicit attemptiwas made to relate these

theoretical positions to the self-confrontation

proceés, but‘r:ther the presumed therapeutic

changes were‘apparently analyzed according‘tczg

the previous theoretical commitments of the in-

dividual researcher. (Bailey & Sowder, 1970,

p. 134),
A survey of the literature, howe%er, does suggest .some con-
vergence in thinking about the import;nt aspects of self-
confrontation. Three descriptive explanations.ha#g
emerged.

. —

1. Some researchers stress the‘discrepancy between
how the individual bélieves he appears and how:he actually
appgars,to others, The.uée of videotape elf-cogfrontatiqn

provides him with a more comprehensive an objective'per-

ception of his behavior than he generally has (Alger &’

Hogan, i967; Boyd'& Sighey, 1967; Kaslow & Friedman, 1977;




%

Stoller, 1968).

2. Another explanation underscores the multiplicity
of stimuli surrounding the interpersonal situation which
deluge the individual (Kagan, Schauble, Resnikoff, Danish3
& Krafhwohl,-1969). Stoller (1970) stresses the time-
binding quality of the self-confrontation process. Video-.
tape feedback provides immediate perception of ''one's
g?te and one's participation in the formation of this
fate' (Stoller, 1970; p. 15). The individual can relive’
the original experience, aﬁd explore in depth the thoughts
and. feelings which occurred dhring the counseling inter-
view to which he was &nable to respond.

Thus, the first two explanations accentuate the '"ob-
jective" auality of the self-confrontation experience,
This apparent oggéctive se;f-gwareness can be anxiety
arousing as the individual is overwhelmed by'stimuli to

- .
which to respond.

3. A third explanation cl&ims that the fhanges self-
cohfrontation effects begin with a.disruption‘of cognition

or perception so that discrepancies between what is heard
L .

and what is expected are noticed (Bahnson, 1969; Danet,

1968; Holzman, 1969, 1974; Kagan, et al., 1969). Kagan,

et al., (1964) note that during videotape.feedback.the

. s, . -
client first expe;iences(ﬁﬁxiety. The research by Holzman

B .
-
\
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—

and his associatés have offered the most shppqrt for this

P

explanation (e.g., Holzman, 1969). }//

Holzman's Théqry and Research on Self-Confrontation

A series’ of studies by Holzman and his associates from
the Menninger Foundation (Gaviria, 1966, 1967; Holzman,

Berger, & Rousey, 1967; Holzman & Rousey, 1966, 1971;

-t

Holzman, Rousey, & Snyder, 1966; Rousey & Holzman, 1968)

led to Holzman's analysis of the self-confrontation pro-

~

~cess (Holzman, 1969). 1In his conceptualization, .he uses
“3" .

Gill and Brenman's (1959) coricept of: deautomatization to
describe the process. RS

. . . ) . . e
Deautomatization is t redlrecqlén<of an individual's
$ -

attention in such a manner that previdusly habituated
3 .

L
-

. T : . - . N
stimuli become the object of \attention. It is character-\

. -

ized by either an advance (involvement) o% retreat (avoid-

1

Y
«
-
3
kS

ance). p

)

e

In self-confrontation, attention is redirected to a

4

2

‘number of habituated features of behavior, including a

. great vaiiéty of nonverbal cues (i.e., body posture,

<

facial expression, etc.),-and nonlexical communications
- - d .

(e.g., tone of voice, hesitaﬁiqns; etc.). Expressive\

behavior (i.e., speech) peremptorily confronts the individ

4ual, thus momentarily deautomatizing his usual cognitions.

The result is initial astonishment, -anxiety and defensive-

ALY LA ~ e AZN oW s ot - T e
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ness.

‘The serfes of "investigations began when Holzman and

Rousey (1966) observed that many adults are jarred by

hearing short samples of their voices on tape. Forty-six—_
~ - ,

fémales were divided into experimental and control groups.

All éubjects made tapés'about their first jobs. Experimen-
.- o
tal subjects then listefhed to these tapes, while control

subjects heard "an unfamiliar female voice" talking about
her first job. The tape was stopped as soon as a subject

manifested some affective response (based on the experi-

—

L

menters' judgement of verbal and nonverbal behavior).
Tapes were transcribed, coded and analyzed to ascer-

! "
tain what aspects of the self-confrontation process caused

affective reactions usiﬁg a specially designed Voice Con-

frontation Scale. A scoring schema was developed to detect

and rate reactions to listening to one's own voice. Mahl's

(1959) Speech.DisturBance Categories_Scalevwas used to
‘code tﬁe protoeols. The.scale yields a ratio of negative

words to total spoken -words, which the authors. suggest is

\,'\ - - h

- . . N Y
a measure of defensiveness. Holzman and Rousey found tha

-~

" experimental subjects made signifiéantly'more affective

L

responses, gave significanﬁly more spontaneous evaluations,

and made"éignificantly more references to the experience

- ‘%g ) -
of discrepan¢y between what they thought they would sound.

—
-

o

~—




" attention was drawn significantly more often to vocal

‘ ’

like and what they heard. The experimental subjects'

qualities of the tape, than to content. Also, there was
a greater fﬁcidence of‘neéative responses by the experi-
mental subjects.

Holzman and Rousey (1966) replicated the first éxperi-‘
ment using a semantic differential that could be adminis-
tered rapidly in an effort to measure'the-initial defensive’
reaction. This scale was administered on three occasions:
befére, immedi&tely after, and 5 minutes after gudiotape
self-confrontation. Experimental subjects experienced a
brief attitudinal disturbance (as measured by the semantic
differential), which was exémplified by décreased evalua-
tion and aétivi;y during imﬁédiate post-testing, followed

.
by an increase 5 minutes later to the p;:stimulus calm.

Holzmap% Rousey, and Snyder kl966) then explored the
psychophysiological consequence of listening to one's own
voice. A 7-second segment of the supject's taped voice
\

was recorded. Control subjects were replayed other voices,

while.the experimental subjects were replayed their voices

along with similar segments of nineteen other voices. The, - g
dependent measures were GSR and EMG (to assess psycho- - ;
physiological reséonses), and the free association task

(to assess defensivgness). In general, the subject's own

o
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voice produced a significantly greater psychophysiological
activation response than did other voices. Proddctivity
v
of (free) association was decreased after listening to
their own voices, but not when hearing other voices. °
These findings were, considered to Ee consistenf with
the hypothesis that hearing one's own voice produces.a
highly affective response, which is often accompaniqg by
defensive behavior. Gaviria'(l967) measured both the
magnitude and the habituation of automatic, physiolﬁgigal
responses to voices of different degrees of familiarity
(own voice, spouse's voice, stranger's‘voice) and noise.
Gaviria observed Psychophysiolpgicai’alerting or arohsalé
‘and noted that in studies of psychophysical habituation

’

this arousal to one's Bwn voice persisted considerably
J——

"longer than did responses to strangers' voices. He had
previously demonstrated in a learnfﬁg egperimént (Gaviria,
1966) that material presented in one's‘own voice was
learned faster at first than material presented in another's
voice. From the two studies he tentatively concluded that
habituation occurred .sooner to upkﬂbwn voices than to‘
kngwn voices. )

In an experiment with bilingual subjects, Holzman,

Berger, and Rousey (1967) found that.subjects'showed greater

affective reaction, greater experience of discrepancy

0

[0 &)




between their expectation and the present recording, more

evidence of speech disturbance and significantly greater

defensive negation to hearipg-themselves in their primary

.

language (Spanish), than to hearing themselves in their

second language (English). They suggested that the psycho-

physical effect was due to expressive qualities of the
reco§ded speqéh (characteristic téne, hesitations, rate of
verbalizations, etc.), rather than the discrepancy'between
hearing through bone and air conduction, The authors.

speculate that the secondary language is emotionally ''not
N \

me!'

, Since it lacks_subtle cues and thus fails to ﬁroduce
the egorinvolvement which hearing oneself in the native
tongue does. .

Rousey and Holzman (1968) tried again to clarify the
issue of whether subjects react primarily to physical
discrepanecy or motivational factors. They reported women -
listening-to their own voices ekperience a consistent
reliable disruption. Males' responses were unreliable.
The results indicate that,\at least for females, hearing
one's own recordedwgice produces a disruptive effectgﬁ

-

which is referable not only to physical differences
1Y

between the recorded voice and the speaking voice, but 70

psychological, motivational factors as well., From these

findings and the physiological evidence a summary of the

~
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process of audiotape self-épﬁfrontatiSn was made by ﬁolzman
(1969) and Holzm;n and Rouséy (1971).
1. Perception of a discfepapcy'betwegn whét the sub-
ject heard ard what she expected t© hear. -

2. An affective reaction to the perception of this

discrepancy usually accoﬁpanied‘by disavowel of

-

the voice as heard. -
(Example: "Holy man! I don't sound anything like
I think T sound to me'"). o

3. 1Identification of specific voice qdal}tieé.
(Example: "It souﬁd§ gravelly.").

4, Further elaboration by some subjects on the mean-
ing of what they heérd, usually with an awareness
of some personal conflict egpressed in the voice.

“(Example:‘ "It has a funny tone to it--a child-
like‘ﬁone.”).

5. A growing aéceptance of the voice with rapidiy
fading acknéwledgement of the conflict jus; ﬁoted.

In some instances subjects disavowed their /"”ﬁ

previous aversive reaction.

[y
.

The process took from two to three minutes. There was
an initial sudden reaction after the subject had listened

for a £ seconds (dehutomatization),-with‘the intensity

1esseﬁﬁng (reautomatization) within 60 seconds. Holzman

»
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and_Rousey (1966) suggést the .process involves anxiety,

LY <

y . /
defensiveness, avoidance, and some cégnizance of conflict.

- Q

Reautomatization can be an advance or aoretreat, and
Hd;;man (1969) suggests this depends on the counselor's
feedback message during deautomatiéation. Other résqprch-
ers (Gotheil, ét‘al., l96§; Nielsen, 1963; Paul, 1966b) < |
have also concluded that the self—confronta£ion process is

anxiety provoking and often ego-threatening.

Summary. From the Holzman studies we have seen

——r » -— .
research concerned with the disruption of usual cognitions

3

-and the consequences this has. . The studies suggest that
the process of self-confrontation is one in which the
'"self" is made an object of conscious attention, which.

leads to-.a disruption of the usual“modes of .perception so
-that discrepancies between what is heard and what i§

/

expected are noticed. This disruption and awareness of c

>

discrepgncies evoke physiological arousal, anxiety, defen-
siveness, arid is an uncomfortable "state' of anxiety which

may lead to avoidance of the situation. It was ‘suggested .
‘ o

v i

» _that the counselor's feedback message may determine

¢

A LT R

>
ywhether avoidarnce or involvement occurs.

SR

This study used the above conceptualization as a

v

framework for the investigation of videotape self-confronta-
< . .

—

’
o

tion (videotape feedback). This thesis tried to extend
T ! . -
- \
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Holzman's énalysis'(Holzman, 1969; Holzman & Rausey, 1971) o \

o

of the process of audiotape self-confrontation into the

videotape medium. Although the use of videotape feedback - ...

is probably the single greatest technical resource avail-
able for counseling and counselor training, questions
about its effects require further clarification. Anxiety !

appeared to be a meaningful variable for an evaluation of

the effects of selfkgonfrontation. Further examination of
the literature suggested both additional dimensions for

, this study and the salient methodological problems found |

. [y

in much of the research done in this area. -
v

Videotape Self-Confrontatioﬁﬁfv;deotape Feedback)

ez

Several investigators have used videotape feedback.

This brief literature review will cover those most perti- }
- . |
1

nent to this study; that is, two studies that demonstrated

videotape‘feedback to be an anxiety aggpsing experience,
Nielsen. (1963), in a study using Harvard undergraduate
students, found videotape self-confrontation to be a highly

‘ involving experience. Movies were taken of subjects

engaged in "ego-involving'" discussions with a challenging

¢

«

gt
Eat U3
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& gt
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ekperimental collaborator. ngs\week later they viewed the
‘ wrd

-

film. While viewing themselves, some subjects recogniXxed

S

manifestations of forceful emotions, and yet these emotibns

were not experienced during the interaction itself. Other

U | D




warranted caution and careful study of the process of video-

subjeéts reported having had .strong emotional reactions

during the interaction, but these internal states were not

overtly visible. ‘In a follow-up (1% years) study, subjects

- -

were not as emotionally involved as during the initial

-

viewing, though they did tend to focus more on themselves.
Nielsen speculated that there was less involvement because

subjects were, in a sense looking at a different person--

o

their former selves, no longer themselves.

Alkire and Brusne (1974) used four g%oups of subjects

in their study: videotape feedback (married couples), video-
tape feedback (male psychiatrié patients), and two control
groups (married couples, and male psychiatric patients).

L]

A semantic differential assessing self-concept was used as
\

the dependent measure. Results from the semantic differ-
ential were viewed as of ﬁinqr importance. when compared
with-;he "casualty rate' among those receiving self-con-
frontation. Of th? nine couples who received the treatment

seven were designated as casualties (suicides, divorces )

and/or separations). The authors conceded these results

were probdably high. However, they felt this type of data
r
tape self-confrontation.”

General Summary of Self-Confrontation Research.

~

ﬁailey and Sowder (1970) in their review were able ikh
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delineate serious flaws in nearly all the investigations.

Several problems seem evident:

1. There are few well controlled studies.

r

2. Many studies included as experimental investiga-
tions, under closer scrutiny, would be better
reclassified as clinical or exploratory studies.

There appears to be no systematic investigation
L]

N

with the exception of the Holzman studies.

e
The results are inconclusive. Some studies report

positive effects, some negative and others little

or no effect. - ‘

sm— —_—

The impressiveness of this area of research lies

in the wide breadth and quantity of investigatibnsr '

rather than in adherénce to scientific method.
The Eypical design in self-confrontation research consists

of subjects being placed into various groups. Generally,

one group is interviewed and receives immediate v'é;otape

feedback. A second group receives the same interview in

the presence of videotape equipment, but is not given feed-

back (placebo control). 1In better research, a third no-

treatment group is included, and is given pre- and posttests,
.

but no treatment. Dependent measures have been self-

_reporﬁs, behavioral ratings, physiological measures and

.

clinical judgements.
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Self-Confrontation Research

- - . .

General Reécommendations, In view of the difficulties

in prewfbus research, Bailey & Sowder (1970) delineate

.

some questions that self:Eoggronﬁation research has failed

to answer.

1.

Whaf is the theoretical underpinning of self-
confrontation?

What effect does self-confrontation have on
certain individuals?

What constitutes the process of ;elf-cdnfronta-

tion? "’

Any design that is to provide reliable and valid answers

to these questions must involve a number of important com-

ponents:

1.

Subject selection--it is necessary to use homo-

-~

’ .\

geneous groups.

Assessment--this requires data on many character-
istics (i.e., traits, sex, age, SES, etc.).
Standard measures should be used (e.g., objective

t - v
assessment of overt behavior), in lieu of "clini-

cal judgements'' (Bailey & Sowder, 1970). This

will insure that all the subjects receive compar-
able treatments nd help to establish correlates

and predictors of /change. Assessments should be

B e T e e A 2 e e




administered at least three times: before (base-
line), during (provide process information), and
after feedback (test the stability'of the results).
3. Research design--the subjects should be randomly
placed into groups. The experimental group re-
*éeives videotape self-confrontation, while the
control group views a placebo film. Also, gll
rélevént operations and variables should be
reported. Some variables that requireg further
studx are: (a) feedback chaﬁnels (audio, visual,
audidﬁisual), (b) concealed or exposed,eqﬁipment,
(c) feedback ﬁ§§§age, (d) feedback context
-(focused, passive,‘positive, etc.), (e) length of
feedback sess&:n, (£) relationship of personality
characteriséics to feedback‘(i.e., sex, inter-
viewer differences, etc.), (g), jelationship of
emotions (i.e., anxiety, aggressiong, aéd (h%;
félationship of cognitions (i.e., imagery) to

. ‘ feedback.

.Hypotheses should folléw Fhe formaP suggested by Paul
(1967): What treatment,.by whom, is most effective for this
| individual with'tﬁat,specific prqblem, and under which set
‘ of circumstances? He has also pointed,out.that no one

study will ever be able to answer all these questions.

-3
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This cursory summary and list of recdmmendations'will

[}

hopefuliy clarify the current status of self-confrontation

research, and offer guidelines which will provide a more

- .

. 2 >
”objective",asseséﬁent of the self-confrontation experi-.

ence. A major variable in this research was anxiety. The

.

ensuing discussion will focus ou three areas: (a) Spiel-
»n

berger's theory, (b) research support of the state/trait
distinction, and (c) research support for Spielberger's

& - | )
theory.

Anxiety

" Theoretical Perspectives on Aﬁk&ety. Anxiety was

déscribed by Freud (1936) as including fear, stress, help-
lessness, and ego-threat. Contemporary theorists h%%e

lept support to his contentions (Grinker, 1966;‘Mandler,
1222). Spielberger (1966, 1972a) estimates that over .
S,QQbedgks and articles on the topic of anxiety have been
g:ﬁlished in the past 20 years; These papers have included-'

thégrists from every gg’éhool of psychology'. Behaviorists

Fd .
(Lazarus & Opton, 1966; Lazarus &iAverill, 1972; Wolpe &

Lazarus, l§66), psychoanélysts (Fénichel, 1945; Freud,
|

© 1936, 1949), and "third'force" theorists (Fischer, 1969,

w
&

1971; May, 1950, 1967; Rogers, 1951) have all contributed

to the psychological literature on anxiety. In recent

years, one of the most influential theorists ‘and researchers’




has been Spielberger. 7

The Theoﬁy of §pieiberger. Spielberger (1972b) de-

lineates the necessary components of any anxiet§ theory.'
An adequate theory of anxiety must distinguish
conceptually and operationally between anxiety as
a transitory state and as a relatively stable
personality trai;. 1t is also apparent that a
comprehensive theory of anxiety must differentiate
between anxiety states, the stimulus conQitiops_
fhat_évoké:thése states, and the defenses that

serve to avoid or ameliorate them. (p. 38).

@
The Concepts of State and Trait Anxiety. Briefly

stated, state anxiety (A-State) refers to a present 'transi-

&,

tory'" condition of an individual which consists of subjec-
: -
tive feelings of tension and apprehension as well as

autonomic arousal. It is assumed that anxiety states vary

\
in intensity and fluctuate over time as a functioé\oi the

stresses that impinge upon the individual. ‘A-State is

>

dis;inguiéhed from qyxiety-pronengés (trait anxiety),
which is defined in terms of individual differences in the
'frequency that anxiety states are manifésted over fime.
A-Tfa%gnftrait anxiety), refers tp a personality trait

- which consists of a predisposition to perceive relatively

objective stimulus situations as threatening, and respond

PR e R T e RN
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with state anxiety. - fﬁ\

r"/

The Anxiety Process. The theory assumes that arousal

of state anxiety'involves a ”piocess" of temporélly
ordered events initiated by either external (e.g., physi-
cal danger) or internal (e.g., feelings of inadequacy)
stimuliithaf are percei&ed to be dangerous or threatening
to the individual. Situat;ons involving evaluatiog'of
personal adequacy are perceived as more threatening .by
High A-Trait individuals.

tOncé a situation is ''cognitively appraised" as
thréatening the theory assumes. that: (a) this evokes state
anxiety and (b) the intensity will be proéortional to the
amount of threat the\situation poses for‘the person. The
terms stress and thréziﬁare'used to denote different
aspects of the tempg;al seque&ce. Stress refers to stimu-

>

lus situations or environmental conditions that are'charac-
terized by some degree of objective danger. Whether. or
not a stressful situation is regarded as threatening by a

particular individual will depend upon his own‘cognitive

appraisal of that specific situation. Frequent encounters

%2 a stressful situation can lead an individual to develop

hY

"effective coping responses that can gmeliorate the danger
¢ and thereby immediat ly reduce the level of A-State. De-

fenses can be used to reduce the intensity of A-State

A

s
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reactions in other threatening.situations. High levels of

state anxiety are unpleasant, and can initiate behavior

- ’

(cognitive or motoric) that has been effective in the

past. In two important ''stressor situatiéns": (a) threats
from dangerous situations (e.é., surgery) evoke similar
high state anxiety reactions in both High and Low Trait
Anxious indi&iduals, while (b) threats to 'personal ade-
quacy" are evaluated as more threatening (i.e., evoke ™
higher state anxiety réactidns) by High A-Trait individuals.

»

.fhe principal assumptions of the theory’ may be summa-
_rizedvas follows:

1. For all situations that are appraised by an
individual as threatening,(an A-State reaction
will be evoked. Through sénsory and cognitive
feedback mechanisms high levels of A-State will
be éxperienced as unpleasant.

The intensity of the A-State reaction will be
proportional to the-amount of threat that the
situation poses for the, individual.

Individuals with high A-Trait will perceive situa-
tions or Sircumstances that involve failude or

threats to self-esteem as more threatening than

will persons who are low in A-Trait.

The duration of an A;State reaction will degend

\
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upon the persistence of the individual's inter-
r_\_//] pretation of the situation as threatening.

5. Elevations in A-State have stimulus and drive

-

propertieijthat may be éxpressed directly in
behavior, or that may serve to initiate psycho-
logical defenses that have béen effective in
reducing A-State in the past.

6. Stressful situations that are encountered fre-

quently may cause an individual to develop

specific coping responses or psychological defense

mechanisms which are designed to reduce or

minimize A-State.

f ‘ - (Spiélberge;, 1972¢c, p. 44) _

-
—-la
\

- 8 . .
- The origin and nosology®of trait anxiety has been outlined

by Spielberger (1971):;

R -/{a; )

With regard to.théfa;igiqjand etiolggy of individual

differences in A-Trait;H}; ?S asgﬁmed that residues
of,past‘LxPefiehce dispose higﬁ A-Trait persons to
appraise situations that involve somé form of personal
evaluation as more EhreAﬁening than do individuals

who are low in A-Trait. We ‘y speculate that child-
hood experiences iqfluence the development of'inQi-

vidual differences in A-Traft, and that parent-child

relationships centering around punishment are espe-

k3
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c#ally important in this regard. The fact that self-

deprecating attitudes are aroused in high A-Trait

v

persons under circumstancé; characterized by failure
or ego-involving instructions suggests that these
individuals received excessive criticism and negative
appraisals from their parents which undermined their
self-confidence and adve;sely influenced their self-

concept. (Spielberger, 1971, p. 277)

State-Trait Anxiety Research

An Qverview of Research not using the STAI (State-

Trait Anxiety Inventory). A recent symposium highlighted

-

an important controversy regarding the trait versus be-

havioral approaches to personality assessment (Bowers,
1973, 1976; Bucher, 1976.;-Endler, 1973, 1976; Jacksoﬁ,
1976). Trait theory advocates seek to disc%ver underly-
ing, generalized dispositions that characterize persons
_relatively stable ovep‘time, across many situations, and '
search for behaviors that may serve as indices of such
dispositions (Jackson, 1976). The behaé?orally oriented"
psychologists (e.g., Bucher, 1976) focus on behavior
directly, treating it as a sample from a wider repertoire,

rather than as a sign of generalized inner attributes.

Behavior is seen as '"'situation-specific"

The state-trait distinction in general is felt by




®

.issues.

23

»

many researchers (Fiske & Pearson, 1970; Zuckerman, Persky
& Link, 1967) to have great utility in clinical research.
Fiske & Pearson assert that a 'constructive way to avoid

<

this handicapping assumptidn of consistency is to distin-
i,

guish between measurements of enduring dispositions

(traits) and measurements of momentary states' (Fiske &

. v
7

Pearson, 1970, p. 63). Farr and Kubinieec (1972) report

stable (self-description) and dynamic (self-evaluation)
o)

components of self-concept and discuss resulting measurement

-

Developers of state-trait anxiety inventories
(Endler, Hunt,& Rosenstein, 1962; Spielberger, Gorusch, &
Lushene, 1970) have tried to emphasize the importance of

the two constructs (state and trait). Thus, it is not

-surprising that the major foci of research has been twofold:

(a) establishing the validity of staté and trait anxiety,
A \
and (b) defining the situations which normally evoke state

anxiety. The inventories which have been ‘most frequently

- 7 \

used are: The Affect AdJective Checklist (Zuckerman,

1960; Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965), the S-R Inventory of

. Anxiousness (Endler, Hunt, & Rosenstein, 1962), the Taylbr

Manifest Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953) and the Test Anxiety
Scale (Sarason, 1957). A thorough review of these scales

is beyond the scope of this paper, and only research using

P



the STAI will be discussed.

~

Research using the STAI. The research has focu§§d on:

N —

(a) establishing the presence 6f state and trait- anxiety
(both validating the state-trait distinction, and the:
hypothesis that A-Trait is a predictor of A-State), and
(b) defining'the_"stréssor” situations that‘evoke state
anxiety (e.g., ego-threatening situations).

Several studies have tested the validity of Spiel-
berger's conceptualizations, and most have shown that
state anxiety is significantly chanéed by experimentally

()
induced stress, while A-Trait measures remain stable,

-(Auerbach, 1973; Bartsch & Nesselroade, 1973; Lamb, 1272;~
Newmark, 1972a and b; Stoudenmire, 1972). 'Many of these
studies have used factor analytic designs, as well as
experiméntai manipulations and naturally occurring events,
to show that measured trait anxiety is rélatively stéble,
\whi;e A-Sﬁgge vacillates, with éhe varying "stressor' ton-
ditions. ‘%

—_ Numerous studies have investigated the stressor situa-

N

“Eﬁpns which evoke A-State (Hodges & ?elling, 1970; Houstor,

Ohlson, & Botkin, 1972; Lamb, 1973; 0'Neil, 1972; 0'Neil,

Spielberger, & Hansen, 1969). In general, these studies

[}

identify two important classes of stressor situations:

-

threat to personal adequacy and threat of physical danger.
- - < \




L
As previously noted, High Trait Anxious individuals evalu-

r

ate threats to personal adequacy as more stressful than do
27 .
i

Low Trait Anxious individuals. While in situations involv-

o

iﬁg physical danger, both High and Low A-Trait people con-

"strue the situations similarly.

Since the theory was pertinent to this study, it

o

seemed beneficial to review some of the research related

S
to: (a) the state-trait distinction, (b) A-Trait as a
% ) . .
> N . Sy e
predictox of A-State, and (c) the‘relationship between
A-Trait and threats to personal adequacy.

Research Support for the State-Trait Anxiety Distinction

Allen (1970) found that subjects scored significantly

i

higher on the A-State

KXY

Scale when it was administered just

prior to a test than:ﬁhen under typical classroom cqndi-

tions. A-Trait scale measured under both the conditions

N

remained stable. The results support the basic theoreti- " -

-

.  cal distinction between state and trait anxiety.

Newmark (lgﬁyb),assessed the stability of state and
. . .
trait anxiety using undefgraduate\%tudents, The test was

administered on four occasions with test-rete&t intervals.

of .1 day, 1 week, 1 morith, and 10 months. The results

-

« indicated that both scales have good internal'c0nsistency;

4

Stoudenmire (1972) assessed the effects of relaxation

training for highly ankious coedg. The training consisted-

v

2
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of 15, 30, and 45 minute muscle relaxation for three
: sessions distributed over either 3, 9 or 15 days. State

— . R
anxiety was found to decrease as a function of relaxation

T

training. These findings are consistent with Spielberger's ‘ -
. \ . \
theory, since trait anxiety remained constant while state

anxiety fluctuated.

AuerBach (1973) found that A-State scores varied
. [~]

under different conditions, while A-Trait scores remained

stable. The conditions were time periods in relation to

~

surgery, and subjects were hospital patients. The state

anxiety scores were highest before, dropped slightly 2 ' . f

E Y

days after, and decreased more sharply 6 days after sufgery.

- Y

The A-Trait Scores were stable over two administrations,

before .and 6 days after surgery. Patients high in A-Trait -

-

~w
.

\ )
were'higher in A-State both before and after surgery.

Saunders (1973) divided-éubjects into High, Medium,

“and Low Trait Anxious groups and ,gave them a standardized

\
\

intﬁ:view.~ He found fluctuations in A-State, while A-Trait

gemained stable. The findings were construed to be suppor- 4

A}

tive of Spielberger's theory., ’ \ ' . - o 32

- A\

Trait Anxiety. as a Predictor of State Anxiety

o

. ) Bartsch and Nesselroade (1973) found that High Trait

2

- ‘ . . . ‘ b
Anxious individuals scored higher on A-State than did Low -

subjects., The experiment combined repeated measures factor q 5%
i .o T
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analytic procedure with a manipulative procedure (adminis-

tration of math tests and coding with or without stressful

v
L

feedback). State anxiety scores were found to be lower
after tﬂe manipulation. There were no significant differ-
ences between the two coﬁditions. Significant interaction
effects revealed that: A-State scores were higher under

stress than under nonstress conditions for the posttest;

‘and High Trait Anxious subjects dropped in A-State scores

from pre- to posttest, while Low A-ngzzd;ibjects remained

at the same level.

[N
t

The findings that A-State scores are lower after the
treatﬁeﬁt than beforé seems paradoxicai, and the authors
interpret this as meaning that adaptation to the study.or
the experimenter or the assessment\devicé-—or ;IJ three--
produced overriding changes\in state anxiety. However,
the authsrs also state that the instructional set in admin-
istering the STAI the first time was changed. It may be
that this'deviafion from standard procedure had something
to do with' the results. Nonetheless, they fhterpret the
results ag supportlng the state-trait distinction.  This
conclusion is supported by the factor analysi§, which

found the two scales were measuring different factors of

differing levels of stability over time,

|
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Relationship of Trait Anxiety to Threats of Personal

,

Adegué&z

Hodges and ‘Felling (1970) administered the STAI along
with a questionnaire (Stressful Situations Questionnaire)
describing 40 poteﬁtially stressful situations, and requir-
3 - M
ing the subject to rate the amount of apprehéhs&on he felt
for each. A-Trait did not correlate with being anxious
in situations involving physical danger or pain, but was

-

modgrately correlated with three other factors (classroom
participation, dating, social and acade&ic failure). The.
results are consistent with the theoretical position that
differences between High and Low Trait Anxious subjects
will manifest themselves in self-esteem or ego-threatening
situations, but nét when physical danger is involved.
Houston, Ohlson, and Botkin (1972) investigated the
relationship between trait (dispositional) anxiety and

‘ beliefs that the environment is‘g;herally threatening.
Subjects completed both the A-Trait Scale and the A—State"
Scale to assess tHe‘deggee to which the individual believes

that the environment is generally threatening to self-

. . . A ¢
esteem. The results showed that trait anxiety is related

’

to .the belief that both physical safety and sélf—esteeff/,\‘

are threatened by the environm@nt; A-Trait is not rela eé‘ ;

to fear of physical harm, but rather to a generalized

\
\

_ .




expectation that unfortunate events of any type may

~N 4

happen.

Lamb (1973) investigated the effects of different

¢

kinds of stréss on anxiety (self-report, physiological and

behavioral). Both threats to self-esteem and physical

X . LI .
. danger caused A-State scores to increase, while A-Trait

scores remaine& stable, Higﬁ Trait Anxious subjects had
higher levels of state anxiety during the speech (ego- '
threatening situation) than Low Trait Anxious subjects,
but not during éhe ﬁhysical threat situation (blowing up a ’
balloon until it burst). This supported Spieiberger's
thepory, although it's dﬁestionable'if the sé-cal}ed physi-

: .

cal threat situation was perceived by the subjects as

stressﬁul.
McAdoo (1972) found that strong failure feedback in a

memory task caused greater increase in state anxiety scores

4

rfor upper quartile subjects than for lower QE?rtile A-Traitg
subjects. Mild failure feedback had little effect on
A-State for Low Tpeit Anxﬁqus subjects, but iF(increased

the A-State of High A-Trait subjects. This was interpreted
as.validating Spielberger's theory that "ego-threat"

causes increases in state anxiety for only High A-Trait
indi&idugls. |

. |
A study which provides results inconsistent with the
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theory was reported by Hedl, 0'Neil, and Hansen (1973).
»
A-State scores of subjects taking intelligence tests ad-

ministered by compuﬁer, and by another person were'com-
pared. It was expected that administratien by a person
qould be more ego-threatening for High A-Trait subjects.
But it was found that A-State scores were higher with_com-

puter testing. There was mo diff%rence"in A-State scores

-

between High and Low A-Trait subjects. ¢

A}
3

Using coeds from the upper and lower 20th percentile

of a distribution of A-Trait scores, 0'Neil (1972) found

that: in the stress condi;}ons (negative feedback) High
A-Trait subjects- had greater initial increases in A-State

than the Low Trait Anxious subjects. 1In a nonstress con-

“
-

dition there were no differences in A-State scores.

Summary of Research Using the STAI on Spielberger's Theory

L .
As in many other areas of research (e.g., self-con-

frontation), findings about the state-trait distinction are
less than consistent across sEudies.' Most studies sup- |
ported the contentiord that  High A-Trait individuals are}

more likely to\react to situations yith more A-State, hgtu
there are exceptions. Since the A-Trait Scale probably

doesn't perfectly correspond to the underlying construct
}

(trait anxiety) there may be too much overlap between High
TN

. and Low STAI A-Trait scores.. Thus, one is much more likely
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i to get significant differences in A-State by selecting sub-
| jects with large differences between their A-Trait scores ‘
(e.g., McAdoo, 1972; O'Neil, 1972) thaf* by dividing the
‘ . distribution iﬁ;o upper and lowéf halves (e.g., Hedl, et
al., 1973).- The éormer subject selection method is recom- °
] mended by Spielberger, et al.; (1970). Nevertheless, both
‘experimental and factor analytic‘research point to the .
viability of Spielberger's state-trait theory.

Whether or not High A-Trait subjects are more threa-

tened than Low A-Trait subjects in ego-involving situations

1 . remains questionable.ﬂ It has been found that subjects had
| ! ‘ higher A-State scores when tested by a computer thén b&

another person (Hedl, et al., 1973), which is inconsistent

G

with the proposition that High A-Trait subjects will be !
H o
C " more sensitive to interpersonal situations. Perhaps, the-

- e ] -

unfamiliarity with computers poses greater threat, than - -
whatevér threat might come grom another pers?n\
In sum, research tends to indicate that}the A-State
— Scale 1is sensiti;; to "stressoé" reactions, Whethér the

A-Trait Scale can distinguish between the likelihood of

|

l

\

|

|

|

|

|

l

: responding to stress with an elevation in A-State ‘seems to . :
B
|

|

|

|

l

|

|

|

depend on both EPe degree of stress (McAdoo, 1972), and the

amount of separation between High and Low A-Trait scores -

T

Qg ™ (0O'Neil, 1972; Spieibqrger, et al., 1970). Whether High !
E‘éf% Aﬁ IJ'

ity
o
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, A-Trait individuals are more sensitive to ego-threatening

situations seems 1ikel¥, but requires further investiga-

tion.

~

Research Support for Choice of Independént Variables

An overview of the research suggests that independent
variables regarding individual differences and feedback
message are frequently cited as griticél for the understand-
ing of the#self-confrontatio; process. Several authors
have emphasized the relationship between individual dif-
ferences and self-confrontation responses (Braucht, 1970;
Danet, 1969; Dracoulides, 1965; Rousey & Holzman, 1968;

Walz & Johnston, l963)i Differential -effects of self-con-
fron&ation héve resulted in the exacérbation of disturb-
ances for- some clients (Alkire & Brunse, 1974; Bailey, 1970;
Danet, 1969; Schaefer, Sobell, & Mills, 1971). While re-
seérch has included a wide variety of subjects (neurotics,
psycﬁotics, college studenté, etc.), basic personality
variables have not been systematically controlled. Also,
there are no theoretical suggestions as to which are the
relevant varlables from the self confrontatlon research.

TWo early studies (Bodih, 1969; Walz & Johnston, 1963)
indicated that anxiety level might lead to differengial~

results. Other studies suggest that self—conrontation is -

an "ego-threatening' situation_(Dénet, 1968; Holzman, 1969,

! !
L : ~




1971; Nielsen, 1963), which according to Spielberger's
theory (Spielberger, 1966, 1971, 1972¢) should lead to
differential anxiety reactions by High and Low Trait

* Anxious individuals. Thus, it would(segm thét trait
anxiety may be an important personality variable in the
self-c?nfrontationhprocess.

Besides trait anxieté, another independent variable

that has been discuséed by researchers is feedback message.

Support for the choice of this variable comes from four

sources: (a) self-confrontation research (Bailey & Sowder,
\ -

1970; Hum, 1970; Kagan, et al., 1969; Robinson, 1970;

Stoller, 1967a, b, c), (b) counseling research }Bergin,
1962; Frank, l96i; éhapiro, 1971), (c¢) anxiety research
(Kieffer & Egnnyson, 1973 ; McAdoo, i972; Smith & Sarason,
19752? and (d) the experimental literature (Annett, 1969;
Bilodeau & Bilodeau, 1969; Elwell & érindley, 1938; Hunt,
fgg@; MacPherson, Deeé, & Grinﬁley, 1949; Trowbridge &

!

Cason, 1932).

Videotape feedback usually involves two forms of feed-

back: pla}bacﬁ of the tape, and the counselor's message.

It has been suggested that playbacﬁ without a message has

o e ,
e LSALL s e
Lo YA

limited value (Berman, 1972; Elwell & Grindley, 1938;

Stoller, 1970; Trowbridge & Cason; 1932). The counselor's

P

’ )3 . *
role ig viewedas critical in cueing and motivating the
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client to view important facets of his behavior (Geertsma

& Reivich, 1969; Hum, 1970; Kagan, Krathwohl, & Miller,

l9§3; MacPherson, et.al.,.1949).
It has been found. that prestige of the counselor adds
to the credibility of his feedback (Bergin, 1962; Shapiro,

1971). Bergin (1962) found that a message, regardless of

its vglidity, from a prestigious figure (e.g., a éounselorx
can influence a subject's attitude. Several authors have
indicated that videotape playback may influence the credi-
bility of the therapist's message (Bergin, 1962; Orne &
Scheibé% 1964} Shapiro, 1971).

Holzman's theory suggests that facilitative feedback
* . * . .
(positive feedback message) must be Biven to foster any-

~

thing other than defensive maneuvers (Holzman, 1969;

(ﬁolzman & ‘Rousey, 1966).

The following statements summarize the research re-

1

garding the effect of feedback mesgaghs:

1. 1I1f ther% is no message, therl the client might
selectively attend during the videoﬁape playback (Stoller,
1967a, b, ¢), which would shield the client from distdf-

\
bing information. There is also:the possibility he will

.t

be unable ‘to proceés and/or encode all the information

Ry

, .0 .
. (Atkinsond & Shiffrin, 1975; Kagan, et al., 1963, 1969).
. ’
Thus, one function of the message is-that it may help the

[y
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individual to process-the new information. ’ -

2. The message from a prestigious individual (é;g.,

’counselor, experimenter, etc.) will be perceived as Qch'

cEsgible and influential to the subject (Bergin, 1962}
\ ,

Shapiro, 1971).

3. A positive (facilitative) message should enable

~o

- .the subject to process the new information, and reduce both

the stressfulness and ego-threat involved (Kieffer &

Tennyson, 19735 McAdoo, 1972; Smith & Sarason, 1975). Al-

~

though several authors have suggested the importance of
the féedback message in videotape self-confrontation, there
have not been any studies on the relative merits of posi-

tive feedback messages. In fac;?the possible differential
‘ ) .
effect of counselor feedback versus videotape feedback is

infrequently studied (Fuller & Manning, 1973). The inter-
viewer variable was controlled in {this study, so that

potential differences between interviewers could be explored.

Research Support for Choice of Dependeﬁt Variables

Anxiety 1s stressed by researchers as the outcome of I

self;confrontation (Alkire & Brunse,: 1974; Danet, 1969;
. ~

Holzman, 1969, 1971; Kagan & Schauble, 1969; Nielsen, 1963).

St

P

It is suggested that self-confrontation causes a disruptive

effect (Danet, 1969).

As previously noted, studies using the STAI have

HE 2O PN
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* ‘focused on the anxiety reaction (Braucht, 1970; Hodges &
Felling, 1970; Lamb, 1973; McAdoo, 1972). However, only
oné study has explored anxiety within the self-confronta-
tion context (Braucht,'l9705: .His findings were not signif-
icant, but §nxigty was a subsidiary variable and was dis-
" cussed in an a posteriori fashion. Clearly, ankiety as an
outcome of self-:snfrontation is suggested by Holzman's
theory, stressed by other researchers, but lacks direct

investigation.

Self-disclosure (self-disclosing behavior) as an out-

come of seif—confrontation'has rgceived little attention.
Only two studies ‘specifically mqntion self-disclosure
(Hartson & Kunce,—1973; Paredes, GStfheil, Tausig, &
Cornélison, 1969), while séveral ohhérs»imply its impor-

tance (Bailey & Bailey, 1973; Holzman & Rousey, 1966;

Holzman, Berger, & Rouse&, 1967; Kingdon, 1975). 1Its in-
»

clusion in a study has. been unsystematic, based on anecdo-
: . ‘ )

tal statements of clinical judgements rather than reliable

’

instruments (e.g., the Jourard Self-Disclosure Scale).

This is surprising sincé'self-disclosupe has been
. v . .
widely researched inﬁﬁ?e counseling literature. Several

studies have demonstrated the inhibitory effects of record- . -

ing (Roberts & Renzaglia, 1965; Tanny & Gelso, 1972), which
2 . P .
may increase receptivity to feedback, because of the

53X
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potentlal danger lt alerts to the subJect (Fuller, Menaker,

.<Beck, & Brown, 1967).. It-is qnlike;y to increase self-

di:sclosure, which is more apt to -accur 4in a nonstressful

situation. - This ié'suppbrted%by a recent study (Doster), -
- .

1975), which found 1ow-}evels of anxiety to be related to

seIf-disélosure.- Self-disclosure has'also been tognd-to

-

1ncrease under p051t1ve evaluatlons (Colson, 1973; . Greene,

’

1211; Janis 1975 Taylor, Altman & Sorrentlno 1969) .

In sum, it is expected tha;‘in.ego—threatening situations
(i.e., where self-esteem is being threateried) self-disclos-

ing behavior will be reduced; since seéveral studies have
-suggested that'sitdational factbrs play\an important:part

.‘ I -
in determlnlng the amount of 1nformatlon an lnd1v1dua1

will seli- dlsclose (Chlttlck & Hlmmelstern 1962 Halpern,

1977' Mehrablan* 1971 Powelly 1968)

S

-

Assessment Considerations for the Dependent Varlables

Research on self-confrontation offers .spme recsmmen-
dations about means’ of measuring-the dependent variables
(anxiety, and self-disclosing behavior), and some. dlrectLon

about specifying them assstate ratherfthan trait yariables.

.

Anxiety. The measurement of anxiety in a state manner

A

follows logically from Sgielberger's theory of State-Trait
\ , . ’ - o
Anxiety, and has been wéll copsidered; it has a place in a

long history.of research work on anxiety (Levité, 1967;

\

.

’
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Martens, 1971). 1In reviews of anxiety, both Levitt (1967) '

and Martens (1971) propose that for a reliable, relatively

- brief, self-report measure of both state and trait anxiety,

&
the STAI is the most carefully developed and valuable

. v N *
o instrument of those available.

Besides self-reported anxiety, a behavioral measure

was proposed as a measure of(staﬁé anxiety. A modified

>

form of the Behavior Checklist (Paul, 1966) was used. The

list contains a number of behaviors that have been demon-

] o strated to be related to anxiety (Clevenger & King, 1961).

- The instrument has also been used in several studies

o - (Borkévac,‘l913; Carter & Papas, 1975; Marshall, Stoian, &

“Andrewé, 1977);\AIhe instrument can be used as a state

-

—

. measure, since it can be used to assess ongoing behavior

. without reference to predispositions.

-

r E ~ Self—Disciosing‘Behavior. The study's third dependent

. ; = - - N T )

" vyariable, self-disclosing behavior, was a subsidiary vari-
able, important because of its hypothesized relationship

0y

\G to anxiety. ‘Iﬁ:rexiew;ng the literature on self-disclo-
| \ \:\. ' sure.CQéby ;bﬁed that "the Qérm refers éo both a personality
] construct énd é,procéss which occurs during the interaction
" _ with othiers" (Cozby;'l973, P 73). It is defined '"as any
poa « o ,
. L//,/ "information about himself whic@ Person A communicates ,
"I . 1 vérbally to a Person B" (Cozby, 1973, p. 73);\ Noting.the

“o - if’\, . ‘ « »

<
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.-* Some of the ambiguity 'of results may be attributed to the

. *. preferable to consider self-confrontatien not ?é a -

’

S . ~
' é
o B 3
© d

. -

; .
. caution given by Gitter and Black (1976), no judgement is

made here regarding the value ot _accuracy oﬁ the disclo-
v

sures. To measure self-disclosur€ in a state manner

requires using an assessment of the ,''process of self-
L .
disclesure'. " Although several,gérsonality %?riables hate

been corre}ated/ﬁith self-disclosure, (femininity, intro-
version-extfﬁ@ersiog, sociability, etc.),‘it‘is clear they
are not w;ll understood (éozby, 1973) . Following the '
recommenéation qf Cozby (1973), that® self-disclosure

should be measured behaviorally, 'the First Person Propoun |
. . \ ! 7

technique (Myrick, 1969) was selected. Holahan and 5a- .
' : ¢

Slaikeu (1977) report using'a similar.method to assess self-
[ L

dijsclosure. The selected instrument provided a behavioral

a §es§ment of self-disclosure in a state manner, which was -
> o
pplicable to the study.

v

\
oward Operationalizing and Claridfying Videotape Self-

-

w konfrontation?(ﬁideotape Feedback)
4 .

- Finally, although re§ulps are rather tenuous and in-

»

conclusive, researégyg;ovides some ideas about the opera-

tionai’définition of the self-confrontation experience.

- .

- ;fact that self-confrortation methods are not as homogeneous

as some researchers have assumed them to be. It would be

‘ .

. \ , . -
» y '

'
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technique, but as a generic term implying the use of yideé\

and audiotapes in some way.

The length of playback‘which constitutes self-confron-
tation ?s.an issue which remains inadequately resolved,
although it is one which has received- some attention. At
one extfeme there are counsﬁloré who present the subject

'\ H .
with the full videotape .replay of the recorded event

~

(Berger, Sherman, Spaulding, & Westlake, 1968; Kagan, .et' -
al., i963; Kagan & Schauble, l969¥< The idea here is that
of reliving-the entire experience. Under Ehe same rubric

’ Y, -

of videotape self-confrontation there are counselors who:

\

show the@subject selected portions of the tape, and comment

to the sﬁbject before, during and/or after the replay.about

its‘contenp (Czakowski, 1968; Alger & Hogan, 1967; Stoller,
; . ] .

1970; Wilmer, 1967, 1968). Basically these various tech-

niques would appear to differ in the extent to which they

-

provide the subject with a feedbagk,messaggl Thus, we

L]

could conceive .of the feedback message as being on a cons

tinuum from ambiguous to specific.

-

As thL Eheoretical, laboratory research has used a

brief‘tape playback to;repreéent selﬁ-éonﬁrontation, with
‘significant results (é.g., Holzm;ﬁ & Rousey, 1966:01 minutg),;
(this‘study used a brief playback ekperiehce ;Q approximate’
seif-Loﬂfrontatio'i whi%e'acknowledging the pqé;iéility qf;

| ‘
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\
a more complex impact ‘with longer feedback.\ ‘ --

3
- N \
Focus and Objectives S

The-focus of this research study was to investigate

1 subjects receiving videotape self-conrrontation. Self-
confrontation has generated intense interest and enthusiasm
without rigorous subsbantiation or theoretical work. The
form of the study was investigatory ''laboratory" research.

‘Laboratory research has been cited as '"bridging.the

. . ”
. ' gap between basic research,and'counseling practice' (Strong,
= - 1971, 'p. 106). The intention of the study was to simulate
;' a- counseling situation. This approach is closely akin to
sj; ) )

the analogue tradition, which despite its limitations (one
. \ 1 ’c . b

i

i ) g@SSlon, vicarious client part1c1patlon, etc.) and Crltl—
cisms (e.g., Goldman, l976) has been recommended by several
. o - authors (Bordln, 1965; Heller, 1971; Munley, 1974) :

. . Following theoretxcalﬂand research leads, dependent

variables Csel%—reported and behavioral anxiety, and self-

) dlsc1031ng behav1or) and lndependent variables (tralt
v 3 :
anx1ety, 1nterv1ewe§3 and feedback meSsage) were selected

"4.‘
.

)L for the study", . S I ' : .

The grlmary objectives of ‘this study 1n rank. order of

S
. i e .
- s N

A 1mportancé’are summarlzed below. A .

Clw : ‘ " g
_ ® T T 1. To test for sthe dlfferentlal effects-v1deotape
t . ) .t ) . ] :_'A“‘." .;"'!’“-:'. ‘._‘;"‘. . . « . . - AN
| b S . feedback ‘alone, v1deotape feedback.+ pOSLthe e

. . N . I T
R LI . RPN : N -.._ ‘v
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feedback and placebo videotape feedback have on

self-reported anxiety, behavioral anxiety and
\ A

self-disclosing behavior of High, Middle and Low
Trait Anxious.individuals.
2. To test Holzman's theory that self-confrontation

(videotape feedback alone) is an ego-threatening

»

“situation.
2 f . .
3. To differentiate between and compare two types of

\

feedback: videotape feedback alone and videotape
feedback + counséior (positive) feedback.

4. To.develop a behavioral measure of qpxiety that

was éppropriate for self-confrontation research
and significantly correlated with the self-

reported anxiety scale.

The supplementary objectives are summarized below.
1." To test Holzman's (1969, 1971) analysis of the '

process of self-confrontation in the videotape

L
¢ ,’1 0

© ~-medium, .- . - ,

..

. 2. Toftest_for'the effect of\videotape feedback +

ﬂ positive;feedbéck over time. ey

//

Research Hypotheses

"1, Self-Confrontation. Subjects receiving videotape

fee&back alone (no'feedbackj‘ﬁill report and

. . " . .
L exhiEItﬁmngsléghaviorql:anxiéty than subjects
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viewing placebo_videotapes (piacebo feedback).

2. Type of (counselor) Feedback Message. There will

be a significant main effect due to the type of "
feedback message. Specifically, subjects receiv-
ing videotape fee&Back.+ positive feedback (posi-

. tive feedback) will report and exhibit less

e e

behavioral anxiety and be more self-disclosing

» -

than sugégcts receiving no feedback and placebo

. ' feedback.

3. Trait Anxiety.. The level of trait anxiety will

i

significantly interact with the type of feedback

message.
(a) High Trait Anxious subjects receiving posi-
’ tive feedback will report and exhibit less
behavioral anxiety and be more self—disclos;
ing than High Trait Anxious subjects receiv-
ing no feedback and placebo feedback.

» o : (b) Middle Trait Anxious subjects receiving

positive feedback will report and exhibit

less behavioral anxiety and be more self-

. ) disclosing than Middle ¥frait Anxious subjects
» K4 |
receiving no feedback and placebo feedback.

(c¢) .Low Trait Anxious subjegts will perform

similarly under all conditions. There will

‘
’ 5od N
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J%f«%"'n
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be no significant differences in self-

reéorted and behavioral anxiety and self-

disclosing behavid® between the three

treatment conditions.

State Anxiety. There will be a significant posi-

tiv@ correlation between the self-reported and

the behavioral measures of anxiety.

.

-

Interviewers. There will be no significant dif-

ferences in dependent measures due to differences

between interviewers.

. ,
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Experimental Design

The design was a pretest-posttest paradigm (Campbell

4 ’: (.‘\ ¢
& Stanley, 1966). The analytic model for the study was

¥

a3 x 3 x 2 Analysis of Covariance. The independent vari-
[ Sad
ables were: feedback message, trait anxiety, and inter-

viewer, while the dependent variables were: self-reported

anxiety, behavioral anxiety, and self-disclosifig behavior.
Pre-treatment testescores on the dependent measures were
used as the covariates. The design is recommended by

‘Campbell & Stanley (1966). Since there was bloékigg\fn the

A-Trait variable (High, Middle and pr A-Trait) a simﬁIE\\\\\\\\\\

comparison of post-treatment effects would reflect the ~

O

state-trait correlation. -The analysis of covariance con-
, ¢ )

trolled for possible confounding. This design permitted

S

simultaneous evaluation of the effects 6@ feedback message,

interviewer, and comparison of the eﬁfﬁéts of videotapé

self-confrontation in High, Middle and Low A-Trait subjects,

as well as the interaction among these main effects.

2

-
N

Subject SéT%ction
The sub}écts were 202 male undergraduate students fram

the University of Western Ontario chosen from the subject

Toke A A ANEAL 2 TR o WS
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pool of introducf?ry psychology stueents.- ﬁhe subjects
were told that this was a two-part experigent for which
they -could receive one experimental predié‘if selected for
partieipation in tﬂe second part. . »

The subjects were selected in the ‘following manner:

) . ‘

202 subjects completed the STAI, Form X-2 (Trdit Séale)

that was administered ig/;wo\lﬁrge groups (See Appendix A

. . \ ‘
for STAI, Forms X-1, X-2). The A-Trait scOres assessed

theisklevel of trait ehxiety. 1

The possible scores for\theéA-Trait Scale range from
20 to 80. From the 202 subjeetsfthat‘aere pretested, 90 |
- subjects were chosen according to a format suggested by
the authors of the test (Splelberger, et al. 1970), and
used successfully by other researchers (McAdoo, 1972
0'Neil, 1972; Saunders, 1973):‘—Ehe distribution of the
subjects Qas proportioned so as to form three éroups:
High Trait Anxious (upper 20th percentile of the distribu-
tiaon), Midéle Trait Anxious (middle 60%), and Low Trait
An:;;;;\21ower 20th percentile .of the distriburion). This
format en‘ led the experimenter to choose the 90 spbj;cts
from the~ ree groups. See Table 1 for actual distribu-

.tions anld their division. -

’
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Table 1 -
Distribution of Trait Anxiety Scores.
. ) |
Experimental Subjects Population Sample
Group Raw Scorer Frequency Raw Score Frequency
Low Trait- 23 : 2 23 2
Anxious 24 1 o 24 2
25 .1 25. 1
27 3 27 4 K
28 5 © 28 7 ’
29 2 © 29 4
30 / 3 30 3
31 4 31 ¢ 6
32 /// 9 32 15
' v n=30 . n=44
'  Middle Trait- 33 0 33 6
Anxious 34 0 34 2
35 0 35 4
36 0 36 15
37 11 37. 16 |
\ 38 1 38 10
39 4 39 14
: 40 1 40 9 -
41 - 4 41 C, 9£
. ' 42 9 42 1 244
43 0 43 &
) bb 0 bl 5
) - 45 0 45 ] 1 :
' \\ 47 0 47 _" 3« ; -
; ‘ n=30 ' n=118
. High Trait- = 50 8 50 12
Anxious 51 7 51 9
- 52 2 52 N 3
A 53 3 53 a5
54 3 54 3
55 1 55 1 :
56 2 - 56 2 -
57 0 57 1 P
58 1 58 1 Ui
61 1 61 « 1 &
63 1 63 1 o
¥ 64 1 64 1 7
- ' n=30 \ "% n=40 g
- ' Overall Mean =~ 40.60 n=90 Overall Meana -n=202 o~ :
' "~ 39.69 ‘ K
SD, = 10.32 SD = 8.21 - B
» - i a g%
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group. In an effort to- reduce client dropout, .subjects
i H
were asked to f£ill out sign-up sheets for appointment
4\ . -
times, and were contacted by phone to confirm their

appointments.

Intexrviewers

The two male interviewers were doctoral level students
A
.
in psychology. Both were naive with respect to_ experimen-

tal design. The interviewers were pretraihed before the

pilot study bp: the procedure, delivery of positi&e feed-

back messages (Eotﬁ before and during videotape feedback),

and in the operation of the videotape recorder. After

pilot testing, the interviewers revie&ed their instructions
\

"and participated in role playing for further practice.

They were instructed-notﬁto interact with the subject

“

during the monologue.- They were also instructed not to go
A

beyond the bounda:iés of the study in eliciting further
information from thé sﬁbjects. Before initiating the study
ppoper, the.interviewers were assessed on the Carkhuff
" Discrimination Index (Carkhuff, i969) and were found to be
consistent at the High Facilitative-Low Activation level.
Thdé,iboth their functioning. level aﬁd prevyious training
-~

suggested the two interviewers were similar. During the

experiment the interviewers were neatly groomed and dressed

to increase the credibility of the feedback messages.

.

L]
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Equipment and Room Arrangement

¢

Twenty-five videotapes were used, since approximately
N

.

. \ .
15 minutes of each session was taped. Also, two complete
sets of Sony videotape equipment were used (cameras, TV
\
monitors, videotape recérders and microphones). Three

~

identical and adjacent research rooms were used: the first

room (interview room) contained a table, two chairs, a

microphone, and a two-way mirror; the second room (play-
back room) was adjacent to the interview room and contained
a complete set of videotape equipment, a table, two chairs

.

and a two-way mirror; the third room was adjacent to the

_playback room and was equipped with a ‘two-way mirror, & ;}

camera,'TV monitor, and a videotape recorder. .
Proceduge

! Each subject_yas individually brought to the interview
room where he was ag&ed to sit down. The subject was then
requested to‘fill out the STAI (Form X-1, A-State Scale).

The use of the videotape equipment was explained, including

assurance that the tape would be treated confidentially and

! -

erased after tPe expe?iment (Sée'Appendix Dj.

The subject was then asked to speak for 5 minutes
while being recorded. The subjec; was told that the inter-
viewer would not speak with him, ror ask questions, and the

subject was on his own during the preseritation. Next, the
) ! 1
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subject was given an instruction sheet to read, which pro-

vided him with a list of poéential topics that he could

’

choose to present (See Appendix E). The topics were selec-

ted on ‘the basis of. content; that is, the author tried to

provide the subjects with an equivalent number of positive
and negative ‘topics for each monologue.

The subject was instructed to:

a

Present yourself as if you wanted someone to know you
better. Talk about yourself. You are more likely to

benefit from the experiment if you attempt to be as

~ «

hbnest, open énd free as you can. The follow&ng are a

list of topics you may choose from. But, what you

present. is entirely up to you. ' -

Subjects had a few minutes to gather their thoughts
befsre coﬁmeﬁcing their presentation. When the gubject

indicated he was\ready, the taping bégan. During the pre-

<

sentation the interviewer was seated in such a way that

the subject could speak to him and still be in ¢lear view
of the camera. While the subject was speaking, the inter-
. viewer maintained .eye contact, appeared interested, but

did not verbally interact with the subject.

-

Fifteen seconds before the presentation was terminated,

the intérviewer warned the subjéct by raising his right

hand. The presentation ended when the interviewer told the

%

]
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subject "Time's up'". Following the preséntation, the inter-.

. - viewer delivered a feedback message (positive, or neutral ‘ .

(S i ‘. ’
.

feedback meésage). This feedback message closely resembled-

<

the messages inﬂAppendix F, and described below (See Treat-.
.ment ‘Section). ' '
The interviewer tﬁéﬁ took ﬁhe~subject into the play-
back room, and theﬂsﬁbject received videotape’ feedback of
4 . his presentatiqn o?ya placebo tape (a tape madé prior to ’
the experiment, and consisted of another male §tudent giv-
ing an unrehearsed monologue). During the fee@back; the

interviewer tried to convey the message he delivered to the

subject before the vi&éotape feedback. This was done ugiing

both verbal and nonverbal gggdback (Seé Appendix é). Next,

the interviewer and the subject returned to the interview

X

room, and filled out the STAI (A-State Scale) for a second ) a

time. - o

\ A
The interviewer gave the subject another instruction

sheet requesting him to give another 5-minute presentation.
I

The instructions were ideﬁtical, but different topics were
. L] - . N

suggested (See Appendix‘E). When ready, the subject made

SACRFRRR Y
.-

. his presentation, and upon its conclusion the subject was . R

debriefed (See Appendix H). . . s zilﬁ
“ ) ] N K , Né:'
Treatments - ‘ {ﬁ.%

The three treatments were: (a) videotape fegdbadk + v 3

¢ Ey ~

- ‘
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positive feedback (positive feedback), (b) vidgotape feed-
) : .
sback alone (no feedback), and (c) placebo videotape feed-

< . .
back (placebo feedback). In the first condition the

interviewer tried to maintaipt a’'consistent message to the -7 -

N

subject during the videotape feedback.

éositive Féedback. Before the subject received wvideo-

-

tape"selﬁ-confrontation, the interviewer delivered a

&

message which stressed two positive factors in the sub-

ject's presentation. \This message was individualized

.

according . to subject in this ‘treatment ‘condition. .The

focus was on both verbal and nonverbal behavior (§e¢

o

Q
Appendix F).
quingﬁthe videotape self-confrontatioﬁ the inter-

viewer assumed a '"facilitative' role. He used both verbal

P

qggfnonverbal cues in conveying to the subject the posi-

tive featuges in his présentation. The interviewer's

behaviqr WPS expected to incredse both the credibility and
,potency oﬁfhis message (See Appendix G for Instructions o
v / . ) \

Interviewers). _ ‘

. - ' ' l
No Feedback. The interviewer delivered a short neutral

- message before the self4c6nfrontation experienee: During
L] - ‘ ‘ *

I 6 N |
the vi@eotapgﬁfeedbagk,.thé-interviewer appeared inter-

’
Lt

ested, but offered no subjective cugsl(seé Appeﬁdix G).

i 3 .

Placebo Féedbaék. In tﬁis condition the interviewer..

©

.o - 2
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delivered the same feedback message as he did in the second
v ) . ’ . . \‘
‘treatment condition. However, the subject did not receive

a playback of hiskqwn videofape._ Instead he saw a

%
placebo tape as described above. Before viewing the’

( v

placebo tape he was 1nqtructed to watch the tape closely,

&

because he would be asked®to rate the speaker on a self—

&

concept scale. " The interviewer offered neither verbal nor

'nonverbal cues-'to the snbjecf (See Appendix G).

]

Assessment ‘Measures

A}

'StateﬁTrait:Anxietz¥1nventory (STAI). The-STAIL

<

(Spielberger, et al,, 1970) was used to assess both.state

and, trait anx1ety in the study As noted abdve in'the
.selectign phase, the STAI (AlTrait Scale) Form X 2 was

used toéobtgin A-Trait,SCbres,nwhich was the ‘basis for

separating subJect% 1nto High, Middle and Low A- Trait
'_groups, During the experimental phase, ‘the STAI; Form X- 1

(A—State'Seale) was used prior to and after videotape
. o

L4 . ©

self-confrontatibn to assess leével of state anxiety. Pre-

treatment A State scores were used as coyariates in later

- L .l

analees. Post treatment A~ State scores were used.to Ty

< & .

compére treatment groups on the dependent variable, self-
\ . -

o

reportedfanxiety (state anxiety) résponse. ' . “

‘

. The STAI consists 5f %0 Tikert- type items, 20 ‘on each

'scale. The A-Trait Scale asks individuals to describe How ;




!
i
|

they generally feel, Whiié the A-State Scale asks jddi&i—.

e

-~ 3 1 N . ty .
duals to describe how they feel at a particular moment iin

o

<

time. Each item is scored with a weight-of 1 to 4,,depén&-ﬁ

ing on how strongly the subject fe;TB it applies’ to' him,

3

The four cd%eggries'of response range from "not at all"\tq

°

b Hvery ‘much so'' for A-State/itefns, and from "almost never'."' .

. to "almost always' ‘for A-Trait items (See Appendix A for

both scales). Research offegs both validity and relia-

“w

bility support.

Reliability. Reliability correlations of the STAi),
5 o

appear satisfactory. Alpha cogffigients for the normative
. ; .

samples rangéd from .83 to .97 for the A;Sﬁate‘Sgale3 and

L86 to .92 for the A-Trait Scale. Test-retest reliability

Ky

ranged from :73‘to .86'for the A-Trait Scale and from ;Y6

to .54 for the A=-State Scale. Tpese‘results appear reason-
‘able given ‘the theoretical basis of the séales;'that
J <, .

Trait represents a relatively stable personality tra‘;;ﬂ
A-State represents a,trangiﬁory emotional state.

Validity ~

v

SR e s .
¢ R I

Concurrent Validity. Concurrent validity of the A-

Trait Scale has been computed by means of correlations with

‘other anxiety inventories. Over three samples, these, cor-

-\ .
relations ranged .75 to .77 with the IPAT ‘(Cattell &

Scheier, 1961), .79 to .83 with the Téylor Manifest Anxiety

)

2

S
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Scale (Taylor,‘IQSB), “and TSZ"to .58 with thé»éffectn

”AdJective Check List (Zuckerman, 1960) ”; |

Conetruct Val}dity.\.Construtt validrty of both

-, o -

."
e -
-

scales has been tested by administerlng ﬁhe STAI to

TN e, ’
. ,\ L 1
-

'.samples ‘of SubJeCtS\WlEh different instructiendl sets~

.
\:‘ -

and under different conditlons.’ These-studies repo

L}
okl “- . -"\\\

Y

" A- State naried over time 1n relation to experimentally-

B
- )

~~induced.stressor S1tuations whlle A- Trart remained rela-

0
ra s & .
net v ’~" ., S .’.-'
e - 'n

'E;, “tively stable (Allen 1970 Auerbach ’1973 Bartsch &

-‘ v-\. =

Nesselroade, 1973,,D-augellf,;1974 Leherissey, 1971 1973

’. “.J

"34Newmark« l912a,“b;LSpie1berger,t19VZC' Stoudenm1re,.l972)

:»‘~

Correlationg, betwee -SCales depend dpon the degree of

a-o‘ N4 'f-‘
- 5 e
o
. 3

stress‘present in the adminlstration srtuation. o

e NEN N
R Srats, e

higher correl tions ‘are obtained under oendltions 1n which

- -
some threat to self- esteem is present whlle conditions 1n

eN. ..‘-_ "“”‘ .~.
Ay s RAE uu, .

"*Which Some thSical dangep~;s present .do nqt,tend to elidic

&
. N
ol . - -.*- '

" high correlations ThlS is supportlve df‘Splelberger-s

- r - RIT
' 2T RN ‘,Jc‘ "

theory (Spielbﬁrger, 1966, 1972) Correlations between
scales have beep - found to range betweén 11 and .67
. . ‘ 2
(Spielberger, et al., 1970) — )

’

!

t

Behavioral Anxiety Checklist (BACL) The list con-
\ -
sists of items usediand deveIopediby Paul (1966). The
list is intended to provide a behavioral estimate of anxietyﬁ’

exhibited by each subJect While Paul's "behavior check-

SRR T




:'-‘_- : 56

List" was used with'live raters, the behavioral ratings in

-

3
£

L ., ' za; . .
this study were made from videotape recordings of subjects'
- W 5 ’ -

Y L) A}
i2) ] >

séssions.: The ‘change in rating procedure has reduced the
- . 52 .

‘;‘ Fioriéinal 20-1item list .of Paul's to _a 15-item checklist

o
>

@(Seefgpben&ix C). , .

e

The Pearson Product Moment Correlation computed

_betwéen Ehe BACL and Paul's original checklist was highly

;}signﬁficaht (5:1.06,\23<:001). The five behaviors elimin-

' ated.(paces, face deadpan, face. pale, face flushed, and

:”perspires) were hot present in the judges' ratings.“Appa;-\
'éntly;-the behaviors did ‘not occur, or the raters were
unable\;o detect éhem. It should be noted that Paul's
original list was déveloped for live rathér than videotape

rating,gand some of the behaviors (e.g., perspires) were

" difficult to detect from videotape recordings.

The segments rated were standaid for all’subjects,
and closely corresponded’(temporall&) with administrations

of the STAI (A-State Scale). ‘The behaviors included were:

[

extraneous hand and arm movement, arms rigid, hand tremors,

»
-

np eye contact, breathes heavily, face muscles tenséj mois-

tens lips,. clears throat,‘voicé'quivers, stammers, sways,
shuffles feet, knegs tremble, swallows: ahd Eﬁnds restraiged.
Althoggh theré are no validity studied done with t:he:~

checklist, research studies reported above (Borkovec, 1973;

o perty o TRIND g AGAN ® L8 B e I AR AT X NPT T AN S
> 4 S LSS, A B BRI e

3
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Carter & Papas, 1975) have demonstrated the list's useful-
ness as a'research instrument. I?Ferrater reliability has
been high (e.g., .93 to .96) as reported by Paul (1966).
According to Paul (1966), this instrument is not only
objective, ''but also very reliable when highly trained
observers are used" (Paul, 1966, p. 31). To insure the
validity of the BACL, the itéms selected for use in the
study were correlated with the items from the original
list. This was done after'pilot testing was completed.

In order to assess the possible differential effects
of Gideotépe'%eedback during (behavioral anxieéy mani-

fested during the videotape playback) and post (behavioral

anxiety manifested in the second monologue) treatment, BACL

. C W et
scores during and post-treatment were rated and analyzed

separately.
Analyses of both supélementary objectives also

required the separate computation of during and post-treat-

s

‘ment scores. The supplementary analyses weré based on BACL

t

scores across time ségments. The three time segments used

were: the first, third and fifth minutes. Thus, the com-
putation of the supplementary objectives used individual
N ‘ .

time segments (e.g., the first, third and fifth minutes,

respectively). //. ‘ ‘ *
° . \

Self;Diéclosing Behdvior. The technique for aséessing
.

3
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self-disclosure was to ogfain a frequency of first per-

son pronouns. The method is derived from Myrick (1969),

while others (Adgms & Hoffman, 1960; Salinger & Pisoéi,

1958; Sarason, Ganzer, & Singer, 1972) haye demonstrated

that client self-references could be objectively determined
through first person pronoun count (FPP). There are no | .
validity studies available, while interrater reliability

has been reported to be as high as .99 (Myrick, 1969).

The scoring instruétiéns and a sample scoring sheet are
included in Appendix B.

Raters and Rating Procedure

Two doctoral level students in psychology were trained

as rater; by the expe;imenter. The raters were naive with -
respect to the design and purpose of the study. The raters.
were p;etrained fqr assessing both self-disclosing behavior
and behavioraf anxiety (See Appendices B and ). Training

on self-disclosing behévigr involved raters scoring and
discussing‘practice tapes (before the.pilot) -and pilot

tapes (before the experime;t proper). Similérl;, scoring . .
instructions, practice sessions and discussions were gi;en B
for the ?ACL. Each beh;vio; waSwspecifieg (See Appéndix C)
to facilitate&feliable identification and consensual agree-

ment in rater assessments (Iinterrater reliability and inter-

rater agreement, respectively). As noted below, both the

K
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- '
interrater reliability and agreement scores were adequate.

The two raters' scores on each instrument (FPP and BACL)
j
were averaged to provide a single.score for each subject.

Data Analyses -

A 3(Feedback Message) x 3(Trait Anxiety) x 2(Iﬁter-
viewer) analysi;—of eovariance was used to analyze self-
reported anxiety (STAL, Form X-1), behavior anxiety during-

‘treatment (BACL), behavior anxiety post-treatment (BACL),
behavior anxiety écross time segments, and gelf-disclosing
behavior (FPP). The prezscore of a dependent measure
(e.g., self-reported anxiety pretest score) was used as
the covariate in the analyses. Nonsignificagt interviewer
main effects ahd in;eractions led to the computation of
3(Feedback Mgésage) x 3(Trait Anxiety) gnalyées of covari-

, ance on all the depenQenf.variables. Signifiﬁant main
effects and interactions were more cloéely e%amined using
the Newman-Keuls Q-Statistic for post hoc comparisons
(Myers, 1973).. 6Bi-Square tests were performed;on_debriefr

P

ing intér&iew,questionnaire data. A Pearson Product Moment
Cbrrelafion was coﬁputed to compare the STAI (Form X-1)
with the: BACL. "

The Pea?son Product Moment Correlations between

raters' total scores (interrater reliabglity).and individ-

ual item scores (interrater agreement) on the'Béhavior

v

-




i . ) .
Anxiety Checklist and First Person Pronoun were computed. - .

&

Table 2 presents the Pearson Product Moment Correlations

4

for both the interrater reliability and interrater agreé-
t

ment on .the BACL and the FPP, Adequate levels of inter- .
rater reliability and agreement were found'for both of the
dependent measures. The co?relations for interrater-
reliability ranged from-.97 to .99 on the BACL, and .97 to
.98 on the FPP. As expected, the interrater -reliability
‘correlations were highly significant (R<:.001).' The meaq

interrater agreement correlations ranged from .81 to~.93

on the BACL, and .85 to .86 on the FPP, The high correla-

tions were attwibuted to quaﬁtity of practice and quality
of ingﬁggction: Besides bractice sessions (pre and post
pilot testing), ‘the judges had 3 and 4% hours practice
rating ﬁilot datga for the FPP and BACL, respectively. Thus,

[}

consensual agreement was improved through concise critiques

-

. of pilot ratings, and clear rater instructions.




Table 2

\ .
Interrater Reliability and Agreement on the Behavior

Anxiety Checklist (BACL) and the First

» Person Pronoun (FPP)

61

*%*%Interrater Rediability

Pre During‘ Post Pre : Post
BACL ‘ FPP
.97 .99 . .98 .97 .98
Item
Numberxr - **%*Interrater Agreement

1 .97 .97 ] .97 94 .94

2 .98 o .84 T .99 .94 .60

3 .93 .69 .99 97 . .95

4 .89 .98 .98 .95 .88

5 .59 .67 - .68, .99 .73

6 .97 .98 . .95 .59 .95

7 .93 .55 .86 .65 . .89

8 .89 .81 .85
-9 .90 97 . .96,

10 .96 .79 .96~

11 .91 . .25 .92

12 .59 .70 .96 - .

13 94 .97 .98 -

14 .83 1.00% . .97

15 .98 1.00%* .99

= . L]
Y

[y

* Behavior occurred twicew’
*% Behavior occurred four times,

*%% Based on Peanﬂoﬁ Product Moment Correlations.

"*%%% Based on Pearson Product Moment Correlations.
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CHAPTER III o

RESULTS ' ™

There were no significant interviewer main effegcts or

(Vg

interactions fou?d on any dependent variable; consequently,
the anfilyses were Qollapsed across interviewers. Tﬁerefore,
two-way analyses o% cgva;iance”(Feedback Message x Trait -
Anxiety) were computed. The results were grouped and pre-
sented by: (a) hypothesis, (b) supélemegtary analysis, and

(c) debriefing results.

Hypothesis 1 Results

-

Subjects‘receiving videotape feedback alone (no fekd-
back) will exhibit more self-reported and behavioral anxiety
than subjects receiving placebo videotape feedback (plagebo

feedback).

- . A

. Self-Reported Anxiety (STAI). Meaﬁs, staqdard devia-

]
tions and gdjusted means for the STAI pre and posttest

.
scores by feedback message (treatment) are presented in
Table- 3.
! :
The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) summary table for
the pretest and posttest self—fgported’anxiety scores 1is #f
. ! .o ':':g
presented in Table 4. The effect of the covariate was %
, ° “ t BEL
[ 2
significant, F(1,80) = 325.13, p<<.001. The table reveals aé
I rs ) ’\
that there was a significant treatment main effect, R 1
. . g
.
- 62 ' e i

X
b e
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Table 3

1

-

f
Means, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for -the

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (A-State Scale)
- - «

Pretest and Posttest by Feedback Message

LY

Adjusted
Feedback Message **Pretest Posttest Means
' : M SD M SD *M

oy

PLACEBO (PL) 41,30 3.32 40.03 4.19 40.30

NO FEEDBACK (NO) 39.00 3.12 43.77 3.45 42.68

-POSITIVE FEEDBACK (PO) 42.27 4.00 31.12 4.90 31.97

Note: The higher the score, the higher is the tested
level of self-reported anxiety. ' ‘

The adjusted mean is Merived from a Two-Way Analysis

of'Covariance;///' \
Pretest scores~are the' covariates.

L
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-

F(2,80) = 81.06, p<<.001, and a significant trait énxie%y

main effect, F(2,80) = 4.34, p <.05. This table also

reveals there was a significant interaction between treat-

[ .
e

ment and trait anxiety, F(4,80) = 18.31, p<<.001.

The Newma%iKeuls Multiple Comparison method was -used

. 3
in order té analyze specific-differences ‘between the signif-

icant treatment conditions, treatment by trait anxiety

interactions and to provi&e tests of the hypotheses. The

.05 and .01 significance levels were adopted, ;éduiring

.

‘values of 2.82 and 3.75 for two, step comparisons, 3. 39+ and

-~

4.27 for three step comparisons 3. 72 and 4.57- for four

/

step comparlsons, 3 96 and 4 80 fcq flve step comparlsons,

-

"4, 14 and 4. 97 for six step- comparlsons, 4 29 and 5 10 for

R
- e

seven step comparisons, 4.42 and 5. 23 for elght step ‘com-
c - . 4‘ K
parisons, and 4.53 and 5.34 fornhine,steﬁ_comparfsons.,'
The results of the post hoc comparlsons fo: the treat~

s

=

v R

. ment main effect on the STAI are presented in Table 5

This table showsﬂghatvthe adjusted meén‘score for ‘the no ,
-y T . . . ; " B N
feedbadk group was greater than.ﬁhs;mean score, fér.thé

‘o

placebo feedback group, but the difference was pqqfsignif-
., 5 . * " IO
icant. Thus, the results on the STAI failed to support; ',

Hypothesis 1. | ;:IA

Behavior Anxiety Durihg—Treatment. "Means, s;qﬂﬁafd

deviations and ,adjusted means for the BACL ére‘an@*&uxing-
B .




Table 5

. . g,': i ° o . :
Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison- for Treatment

Ve -

-

- '-(Feedbaék ,‘Ij_i_es‘saé"e“) Main Effect .on tﬁé e

- .State-Trait Aﬁxigty‘.fnventory (STAI)

e o« i T

LR - 4

.= PO PL  NO-
. Treatment Means . = - . 31.97 - 40,30 - 42.68

-, W

.

8.33% = 10,71+ 7
238

o
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treatment - scoresyby feedback message (treatment) are pre-:

- " ; - v ' . . i .
. ~

sented in Table 6. Tl . ' A

v ? w &
. »
o

The ANCOV'A lsummary table' for -the pre and durir@-

treatment scores on the BACL by feedback message and tra it

<

anxiety is‘pre_ nted‘in Table 7. The eo&rariateu'was signif—
- b . . __':N—\

iqant, F(1,80)
. A Bl
that there was a s1@n1f i¢ant treatment main e fect

EQ2, 80) 30. os p_<001 and a s:.gnlflcan’

. T~
maln effect F(2, 80) = 35 ‘32 @ 001 The thble further

reveals a s:.gnlfieant 1nteractron betWeen treatmept an“d

: ’ ™.

trait anx:.ety, F(4 80), = 13.54, 2< 001 'The results of

i

the a posterlorl comparisons of the treatm,?[’ main effect

‘ - r

+ on the BACL are presented dn Table 8. Table 8 shoWs that

-~ @

the adJusted mean. score for the no’ feedback group was --.

<
sign,lf].caﬂtly greater than the ad;us‘éed mean sco*re for

: the placebo group Un‘like the STA@L results, these *'anal)yss

o . . . - v
: " . s
N

supported Hypothes'is 1.. - i ¥ g ,‘

.

. ' . ) oy

BehaYlor knxletly Po‘st-Treg\tment Means, standard T

> . *

Yoo \?
’dev‘iatlons and adjus-ted me 187 for the BACL pre 'and” post- _‘eﬁ
sf .
. treatment scoreQ by feedback message (tréatment) are pre-
" N YA .
o ‘ . ’ )
sented in Table 9 o o o .‘ v AP

- ‘e L]

oo e

. . o . ]
‘;The ANCOVA summary table for ‘the pte and post-tréat-—

<
L0 . -

e
‘ment behavior anxiety scores on the’ BACL by feedback message

- ‘.‘ ’ L
. and' trait anxiet:y is presented if Table 10. The covariate
"vs.,o’ﬂ : * Y “ o * s L R(TAN "
) s 4 'Uw ;‘ L N T e -:\ “3 . L
s : ‘_ . ) e R T . - 4\I ! ¢ :"F" ') . e
/ Qg"' R N I T ) SRLAG ot
I A T N T T PR S SR

. L - U

v v N
= 67.37, p<<. OOi.‘ >The table alSo/feveals o'

«?" e S '
\




Tabie 6
. Means, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means‘fo€ithe

~

Bgﬁaﬁﬁbr Anxiety Checklist Pre and During-Treatment

3

S + by Feedback Message

. ‘ Adjuéted
Feedback Message *%Pre’ : " —-Means
: \ " M . 8D M

——
. -

e

s

50.46 12.25 = 50.51

o

72,68 T17.21

-

75.13  16.84. 62.86 . 18.67 62.88

83.72 "'2@.36 31,81 °  9.40 31.75 -

. L ¥

* ' Note: The higher the score, the higher is'thg level of
’ & % R s A
¢ . behavioral anxiety.

* Adjusted meaiis are derived from a TWO-WayrAnarysis of

-~ .

. Covdriance.’ -

&
»

. H
- 4

"#% Pre-Treatment scores are the covariates,

- M : »
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Table .8

‘Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison for Treatment

i

Main Effect on During-Tréatment Scores of the

Behavior Anxi€ty Checklist (BACL)

PO PL’ NO
Treatment Means 31.75 50.51 = 62.88

PO 31.75 : 18.76% 31.13%

PL 50.51 12.37*

62.88

i
o
it

M




] 71
‘ Table 9
Means, Standard Deviations and Adj&%ted Means for the :
’ Behavior Anxiety Checklist Pre and Post-Treatment
;by Feedback Megsage ° B
- Adjusted
Feedback Message *%Pre Post Means
M 8D M SD Mk
PL 72,68 17.21 74.20 15.30 76.92
NO 75.13 , 16.84  88.10 16.25  89.34
PO 83.72 20.36  68.12 16.51 64,17

Note: The higher the scongd>the higher is the level of

-

oo,
behavior anxiety. T

*. Adjusted Means are derived from a Two:Wa} Analysis of

Covariance. ' ‘ :

#% Pre-Treatment scores are the covariates. _ a

-

<« ' : - - .
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was significant, F(1,80) = 243.69, p <.00l. This table

also reveals that there was a significant treatment main
»° (o]

effect, F(2,80) = 29.43, p<.001, and a significant trait

anxiety main effect, F(2¢80) = 7.61, p<.001. This table

ol (] L3 L3 f L] L3 )
further reveals a significant interaction between treatment

and trait anxxety, F(4,80) ='10.77, p<.00L. The signifi-
>.a

cant findings were similar to those previously reported on

the STAI, and BACL during-treatment. .Each ANCOVA had sig-

g .
nificant results due to the covariate, treatment main

effect, trait anxiety main effect, and treatment X trait
. 5

b
anxiety interaction..

.

-

The results-of the post hoc comper;sons for the treat-
ment main effect on the BACL are presented in Table 11,

This table reveals that the adjusted mean. score for the

no” feedback group was significantly greater than the

adjusted mean score for the placebo feédback group, which

~

supported Hypothesis 1. The results were consistent w1th EEYS

the finﬁings on“gﬂz BACL durlng treatment but inconsistent

-

L4

wtth the-STAI'results. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was’
partially supported. On the behaviotal neasures of anxiety
(EACL during ‘and, post-treatment) the/no feedback subjects
exhibited significently'more anxiety than the placebo{feed-r

back subjects, while on the STAT no feedback subjects did

npt.siénificantly differ from placebo feedback subjects.

.
-




Table 11 | ’

~
. <

i

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparn':so& for Treatment

Main Effect of Posf-Treatment Scores on the BACL

N\ _
) PO PL " NO
Treatment leans . 64 .17 76.92  89.34
‘ PO - 64,17 _ 12.75%  25.17% -
PL 76.92 L 12.42%
NO 89.34
¥p<.0l -
» v
e v ‘)




Hypothesis 2 Results

There will be a significant main effect due to coun-

. L —

selor feedback message. Specifically, subjects receiving

positive feedbacﬁz Will have less self-reported and .
behavioral anxiety and be more self-disclosing thgn sub-
3;

jects receiving no feedback and placebo feedback.

-STAI and BACL Results The results of both the STAIL -

and BACL during and post treatment relevant to Hypothe51s

2 were presented above (Tables 3-11). The results of the
post ‘hoc-comparisons showed that on the STAI (Table 5),
BACL during (Table*8) and post-treatment kTable 11) the
adjusted meanswxfor the positive feedback group were signif-
icantly lower than the adjusted means for both the no
feedtack and pl@ceto feedbaek groups, which supported

Hypothesis 2. Thus, the findings on the anxiety dependent

measures were Gonsistent for this hypothesis.

: Self-Disclesng Behavior Results (FPP). Means,-

" standard deviations and adjusted means fot the FPP pre and

.

post-treatment scores by feedback message (treatment) are

presented .in Table 12.
»

Table 13 summarizes the ANCOVA for self- disclos&hg

behavior by feedback message and trait anxiety The covari-

«

ate was significant, F(1,80) = §6.74,{g<:;001. The table

further delineates that there was a significant treatment

3
<
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Table 12
Meaﬂs, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for the
First Person Pronoun Pre and Post-Treatment Scores
by Feedback Message
; Adjusted ‘
. Feedback Message © *%Pre Post ' Means
M SD M sD M*
PL 23.92 6..02 22.29 6.37 23.07 -~
NO «27.32 9.50 - 23.49 8.72 21.97
R . -
PO 24.03 7.21 29.32 10.61 - 30.05
> -

-, Note: The~higher the score, the greater is the amount of

self-disclosing behavior.

\ “

* The Adjusted Means are deg#ved from a Two-Way Analysis

of Covariance:

Ay

f

*% The Pre-Treatment scores are the covariates.
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‘main effect, F(2,80) = 11.68, p<.001, and a significaﬁt

interaction betweeﬁ~ireakment and trait anxiet&, F(4,80)

= 3.82, p<<.0l. No significant trait anxiety main effect

was found, which was inconsigtént with the previous

analyses of covarianceé\(Tables 4, 7 and 10). However, the

significant covariate, treatment main effect, and treatment
. X trait anxiety interaction wés consistent with the results

from the other ANCOVAS.,

The results of the a poséeriori comparisons for the_
treatment main effect are presented in Table 14. This

'S

table shows that the FPP adjusted mean score for the posi-
M . N N ! -

@

tive feedback group was significantly.gfeater than the—

adjusted mean scores of the no feedback and placebo feed-
9. s .
back groups, which suﬁported Hypothesis 2. . T

\

,}
The dependent measures of self-reported anxiety,

behavioral anxiety during and post-treatment and self- .
disclosing behavior yielded significant mean score differ—‘
ences between the positive feedback and no feeqpack and
placebo feedback groups in the predicted Airection, which
supported Hypothesis f. Thus, positive feedback £educed'
self-reported and behavioral‘anxiety and increased sélf-
disclosing behavior, in conérast‘pq nokfeedbaék and placebo

feedback. C

/
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Table 14 SN

-

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison for Treatment -

' t ’ - ¢ s
Main Effect on the First Person Pronoun (FPP)

NO PL. PO
. Treatment Means s 21.97 23.07 30.07

NO  21.97 1.10  8.08%
PL  23.07 _ 6.98%

PO 30.07

*
L2
*p<<.01
‘ h ‘ ‘:\
* : ¢
# - g .
A
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»
v 4
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t
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Hypothesis'3 Resnits

The ‘level of trait anxiety w1lf Significantly ‘inter-

i

act w1th the type of/feedback message (treatment)

e
~

(a) High Trait Anx1ous subJects nﬂce1v1ng pOSitlve

¥

feedback will have Tess self-reported ‘and

-

bebavioralfaniiety and be more self-disclosing
] 8 2 . . o
than High' Trait Anxious subjects -receiving no

" -feedback and placebo,teedbact. ‘,
(b) Middle Trait Anxious*subjects receiving-positive
feedback will have less self reported andx

behavioral anxiety and be mofé'self disclosing

than High Trait Anxious subjects receiving no

feedback and placebo feedback b R XZ
(c) Tow Trait Anxious subJects will perform 31m11arf;

‘.under all conditions. There will be no signifi-

cant differences in self reported anxiety,

behaﬁﬁbral anx1ety and self- disc1031ng behavior ,

. between the treatment groups. \.

Hypothesis 3(a) Results. Cell ‘means’, standard devia;’

LN

tions and adjusted means for the STAI , BACE dﬁring-tféat-
= ment, BACL post treatment and the FPP are,presented in ,

Tables '15 (STAI) 16 (BACL during-treatment), 17 (BACL

post- treatment) ‘and 18 (FPPﬁ,rLsgectively* /

p -]
he Newman-Keuls Multile Comparison for treatment x

‘ ' -




K
X
[ 3% 2

[

Lads

A TIARY
NN

s

EX

g
A
!

eite

s,
A

X
5

-
o

oy

EEEE
N
(o] [

CITRG NTAUS @YACU 14167 17148

FEEEEE

Yy

E——
.
—

13
3
Er

L
3

O

i
Ik

-
-
—
o
JRese ptubd 04709 Calac Blel?

:;.r'f L

STRLATY
I ; e

M s L
EoN e S BRI VAT

K KM
73PN TS et




- » v \
- . . 8 1
\' A N . \‘ ‘-“ i .
' . Table 15 ST T
) t\\ .

Cglliﬁéané, Standard Deviations ‘and Adjusted Means for the

State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (A-State Scale) Pretest and \\\\

a

% - : N Posétest by Feedback Méssage and Trait Anxiety
: ) ] . o ) Adjusted
, Feedback Message **Pretest . Pasttest Means
M SD M sD M*
HIGH TRAIT
| PL 52.70 4167 52.30 . 5.75 42.571 "
NO ".50.90  2.79 54.90 3.32 °  _lesr -
) . PO , 52.00  5.08 35.30 4.75 33. 66
i ' MIDDLE TRAIT .
PL ' 41.10  3.04 39.90 2.89 460.74 -
Q N 36.50  3.39 43.90  3.47 44:49
4 | PO 42.00  4.40  31.50 6,20 31.83 .
S ~LOW TRAIT .
Ph 29.90  2.94 28.70 3.07 _ 36.76
\ NO s~ .30.50 © 3.36 29.20. 3.57. 40,53
o\ PO 32,80, \2.53 29.10 3.74 °  27.87
) ; _ \ B
1 . Note: The higher the score|, the higher is the level of =
T self-reported anxie S~ N _
_ * The adgusted means are derived\from\a Two-Way Analysis
of Covariance. ~ ~ -
*% Pretest scores.are the covariates\\\\\\ o

‘Y) Pt A BRI it 53 43P R S S T S
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Table 16

-~

~

maéii‘ﬁéans, Standard Deviatiaﬁs‘apd Adjusted Means for the

Behavior Anxiety Checklist Pre and Duking-Treatment

by Feedback Message and Trait -Anxiety ~

t

—~— i ' Adjusted
Feedback Message re . Means
. vy

HIGH TRAIT

100.10
97.65

104.30

3
L

MIDDLE TRAIT

‘QZ:65,

78.90

91.45

LOW TRAIT.

50.30 13.13

48.85 13.27°

CAE AN S RGES L7

25

55.40 11.63

T
Y :‘v.‘(?}a 226
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Table 17

Cell Meaﬁs,<Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for

the Behavior Anxiety Checklist Pre and Post-Tré&atment

by Feedback Message and Trait Anxiety

.~ 1&/

. . Adjusted
Feedback Message - Means

73

-HIGH TRAIT

3
MIDDLE TRAIT

¥
PL 67.

"NO . . 78.

PO 91.

LOW TRAIT

oy o 2 PN el el "
R S




Table 18

Cell Means, Standard Deviations and Adjustéd Means for the

i “a
First Person Pronoun Pre and Post-Treatmgnt Scores by

Feedback Message and Trait Anxiety

Adjusted
Feedback Message Pre " Post Means
M- SD M Sb M
HIGH TRAIT
PL ' 21.80 11.06 - 19.16 9.02 21.05
NO _ 27.20 10.30 19.70 8.73 19.95
) )

\ PO . 18.95 6.18 25M5 11.14  28.03

- "
MIDDLE TRAIT

"PL 25.15  4.49 24,50 6.60  23.37

NO " 24,55 9,13 18.15 5.80 22.27

{ o . 24.65 5.54 32,70 9,51  30.35
LOW TRAIT

PL " 24,90  6.21 23.20 4.79 24,79

« N

NO 30.20 11.98 42.60 12.88 23.69

PO ' ' 28,50 9.91 , 30.10 10.25 31.77

L]

- e o RS e e ALY S £ T TE
R e e S S
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b

trait interaction on the STAI, BACL duriqg—treatment,

BACL post-treatment and the FPP are presented in Tables 19

(STAI), 20 (BACL during-treatment), 21 (BACL'pBSt-treatment) ”

and 22 kFPP),respectively.”"T;bles.19, 20'aﬁd 21 show that’

the mean anxiety scores for High Trait Anxious positive

feedback subjects were significantly lower than the mean

anxiety scores for High Trait Anxious no feedback -and

3

placebo feedbgck subjecgs, which supportéd Hypothesis 3(a).
Table 22 reveals that the mean se}f-disZEOSing behavior
score for High Trait Anxious positive feedback subjécts
was significantly_ greater than the mgan self-disclosigg
behavior scores for High frait Anxious no feedback and
placebo feédback subjects, which éiso supquted Hypothesis
3(a). The results from the post hoc comparisons of all

the -dependent measures were consistent in their support

of Hypothesislﬁ(a). Therefore, positive feedback signifi-

1

cantly reduced self-reported and behavioral anxiety and
increased self-disclosing behavior in High Trait Anxious

subjects in contrast to no feedback and placebo feedback.

3 .
Hypothesis 3(b) Results. The results from the STAI,
o
' 4
BACL during and post-treatment and FPP Televant to Hypo-

Vd

thesis 3(b) were presented above (Tables 15-22). The

. results of the post hoc comparisons revealed that on the

STAI (Table.19), BACL during-treatment- (Table 20) and post;

I}

b

e 2,0
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treatment (Table 21) the means for the‘Middle Trait
Anxious ;ositive feedback subjects were significantly
lower than the means for both Middle Trait Anxious no
feedback and placebo feedback subjects, which supported
Hypothgéis 3(b). -The a posteriori comparisons on the FPP
(Table 22) show that the mean for the Middle Trait Anxious
positive feedback subjects was significantly greater than
the Teans for the Middle Trait Anxious no feedback and
placebo feedback subjects, which also supported Hypothesis
3(b). The findipgs on all the de?endent measures were
congruent and supportive of Hypothesis 3(b). These
results revegled a similar pattern for High and Middle
TraiguAnxious subjects. Thus, both High and Mihdlé Trait
Anxisus positivé feedback subjects signific;ntly redﬁceé
self-reported and behavioral anxiety anq increased self-
disclosing behavior in contrast to High and Middle Trait

Anxious no feedbaﬁk and placebo feedback subjects.

Hypothesis 3(c) Results, The results from the STAI,

BACL durfng and post-treatment and the FPP pertinent‘to

Hypothesis 3(c) were prgéented above (Tables 15-22); The
results of the a postériori cémparisons revealed that on
the STAI (Table 19) and the BACL during-treatment (Table

‘20) there were no significant mean score differences for

Low Trait Anxious subjecté, thus supporting Hypothesis
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3(c). Table 21:s£0w§ that on the BACL\go§t-£reatment
scores, the.Low Trait Anxious positive feedback subjects
had significantly lower.means than Low Trait Anxious no
féedback and placebo feedback subjects, which failed to
support Hypothésis 3(c). Table 22 reveals that on the
FPP, the méap for the Low Tra{ﬁ Anxious positive feeaback
subjécts was significantly greater than the'mean for
Low Trait Anxious placebo feedback subjects. This table
further reveals that there were no significant mean $core
differences between Low Trait Anxious positive and no
feedback subjects. The results from the FPP also failed
to Eotally support Hypothesis 3(c). Hypothesis 3(c) was

supported by results from the STAI and BACL during-treat-

ment, but not supported by the results from the BACL poé%-

treatment and the}FPP. Thus, positive feedback unexpect-
1

edly signific

y reduced behavioral anxiety post-treat-

ment -and increased self-disclosing behavior (in contras

to-placebo feedbhgl subjects) for Low Trait Anxidus -
« .

4/ ‘

P

subjecté\ '
In sp;; Hypothesis 3(a) and (b) were fully éupported,
while Hypothesis 3(c) was only partially supported. The
results from the STAI and BACL during-treatment supportéd
Hypbthesis 3(c), -but the findings from the BACL post- -

treatment and the FPP did not.
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Within A-Trait Compayisons betweeq the No Feedback

and Placebo Feedback Groups. Additional anelyéee con-

traégigé the no feedback ane placebo feedback\groups withiﬁ
A-Trait levels were also computed. Paezial suppd}t for
Hypothesis 1 had suggested that on.anxieey measures (the
SfAI and BACL) the videotape feedback alone group (no feed-
baek) showed significantly higher 1e§els of self-reported
and behavioral anxiety than the placebo group. It was }
felt that further investigation might clarify‘this find-
‘ing. Tho;gh no specific hypotheses were made, it was

expected that videotape feedback alone would increase

self-reported and behavigralfanxiety for High and Middle

Trait Anxious subjects, while nob»increésing self-reported

and behevioral anxiety for Low Trait Anxious subjects.,
This was explored with the Newman;Kedls~Q;Statistic com-
.pering the no feedback with the placeEE'Eeedback g;eub.
The expectatlon was supported by the results of the post
hoc comparisons presented in Tables 19 (STAIL), 20 (BACL
during-treatment) and 214(BACL'post-treatmentl. Table 19
sﬁows that the means of High and Middle Trait Anxious sub:
Jects receiving no feedBﬁck were higher than the means of
.ngh and Middle Trait Anxious subhjects in the placebo

group, while the Low Trait Anxious subjects performed

similarly in both groups e mean differences between




High Trait Anxious no feedback and placebo feedback .sub-
' .

jécts.did not reach significance. Table 20 shows that on

the BACL, during-treatment the mean of ﬁiddle Trait Anxious .
subjects receiving no feedback was significaptly,higher '

' ' . 4
than the mean of Middle Trait Anxious subjects in the

0 i -

placebo graqup, while the means™Qf the Low Trait Anxious - .

subjects did not sigg}ficantly differ, Contré;y to éxpec—
iy tation, the mean of High Trait Anxious sﬁbjects in the
placebo group was significéﬁtly higher tﬁan the mean of
High Trait Aﬁxious subjects in the n® feedback group.
Table thgﬁows that the ﬁean scores.of High, Midgle, and

a e

Low Trait Ankious subjects in the no feedback group were

it

% significaftly higher than the mggh scores of High, Middle,
f and-Low\Irait Anxious sﬁbjects in the plxcebo groﬁp.

; ' 5 ‘ ) \ " i
g . K\V;;\\;a The post hot comparisons bétﬁgﬁn the no feedback a?d :
: p'lgégg'gfoup were supported by:\meaﬁ differences of High .

Trait Anxious subjgc&s on the STAI, qg@ BACL post-treatment

scores; Middle Trait Anxious subjects significantly differ-

ing on the STAI, and BACL during and post-treatment
scores; and Low Trait Anxious sggﬁectb not significantly

differing on the STAI, and BACL during-treatment scorés.

The comparisons between the two treatments were not

.

supported by unexpected significant mean sqbfe differences

of High Trait Anxious subjects on the BACL during-treatment




s
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scores (NO<PL), and Low Trait Anxious subjects on the"

3

.
=

N BACL post-treatment scores (NO=PL).

IR

- Between A-Trait Comparisons. Additional analyses

were also computed comparing High, Middle and Low A-Trait

subjects. Though no specific hypotheseé were made regard-

ﬁt 1 - ing differences between A-Trait levels, éignigicant trait
anxiety main effects led té a closer examination of this
independent v%riabléf It was expected that if trait anxie;y
was\a pe£:;nality trait that is @ormal}x'aistributed in the

. population, then there should be differences between the

three levels of'trait'anx;ety (High:>Midale;>Low). This

'

.was supported by the significant F-ratios for the covari-
ates in Tables 4 (STAI), 7, 10 (BACL), amd 13 (FPP). The
significant covariates (pre-scores) also supported the

. : differences in' trait anxiety levéel, and reflected the state-

3

-

trait correlatibq. This justﬂfied_the use of analysis
of covariance, because it aajusts for the concomitant
variable (éontrols for the pte-scoresff’ng\w

° Means, standard deviations and adjusted means for

the STAI, BACL during and post-treatment, and the FPP by
A

‘trait anxiety are presented in Tables 23 (STAI), 24 (BACL
during-treatment), 25 (BACL post:treatment) and 26 (FPP), -

respectively. 0 -0 ) '

3
v
X
i
L}
3

-

Significant trait anxiety main effects in Tables 4,
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g | : Table 23 o

Means, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for thea

L o™

o

|
i . State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (A-State Scale)
g Q o -

Pretest and Posttest by Trait Anxiefy

=

I \ S ) * Adjusted

i Trait Anxiety Pretest ) Posttest Means
; : M SD M s . M
I B N .
j HIGH (H) 51.97  4.52  47.50 10.04 40. 85
{ MIDDLE (M) 39.87 4.80 38.43 6.97 39,02
LOW (L) ~ . 30.73  3.03 29.00 3.52 35.05
, * The adjusted means are derived from a Two-Way Analysis of
. \Qggzriance. . ,
. S eV
&
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" Table 24 -

«

Means, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for the

" Behavior Anxiety Checklist Pre and During-Treatment

by Trait Anxiety

During
‘M SD

—

Adjusted
Means

71,02 29.20
52.88 . 25.92

21.25. 8.31
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Table 25~
Means, Standard Deviations, and Adjusted Means for the
Behavior Anxiety Checklist Pre and Post-Treatment
by Trait Anxiety
- Adjusted'
Trait Anxiety Post Means
M sD M SD M
H . 100.68 24.19 97.70  22.55 83.49
M 79.33 19.29 81.62 25.15 80.32
L~ 51,52 12.59  51.10. 11.00  66.63

)

ST,

3 G




Table 26

Means, Standard Deviations and Adjusted Means for the
3 First Person Pronoun Pre and Post-Treatment Scores

by Trait Anxiety

- - - Adjusted

Trait Anxiety Pre Post Means
M .SD M sD M

~ H 22.65  9.43 21.3&  9.70 23.01
M 24.78  6.54 25.12  9.46  25.33
; I 27.87  9.33 28.64 10.07 26.75

. . R - -
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-
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"7 and 10 were further clarified byran examination of
adjusted mean scores, The results of the Newman-Keuls
Multiplé§Comparisons are presentéd in Tables 27 (self-

reported anxiety), 28 (behavior anxiety during-treatment),

29 .(behavior anxiety post-treatment), and 30 (self-dis-

closing behavior), and partially support the expected

~

differences in trait anxiety level. Tables 28 and 29 show
that the means on the BACL during and post-treatmené scores

of High Trait Anxious subjects were significantly higher °

-
~

than the means of Middle and Low Trait Anxious subjects,

while the Middle Trait Anxious subjects exhibited signifi- '

cantly higher levels of behavior anxiety déring and post-
treatment when compared to Low Trait Anxious subjects.
Table 27 shows.that the mean scores on the STAI for High

and Middle Trait Anxious subjects were significantly
€

higher than the mean of Low Trait Anxious individuals,

whereas the High and Middle Trait Anxious -subjects did not
differ significantly in the self-report of anxiety.
v 5 Aol . B
Although trait anxiety did not reach significance on

<
?

the FPP, the Newman-Keuls Q-Statistic was used to deter-
mine if there were any significant differences in self-

disclosing behavior between the three levels of A-Trait.

Table 30 reveals that the mean score on the FPP of High-

Trait Anxious subjects ~was significantly lower than the

99
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Table 27

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison for Trait Anxiety

' Main Effect on the STAI

~

. L M v

Trait Anxiety Means 35.05 39.02 40.85
L L 35.05 3.97% 5.80%
s M, .39.02 - . 1.83°

. - H 40.85- '
v t—'
:
*p <.01
}
\
-v“
-
-~ .- *
r
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Table 28
Newman-Keuls Multiple “Comparison for Trait Anxiety
. Main Effect of During-Treatment Scores on the BACL
E ‘K
) ‘ L M H
rait Anxiety Means 21.50 52.86 70.78
- L 21.50 31.36%  49,28%
M 52.86 : 17.92%
H 70.78
/¥p<<.01
\
< . !
- A %
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| Table 29

3
3

- -

102

+ - Newman-Keuls_Multiple Comparison for Trait Anxiety

Méin Effect of Post-Treatment Scores on the BACL

L M H
Trait Anxiety Means 66.30 80.32 83.49
L 66.30 13.02%% 16.19%%
M ~ .80.32 . 3.17%
. -9_ .
H 83.49
*p<.05 R
*%p <. 01
, . wl? (
|
. .
\
4
- ¥
{
‘ 2 ) . b




Table 30
/

Newman-Keuls Multiple Gomparison for Trait Anxiety

F Main Effect on the FPP

. P M . L
Trait ‘Anxiety Means . 25.33 26.75

-

23.01 : . 2.32 3.74%

25.33 1.42

26.75
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mean - of Low Trait Anxious subjects. There were no sig-
nificant differences between High and Middle or Middle
and Low Trait Anxious subjec%s on the_FPP.

In sum the findings from these ﬁost hoc comparisoné
were:

1. High Trait Anxious subjects significantly
differed from Léw Tragt Anxious subjects on all
dependent measures. ‘

2, High.Trait Anxious subjects significantly
differed from Middlé Trait Anxious subjects only
on the BACL (both during and post-treatment).

3. Middle Trait Anxious subjects significant;y

< differed from Low Tféit-Anxious subjects ori

/ . -

" both the-STAI and BACL.

Further support was also provided'by the Newman-Keulse
Multiple Cdmpariséns.that were presented in Tables 19, 20,
21, and 22, Table 19 shows that on the STAI the order of
the means for all treatments was as expected (H>M>L).

In both the placebo and no feedback groups the differences
between the three 1evgls of A-Trait w;re significant (p<
.01). TIn the positive feedback condition the High Trait
Anxious subjects significantly self-reported more anxiety

than both the Middle and Low Trait Anxious subjects

(p <.01), while there were no significant differences

73
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btheen the Middle and Low Trait Anxious subjects.

Table 20 shows that on the BACL during-treatment the
order of the means for all treatment was as expected
(H>M-~L). In both the placebo and positive feedback
treatments the differences between'the'three trait anxiety
levels were significant Q2<:.Ol). In the no feedbaék
group the High and Middle Trait Anxiéus subjects exhibited
signifiﬁantly more anxiety ﬁhan the Low Trait Anxious
subjects Qé<<;01), while there were no siéﬁificant dif-
ferences Setween the High and Middle Trait Anxious sub-
jecés. .

Table 21 shows that on the BACL post~-treatment for
both the piacebo and no feedback treatments there were

’

significant differences between the three A-Trait levels

“in the expected order (g<<.01). In . the bositive feedback
L e ’
condition there were also significant differences between

the three levels of trait anxiety (p<:.dl). However, the

Middle Trait Anxjous subjects exhibited significantly

~ —

.. .
™ .

more anxiety than the High and Low Trait Anxious subjects,

while the High Trait Anxious subjects manifested signifi-
)

cantly more ahxiety than the Low Trait Anxious subjects

RISy

(M>H=L).

1

Table 22 (FPP) offered the least support. In both

the placebo and positive.feedbackrgrbups the rank order on

o

- 3
v R -
Ratp p T WL RN 34*«;&:'»’2_3%‘}%"‘ B S TN




the mean scores was identical (M>L>H). 1In these two
treatments there were no signifgcant differeﬁceg between
b ]
the Middle and Low Trait Anxious subjects, while both the .
Middle and Low Trait Anxious subjects exhibited signifi-
cantly more self-disclosing behavior than High Tr%it
Anxious subjects. 1In the no feedback.treatment the order -
of\the means was: Low>High>Middle. The Low Trait Anxious
suﬁjects signi%icantly differed from both the High ané ‘
Middleé Trait Anxious subjects (p <.01l), while there were
no significant differences between the High and Middle
Trait Anxious subjects.
In sum the findings from thé treatment x trait
anxiety post hpc comparisons were:
1. The order of the means for most treatments on th;

STAI and BACL dufing.and post-treatment was in

.the .\éxpected directi’on (H>M>L),

Again the‘ﬁigh Trait Aﬁxious suéjects signifi-

éaﬁﬁly differed from the Low Trait Anxfous sub-

jects o ald dependent measures in the expected

direction.

The cgmparisons made on the FPP were least sup-

portive, which is also consistent with the

results .found from the trait anxiety post hoe

comparisons. Conversely, the comparisons made

L4

R e 2 %




L
using the anxiety measures (the STAI and BACL)
were more supportive. |
Thusﬁ the results of a' posteriori combarisons orr the
trait anxiety main effect and the treatment x trait aﬁxiefz
-interaction partiaiiy supported the expectéd differences

-between A-Trait levels.. The findings were tétally suppor-

tive in the High versus Low comparisoﬂs; and least supporr

-

tive in comparisons made on the FPP,

Hypothesis 4 Results

o There will be a significant pb%itive correlation
betweeﬁ the self-reported and the behavioral measures of
anxiety. )

gearson‘Produ;t Moment Correlations computed for all
subjects between the Behavior Anxiety Checklist (BACL)
-and the A-State Scal; of the Stéte-Traif‘knxiety Inventory
(STAI) were significant. The cofrelatioﬁ between the
STAI and the BACL pré-scorg; was‘signifiqaﬁt (r=.64,
.g<:.001). The correlation bepween thg STAI post-scores
and the BACL during-treatment scores Qas also significaﬁt
(£=.7;,f£:;;601): Similarly, the correlation between
the STAI post-scores and the BACL post-scores was signifi-
canf (r=.74, B<:‘001)' Hypothgsis 4 was supported by

these significant positive correlations between the STAI

and the BACL,. The significant correlations suggest that

T e 2 PR il
SIS RN R T,
bR
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the two scales were assessing two different (self-reported
anxiety and behiavioral anxiety) but related’ aspects of

y
state anxiety.

Hypothesis 5 Results

There will be no significant differences in dependent
measures due to differences between 'interviewers.
- . . L
This hypothesis was fully supported by the non-signif-

icant interviewer m3in effects and interactions in the
analyses of covariance.
Supplementary Analyses

.
—

These analyses were based on this study's two supple-

mentary objectives: (a) to assess the effect of videotape

feedback alone (no feedback) during Videotaoe-pla&back

(during-treatment), and (b) to test the effect of video-~

L

tape feedback 4—p031t1ve feedback (p031t1ve feedback)

-

during the second monologue (post treatment)

Behavior Anxiety During-Treatment Across Time Seg-

‘ments. Holzman's (1966, 1971) research on the sg}f—cgg?

~ P -~
T

frontation process had suggested that anxiety is greater

during the( firgt minute, and decreases over time. This

was teéted by comparing the adjﬁstea means of the no feed-

> L.

back group acroég time segments. The means, standard devi-

ations and adjusted means for the BACL during-treatment

A [l

scores by feedback message across time segments are

L]
~
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presented in Table 31. Analyses of covariance yielded \

o3

significant treatment.main effects (E;<:Ol), which were
‘further investigated with the Newman-Keuls Q-Statisti;.
The resultsgof the post hoc comparisoﬁs of the adjusted no
feedback means across time segﬁents are presented in Table
32, The Newman-Keﬁls ?evealed that ‘the mean score of

the’' BACL during the first seéﬁent was significantly lower
than the'me;ns of both the third and fifth segments
(minute). Iheré was a nonsignificant increase in meaﬁ

4

score€s from the third to fifth minute. Thus, contrary

to HolZman's findings, behavior anxiety during-treatmeﬁt

(videotape feedback) significantly increased across

time segments, which suggested there was a linear rela-

tionship between anxiety and time (as time increases so

o -

does anxiety).

Behavior Anxiety Post-Treatment Across Time Segments.
-

The positive- feedback treatment led to significant de-
e -

creases in state anxiety, but it was felt that the effect
Ay

“ positive reinforcement would decrease across time

segments., It was expected that positive treatment subjects

-

G
would show an sincrease across time segments in beéhavior .
T

anxiety post-treatment mean scores. Means, standard’ devia-
v ° . .

tions and adjusted means for the behavior anxiety post-

treatment scores by feedback message across time segments
- u .

sy
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Table 32

Newman-Keuls Multiple: Comparison of Adjusted

v .

During-Treatment Means of the No Feedback Group

Across Time Segments on the BACL

°

No Feedback Meansc Time Segments
‘ 1 3 5
17.84  "21.02  23.56
e

3.18* 5.72%%

2.54

v

The Time Segments 1, 3, and 5 are the first, third and

fifth minutes respectively.

*p<<.05

**p< .01

’

A T e
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are presented in Table 31, Analyses of covariance yielded

significant treatment main effects (p~<.0l), which were
] .

further im&estigated with the Newman-Keuls Q-Statistic.
e

The results of the a posteriori comparisons are presented

A R I I T T

in Table 33.\\The Newman-Keuls Q-Statistic revealed that
the mean of the BACL post-treatment scores of the fifth

segment was greater than the means of both the third and

CFER e TR Y Sy

first segments, while the mean score of the third segment
was significantly greater than the mean of the first seé-
ment. This suggprted the expectat;on‘that behavior

anxiety for subject§ in the positive feedback group would

increase across time segmelits. Behavior anxiety in the

fifth minute was greater than behavior anxiety in the
third minute; which was significantly éreater than behavior
: éﬁxisty in the first minute.(5:53:>1)l Thus, there

appeared to be a linear relationship between behavior

aniiety post-treatment and time for positiveigeedback
. ‘ P

| .
subjectls, that is,- behavioral anxiety increased over time,

Debriefing Results . -

] :

In general, mosg subjects liked the self-confrontation
experience; they did better than tHey had expected ghey
would. They tended to get anxious while watching their
monologues- when they saw things they did not like (e.g.,

gestures, posture, physique).




Tabie 33 d

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison of Adjusted

Post-Treatment Means of the Positive Feedback Group

%

Across Time Segments on the BACL

#

T

Poésitive Feedback Means ¢ . Time Segments
1 3 5
18. 64 22.22 23.97

3.58% . 5,33%*

1.75

‘ i > I S T e R
B TR A R LA s SR ORI




The subjects were asked what they focused on during
videogape feedback. Though no_specific prediction was
made, it was believed.that\Higajand Middle Trait Anxious
subjects in the no feedback message groups would tend to
focus on physical éharacteristics (e.g., géstures, facial
expressidng,'étc.) rather thanfghe content of their mono-
logues. A Chi-Square analysis~sup§orted this expectation
(X2 = 14.45, df = 4, 1g'<.of‘;“. .

Subjécts receiving positive feedback were asked what
they had thought about the iﬁterViewer's comments. This
was ‘a ;heck on the credibility of the feedback message.
*S;rprisingly, 807% of the subjects had forgottén what the
intérviewer had said! A Chi-Square ‘analysis revealed that
this was significant (§2 = 29.4, df = 1, p<<.001). This
suggested that the feedback messages prior to videotape

" feedback may not have made a significant'impgéi on the
Subjects., . ) =
‘ ’ ) X -
Subjects were asked after the egperiment how they
now felt, ’From an ethical standpoint it was -felt thdis
might‘ideﬁtify any Subjects wﬂb"miéht have found the ex-
periment to have been an aversive experience. Although

18% of subjects reported they were somewhat anxious, none

were distregged; A Chi-Square analysis found this was not

significant (§2 = 1.03, df = 4;‘E<:.98). As noted above,
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most subjects felt ‘the experiment was an interesting and

worthwhile experience.

/
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CHAPTER 1V

DISCUSSION

’n

The results of this study provide information per-
taining to the issue of positive feedback versus no feed-

back and a placebo feedback group in High, Middle and Low

Trait Anxious.subjects. The study cowpared the effects of

3 treétmeqts, 3 trait anxiety levels and 2 interviewers on
the self-report of anxiety, behavioral anxiety during and
.post-treatmenﬁ,}gnd self-disclosing behavior.

According to the analyses, it was found that positive
feedback and no feedback produced sié&ificantly stronger

effects than the placebo group on all the dependent

H

measurés. As predicted, thé positive feedback treétmént
decreased sélf-reported and behawiorai anxiety and in-
creased self-disclosing behévior, and the no feedback
treat;ent increased self-fepor;ed and béhavioral anxiety.
The efficgcy of the ?ositive feedback treatment was clearly
demons?:ated in the decrease 5f.self-repor£ed and behav-
ioral énxiety and an increase of self-disclosing behaviér\
in both High and Middle Trait Anxious subjectg.. Contrary
to predictions, this treatment also decreased behavioral

anxiety post-treatment, and increased self-disclosing

behavior for Low Trait Anxious subjects where no effect

qoTTee " . Ry e
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"was anticipated, and thus the treatment was'stronger than
expected.

Further analysis of the no feedback group yielded

— .
' -

partial support for an expected t?eaément X trait anxiety
interaction on all dependent measures. The most cohvincing
evidence was in the increase of A-State for Middle Trait
- Anxious éubjécté on both the STAI and BACL, while an
increase in state anxiety on the STAI and BACL pést-treat- )
ment scores for High Trait Anxious subjects,_énd no signif-
icant increase on the STAI and BA&L during-treatment
scores for.iow Trait Anxious subjects lent further support.
.
Analyses also indicated differences were present

between the 3 levels of A-Trait on all tﬁ% dependent

measures (H>M=>L). The significant differences were:

H significantly differed from L on all the dependent mea-
sures; M>L on A-State measures (the STAI and BACL); and

H>M on the BACL.

These results were aﬁso partially supported B& the

LA

post hoc comparisons of the cell means (treatment x trait

anxiety). These&analyses foqnd differences between the ﬁﬁiii//

levels of A-Trait in the expected direction on both. the

s

self-reported and'béhaviofal measures of anxiety (é.g.,'

HPL>MPL >LPL)’, Only the Low versus High A-Trait compari-
|

sons (L>H) yielded diffefences in the expected airection




on the FPP, : .
‘Supplementary analyses indicated an expected decrease

v

in the potency of positive feedback over time. This was
e
noted by an increase in %ehavioral anxiety post-treatment
scores across time segments. Analysis of the no feedback
tréatment over time suggested that 'behavioral anxiety
increased during videotape feedback across time segments.
The discussion considers and interprets the results
for the dependept measures, and considers reasons for
differential findings amoné them. Limitations, clinical
implications and directions for future research are then

>

discussed,

4

Research Hypqthesis 1

o

<
. This hypothesis had predicted that videotape feedback

alone (no feedback) would be an anxiety arousing (ego-

threatening) experience, and was investigated by compdring
i

the’EE feedback to the pla%Fbo'feedback treatment group.

4 -
It was partially supported by the analyses on the STAI and
the BACL during and post-treatment. On the STAI, no feed-

. ) 7
back subjects self-reported more anxiety than placebo

feedback subjects; while the difference was in the pre-
dicted direction, it was not significant, thus failing to
Eupport Hypothesis 1. The analyses further showed that no

feedback subjects displayed significantly more behavioral




/' , 1%9

anxiety than placebo feedback subjects on the BACL during

and post-treatmént, which supported Hypothesis 1.

48 :
The analyse$ which found a discrepancy between the STAL

-~

and BACL are soqewhat misleading. The significant F-ratio
for the covariate‘(pre—scores) in Table 4 (STAI) suggested
that significant initial differences existed before the
playback experience. Moreover, the means that were presen-
ted in Table 15 further suggested that High and Middie A-
Trait subjects cognitively appraised the experimental situ-.
ation as ego-threatening, and exhibited high levelg.of state
anxiety, The initial A-State reaction‘évaluated across
treatment conditions (see Table 3), was sémewh;t higher
than subsequent .state anxiéty levels (e.g., post videotape
‘feedback levels). High and Middle A-Trait subjects yere,

initially ego-threatened for several reasons: (a) they were

told this was an experiment in ''self-evaluation', and may

have felt they would not’do well (fear of failure); (b) they
knew they were in a ''psychological" experim;nt, and ?2) they
were aware they were being recorded (see Roberts & Renzaglia,
19655 Tanney & Gelso, 1972). 1In order to avoid this poten-
‘tial contamination of results, the subjects should havé
undergone relgkation before the experiment proper.

° Thus, while the analysis of Eoyariance’was the appro-

priate statistical test because it controlled for the state-

e CIAIRSDAY Y RTIA o Tk $i 4. R
R R R IR R
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trait correlation, it yie;ded a conservative analysis by
partialling out some of the predicted variance High and,
Middle A-Trait subjecés initially sé}f—reported. The use

.

of a conservative test did however, further demonstrate
that? (a) Spielberger's state-trait anxiety theory had the
power to predict the continuation of differences between

High, Middle and Low A-Trait subjects upder subsequent ego-

threatening situations, and (b) the treatment conditions

-~
.

Qere sufficiently powerful enough to continually ego-
threaten (e.g., videotape feedback alone) High and Middle
A-Trait subjects. In sum, the use of analysis of covari-
ance further strengthened both Spielberger's theory and
this study's ‘results. ’

The résults from Hypothesis 1 found that videotape self-

confrontation was an anxiety arousing experience, which is
& -

4

consistent with previous fggéarch (Alkire & Brunse, 1974;
Danet, 1969; Holzman, 1969; Kagan & Schauble, 1969; Kingdon,
1975; Nielsen, 1963, 1964).

The results from }hg BACL during-treatment (wvideotape

. feedback) may be interpreted in the following way. Holaman

(l969)lhas suggested that videotape feedback alone causes

- anxiety because subjects are forced to see what they have

AY

been consciously avoiding. This ostensibly disrupts the .

modes~of‘perception, forcing awareness of personal discre-

L
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pancies and thus creating an uncomfortable, anxioué s;éte.'.
The data also supported the extension of 'Holzman's findings:
(in the audiotape medium) into the videotape medium.

Holzman'g;(l969, 1971) reseafchﬂhad also suggested that
7tﬁis experience of anxiety rapidly diminishes over time.
Contrary to Holzman's research, it was found that\anxiety

- across High, Middle and Low A-Trait subjects in the no fééd-:
back group, increased across ti?e segments, The increase in
behavioral anxiety on the BACL could be interpreted in the
following‘way. Since stress and anxiety are-aroused during
videotape feedback self-confrontation may b% thought of as -
a threatening or negative' feedback message. Negative feed-
back has been demonstrated to cause inhiyiting effects on a
§ubject's p%rformance, (Berkowitz & Cottingham, 1960; Hodges

. & Feliing, 1970;/Janis, 1975; Jggzﬁ & Fegchbaék, 1953; Janis

& Terwilliger, 1962; McAdoo, 1972).

S Rkp i x .

It may be d%gucea that without stress-reducing adjuncts
"(e.g., positive feedback) videotape feedﬁack will éontinue
to igcrease aﬁxiety over time. It should be noted that the - 74
play?aqk period was brief ’(5 minutes), and that over a ibngér
‘time interval state anxiety might well decrease; In view of
Holzman's research findings,® it would be expecqu s?ate
anxiety decreases over time. However, *the data éf the”pre—

g

sent study suggested that state anxiety increased over tie.

-~ .
H
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customs that help us to get'along with .one another. For ’

) el N
true ' that we can ‘complimept an individual for his performance

&3
#
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As noted above, videotape feedback appeared to function

3

as a negative feedback message. In reggrd to the pattern of
s . )

thése,results, it is interestipg to see that the no ﬁeedback
subjects continued to display significantly more self-

reported and behavioral anxiety post videotape feedback on

?

both the STAI and BACL post-treatment.
0

‘

As Lazarus (1966) has” pointed out, it ié*not only the

stressor (videotape feedback) that determines the response
. ] QQ) r -

(increase in behavioral state anxiety), but also, the cogni-
~ ! .
tive appraisal of that .stress by the subject. Along these

<

lfﬁes, it 'is interesting to speculate thaé the maintenance
of beha§ioxal.anxiet§ post videotape-feedback may have
partially reflected'cbncern ove;'the 1;ck of iiéerviewer
feedback. This conﬁefn was probabl¥ heightened by evalua7>

tion apprehension generated by the experimental situation. s

Ihe’nelationship between subject and interviewer is . .

. f
-

'similar in many respects to everyday interpersonal relation-:

°° . .

ships. These relationshiﬁgiare characterized by a number of

example, if we bump into a stranger we immediately and auto-
. , 2
matically, ask the stranger's pardon. Also, it is frequently :

-

regardless of its quality. This seems to be especially true 3.

when the individual is an amateur, and when we have pfevaileg
‘o \ . : : :
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upon him to perform, Thus, in this study after requesting
the stject (essentially an amateur) to deliver a monologue,

the lack of any significant comment from the interviewer may

-

have led the subject to doubt the quality of his first per-

formance. It is important to remember that most subjects
, .

exhibited at least some anxiety during the first monologue,

which suggested the subjects had some negative perceptions

[

regarding their performance. This negative set. in conjunc-

tion,with no feedback may hagg provided fertile ground for

whatever oubts the subject had about his first performance

to grow. This explanation’'is conspnant with research which

suggests, that! the absence of feeéEack may result in deterior-

- —~ Y
ation' of performance (Elwézzm& Grindley, 1938; Trowbridge & °

\Cason, 1932). That is, a subject's (i.é.,\a trainee's) task

performance Will sq?fer in response to videotape fegﬁback
which is not accompanied by an expert's (i.e., a supervisor's)
verbal and/or nonvérbal\feedback. Therefore% ig seems glear
from the results of béch‘the STAI and the‘BACL (during and

post-treatment) that the no feedback condition (videotape
iv-) ) .

feedback alone) was an anxiety arouskng experience. -
. . N

A

Research Hibothésis 2

'3

Hypothesis 2 had predicted that positive feedback ﬁéuld

decrease state anxiety and increase seif—diSClosing behavior

in contrast to no feedback and placebo feedbaék. @pis hypo-

aa <
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thesis was fully supported by thehanalyses on the STAI (Form
Xﬁl); BAéL during and post-treatment and the FPP.- These
analyses found that bositive feedback subjects self-r;porteh
and displayeé significantly less anxiety and-significantly
increased self-disclosing behavior in contrast to no feed-
back and placebo feedback subjects. These results suggest
that positive feedback facilitated the reduction of anxiety
and increased self-disclosing behavior in subjects feceiving
videotape self-confrontation (videotape feedback).

The positive feedb;ck may have had a number of anxiety

lowering aspects. It may have given reassurance for self-

doubts evokeg by the videotape feedback by providing an

opportunity for exploration with an authority figure (the

5

interviewer), and it may have reduced uncertainty concerning
the evaluation of the self exposed on the tape. The play-
back may have been expgrienced as relieving simply because,

S ' .
the interviewer provided some stru&turé to the situation.

" " The positive feedback may have heightened a sense of self-

o

exploraﬁipn, a pleasing sense of maétery and control, which

may have reduced anxiety. The debriefing results suggested

that subjects receiving positive feedback focused more on.

verbal behavior (e.g., content) during blayback, while sub-
) . ’ M

jects in the two other treatments tended Yo focus on non-

. \
verbal behavior (e.g., posture, gestures). Quantified

-
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~-results~atre not gyailgble, but verbal }eports froﬁ subjeéts
dﬁ?ing the debriefing further suggested that positive feed-
back was medningful: that it was pleasurable and relieved
anxiety.

Further evidence from the debriefing results showed that Co

most positive feedback subjects had forgotten the content of

e

the feedback they had been given. This suggested that the

verbal content alone was not critical, but rather the context

in which it was given. The purpoée'of the nonverbal feed-

back was'to‘augment the credibility of the positive verbal

feedback. Durﬂng the debriefing subjepts reported the posi-

t}ve feedback was believable, which indicated the nonverbal

feedback was important. While data are nof available com-

paring the relative merits of the verbal and nonverbal posi-

tive feedback, it appeared that together (verbal- nonverbal) \
they producgd cpanges in‘both state anxiet& and self-disclos-

ing behavior. -

[N

The results do .point to the potency of the positive

e d

£
feedback treatment in reducing anxiety during and post-treat- 3
£
ment. The most experience self-confrog;ation.tesearchers 4 <

have recommended that some kind of message should accompany \

\

. videotape feedback (Kagan & Schauble, 1969; Nielsen, 1964; | -

Stoller, 1970). It seems probable that foéus on positive ?i
'\ ) N ~ 3

aspects of the subject's presentation. led to the subject's

.
‘_:: .
8
%
~
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appraising videotape feedback as less anxiety evoking, than
subjects receiving no feedback. Thus, it appears that while
no feedback had an adverse’effect on performaqce (e.g., in-'
creased anxiety), positive feedback led to the selection of
certain'behaviors'for repetition which had a positive effect
on performance (decreased anxiety). ?
The increase of behavioral anxiety in positive feedback

across time segments may be interpreted in the following way.

The subject's expectation of positive feedback developed

during trgatment, but was not further encouraged by the in-

-

terviewer. This may have led to a gradual reduction of the

subject's expectancysof positive feedback and consequently
9 - .

resulted in an increase in anxiety dﬁring the secoﬁg mono-
logue. The results of both the during and post-treatment
self-reported and behavioral measures of anxiety illustrated
the acquisition of the goal behavior §1ower A-State scores)

as a function of the positive feedback. The increase in
behavioral anxiety across time segments s;ggesfed the effec£
of the positive feedback treatmént dimiqishzd\over time as
the4subject's expéctation for it (positi;e-feedback) decreased.
Thus, the reassuring effects from tﬁis treatment significantly
reduced ("wor; off") over time. This characterizég the need

for intermittent ‘reinforcement as essential to maintain

behavior during performance (the monologue). .

\ !

;
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The increased self-disclosing behavior was consistent |
with the research cited in Chaptér I (Colson, 1973; Greene, ’
-1977; Janfs, 1975; Taylor, et él., 1969). Thus, as predi;ted,
the subjects were influenced by situational factors (e.éi,
treatment group). The positivé feedback (verbal and non-
; verbal) may have created a'clima:e of ”psychd&ogical safety", t
| which altered the subject'% appraisal of videotape feedback.
Unlike the no feedback subjects who appeared to ;e threatened
by the experimental; situation (videotape feedback and/or the
interviewe:;s behavior), the positive feedback subjects ap-
peared to perceive the experience as ﬁeaningful_and the in-
terviewer's behavior as facilitative. These results are

.
. i

congruent with previous.research, which had found that the \

subject's perception of the interviewer as faciliative led
to increased self-disclosing behavior (Greene, 1977; Halpern,

1977; Jourard & Friedman, 1970).

Insofar as vidéotape feedback usually occurs in the

fresence of a companion (e.g., supervisor, counselor, ete.), ’
it ‘is encouraging to note that client self-reported anxiety, i

’ = Pe .
behavioral anxiety and self-disclosing behavior can be modi- “ﬁ &

fied through counselor feedback. lThe results found that

positive feedback had a significant effect on all the dépen-

dent measures. Moreover, the data confirmed the potential

benefits num€rous counselors (Alger & Hogan, 1967; -Kagan,

A
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et al., 1963; Stoller, 1970) have attributed to videotape
feedback, Togetﬁer Ehe results from Hypotheses 1 and 2°

exemplify the need to qualify videotape feedback with po§i- .

tive feedback (verbal and nonverEal).

Research Hypothesig 3

This section discusses the results which were
to the treatment x trait anxiety interaction. The
tion is divided into two parts: (a) Within A-Trait

(e.g., Hypothesis 3(a), no feedback versus placebo

relevant
presenta-
comparisons

feedback

comparisons, etc.), and (b) Between A-Trait comparisons ‘
(e.g., High wersus Middle versus Low A-Trait subjects).

Within A-Trait Comparisons. Hypothesis 3 had pre-

dicted a significant trait x treatment interaction. It

was expected that positive feedback in contrast to no -
a

feedback and placebo feedback would decrease state anxiegy

(self-reported and behavioral anxiety) and increase self-

disclosing behavior in High and Middle Trait Anxibus

. subjects (ﬁypotheses 3a and 3b), while not affecting the

* .
beha¥ior of Low Trait Anxious subjects (Hypothesis 3c). ’ -

Hypotheses 3(a) and 3(b).weré fully supported; that s,
High and Middle Trait Anxious positive feedback subjects
significantly reduced self-reporqed and behavioral anxiety

(during and pgstvtreatment) and significantly increased

e,
self-disclosing behavior in contrast to, High and Middle

% i i N \

\
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Trait Anxious no feedback and placebg feedback subjects.

Hypothesis 3(c) was partially supported. On the STAI

! 4
(Form X-1) and the BACL during-treatment, Low A-Trait

subjects pe%formed similarly across treatment éondigions,-
which subported Hypothesis 3(c). However, on the BACL
péstétreatment Low A-Trait positive feedback subjects
significantly decreased behavioral anxiety (ifi contrast

to Low A-Trait no feedback and placebo feedback subjects)
and increased ;elf-disclbsing behavior.(in contrast to Low
A-Trait placebo feedback subjects), thus failing éo support
Hypothesis 3(c).

Comparisons be;wee% no féedback and placebo feedback
subjects aléo offered support for an expecte& diffe?ential
_ effect'within'Hié%, Middle and Low A-Trait levels. It was
expected that if no feedback was an "eéb-threatening"
experienée, then High and Middle A-Trait subjects would
incregse se}f-reﬁorted and behavioral anxiety, while Low
A-Trait subjects would perform similarly;acrosé treatments.
This was supported by results from: (a) all Middle Trait
comparigqns,‘(b) High-AeTfait comparisons based on the
STAI aﬁd.BACL post-treatmenf, and (c¢) Low A—Q}aiflsubjects
performing similarly on the STAI and BACL during-treatmént.

It was unsupported by the unexpected significant findings

involving: (a) High A-Trait subjects on the BACL during-

RIRTIN B
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'treatment (HPL>-HNO), and (b) Low A-Trait subjects on the

BACL post-treatment (LNO>LPL).

. _ . r
The results suggested that High and Middle A-Trait

subjects were similarly affected by the tr%atments; that
is?‘positivé feedback decreaséd self-reported and behav-
ioral anxiety and increased self-disclosing behavior,
while no feedback ;nqreased self-reported and behavioral
anxiety. There was one saliént exception, in which, co;-
trary to expectation, High Trait Anxious placebo feedback
subjects displayed significantly more behavioral anxiety
than High Trait Anxious no feedback subjects. A possible "
explanation'is that the task for the placebo feedback
group Qas too ambiguqusl& deséribed in advance. The
'éubjecps were told oﬁly thaqytﬁey would be watching a
. tape which the& would rate afterwérds according to é

self-concept s;al . Since‘they were participa%ing in a
psychology experiment, and the situation was somewhat
“vague, the High Trait Anxious subjects may _have been ap-
prehensive about what was to follow. In other words, the
uncertainty of the situation p?gbably eleQated‘their "
levels of behavioral anxiety. This explanation iéq

‘' consistent with Epstein's (1972) theoretical position,

He has speéﬁlated that uncertainty (e.g., placebo feed-

back) is more anxiety arousing than the stressful situa-

CRRReRA M
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, -
tion (e.g., videqtape feedback). The significant increase’
in behavioral anxiety further suggested that the placebo
ﬁgedback condltlon was not. appralsed by ngh A-Trait’
subJects as a true placebo (neutral) stimulus condition.

An examination of Table 20 does” indicate that the
méan score difference between the no feedback and placebo
%éedback was consid?raply sma%ler than the mean score
differehcg between the no feedback and positive feedback
groups. This sﬁggests that videotape feedback alone was
ego—thgeateﬁing'to High Trait Anxious no feedback subjects.
Thus, Whiie High Traif Anxibus placebo feedback subjects |
may have expériénced increases in A;State for gnotherﬂ
reason (e.g.,’unéertainty), the High Traitfzﬁx%bus no
feedback sgbjects were aﬁbarently eéo-threatened by vidéo-
tapé'self-éonfrontagion.

, Previously it was suggesged that vidgotapé feedéack\
alone was anxiety arousing. It now éeéms ciéar %hét it
wag;anxiety arousing, or in Spielberger's terminolegy
"ego-threatening" %or High and Middle, but not Lo&JTrait
Ankious sﬁbjects. This finding was consistent with both
- the state~trait theory (Splelberger, 1966, 1972c, 1975)
and previous research (Hodges 1968; Lamb, 1973; McAdoo,.

1972; 0'Neil, et-al., 1969).>-Iﬁ7cou1d be inferred that

High and Middle Trait Anxious positive feedback subjects

T D A O AT A T
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were able to reduce A-State by cognitively reappraising
vidégtape feedback with regard to the interviewer's feed-
back. Spielbergéi's explicatibn of the anxiety process

o <
appears relevant to the discussion. N ¢

S

In essence, "anxiety-as-process" refers to the
sequence of cognitive, affective and behavioral responses
that occur as a reaction to stress. The process may b

initiated by a stressful external stimulus (e.g., video-

tape feedback) that is perceived as threatening. C?gn»give .

appraisals of danger are closely followed by a staté
’ \
anxiety reaction (increase in A-State). Therefore, state

anxiety is central to the anxiety process, and the contept
i

. ez Cooe ]
of "anxiety-as-process' generally implies the following ™
temporally ordered’ sequence of évents: |

i
M.

External stress leads to a perception of danger wbich

causes an A-State Feaction._ As increases in A-State ate
\ ) J

'

1 \\ /
experienced as unpleasant, the individual will engage, in .
. . 4
cognitive and behavioral operations or responses that serve

to minimize this discomfort. The individual then reappraises

’

the stressful circumstances which help him idenElfy a possi- {

' ble course of action. It is hypothesized that over éime !‘;é
following c;gnitive reappraisal the individual identifies '-éé
coping mechanisms, engages in avoidance behavior or L éé
utilizes psychological'defenses in dealing with the stres#- Q ég

. : 0 -
‘ \
. -~
~
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ful situation. Thus, A-State reactions may give rise to

the following séquence of individual responses:

The A-State reaction is cognitively reappraised so

that the individual is able to cope with the external

stress, avoid it, or adopt pszghological'defenses against

a2 e < e

it.

.

Based on the above conceptualization it may be inferred

that the anxiety process for.High and Middle Trait no
| I feedback subjects involved the following temporally ordered
sequence of.events:- |

The videotape feedback waé perceived as ego-threaten-
ing, which caused an A-State réaction.

Similarly, the High and Middle Trait Anxious positive feed-

| ‘ back subjects' cognitive reappraisal of videotape feedback
- may be illustrated in the folioging manner:

The videqtape feedback led to an internal A-State
6 reactidh, which was cognitively reappraised by the positive

»

feedback subjects so that they were able to cope with this

stressoy.stimulus. : IR ) %z”

High and Middlé Trait Anxious posgggyé‘feqdb;ck subjects ;%

. e

may have experienced some internal discomfort, which was ) ﬁ%

imnmediately coped with. Thus, High and Middle Trait E

Anxigus positive feéedback subfects displayed signifiqéntly ’ii

3 lower A-%tate than High and Middle Trait Anxious no feed- 5%?
{ | E

_',_
S
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back subjects whose cognitive reappraisal and consequent _

anxieéty reduction did not appear to have occurrqd until

&

the debriefing.interview. It could be deduced that-the'
positive feedback enabled the High and Middle Trait
Anxious subjects to attend tsvthe significant aspects
(verbal content) of their monologues, which uitimately
led to their cognitive reappraisals. This explanaéiqn
is consistent wigﬁ’recommendations made. by several

> s .
researchers (Kagan & Schaublé,\l969; Nielsen, 1964;

Reivich & Gee?%sma,’l968). Conversely, the High and

J ' )
Middle Trait Apxious_gubjects in the no feedback group

~ ! A : .
appeared to fodus on insignificant aspects (e.g., manner-

~~ isms) of their %onologues.
. ‘___/ R — B
It could be further deduced that High 'and Middle A-

Trait positive feedback subjects increased self-disclosing

¢

1y

behavior as a result of the cognitive reappré&sal. Self-
disclosing behavior ﬁay be related to the subject's
feeling at ease. Thus, the present findings suggestéd
that there might be an inverse relations&ig between %A~

N

State (state :anxiety) and self-disc%osing behavior for

High and Middle A-Trait subjects. Ostensib1¥ self—disclos-
ing beﬁévior may increase in proportion to the decrease
in state anxiety. It would be presumptuous at this time

to suggest a causal relationship between these two

<
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variables.

As predicted, Low A-Trait subjects performed siﬁilarly\
. 's}
across treatments on the STAI -and BACL during-treatment.
However, contrar§ to predictions ‘the performances of Low

A-Trait subjects on the second monologue-was consistent
with that of the Higﬁ and Middle A-Trait subjeéts; That
is, Low A-Trait positive feedback subjects significantly
decroased behavioral anxiety- and sig;ificaﬁtiy>increasod )
seldeisclosing bshavior while Low A;Trait no feedback
subjects significantly increased behavioral anx1ety

Before con81der1ng these contradictory findings it

- v -

would(appear beneficial to summarize the discuss1on of
state anxiety and self- disciosing behavior results. Com-

-

parisons between no feedback and placooo feedback groups
had indicated that vid;otape sélf-controntation was snxiet;
arousing (Hypothesis 1). ﬁéxt, compa;isons'betwben posi-
tive versus no feedback, and placebo feedpsck'groups oad‘
syggested that positive feedback was effective in reducing
A-State and infreasing self-disclosing behavior (Hypothesis
2). Further comparisons aéfoss treétments within aﬁxiéty

levels (e. g., High Trait no féedback versus. High Trait’

placebob fOund videotape self- confrontation to be ego-

)—/
threatening'for High and Middle Trait An®ious subjects,
o J v

but not for Lo%*Trait Anxious subjects, which supported

&

’
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. -

T L
Spielbergér's theory. That is, videotape self-confronta-

~ -\

“tlon was coghitively appraised as a stressful, ~ego-.

threatening situation by High and Middle Trait Anxious

b

‘subjects, while Low Trait Anxious subjects did not appear
. to be similar.]:y t'l'_n:eatened (Hypotheses 3(a), (b) -and'(c)).

\ Qé . However, examination of BACL) post-treatment results sug-

T .
. - gested that Low Trait Anxious subjects' performance during

thelrssecond monologues was contrary to predlctlon and

. . 4
s _ outside'Splelberger s theory.~ The theory deals with the

’  trgnsition from rest to {nitidl A-State reaction. The e
- ; : data of the current study have implications;for subsequent
; anxiety progression. Initial A-State reaction® will be
’hdgher thagglater reactions, and High ‘and Low A-Trait sub-
Heets will continge‘to be differentially affected bj\eg04

threatening stimuli. The behavior of Low A—Trait subjects

might be best explained through a closer examinatlon bf

‘J’ ’Spielberger s. theory. . - ’ Lo )

..

Al

. N 'High'end Middle A-Trait sugiegts appeared to reappraise

N .- their first monologues with respect\to the positive and §

\

o feedback treatmeLts. It could be deduced that these '
. L= — \
treatments represented past experiences for these individ-

-

uals. it iszalsotconceivable that while Low A—Tfait sub-

jects did not, appear affected by these treatments during

videotape blqyback, their past experiences were simiiar

.. v . . N A
i 4e , 1 ‘
-

+

— : S . \ '
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-

to that of the High and Middle A-Trait ,subjects. That is,

they were exposed to the same treatment conditions. Thus,
A . ~

AJ

Low A<Trait positive and no feedbacK subjects may have
also éognitiveiy reappraised their first monologues. A.
number of possiﬁle reasons for reappraisal have -been cited
above (é.g., positive feedback creaéed g\climate of
psychological safety). This suggested that the behavior
of all subjectg"(ﬁigh, Middle and Low A;Trait; during the
second ﬁonologue was similarly affected by the treatment
conditions. '

[ -

/A
This explanation was not intended to.conflict withl
Spielberger's theory. The theory adequately accounted for
most of the fesuits. The data'indicaggd the predicted
proportional differeénces betwéen_the three levels of A-
Trait (High> Middle>Low), which partially szﬁporﬁed
Spielberger's contention that High‘adq Middle Trait Anxious

,'suqucts would be more affected by ego-threatening situa-

tions (e.g., videotape feedback) #han Low Trait Anxious

subjecté. However, it seems conceivable that wvariability

may exist within A-Trait levels. The above explanation

implies that\at least some of the Qariability\may be the

result of the individual's past experience. Thus, a
ﬁ 4 .

corollary to Spielberger's theonry might be: Within levels -,
o

\

of A-Trait, changes in A-State re@ulfing from an inaivid-/
| .




B

ual's past experiente will affect the individual's

appraisal and consequeng task performance (e.g., perform- 3
ance during the second monologue). That is, the differ-
lénces'betweén‘the levels of A—Tréit will remain unchanged,
while within differing.levels of A-Trait, individual
A-State reactions will be influenced bynpaét experiences,
which in turn cag'be affected by the type of treatment

administered. It should be noted that Spielberger has >

suggested that state anxiety is characterized by ''subjec-

-, B { N
R . . I . \
.. tive, consciously perceived feelings of apprehension and

v
~

7

o

. »
tension ...- and can be influenced by past experience' -

(Spielberger, 1966, p. 17). This appears to be in agree-

. @ . |
ment with the current findings and explanation of them. !

Y

‘Between A-Trait Compdrisons. The results from the

post hoc comparisons qf traﬁtlanxieéy means were as

- expected on the STAI and fh&réACL (during and post-treat-
ment). The order of ihe ﬁegns were: » High>Middle>TLow.
This indicated that High ?rait Anxious subjectg self-

reported and exhibited more anxiety than Middle Trait

v

'

*Anxious subjects; while Middle Trait Anxious subjects self-

ey
Wty

L)
t

reported and displayed more anxiety than Low Trait Anxious

[

subjects. However, the difference between High and Middle ~s=
E ; ’ . !

Trait Anxious subjects on the STAI. did not reach signifi-

i ‘
cance,

J ) |-
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The nons;gnificant difference between High and Middle
subjects was s;milar to results found by Korn, Ascough,
and Kleemeier (1972). Both studies employed self-report
inventories, which may provide a possibl; explanation.
Self-report measures may have’had low ceiling scores; that

: . 3
is, High A-State scores may have had a restricted range.

Thus, subjects exhibiting high state anxiety reported

>

-

scores between 50 and 60. The highly significant pre-
score differences sug%iiged.another e#planation. These
differences led to a significant adjustment of High and
Midd;e Trait posttest mean scores (see Table 3). The

adjusted means mask the difference of posttest mean scores

~ .

- .

between High and Middle Trait Anxious subjects, which an
analysis of variance would have yielded. As noted above,

1 : ' - : '
whilg‘an analysis of covariance was an appropriate

statistic it was conservative; that is, some of the pre-

dicted variance was partialled out.

The results from the a posteriori‘comparisons of the

treatment x trait anxiety cell means were also as expected
on both the STAI and the BACL (during and post-treatment).

o
The order of the means in most comparisons were: High>

Middle:;iow. The findings were similar to those reported

for the trait anxiety comparisons with one exception.

'On the BACL post:ZEEEanQt, the Middle A-Trait

. -~

«
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subjects exhibited more behavioral aﬁ§iety than High A-

e 3

Trait subjects; while Middle and High A-Trait S%Pjects
manifested more behavioral anxiety than Low A-Trait sub-
jecgs in the positive feedback condition (MPO >HPO=>LPO).
However, the diffe?ence between the two groups (MPO and
HPO) in this instance appears superfluous to the dié-

cussion. -

4
Both groups significantly decreased behavioral anxiety

in the predicted direction. The magnitude of the decreases

were considerably larger.than the differences between the

2 A;iﬁaft levels. Furthermore, the results from the other
SN : :

T

anxiety pdé hoc comparisons were all in the expected

BN
direction (e.EYXKHigh:>Middle). Thus, the results from

W .
this a posteriorﬁ comparison may be spurious. At most,
the positive feedback may have enabled High .A-Trait sub-

jects to reappraise the videotape feedback as less ego-

threatening (anxiety arous&ng) than for Middle A-Trait

subjects. Nonetheless, as noted above, this conclusion

warrants cautious interpretation,.

e

The signiﬂicénf covariate and main effect on both

&

measures (STAI and BACL) was attributed to the state~-trait

correlation and suggested the value of A-Trait as a pre-

dictor for A-State. The analyses indicated the difggr-

1

ential level of A-State manifested across treatments on

\

- vy
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both measures, that is, differences in anxiety-proneness

led to differencas in manifest (state) anxiety. The
-

~
analyses supportedwSpielberger's (1966, 1972c, 1975) con-

tention that A-Trait is a dispositional variable, which
‘ \

is a useful independent variable for the investigation

,. R ]
of state anxiety.

~

The data of the presenf study affirm expectationsof
a state-trait anxiety position. Groups differ;ng in trait
(pggdispositional) anxiety manifested reliable differences
also in the levels of self-reported and behavioral

(situational) anxiety in the experiment.. Furthermore, the

. . A bl
rank ordér of manifest anxiety was as might be anticipated

by a state-trait hypothesis; namely, High Trait Anxious
"subjects were highest in state anxiety, followed in order
by Middle Trait Anxious and then Low Trait Anxious subjecté.
These data may be taken as a further subst;ﬁtiation of the

state-trait arqugnt: while anxiety states may fluctuate-

over time, the basic predisposition to experience anxiety

remains relatively constant and'is; in fact, a governing
- e \ " .
factor in determining the extent of arousal. Better evi-

3
dence, of course, awaits future research replications.

. oy ' .
The results from the state anxiety measures also »
' { -

‘gupported the use of analysis of covariance, which for the

most part clarified results thét would otherwise have been

.
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. .
masked by the state-trait correlation. The analysis of

covariance appeared to be the appropriate statistic, .
\ , . .

since the level of A-State prior to trertment had some
effect on the,éubjects' respohseg to gideotape self-
confrmwntation (vidgotape féedback). The rélevance of bofh
the dispositional variable (A-Traitf and the situé%ional

variables (Treatments) suggested their relative signifi-

cance in the study.
The order of the means on the FPP was also as expected:

'L>M>H. However, only the difference between Low and High

-

Trait Anxious subjects reached 'significance. The compari-
. ’ ’

sons involving Middle Trait Anxious subjects did not reach

: >

significance, which was similar to the findings on the STAI. -
Thesé results were not surprising, since most previous

research had been based on comparisons between High and

Low Trait Anxious subjecys (e.g., Hodges & Felling, 1970;

Lamb, 1973; McAdoo, 1972; Saunders, 1973). However, exam-

= !

ination of the unadjustéd post-treatment means in Table 18

do indicate 'that the dispositioﬁﬁliwariable (A-Trait) ﬁad

some™effect on self-disclosing behavior. There appeared
‘ .

pu

to be a nonsignificant®trend between the 3 groups in the

expected direction (L>M>H); that is, Low Trait Anxious
. ‘ .
subjects were highest in self-disclosing behavior, followed

in order by Middie and High Trait Anxious subjects..

-




The results ffbm the post hoc comparisons of the
treatment x trait angiety cell means partially supported
the findings from the trait anxiety means. ﬁowever, the
order of the means for all 3 treatments wgre not as
expectéd (e.g.,'MPO:>LPO:>HPO). The comparisons from all
the treatments found significant differences in the
expected direction between Low and Hiéh A—T;éit subjects.
The failure tgksupport the expectét}ons primarily in-
volved %he self-disclosing behavior patterns of Middle
A-Trait subjects. ) \

. In 2 treatments (PL gﬁd PO) they selffdisclos;a more
frequently; and in the third least frequently (NO). It

should be noted that Middle A-Trait subjects wére included

in the present study in an effort to acquire more informa-

S

tion regarding their behavior patterns. As noted above,
most of the previous rese#rch had been based on High versus
Low A-Trait .comparisons.

— ~

" The results from the within and between A-Trait com-

" parisons are encouraging, and suggest that 'Middle A-Traijy

subjects performed more similar to High than Low A-Trait
subjects. However, the relationship between Middlé A-Trait’
subjecps'aﬂd seif-diéclosing behavior is more complex.. On

2 treatments (PO ahd PL) Middle A-Tééit subjects performed ™~

1

more like Low A-Trait subjects, while in the third
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treatment (NO) their- behavior-was more similar to High

« \-

A-Trait subjects. This suggests the need to cautiously

intérpret\the relationship between Middle A-Trait individ-
) . %

-

, uals and self-disclosing behavior.

>

. - ‘ Generally A-Trait appeared to affect self-disclosing
A -
behdvior. “A-Trait was found to be inversely related to

self-disclosing behavfbr; th%y/gs, the lower .the A-Trait

level the greater the self-disclosing behavior.

Jourard (1971) has speculated that self-disclosure
is related to "ﬁental health", which implies that fewer
Low A-Trait individuals will deéire‘counseling. ﬁe%eééeh
with university students has confirmed that High A-Trait

\ ¢
.

people are more likely to seek counseling (Spielberger,

%kw

et al., 1970).

-

Self~disclosure has\q}so been found to be related to —
counseling success (Jburérd; 1971). This is encouraging .
because videotape feedback + pgsitive feedback {positive’

feedback) increased self—disclosiﬁgAbehqyibr in High and o ?

Middle A-Trait subjects. It follows that using this \
\ : ,

technique (positive feedback) should increase the success

rate of counseling with‘High and Middle' Trait Anxioug

coklegg\gtudents. ~ -

i . The impact of A-Trait was not as salient as it had '

been upon thL A-State measures., The latter can be parfﬁy
-

-~
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. ‘-attribited to the state-trait correlation. It should be

noted that the inclusion of self-disclosing behavior

was as a subsidiary variable, since the relationship
between self-disclosure and aﬁxiety had received little
atténtion.l The parameter of self-disclosure assessed by
tha;FPP was limited to m;a;uring frequency of self- >
ré&ference statements emitted, which according to Cozby's
(1973) classification is a self-disclosure measure of
éhe amount of information‘:disclosed. Thus, the limited
scope of the FPP, Aearth of previous research and the
different parameters (self-report and behavioral) assessed
by the 2 measures (A-Trait Scale and the FPP) made the
nonsignificant Aifferences bgtweeﬁ the-3 A-Trait levels
not'sufprising;

In sum, thé;Between A-Trait comparisons found: (a) 5
general support for Spielberger's stéte-trait’theory, (b)

|

High versuiiLow A-Trait comparisons, (c¢) the pattern of

significant differences in the expegted direction for

the résuylts for'anxiety measures (STAI aﬁd BACL) offered

more support for Spielbergez}s theory than the FPP\resulté,

aftd (d) that Middle A-Trait subjegpslpergormed more like e
High A-Trait subjects on state anxiet§‘measures (STAI and

BACL),. while performing more éimiiar to Low A-Trait sub-

jects on the FPP,

. | /
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Research Hypothesis &

&
v

This hypothesis had predicted that the two aﬁxiety N
measures (the STAI and the BACL) would pe positively -¥
correlated. It should be noted initially that the sig-
nifiéant positive correlations between the two scafzg‘”‘”‘”‘

supported Hypothesis 4. This suggested that both may be

"measuring state anxiety; that is, each instrument may have

been assessing the same construct ‘(A-Sta&through differ-

——

K N

ing vantage points., The STAI (Form X-1) represented the

subject's phenomenological ("subjective") evaluation of
his state anxiety level, while the BACL reflected an
experf's ("objective') judgement of the subject'sﬂstété
anxiety ievel. The results indicated that there was a
high degree of agreement between tpe subject and the
expert,.whiéh also reinforced Spielberger's contention
that most individuals' self-reports are truthful (valid).
* The findings are also pertinent to the area of

psychological assessment. Many radical behaviorists con-
tend that only behavigfal measures (e.g., the BACL) are.
useful for assessments, while most phenomenologists rely
priAarily on self-report instruments (e.g., the STAI).

The results from this étudy suggest that both types of

instruments were positively correlated-and provided“useful

-

information. Thus, a subject's self-report of anxiety
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closely resembled his behavioral manifestation of anxiety,
and vice versa. Légically this leads to at least two
conclusions: (a) both the ra&ical béhaviorists and the
phenoménologists have correctly asse{ted that behavioral
and self-report measures are accurate, and (b) neither the

*

radical behaviorists or the phenomenologists are correct

in maintaining that only behavioral or self-report tech-
niques are accurate. It follows, therefore, that a third
position which accepts the validity of each and recommends

’

the use of both is more appropriate. This is supported by
Cohen (1977) who has noted’that a complete and acciirate.
assessment requires the use of both self;reports and’ -

Py

behavioral measures.
The data also offered éuppo}t.for the use of the BACL

as a behavioral measure'in videotape self-confrontation

research,_altﬁough‘a replication of the findings would sig-

nificantly strengthen this position.

Research Hypothesis 5 ’

»

This hypothesis had predicted that the interviewers'
< , . § :
behavior would not significantly affect the subjects' o

performance as assessed from the dependeht measures. The [
data found that there were no interviewer main effeéts,
tﬂg-way (Interviewer x Trait Anxiety or Interviewer x

t~ . *
Treatment), or three-way (Interviewer x Trait Aﬁkiety X
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Treatment) interactions on the dependent variables, thus

supporting Hypothesis 5. Tﬁeselresults were predicted,- -

since the interviewers had been given the same interview

instfuctions in the training and pilot sessiéns. Both
the interviewers had similar academic training and
exberimental experience. Each had recorded similar levels
of functioning on the Carkhuff Qiscrimination Index. a
Although no interviewer. effects on the dependent
measures were found, there remains the important issge
concerning the general influence of the interviewer on a
subject's.behavior. One aspect of this issue involves
the emission of verbal and nonverbal rednforcements by tﬁe
interviewers. Since the interview;r's behavior waé‘not
monitored, there was no unequivocal way of, assessing his
de;ive¥y of positive feedback to subjects. Also, although
every precaution was taken against the interviewer dis-

\
pensing nonverbal reinforcements to no feedback and placebo

feedback éﬁﬁjects, the possibility of entirely eiiminating

reinforcement cues Without'afggcting,to some extent, the
subject's performance and perception of the videotape
feedback 1is highly unlikely.

Limitations

A salient methodological problem had to do with the

- .

' task.” Even as an analogue study, the task mighﬁgbé“éonéid-

S
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ered artificial and a low level simulation. Clients do
. .

not oftenagive eétended monologues without couﬂselor feed--
back. Nénétﬁeless, some clients will give extended mono-
logues, which suggests that this task may ip fact ;éflect
typical behavior for thqse«;lients. B

-~

The generalization of these results is limited fo

-

other situatioms where the subject receives only 5 minutes

of videotape feeabackaffThe relevance of the results will

2 .
decrease as situations becomé more dissimilar to the one

-

described here. A list of such parameters (e.g., length

of pla¥back) need to be further explored and should be

©° -

considered in fuiture research endeavors. = o

T

Similarly, the three treatments repfesented unusual
experiences for the subjects. The no feedback condition

presented the subject with a socially strained situation
e ‘ ;
in which the interviewer -did not gpeak to him during video-

¥

tape playb%ck; in contrast to the positive feedback treat-

ment which pfovided the subject with only (verbal =+

v

nonverbal) positive.feedback: The placebo condition had.

the subject view someone élse giving a moﬁologﬁe. A
. .

typiéal videotape feedback experience Qqulﬁ have a subject

view his own behavior in the. presence Q# %n expert (super-

° ’

visor, counselor, etc.) who would offer both positive and

—

negative (verbal énd nonverbal) feedback. Also, as noted

\
\l

-
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*~ above, the placebo condikion may not:.have been a true pla-

e . ‘e R o' " . & . ]
cehoxgroupﬁ since some subjects may have attempted to 'model

. N . N - -~ .

) the performer's (the individual “on the tape) behavior:

Another 11m1tat10n cohcerns’ ttifwe of the STAI A@ )

g

’ Y

o

number of researchers (Auerbach Kendallj Cuttler, &.Levitt, )

1976; Blankenstein, 1976 Endler & Okada,.l975 Mellstrom, L

Clcala & Zuckerman, 1976) contepd ‘that the STAI Trait Scale

~ o .

‘ "is akuni&imensional measure that focuses mainly on inter-

. . . f . s
. ' personal anxiety, and ignores other> dimensions such as phy- - T
R . ) ] . - ’_’ 0 ¢
sical danger, and ambiguous threat anxiety. This is a .
. . ° ? L, ) ’ . . R

.specious. argument. Both the intent ard thé test construc- . .

P13

Pl

. . . . . ’ & .
y tion strategies used in the development of the STAI were to -
Y . -

- - Al

. provide a unidimensional test of A-Trait. : Moreover, other - .

3

[
-

e YAl e e
AL

[y

reseerchers have fouhd that most of the situations college
. . hd . . i, - »

. . . L ) B
students report as ahxiety arousing’corcerned interpersonal

L3

. ot .
or ego-threats (Endler, et al., 1962; Hodges & Felling,
*1970; Janisse & Palys, "1976). Previous research has sug-: s
o - . : 4 A IR 5 . -
gested that the A-Trait Scale.iSve good'predictor of speech\

‘anxiety (Lamb, 1973). Thus,,while a considerable body of

-3 %
-~ . N e,

é?‘research suggests the A—Trait Scale may be limited to Rpre-

47 g et bt AN e ik e 01

. . .
P ‘ dicting ego*threatening situations, both,the prevalence of*

B ‘ interpersonal anxiety in university populations d success- T % 4
' ! - oot ’ B B ] .‘é’: '2
;‘\‘X’L. s ful predictions of speech anxiety seem "to val ate its usage . y

\ . ‘ ln.

R in. the~current study‘ o ‘ ~ Ly N o
. s ) N . 53
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Further criticisms of the 'STAL/are directed at it

N . . N )
being a self-report scale. The arguments are: the items
. . T R

are vague qu may mean different things to different
people; subjects may lie; and many people are unwilling to

admit negative things about themselves. In conceding the
) ~

legitimacy of these @@iﬁicisms-Spielbérger has noted that

mos'ty, people» are cébable and-willing tg reveal "how they

»

felt while performing on eipefimental tasks, provided they

K A

are asked specifié questions about their feelings and the

<

feelings were reéently éxperienced" (Sbielberger,'197l,

>

p. 270). -He furtHer contends that the STAI'hés been suc-

'

cessfully used ‘in many investigations (Spielberger, 1975),

° X~

'which wasusupportedvﬁy the .findings from Hypothesis 4.

¥hile the findings of this study indicate significant'

o

results for university male students, this population limits

the generalizations which can be made. The subject selec-

———
1

- - . . P
tion prbceﬁs and resulting division into High, Middle and

NS
Rt

A
%%

Low Trait groupings also limits generalization to.other

'pbpulagions.&‘Over 50% of the subjeéts pégtested were

SR

excluded from the experimehtz“Also, all the subjects :were

male, and generalizations to females is queséionable.

[l
~

Furthermore, the study used male interviewér-subject dyads,

- '

and results may mot extend to male-female dyads. - R

Another 1imitation involved,£he use pf'the‘FPP. As

~

. .
~ Yy Pagd gt £ K z 7 & I L e T »; T T T e
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previously stated,'this measure'was limited in scope. Not-
ing Gitter & Black's (1976) recent article, FPP results do
not imply "éelf-reveaiing", but, was defined as any informa-

tion about himself the subject communicated to the inter-,

’

‘viewer. It was not sensitive to the content of the subject's °
. )

monologues, nor the differential meaning of positive versus

negative self-reference statements. Other parameters such

as flexibility of disclosure need to be further explored,

and will be ‘considered in a subsequent section.

‘ 4
Finally, no attempt was made to assess the interviewer's v
A

performances, and therefore there is no way to comment on

the quality of performance and its possible effects. Non-

verbal reinforcements 'emitted by interviewers during a
subject's monologue could have considerably affected his

pérformance. While sdme interviewer differences would be
# ' -

expected, the data suggested the other independernt vari§bles

(treatments and A-Trait) were of greater - import.
B

Clinical Implications

The staté-trait issue has clinical iﬁp}icétions. For
vy - c 1Y B

instance, ‘in desensitization therapy one might use the STAI
- . :

(Form X-1) as an-objectiye check on degree of anxiety
afouse@'by a specific hierarch§ in a chronically (trait)

anxious client. A simultaneous évaluation can be made by

the counselor using the BACL to corroborate the client's

3
'




& 153

self-reported anxiety. Certainly, the relationship between
—

the STAI and BACL is encouraging enough to warrant further

research. The present results suggested the BACL was an

a

adequate measure. for self-confrontation research.
To most researchers, initidl interest in videotape feed-
back involved counseling application. The findings of this

study are of interest to the counselor who uses this tech-

ﬂnique. The counselor should be aware that many clients

(especially High and Middle Trait Anxious) may have an

initial anxious reaction t0'videotags'self-confrbﬁtation.

He may want to_use Ehié period to help-- the client form an
intégrated, realiétic self-concept. There is no evidencé
that subjects séontag::gsly do this, githough it isn't ruled

out. As Holzman (1971) suggested, this may be a time when

-

advance or retreat is possible, depending on how the coun-

selor helps the client deal with the éxperience, It .appears

3y =
~

- H
that positive, focused feedback should accompany the use of

- videotape feedback in counseling. Since the client may be
‘anxious for some time after self—confrontation, it'might be

’

best for the counselor to initially be facilitative towards

the client, The counselor cduld later focus the client's

¢

atteﬁfion on the aspects of his behaviof which need changing

-—

“ as well a§ those which are satisﬁ;etory. -

sznother implication for COuﬁseling might bé_to use the

-

5 >
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- STAI (Form X-2) to identify anxlety-prone clients. These
clients could then be treated by the 'stress inoculation"

approach developed by Meichenbaum (Meighenbaum & Turk,

1976). In this approach the client is trained to become

- aware of the negative self-statements he emits and produce
incomﬁatible self-statements and beh;viors. According to
Meichenbaum (1926) this‘approach has been effective ati
alleviating interpersonal anxiety, which as noted above the
A+Trait Scale is purported to assess. o =

. i
Similarly, the A-Trait Scale may be used in vocational

~.

counseling. Kimes and Proth (1974) suggest that High A-

Trait subjects should be scheduled fof‘personal counseling
to assfst them in dealing with their high 1eve1/o€ A-Trait "
before they attemptwmaking careef decisions.

:'The study has further implications‘%or counselor
training. It seems important for supervisors to provide
trainees with positive, focused feedback. Courselor

tr‘}nees-might be asked to complete A-Trait Scales, whieh

could help identify ankiety-prone in&ividua}s. Special

Géqtion during-dinitial videotape feedback segﬁions would |,

follow, with the suﬁervisors acting in a facilitative

manner towards the trainees. ‘Deleterious effects will

-t

i \
also be minimiZed when trainees( are not required to submit

’

’ ¢ .
\ ™ I .
» . B voop o o T DCaCa [ T BT AREEEIY AT W S TR
B T e SR , o ‘ - RPN

i
to playback alone, if they strongly objeéfd The goal of - E
i
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supervision would be to reduce the potghtial disruptive
effects of videotape feedback, so that learning and
behavior change can occur:

Vldeotape feedback in the clinical settlng usually
- involves two forms of feedback. The actual playback of

”»

behavior allows the client to observe samples and also
’ . possibly the effects of his behavior; further feedback is
then provided in the form of discussion or comments made

by the counselor. The present study demonstrated that

while videotape, feedback alone may be harmful, its effect

can be modified by counselor feedback. Thus, while the
spread use of videotape feedback in counseiing train-
etc, is impfessive, it appears that thé potential
uséfulness may necessitate it Being accompanied by posi-

&

tive\\:ocu§ed, verbal feedback. This approach appears

5

most rélevant with anxiety-prone (e.g., High Trait Anxious)
indiyiduals in their initial self-confrontation experience.
The use of videotapes in both research and practice

< * poses certain ethical probiems. The psychologist should'ﬁ *
6btain the subject's (client!s) conseﬁt greferibiy in
writing.. Such consent, for legal, ethical and clinical
reaSOns, should be based on the subject's complete under-

standing of the'proposéd recording and playback of his

recorded behavior. This poses a difficulty: the playback

N A AN e L SR
,‘ ,’;«r‘\\am“r‘. b }‘,;f_:. /
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possibilities are not always easily specified, and con-

sequently the subject does not know exactly what risks he
is béing asked to sanction. The recorded representation
of a subject's_behavior has ambiguous professional and
legal status both as a recordwand as a communication, and
this circumstance greatly complicates its pré%essional use,
Certainly the psychologisf must take into account these
dbnsideratio;s when using videotapes in research and/or
practice. The APA ethical code makes it incumbent upon
him to treat subjects with the respeée;and dignity thsy are
énsi led to. Thus, before commencing a study the psycho-
logisﬁ should fully understand the ramifications of his
treatments. The current study cautions against indiscrimi-

~
-

nant use of videotape fe€dback. It also suggests the

1
-

negﬁssiﬁy to debrief experimental subjects, especially

/

-those who hé@e been exposed to potentially aversive
%} ’

stdmuli,

<

Research Recommendations !

-

The results of the study provide several future ré&-

search possibilities. The énalysés suggested that positive

feedback simultaneously sigﬂificantly decreased self- ™

reported and behavioral state.anxiety while increasing
self-disclosing behavior in High and Middle Trait Anxious

subjects. The results further illustrated that wvideotape l

s

7 .
’ 1 -~
- - -
‘

o~

" -~
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feedback alorie appeared to increase self-reported and
behavioral measures of A-State in High and Middle Trait
Anxious subjects. This suggested that positive feedback

modified the impact of videotape feedback, which could be

more closely examined by extending the design to include
three ddditional conditions. One group would neither

receive verbal nor videotape feedback (no treatment con-
/ PN -

trol). A second group would rec:ive-positive verbal
feedback but would not receive videotape feedback (posi-
tive feedback onl%o The third group would' receive posi-
tive feedback befote, but not during v1deotape feedback
(pre-pokitive feedbac 4—videotage feedback). Comparisons
among the six,treéfae;ts (positive feedback, no feedback,
placebo feedbackj no.treatment control, positive feedback
onlv, and pre-positive feedbtik) should further clarify
the verbal versus videotape feedback issue. It might
orovide evidence conceroing the tiﬁing of verbal feedback
‘(before versus before 4 during). Another advantage is that
. these comparisons could clarify which treatmeht is most
efficacious in modifying performance (e.g., positive ooiy
versus pre positive feedback versus positive feedback)
Another alternative .design could employ a structured

interview. Thils design would provide a higher level of

simuletion to counseling. The{study could use a cognitive
S ,

“

%

.
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anxiety measure which assesses verbal behavior in conjunc-

tion with the A-State Scale. This could then provide con-

~
-

current validation for the STAI A-State Scale as a - -~

- possible measure ofﬂcogﬁitiVé aﬁxiety. It should be noted
that the developers of the scale, Viney and Westbrook
(1976) have reported significant correlations with qéheg?
A-State iﬁstruments (e.g., Affect Adjective Checklist).

The results of the‘pres;nt study justify a replica-

tion with similar subjects and a similar task, as well as

a replication in a dingrent setting with different sub-
jects. The same methodology could be employed in the !}
other studies, One population of Particular interest is
Middle Trait Anxious subjects. Most investigétors have

exclusively relied on High versus Low comparisons, and com-

paratively little is known about Middle Trait Anxious

B

4 - .
individuals. Also of iﬁggrest, would be a-random sample.

This might provide evidence to suggest at what poirt - on

the A-Trait Scale subjects are ego-threatened by.videotaée

feedback.

A replication using different measures“of A-Trait

(e.g.,'S-R Inventory for Trait Anxiety) and A-State (e.g.,

Affect Adjective Checklist) wouldsbe of interest, The

application of physiological indices of autonomic.

'

activity (€:g., heart rate, GSR) appears to be another




\

o

logicdal extension of the present design.
Future investigations should study additional para-

meters of self-disclosure to clarify the relationship

<

between self-disclosure and anxiety. Some parameters that

C":mi.ght be used are: depth or intimacy of the information

disclosed, duration 62 disclosure:'flexfbility of disclo-
.~ sure pattg;n, affective manner of présentation, and self-

revealin%ness of disclosurgs. This study's results are

limited by the measure used (FPP), and could be further

strengthened with future replications that included other

» R °
parameters and other instruments (e.g., Jourard Self- .

DisSclosure Scale). Descriptions of the above parameters

and instruments to assess them are prééented elsewhere
(Cozby, 1973; Gitter. & Black; 1976; Jourard, 1971).

Another direction for future research could be the

study of immediate, intermediate and long terdr effects of
¥ .

different types and céﬁbinations of’playback. It would
“also be interesting to determine the effect of videotape

feedback presented £5% longer time intervals and over

repeated sessions.

!

/
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SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Developed by C. D. Spielberger, R. L. Gorsuch and R. Lushene

e -~

STAI FORM X-1

NAME DATE

. @. . <
DIRECTIONS: A number of state- g o § §
ments which people have used to et 2 e N
describe themselves are given m Z, A 5
below. Read each statement and o ] o g
then blacken in the appropriate = = =
circle to the right of the state- = < ”
ment to indicate how you feel S °©
right now, that is, at this
moment. There are no right or ) . .
wrong answers. Do not spend too s
much time.on any one statement
but give the answer which seems !
to describe your present feelings
best. .
1. T feel calmevurenurrnnennennn.. (1)  (2)  (3). - 4)
2. T feel SeCUT@....evverrnnnns e (L) () (3) ()
3. 1T amtensé......c.cvveieannnnnns (1) (2) (3) (4)
4, I am regretful.....,.... o..... (1) (2) (3) - (&)
S. I feel at €aS€..evvveeunneennns (L)  (2) (3): ath)
6. I feel UpSet...ceeevuvenn.. .. (L) «(2) 3) ()

7. 1 am presently worrying over
possible misfortunes........... (1) =~ (2) (3)y (&

8. I feel fescgd.;..;.....l.f..... (1) (i)' (3) (&)
9, T feel anxiouS....eeevvrennene. (1) (2) ' (3) (&)
P . . o
10. I feel comfortable......... eees (1) (2) (3) 4)
11. I feel self-confident.......... (1) (2) (3) -(4) -
12, I feel ervous........eoeoaiee. (1) (2)  (3) (&)

k1]

2 ’




13,
147
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20,

. »

I am jittery........
W

I .feel '"high struﬁg”.

o°

I am'relaxed........'

I feel content......

I am worried........

1 ¥

.

I feel over-excited and

"rattled"....ovveevvnnnn..
I feel joyful..v.vevn.n..
LY

I fee}“pieasant...........

3
.
- .
-
o
~
P .
.
I3
[
» )
-
+
o
§
©

@
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

L

¥

(3)
(3)
(3)
(3)
(3)
3
(3)
3

(4)
®
)
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NAME P

¢ i -
-

DIRECTI‘ONS A number of state=
_ments which people have used to

awog .

.nsomIVV‘
-skemte Esom1vf

A4

Y

. >um

ment to Ihdacate how
. 112 feél. There ‘ark o nlght
0or ‘wrong answers. Do not spend
too much time on any one state-
ment'but give the answer which
seems to describe fiow you gener-.
ally feel: K
LA o

21. 'I-feel pleasant.....x.....:. (1) l (2}fl*(3).

v

.

K y
. 5

22 -\I tire quickly..............‘ (1) (23 Ny ké) ‘ CIT
. e e e e
231 I feel like crying..........‘ (1) - ¢2) (3 &)

8 . _

R q ‘
. ,24{ L wish I could Be as happy :
- as others seem 'to be........ (1)
) ’* y ’ M t<\ . ‘
25.. I am losing 3ht on, things C ‘ _
., .. because I can't make' Jup-my., - ' .“ . o
. mind soon enough., if.sesestosr (E) qgg' 3Y (b

., . N

26,1 feel rested.....th..{.iy.ih(15 () (3) *zaj .

13 V *
v

27. I ani "calm, cgol and <
. c°11‘eCted~"oooouaoodi’nOnhoaao (1) (% (3)

;- 28. I *feel that difficuIEIg:_;re = f,.
"'piling up so that Meannot. . 5 Lot
© overcotie. them......f{....... L) (2) (3),. (L)

N Q -

. " ]
“ by - A >

1 worry too much- over some-,

thing that feally do¥sn't = -
matter....-.»......4......,.. t('f)

‘ MA vvl
. 0
9‘:4«»‘ oy PR

ey
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14

I ém:hapgy....r.:..........i (1) (@) (é) (4)

I am inclined to take things ;
hard....{...h............... (1) (2) (3) (4)

-
1]

32. 1 ;ack sglf-confiden@e...... (1) (2) «(3) 4)

L £

3}. I feel secure..,....evv0... (1) (2) (3) (&)

34, I try to:avoiéﬁfacipg a - - -
- erisis or difficulty........ (1) (2). (3) (&)

"35.. 1 feel blue.......vvvvnnnn.. (1), (2)  (3) (&)

.
3 °

36, Iamcontent..\.............. (1) (2) (3) (&

37, Same‘unimportant'thought
runs through my mind and ~ i
bothers me.....ovveienvonnn. L (2)  (3), W

4

38. I take d;sappointments so,
» - keenly that I can't put them
out of my mind......5....... (1) (2) (3) 4) .

g 39} I.am a steady person.....}.. (1) ,.(%) C(3) 4 4y

- 40, T get in a state of‘tension
£ or qprmoil as, T think over™ "
my recent concerns and c- oo

. 1ntefests..L“,......"......, (L

s

'
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FPP Coding Directions
- Record each subject pronoun (ngminative cash pronouns

used as a subject of a predicate) in the’ appropriate
» . ) . ¢
column on the scoring sheet. Remember, only the pronouns
1‘.' . . . ;
-.that have a predicate can be counted. Both parts must be’

—

£

‘audible and neitheg alone can be counted.
Note that the pronouns you,-they, it, are often used !
in a speech context other than as the subject (e.g., "I

don't like ‘it." 1In this case, it is serving as an objec-

tive case pronoun, a direct object and wouldn't be

counted.) _ . *

The exémples below will help to clarify the procedure.
¥

Pronouns underlined should be scored in the appropriate
- . (- .
columns.

1. The subject begins a statement with a subject

<

pronoun, but doesn't complete it with a pre-
dicate. No credit is given'™

e;g., "Oh, he ah...." (end of statement or .

o

sentence.,)
2. When a subject stammers only one .of the subject

.pronouns 1is counted providing it is with a

.

predicate. - ] : -

e.g., I, I, I, I, I, I...I can not hfalﬁ him.
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3. Subject pronoun's used in an interrogative state-

ment are counted. b

e.g., What are you seeing?

4. °"All .subject pronouns with a predicate are °
L] ’\
scored, even if they appear in the context of

a complete sentence, or as part of a verbal
. - ' ’

phrase.

»

‘e.g., I do not think that I r;aally kno;v what he
is trying. He woq"t say anything, and the
others, they just k’e_ep telling everyone that
it is false. I thought it over, and I §aid I
;vant‘ed to wait before making a decision. It is
quit‘e}. a dilemna. . ’

5. If the .subject B'é‘gin&a_’éentence, and then in-
terrupts it to insert a second\&?b_i,ect pronoun

as the subject of.the predicate, only the second -

(inserted prono{m) is counted.

‘e.g., I uh, oh,...he seems. fine. I saw him, # .

= and he, uh, he will, I ®id say something.
After you have tallied the pronouns, add up the number for

each column and write the total for e.a_ch3in°’ the .spacé. pr’o-

It .

. R ]
vided at the bottom, Use a separate scoring sheet for'

each subject. : o

FYTIURTER

“
5
&
&




4

VT oy % P RCTIE NE L g SRV
IR SR e TN RS

e

Mg
o

*FPP = I, We pronouns '

iy

)

" -+ ' (Adapted from MYrick; 19695'

a
(2

.




()} /

Appendix C: Behavior Anxiety Checklist,fand
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{

BACL: Instructions to the Raters
Your task will be to determine the preﬁeﬁée or absence
of the fifteen behaviors during various seg:inés'(oaf
minute timed segments). You are not to make judgments
about the behavior, bdt.only indicate its presence or
absence. The behaviors are described below, which should .
be useful in dgtecting and.accurately'idéntif&ing the {
behav%ors. N -
1. SWAYS. Rpck’s'back and forth. | o

2, SHUFFLES FEET. Self-explanatory.

S

3., KNEES TREMBLE. Knees shake or move from side to

" . gide..
A ' -,

4. , EXTRANEOUS ARM AND HAND MOVEMENT. Swings, toys . °

¢

with hands, scratches .part of body, rubs .ear,

. h ‘ \
nose, etc.
- ‘ h : . i
5. ARMS RIGID. “Arms held stiff; muscles tensed. , “

' 6. HANDS RESTRAINED. In pockets, behind back,

&

clasped.

Py

7. HAND TREMORS.: Hand;:or hands'shéking, quivering, &k . »

*

8. NO EYE CONTACT. The sdbjec;'t does :'nof: 10‘01§ at the '-- ‘ f,:{‘
Z_JEperimenter, or if he d'o‘,e;“,‘- it is only -for a few ‘. . ;§

- . ) ) B . R

’ seconds.(i.e}, a qurck‘glance).‘ "D._ : S . é%
9’; FACE MuchféS _"I‘ENSEu..M‘Fac-e‘ ’:I.s dz;éwn,‘;';;és » f:

| . (;epéatedimuscle,conérdqpi&ﬁsh twigéhég), %ﬁ

LT
. ‘“}i}’
BRI

~

-

%
2,

°
-
Psrs
n i

5

? #
1
X
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-

10.
11.
12.

13.

14,

15.

grimaces, etc.

MOISTENS LIPS. Uses torigue to wet lips,

SWALLOWS, Self-explanatory.
2

CLEARS THROAT. Self-explanatory.

BREATHES HEAVILY. Subject takes a deep breath

~_before speaking, or stops to take a breath during

‘his monologue. .

VOICE QUIVERS. Voice shakes or

"eracks"

SPEECH BLOCKS or STAMMERS. Stutters, or abruptly

stops spéakihg-in the middle of a sentence.

-

Put a number in the appropiiate box to indicate the

frequency of a‘behavior.

sent various segments,

Fiease note the columms repre-

and your %atings must reflect the
} >

actual segment.
]

L
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BACL /

P
i
&

Rater........ Seseeseaseansnas Subject Number

.............

R

FEC &S ke
/
lgv]
5
o
'
<
Ho
[o R
®
@]
o
o]
.
rf
o
&.
o
m
0
)

....... Post-Videotape Feedback....
™ A\

Behavior Segment

2131415 Tbtgl

TGOS N (B ;
v
'—l

1. SWAYS

2. SHUFFLES FEET

L ST

3. KNEES TREMBLE

: 4. EXTRANEOUS ARM AND
| - HAND MOVEMENT

5. ARMS RIGID . , S

6. HANDS RESTRAINED s

+

7. HAND TREMORS

8. NO EYE CONTACT

o

9. TFACE MUSCLES TENSE °|.

o

10. MOISTENS LIPS

11. SWALLOWS

12. CLEARS THROAT™ SR - .0

G4 S 381 ooy ot

13. BREATHES HEAVILY ’

14.. VOICE QUIVERS °

| 15. SPEECH BLOCKS IR . .
. STAMMERS ' n - . ¢

TOTAL ‘ : 1 e

. \ "
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Come in. Please be seated. - My name is

What is your name?' And yéur agé? Thank you. The first
thing I would like you to do is to complete this form. The
instructions are printed_on it, but i; you have any‘qufes-~
ti;ns, feel free to ask. It will take a few minutes to
céﬁplete: -Work at your own speed, and let me know when yaﬁ
are done. |

. (After subject finishes form) F}ne. As you were
previoﬁsly informed (from the description of the experi;
ment) I am interested in studying self-concept. I will be.
asking,Rpu to do some things and £ill out other forms.
Basically, Ilwould like you to talk to me ﬁor"§ minutes
while being videotaped. o ‘

lThe expefzﬁent itself will be videotaped. /Everyéhiﬁg
you say will be‘confidential, so I hope you will be as opén
and honest és you can. By confidential I mean,théé the
record of your preséntationnwill be available to myself and
two research assistants, and will of course be erased after'
the experiment is finishec{'\‘§ I:would like you to talklébout
yourself for 5 minutes, dur ng which time you will .be taped..
I will be _here for you to talk to, but I will not say any- !

thing during your presentation. You will have about_a

minute to organize jour thoughts. Topics T would Erefer‘}‘

: S K] : .
.you to present are described on this shegfg.give’youxself

v
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- . - Suggested Topics for Presentation -

d:»\ - ~

Present yjourself as if you wanted someone to know f;ﬁ\\
- ‘ -

better. Talk about yourself. You are more likely to

’ el AN

benefit from the eiberiment if you attempt to be as honest
. < . ‘

and free as you can. The following list contains a topic
you may select. But, what you present {s entirely up to.
you. .

Some topics yeu might elect to[speak on-are: . '

. ) <
~'Characteristics_of yourself that give you cause )

N
- ~

.— for pride qﬁd satisfaction.

The event in your life when you were happiest.

~ -

The ways in which you -are most maladjusted and/or

immature.

- ’
3 .

Aspects about your daily life that“please you.
. ’ .

o

Aspects about your daily 1life that displease yous

Your educational background, and your feelings about *

‘'

it. T \ .
~ .
~ . )

~ -t [

AN
~

Your hobBieQ{\EPw you like to spend your leisure time.

The actions in fbur life that you have most regrétted

and why. - _ _ . .
- “~ ~ \.\ o ~ ) ‘
I want ‘you to talk fof\anPt five minutes. You wikl ‘
- \\ .\ \
have a few moments tg.organiZe your\ghoughts. Do you have

. B \\
any questions? . -

.
A G g e u;;u.r,.. F
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. - Suggested Topics for Presentation -

Present yourself as if you wante@*someone to know you *

better. Talk about yourself. "You' are moré likely to
4 ¢

benefit from the experiment if you attempt to be as honest,

— N S ~ \
open and free as you can. The fdllowing list contains a

topic you may select.. But, what yéu decide to presént is '
: , :

]
J

.= entirely up to you. j

J
~~ Some topics you might elect to speak'on are:

Your ways of‘dealing with depression:

Your likes 'in music, literature. . . b

.

The uhhappiest moment of your life.

What features about your appearance you are most proud

of.
Your wayé\gf dealing with anger.

Your unfulfilled wishes and dreams.

What kinds of outdoor activities ;ou like to do. v

Pn what occasion you have been most embarrassed and
' @

why. . '

o
I want you to again talk for five minutes.

-

You'll .

~ ' N
have a few moments to organize your thoughts. Do you have

-~

‘any questions? ’ . \
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Feedback Messages ’

~

Positive. Feedback Message

.

"0,K. That completes the presentation for now. °What

did you thlnk about your performance?  (Pause for reply)

A .

The 1nterviewer then p01nted out two specific aspects

of the subJect s presentatlon he did well. Some examples

»

of interviewer messages were:

i'Fr'om my work 'in the field I can tell you now that

»

you delivered’'a polished presentation."

-

"Your enunciation, that is- how you articulated your -

words .was above average. ' ¢

"What you sa1d was qulte 1nterest1ng, and 1 feel I

. Ly
know you better now."

" "I can also tell you from my -past experience

you appeared quite at ease."

"Verbal as’ well as nodverbal cues pointed to this and

.}

L

sugéesteq that you are generallf pretty ‘much in control.
Verbal cues such ae the tempo of your presentation,
that is, how fast you spdke,.refleces ynu; self~

1
confidence. By nonverbal cues I medn such things as
&our geseures. These_ane'asneefs that we are usually

unaware of. You paused over a few(words, but you
recovered quite well. I could tell that you were
sincere in what you said " : ‘\(

~ ~
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No Feedback Message-Videbtape Feedback -  5' :

" 0,K. That completes your presentation for now. What

did you think of your performance? (Pause for reply) .
. 9 No Feedback Message-Placebo Videdtgpe Feedback o N
k 0.K. That completes your presentation for now. What
. did you think of your performance? (Pause for reply) "
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Appendix_G:' Interviewer Instructions

re: Feedback during Videotape Playback

A}




Positive Feedback Message Group -
- '

. : ~.
The following represents verbal and nonverbal
behaviors that you should emit to subjects who received =

}

positive féedback messages.

Nonverbal Behaviors
" Sit beside the subject.
Watcheand listen to the tape playbaék attentively.

Watch and listen to the subject's comments ‘@bout “his
prgsentation.

- ’

Keep a relaxed body posture. .

Maintain eye contact when the subject is speaking to

you.
»x

Show approval b§ nodding your head during the‘play-

back. T E

Smile at the subject.

Verbal Behaviors

’

Point out the two aspeéts of the subject's presenta-
tion that you had previously complimented. All verbal
feaedback should be directed at maintaining a consis-

tent message. The flavér of your feedback should be

\

positive. The objective is to have your feedback be

.

both consistent and credible, Tt is importaﬁﬁ the

-

subject 1s given the message that he did well.

.
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A

. ¢ No Feedbalk Message Group N

| =

Tell subject that di.jlring the videotape playback you P

wéLll not speak with him. When viewing the tape try not to
. q P . .

give nonverbal or vei‘bal'messages. Do not look at’ the

subject. Just tell the subject when the time is up.

*  Placebo Feedback Group

She as above .

.
Ry
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Debriefing ;

-

The fgllowing points were covered:
1. What made you anxious during the experiment?
2. What was your reaction to viewing yourself on
¥ rape? .

3. What did you focus on whi}e watching the tape?

4. What did you think about the interviewer's
comments before seeing the tape? .After?

5. How do you feel now?

6. The feedback was fictitious, and simp%y an

.

~ experimental manipulation.

'All subjects were then thanked for participating in the

experiment. The interviewers asked the subjects éot to

discuss the content or procedures with anyone other than

them until at least January i, 1977 (a date approximately
one month after the experiment was to be concluded).

All subjects were a;sured of the nonevaluative nature of

the study, and the confidentialiEy of the ééped materiai,

and given a sheet aescribing the nature and purpose of the

experiment. (see next page).

L4




. Debriefing
The purpose of this exp;riment was to study the
;ffect thaé videotape feedback, and (in some instances)
experimenter messages pave on individuals with varying
levels of trait anxiety. Trait anxiety is a relatively
stable personality Aimension reflecting individual differ-
ences in anxiety proneness,‘and it was measured by the
qﬁgstionnaire which you completed prior to the experiment.
Sub}ects were ;hosen so that they could be divided eqdally
" into three groups: (a) High, (b) Middle and (cj Low Trait
Anxig;y. ' ~. .
It was hypotﬁesize@ that subjects of thg diffefent
- levels of trait anxiety would exhibit varying levels of

both self-disclosing behavior and reactions to videotape

and experimenter feedback. The feedback messages given

although seemingly plausible were planned.

The tapes will be rated anonymously, and then erased.

Both the tapeznga\bQ&»quegtionnaires‘Will be treated with*®

complete -confidentiality. -

//A\ Your ‘participation in the experiment is apﬁieciatedr

I hope you had an intgrésting experience, and learned some-
thing about yourself which will be valuable- to &ou. If you:
wish to discuss any facet of your experience in particular,

the experimenter will be happy to do so with you. Many
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)
<

subjects still have to participate, so please do ‘not dis-
cuss the content or procedures of the exﬁgriment with
anyone other than the experimenter until at least January,

1977.

3
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