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Introduction 

Interpersonal feedback has generally been depicted as a necessary 

condition for individuals to learn how others perceive them and their 

behavior. Oyer (1972) defined feedback a.s 11 a process of data sharing 

in which a person receives from others information about his own be-

havioral performance 11 (p. 8). He also stated that interpersonal feed-

back, while widely used, especially in sensitivity training experiences, 

is little understood. In order to provide a framework for a clearer 

understanding of feedback, Oyer classified several types of feedback 

along with the impact each type of feedback is expected to have on the 

listener. 

The present study was designed to measure the behavioral impact of 

several types of feedback. Two general research questions were posed: 

l) Do some types of feedback lead to more defensiveness in the recipient 

than other types of feedback? 2) Are some types of feedback more likely 

to produce desired behavior change in the recipient? 

Among the types of feedback outlined by Dyer (1972) are the objective-

descriptive, the direct descriptive impact, and the direct evaluative 

forms. In the objective-descriptive form the speaker attempts to 

describe as clearly as possible the behaviors he has seen in the 

recipient of the feedback. For example, an individual who had just 

heard someone complaining about a friend might say, 11 You spent a lot 

of time running down your best friend, 11 using the objective-descriptive 

form of feedback. While this type of feedback attempts to show the 

l 
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recipient how his behavior is perceived, it gives no indication about 

the effect of this behavior on others. 

In the direct descriptive impact form, the behavior of the recipient 

is described and followed by a statement of the speaker's reactions to 

the observed behavior. For example, a speaker using this form might say, 
11 \~hen I hear you critize Mary when she's not around to defend herself, I 

feel upset like maybe you talk about me behind my back too. 11 Thus this 

form of feedback both shows the recipient how his behavior is perceived 

and indicates the impact this behavior has on the speaker. 

Direct evaluative feedback occurs when the speaker evaluates or 

judges the behavior of the recipient and relates his evaluation as the 

feedback. For example, a speaker using this form might hear another 

individual make a negative corrment about their best friend and then say, 

"You're really two-faced. 11 In using the direct evaluative form of feed-

back, the speaker does not refer to the recipient's behavior, but speaks 

directly about his or her evaluation of the recipient or of the recipi-

ent's behavior. 

While objective-descriptive feedback has received little attention 

in the literature, a number of theorists have discussed the effects of 

evaluative and descriptive impact feedback. Generally theorists have 

favored the use of descriptive impact feedback over the evaluative form. 

In fact, a literature review has revealed that out of eleven theorists, 

Argyris (1968) is the only one who favored evaluative feedback, and then 

only with individuals who are not amenable to change by means of descrip-

tive impact feedback. For other individuals, however, Argyris agreed 



3 

with the approach of other theorists who have noted the differences in 

these two types of feedback; that is, Argyris and others favored the 

descriptive impact form. 

Gibb (1965), in discussing communication in general, noted that 

evaluative speech (in which the speaker evaluates or judges an indi-

vidual or their behavior) increases defensiveness, while descriptive 

speech (in which the speaker presents feelings, events, perceptions, or 

processes that do not imply the necessity for change in the recipient) 

arouses minimal defensiveness. Other theorists also have pointed to 

the defensiveness-arousing properties of evaluative communication. 

Rogers (1961) did not speak of feedback per se, but noted that "good 

communication . . is always therapeutic" (p. 320) and maintained that 

the tendency to judge and evaluate statements made by others acts as a 

major barrier to mutual interpersonal communication. Rogers (1970) 

noted that in group interactions, judgments, diagnoses, and interpre-

tations regarding the motives or causes of behavior may arouse defen-

siveness. On the other hand, Rogers (1961) believed interpersonal 

interactions are enhanced by the dropping of defensiveness since once 

one individual does this, it leads to a further drop in defensiveness 

by the second individual. 

While Gibb (1965) and Rogers (1961) did not describe exactly how 

defensiveness is aroused by evaluative corrmunication, Rimm and Masters 

(1974) noted that evaluative feedback tends to back the recipient into 

a corner. According to these authors, after one is evaluated or labelled, 

a behavior change might indicate that the label was indeed correct. If 

the label was derogatory, an admission of the accuracy of the label would 
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be more difficult to make than an admission of undesirable response 

patterns. Thus both the admission of deficiencies and the desired 

behavior are less likely to occur when evaluative statements are used 

because the recipient is more likely to become defensive. 

Golembiewski (1970) noted that judgmental or evaluative feedback is 

ineffective because it leaves open to the recipient only the options of 

accepting or rejecting the conclusions reached. Similarly Luft (1969), 

in outlining five varieties of interpersonal feedback, noted that when 

feedback is judgmental, the message contained in the feedback is often 

resisted. Thus evaluative feedback is considered one of the least 

effective types for influencing awareness and change. 

Other shortcomings of evaluative statements were outlined by Rogers 

(1961). He noted that external evaluations are not only threatening, but 

that they do not enhance personal growth in which the individual learns 

to evaluate himself from within and to accept responsibility for himself. 

In his description of effective parent-child communication, Gordon 

(1975) advocated using responses similar to those which Dyer (1972) out-

1 ined as descriptive impact feedback. Gordon noted that many parental 

responses fall into the categories of judging, criticizing, blaming, 

name-calling, and interpreting. Gordon placed all of these responses 

in the category of put-down messages, resulting in communication that 

is ineffective at producing change in the recipient. In other words, 

these responses have a high probability of causing the child to resist 

parental influence by refusing to change unacceptable behavior. In 

addition they may cause children to lose self-esteem, to feel guilty, 

and to make them feel their parents have little consideration for their 
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needs. Further, such put-down messages may cause children to defend 

themselves or to retaliate against the parent. 

These parental responses also fall into the category of "You-

messages" for they often contain the word "you" as in "you shouldn't 

do that." Gordon contrasted these 11 You-messages 11 with what he calls 

"I-messages," in which the parents describe how they feel. For example, 

tired parents might respond to their children by saying, "You are a 

pest," or by saying, 11 I am tired." The former would be decoded by 

children hearing it as an evaluation of themselves, while the latter 

would be decoded as a statement of fact. Gordon believed "I-messages" 

are more effective because they provoke less resistance and because 

they place with the child the responsibility for modifying his or her 

behavior. Gordon also hypothesized that 11 I-messages 11 influence children 

to send similar messages themselves, further enhancing the relationship. 

In describing client-centered therapy and its implications for 

everyday interactions, Rogers (1961) referred to helpful versus unhelpful 

interpersonal transactions, both of which fit clearly into Dyer's (1972) 

framework. One of the necessary and sufficient conditions which Rogers 

outlined for successful therapy and for a mutually satisfactory relation-

ship is that of congruence. A congruent individual is one who is aware 

of the feelings he or she is experiencing and who also expresses these 

feelings. Rogers noted that an accurate awareness of experience would 

always be expressed by a congruent individual as feelings, perceptions, 

and meanings from an internal frame of reference. Since a congruent 

individual would not be expressing statements from an external frame 
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of reference, statements such as "You are bad," "She is intelligent," 

and "You hurt my feelings," would be precluded. 

While statements of congruence should not arouse defensiveness 

because they emanate from an internal frame of reference, neither do 

they fit exactly the feedback categories Dyer described. They relate 

more to the impact portion of the descriptive impact statements. Still, 

while Rogers did not speak of feedback per se, it seems to be an implicit 

part of many of the congruent statements he would make. For example, the 

statement, "I am feeling bored," certainly implies that one source of 

boredom could be the other participant's behavior. 

Several other theorists have also suggested that feedback which 

does not contain an evaluative component has less tendency to make the 

recipient defensive. For example, Argyris (1968) used the term compe-

tence-oriented feedback to describe what Dyer termed descriptive impact 

feedback. Competence-oriented feedback is that which is directly veri-

fiable, (i.e., based on observable behavior), and minimally evaluative. 

Argyris noted that minimally evaluative feedback describes how the 

speaker feels, thus placing the responsibility for evaluation of the 

behavior on individuals who are trying to learn about themselves. Thus, 

the probability of making the listener defensive is reduced. 

Lakin (1972) noted that for feedback to have the greatest impact 

and most constructive effect in sensitivity training, it must be given 

in easily understood terminology, and in a manner which does not arouse 

excessive defensiveness. According to Lakin, useful and constructive 

feedback informs the participant of the feelings aroused and how others 
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experience the participant. It is neither hostile nor punitive since 

such feedback only arouses defensiveness. Useful feedback is complete 

and based on here-and-now behavior which allows for its verification. 

The NTL Institute (1970) outlined several criteria for useful verbal 

feedback. Like the above theorists they noted that useful feedback is 

descriptive rather than evaluative. It describes one's own reaction to 

the behavior observed, leaving the recipient free to use the feedback or 

not. By avoiding evaluation, the speaker reduces the need for the reci-

pient to act defensively. 

Other theorists have noted other positive features of nonevaluative 

interpersonal feedback. Rimm and Masters (1974) recommended verbal be-

havior which informs the other person that what he is doing is a source 

of personal inconvenience, discomfort, or hurt, primarily because address-

ing current behaviors is a more honest approach than speaking of non-

observable traits of the other person. The behavior which upsets the 

speaker may or may not be founded on some enduring trait. Thus an 

evaluative statement about such a trait may be irrelevant to the behavior 

in question. Since it is the behavior which the speaker wants changed, 

Rimm and Masters favored addressing it directly. 

In a discussion of appropriate assertive behavior, Goldstein (1973) 

contrasted accusatory statements with those in which the speaker "stands 

on his feelings" (p. 230). While listeners can argue with accusatory 

statements, attempting to point out their fallacies, they cannot argue 

with statements in which the speaker is expressing his or her own feel-

ings. Similarly, Yalom (1970) noted that the most effective feedback in 

group therapy stems from here-and-now observations, follows as closely 
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as possible the event which generates the feedback, can be checked for 

validity with other group members, and is of the type which Oyer (1972) 

referred to as descriptive impact. Like Goldstein (1973), Yalom noted 

that it is difficult for clients in group therapy to argue about the 

validity of another 1 s subjective responses. 

Recommendations to communicate using an impact rather than an 

evaluative approach have also been recommended in literature dealing 

with marital relationships. O'Neill and 0 1 Neill (1972) recommended 

that on occasions when marital partners are upset with one another, 

the partners should initiate conversation by stating how they feel. 

If, on the other hand, one of the partners is confronted with an 

accusation, his or her reaction will most likely be one of defensive-

ness. 

Thus the belief in the superiority of non-evaluative feedback is 

fairly pervasive. It extends through several psychotherapy theories 

including client-centered (Rogers, 1961) and behavioral (Goldstein, 

1973; Rimm & Master, 1974). This belief has also moved from the realm 

of psychotherapy, including group therapy (Yalom, 1970), to the realm 

of encounter groups (Rogers, 1970), general interpersonal relationships 

(Rogers, 1961), and specific situations in which marital relationships 

(O'Neill & O'Neill, 1972) and parent-child relationships (Gordon, 1975) 

are discussed. 



Review of the Literature 

Experimental studies reflecting the effects of interpersonal feed-

back can generally be classified into one of three categories. One 

category includes literature describing the general effects of inter-

personal feedback. A fairly extensive body of literature compares the 

differences obtained using positive as opposed to negative interpersonal 

feedback, and a third literature category examines the effects of using 

different types of feedback in verbal communication. This third body of 

literature includes studies comparing the types of feedback Dyer (1972) 

suggested, and these studies are most closely related to the current 

investigation. 

General Effects of Interpersonal Feedback 

Literature in the first category is concerned with the general 

effects of interpersonal feedback. Studies of this type have not been 

concerned with various types of feedback nor with the manner of delivery 

of feedback. In fact, these variables usually have not been reported in 

this general interpersonal feedback literature. 

Lippitt (1959) used T-group members as subjects to study the effects 

of feedback intervention. Members rated each other on frequency of 

participation in group discussion, acceptance of ideas of others, and 

attention-seeking in the group. Each member indicated in which direc-

tion and to what extent he or she would like other members to change. 

Lippitt then paired individuals so that both members of each pair had 

been similarly perceived and so that the desired change for each was 

9 
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similar. Then one member of each pair received feedback in a personal 

counseling interview about how others had perceived him or her and would 

like him or her to change. The second member did not receive this infor-

mation. Subjects were again rated by members at the end of the T-group 

experience. The results indicated that 13 out of the 14 subjects who 

had received feedback changed in the desired direction while only eight 

of the 14 who had not received feedback did so. 

French, Sherwood, and Bradford (1966) varied the amount of inter-

personal feedback given to participants in a two-week management train-

ing conference. They hypothesized that the greater the amount of feed-

back, the greater would be the change in self-identity. Subjects first 

rated themselves on 19 dimensions and each chose four dimensions on 

which he would like to change. Five feedback conditions were used. 

In the most intensive condition, Ratings + Feedback on Ratings + 

Discussion, each subject was rated by other participants on one of the 

four chosen dimensions, subjects were given written feedback on the 

ratings by others, and their behavior on these dimensions was discussed 

with two members of their group. In the second condition, Discussion 

Only, no ratings were made, thus no feedback on the ratings was given. 

However, each subject's behavior was discussed as above. In the third 

condition, Ratings Only, ratings were made but the results were not 

given to subjects nor was a discussion scheduled. In the fourth condi-

tion, No Ratings-No Discussion, there were no ratings and no scheduled 

discussion. In the fifth condition, Non-selected Dimensions, dimensions 

not chosen by the subjects were used. Ratings were not made and dis-

cussions were not scheduled. When scheduled discussions were not part 
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of the condition, however, unscheduled discussions were still allowed to 

occur as part of the T-group experience. 

Measures on self-identity, the dependent variable, were made at the 

beginning of the conference, after one week, after two weeks, and after 

ten months. Results showed no consistent change over the first week, 

the most change during the second week, and less change during the post-

conference period. In comparing the conditions over the second week, 

the first three conditions did not differ significantly from each other 

but resulted in greater change than the No Ratings-No Discussion Condi-

tion. Thus it appears that structured feedback based on ratings, 

scheduled discussion of the behavior in question, or unscheduled dis-

cussion when the other group members are aware of the behavior in question 

all lead to behavior change. However, the lack of significant differences 

between Ratings + Feedback on Ratings + Discussion, Discussion Only, and 

Ratings Only Conditions indicates that neither of these types of inter-

vention is more enhancing of behavior change than the others. On the 

other hand, each of these three conditions was superior to the No 

Ratings-No Discussion Condition. The results also indicated that the 

No Ratings-No Discussion Condition was superior to the Non-selected 

Dimensions Condition. While neither ratings, feedback, nor scheduled 

discussion were used in these two conditions, the lack of importance of 

the dimensions measured in the Non-selected Dimensions Condition may 

explain the differences between the results for these two conditions. 

Jacobs, Gatz, and Trick (1974) were interested in learning whether 

psychiatric in-patients could be trained, by giving and receiving inter-

personal feedback, to become more aware of the behaviors and feelings of 
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themselves and others. In-patients in group therapy were used as subjects 

to determine which of three feedback conditions was most conducive to this 

type of learning. An adjective checklist describing twenty behaviors and 

twenty feelings was presented to each subject for four successive days. 

At the end of each session subjects used the checklist to indicate how 

they had felt and believed they had acted during the session, how they 

thought others would think they had felt and acted, and how they had 

perceived the feelings and behavior of others during the session. 

In the Structured Feedback Condition, subjects used the checklist 

form and exchanged feedback from it. In the Unstructured Feedback Condi-

tion subjects did not refer to the checklist but rather exchanged feed-

back that was not based on a designated list of adjectives. In the No 

Feedback Condition subjects used the checklist forms but did not exchange 

the information on the forms. 

The major dependent measure in the study was the agreement between 

self-ratings and ratings by others. The results indicated that, as pre-

dicted, there was greater agreement between self-ratings and ratings by 

others for behaviors as opposed to feelings. Ho~ever, contrary to the 

hypotheses, no significant differences between feedback conditions were 

found, although for behavioral feedback the tendency was for the most 

accuracy when structured feedback was used, followed by unstructured 

and no feedback. The authors noted that this lack of significance is 

contrary to the general belief that practice at giving and receiving 

feedback should improve the accuracy of interpersonal perception. They 

explained their unexpected results by noting that there may have been an 
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artifact due to the particular patient population used in the study, 

which evidenced a large number of idiosyncratic differences. 

Kolb, Winter, and Berlew {1968) tested the effects of feedback in 

producing behavior change in a T-group setting. Male subjects selected 

aspects of their behavior in the group which they wanted to change. 

Subjects in the Feedback Condition were encouraged to give one another 

feedback about their change projects during group discussion. Subjects 

in the No-Feedback Condition were told to carry out their change projects 

independently and the conversation in group discussion was actively 

turned away from these topics by the group leader. 

At the end of the T-group experience, after ten meetings, each 

subject wrote a report on the results of his change project. Subjects 

described such things as the amount of change they felt they had under-

gone. Each report was then subjected to content analyses in which it 

was rated on a five-point scale for success in achieving change goals. 

Thus the measure of change was based on each subject's subjective assess-

ment of this degree of change. The results indicated that significantly 

more subjects in the Feedback than in the No Feedback Condition had a 

high degree of change in their selected behavior, indicating that T-

group feedback facilitated self-perceived change. 

In a second experiment, all subjects were assigned to feedback 

groups, and group leaders rated the extent to which each subject's 

change project was discussed in the T-group. A direct relationship 

between change and amount of relevant discussion was hypothesized. 

However, this was not found following an evaluation of the whole T-

group experience. No significant relationship between extent of 
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discussion of the change project and either self-perceived change or 

trainer-rated change was found. When, however, the first and second 

halves of the T-group experience were studied independently, it was 

found that discussion of the project and change were significantly, 

positively related for the second half of the T-group experience. 

The experimenters suggested that this relationship may have occurred 

in the second five sessions but not in the first five because by the 

sixth session a climate of psychological safety and trust had been 

established, enabling subjects to more effectively utilize the feed-

back they received. 

Kolb and Boyatzis (1970) used participants in a T-group as sub-

jects in a study in which the designated task for members was that 

of helping one another achieve personal change goals. After each 

session subjects noted which pieces of feedback that they had re-

ceived were most outstanding, who had given the feedback, and some 

characteristics of the feedback. They also noted to whom they had 

given feedback during the session. By tabulating the number of in-

stances in which feedback was seen as outstanding and by combining 

this information with the number of pieces of feedback each parti-

cipant had given, Kolb and Boyatzis were able to classify group 

members as either effective helpers, ineffective helpers, or non-

helpers. 

By using the characteristics about outstanding feedback which 

members had recalled receiving, Kolb and Boyatzis were able to dis-

tinguish between the types of feedback given by effective and in-

effective helpers. The significant differences found indicated that 
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effective helpers were seen as giving 1ess verbal and more nonverbal 

feedback, more positive and less negative feedback, and more not owned 

but less owned feedback, in which the speaker takes personal responsi-

bility for his comments. In addition, effective helpers were seen as 

giving significantly less feedback relating to the receiver's influence 

in the group than did ineffective helpers. 

The experimenters noted that the differences they obtained between 

the types of feedback given by effective and ineffective helpers was 

based on what was heard and recalled by the recipients. Thus the 

differences, for example, between effective and ineffective helpers 

in giving positive feedback may have resulted from effective helpers 

actually giving more positive feedback than ineffective helpers or 

from the recipient's ignoring the negative feedback from effective 

helpers. The results indicated only that more positive feedback was 

heard when given by effective helpers. 

Kolb and Boyatzis noted a number of other feedback dimensions 

that were not significantly different for effective and ineffective 

helpers. These dimensions included strong versus weak feedback, 

here-and-now versus then-and-there feedback, supported versus non-

supported feedback, feedback directed at the recipient versus feed-

back directed at the group but which the recipient applied to himself, 

evaluative versus nonevaluative feedback, and solicited versus spon-

taneous feedback. 
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Graves and Graves (1973) performed a partial replication of the Kolb 

and Boyatzis (1970) study using counseling students in a practicum course 

as subjects. Their results were only partly consistent with the Kolb and 

Boyatzis data. Effective helpers were recalled as giving significantly 

more positive, more verbal, and more owned feedback than were ineffec-

tive helpers. The differences between these results and those of Kolb 

and Boyatzis remain unexplained. 

Positive versus Negative Feedback 

While the above studies provide general results about the effective-

ness of feedback in changing behavior and about the types of feedback 

used by individuals, a large number of studies have been conducted to 

specifically compare the effects of positive and negative feedback. 

Recipients of positive feedback are told something good about themselves 

or their behavior while recipients of negative feedback are told some-

thing bad about themselves or their behavior. Like the literature 

reviewed above, a description of the exact type of interpersonal feed-

back as categorized by Dyer (1972) is generally lacking in these studies. 

Miles (1958) used subjects in a human relations workshop to identify 

factors influencing the effectiveness of feedback in inducing change. He 

found that negative feedback was more effective than either positive or 

neutral feedback in inducing change. Miles also found that feedback 

about warmth and friendliness was most effective with those individuals 

to whom this was important. On the other hand, feedback relating to task 

accomplishment was equally effective for all individuals. Overall, 

however, behavior involving interpersonal effectiveness was more amen-

able to change via feedback than was behavior related to task accomplish-

ment. 
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Gibb, Smith, and Roberts (1955) used a group situation to compare 

the effects of positive and negative feedback and feeling-oriented and 

task-oriented feedback. Groups of five subjects worked on a task during 

three work periods. Between the work periods each group as a whole re-

ceived feedback from trained observers. Each group received one of four 

types of feedback: either positive or negative information about the 

apparent atmosphere of feeling among group members or positive or nega-

tive information about the apparent problem-solving efficiency of the 

group. A scale measuring defensive feeling was administered following 

the feedback, and task efficiency was measured. 

Results indicated that positive feedback produced less defensive 

feelings than did negative feedback. Feeling feedback was found to 

produce less defensive feelings than did task feedback. In addition, 

positive and feeling feedback resulted in more task efficiency than did 

negative and task feedback. 

Wilkinson (1977) studied the effects of positive and negative 

vicarious feedback upon subsequent self-disclosure and interpersonal 

attitudes in small groups. Female subjects were assigned to groups 

of three, where the other two members were confederates, and all three 

members shared information about themselves. Subjects observed one of 

the confederates giving either positive, negative, or no feedback to 

the second confederate as a means of manipulating one independent vari-

able, namely, valence of feedback. In addition expectancy of feedback 

was manipulated by leading subjects to believe that they either would 

or would not receive feedback later in the study from the first 
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confederate. Dependent variables were intimacy of self-disclosure as 

well as questionnaire responses to items reflecting attitudes and 

opinions. 

Wilkinson found that for the early part of the subsequent disclosure 

period, subjects who had observed negative feedback disclosed less than 

those who had observed either positive or neutral feedback. However, 

when the total disclosure period following the experimental manipulations 

was considered, there were no differences between groups in terms of 

intimacy of self-disclosure. 

He also found a lack of correlation between disclosure behavior and 

the subjects' internal attitudes and opinions. That is, while subjects 

receiving the three different valences of feedback did not differ in 

overall self-disclosure, subjects who had observed negative feedback, in 

contrast to those who had witnessed positive or neutral feedback, re-

ported themselves as less comfortable, believed the two confederates 

were less comfortable, were less attracted to the confederates, found 

the confederates less similar to themselves, and expected the second 

confederate (who had received the negative feedback) to disclose less 

in the future. The expectancy manipulation led to no significant 

differences. 

Defensiveness aroused by negative evaluative feedback given to 

either high self-esteem (HSE) or low self-esteem (LSE) individuals 

was one topic of study in an experiment conducted by Shrauger and Lund 

(1975). Female subjects were classified as either HSE or LSE indi-

viduals on the basis of a self-esteem inventory taken several weeks 
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before the experiment. At the time of the experiment each subject was 

interviewed by a male graduate student in clinical psychology, presumably 

to aid the student in improving his interviewing skills. Before giving 

her assessment of the interviewer, each subject was either told that the 

interviewer had found her very self-aware, not very aware of herself, or 

the subject was given no evaluative feedback. Subjects then rated the 

interviewer's attitudes towards the subject, their assessment of the 

interviewer's abilities, and their emotional reaction to the interviewer. 

Subjects also rated themselves on a variety of traits. 

The ratings indicated that HSE subjects felt that the interviewer 

held a more favorable attitude toward them than LSE subjects. Similarly, 

HSE subjects evaluated themselves more positively on the traits than did 

LSE subjects. The type of feedback given, positive, negative, or none, 

had no effect on either of the above ratings. Subjects also rated their 

emotional reactions to the interviewer. On this rating neither self-

esteem differences nor the type of feedback had an effect. Thus, the 

above three measures were not affected by the type of feedback. 

On the other hand, negative feedback did result in defensiveness as 

measured by the subjects' ratings of the interviewer's ability in terms 

of his general knowledge of the person he interviewed, his general com-

petence, and his objectivity. In general subjects who received positive 

feedback rated the interviewer's ability higher than did subjects who 

received negative feedback. This difference was also found when con-

sidering HSE subjects separately; however, for LSE subjects the differ-

ence was not significant while the trend was in the same direction. 
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Freeman (1973) was also interested in the effects of positive and 

negative feedback. Subjects in his study ranked nine characteristics 

from most like themselves to least like themselves and also noted whether 

these were positive or negative traits. Subjects then took a psychologi-

cal test and received bogus results from it. In all cases the character-

istic ranked fifth by the subject was chosen for interpretation as the 

bogus test results. Subjects were either told that this characteristic 

was most like them and should have been ranked first or that it was third 

most like them. This information was supposedly derived from the earlier 

psychological test. If the subject had labelled this characteristic as 

a positive one, the feedback was thus either highly or mildly discrepant 

and positive. On the other hand, if this characteristic had been labelled 

as negative, the feedback was negative and either highly or mildly discre-

pant. 

Results indicated that subjects who received negative feedback were 

more prone to change self-reports of their characteristics than were 

subjects who received positive feedback. Moreover, subjects who received 

negative feedback that was very discrepant from their earlier rankings 

were found to be more likely to derogate the test interpreter and less 

likely to change their self-reports than were subjects who received 

mildly discrepant negative feedback. 

Feldman (1974) presented either positive or negative feedback to 

subjects in either a warm or neutral style. Dependent variables were 

the subjects' ratings of feedback credibility, desirability, and impact, 

intention to improve, deliverer warmth, group cohesion, and an overall 
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evaluation of the microlaboratory experience. In general, the style of 

feedback delivery, warm or neutral, had negligible effect, while subjects 

receiving positive feedback generally reacted more favorably than those 

receiving negative feedback on the dimensions measured. 

Schaible (1972) studied the differences in perceived accuracy, 

desirability, and acceptability of positive and negative feedback as 

well as the effects of the order in which positive and negative feed-

back were given. Subjects were female undergraduates participating in 

group consensus-seeking exercises. Each five-member group participated 

in two exercises, each of which was followed by a feedback session. 

Results indicated that positive feedback was rated as more accurate 

and desirable than negative feedback. When negative feedback was pre-

ceded by positive feedback, however, the negative feedback became more 

acceptable and desirable than when it was presented alone. On the other 

hand, when positive feedback was preceded by negative feedback, the 

positive feedback became less acceptable and desirable than when it was 

presented alone. Similarly, the group was rated as more attractive when 

positive rather than negative feedback was given first. 

In Schaible's (1970) study, subjects in four-member groups received 

feedback which was supposedly based on a previously administered per-

sonality test. Each subject received feedback twice and within each 

group, all members received the same feedback. Feedback was evaluative 

in nature, consisting of descriptive adjectives such as intelligent, 

uncooperative, farsighted, and scheming. Each subject received either 

positive feedback followed by more positive feedback, positive followed 
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by negative, negative followed by positive, or negative followed by 

negative. 

Results of the study indicated that positive feedback was both more 

credible and desirable than negative feedback. When either positive or 

negative feedback was preceded by positive feedback, it was more credi-

ble than when preceded by negative feedback. Similarly, group cohesive-

ness was greater with initial positive rather than negative feedback. 

These findings are generally consistent with those reported in Schaible 

(1972). 

Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, and Schaible (1973) also studied the effects 

of various orders of presenting positive and negative feedback in a T-

group setting. In Condition NP subjects received negative feedback on 

one occasion and positive feedback on the second occasion. Subjects in 

Condition PN received positive feedback on the first occasion and negative 

feedback on the second occasion. In the third condition, Condition Both, 

subjects received both positive and negative feedback on each occasion. 

Within each T-group all subjects were assigned to the same condition. 

The T-group in which each subject participated ran for a full day. 

Initially subjects participated in a group consensus exercise. Follow-

ing this exercise participants rated themselves and other group members 

on a form on which twenty behavioral descriptions were listed. Subjects 

in Condition NP were told to choose for each member, two areas in which 

that member needed improvement. Thus, a basis for giving negative feed-

back was established. Subjects in Condition PN selected two outstanding 

areas for each subject, thus creating a basis for positive feedback. 
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Subjects in Condition Both selected one positive and one negative area 

for each group member. Following the written ratings, each member re-

ceived the feedback from the other participants. After receiving feed-

back each subject completed questionnaires relating to group cohesion 

and to the credibility and desirability of the feedback. In order to 

measure credibility and desirability, subjects were asked to recall two 

of the feedback items they had received. Based on this recollection, 

these two items were then each rated on seven-point scales for accuracy, 

desirability of being described that way, desire for change if the feed-

back were accurate, and liking for others who are as described by the 

feedback. 

Following the completion of the questionnaires subjects took part 

in a self-disclosure exercise which served as the basis for the second 

feedback occasion. This time, however, the checklists from which parti-

cipants selected items to be used as feedback contained a list of traits. 

Furthermore, subjects in Condition NP now selected positive feedback, 

those in Condition PN now selected negative feedback, while those in 

Condition Both again selected one item of each type. Feedback was 

delivered as before and the questionnaires were readministered. 

During the second half of the day more exercises were conducted, 

but these exercises were not interrupted by scheduled feedback sessions 

nor by questionnaires. At the end of the day, however, subjects filled 

out questionnaires in order to evaluate their group leaders and the T-

group experience. Included were items relating to general satisfaction 

with the experience, feelings about other group members, and beliefs 

about the extent they had changed in areas such as colT11lunication. 
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The results of the study indicated that positive feedback was seen 

as more credible and desirable than the mixed feedback, while mixed feed-

back exceeded negative feedback in credibility and desirability. It was 

also found that negative followed by positive feedback (i.e., Condition 

NP), exceeded Condition PN in credibility and desirability ratings for 

both positive and negatfve feedback. This finding directly contradicts 

those of Schaible (1970). 

Two types of feedback were used on the two occasions. There were 

both behavioral and trait listings, or in Dyer's (1972) terminology, 

objective-descriptive and evaluative feedback. The experimenters ques-

tionned whether their results could be due to differences between these 

feedback types. While this was not directly tested, an analysis of the 

social desirability of ratings given to these two types of feedback by 

a different group of subjects indicated no differences. 

Three other results of this study were reported. Group cohesiveness 

results indicated a nonsignificant trend for the most cohesiveness in 

Condition NP, followed respectively by Conditions Both and PN, again 

contradicting Schaible's (1970) results. No significant differences 

between conditions were found in the evaluation of group leaders. On 

the other hand, subjects in Conditions NP and PN both rated the T-group 

experience significantly higher than subjects in Condition Both. 

Schaible and Jacobs (1975), noting the differences between the 

Schaible (1970) results and those obtained in the Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, 

and Schaible (1973) study, conducted a third experiment. T-group members 

again served as subjects and feedback was again selected by group members 

following each of two group consensus exercises. On both occasions 
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feedback was selected from lists of behavioral descriptions, and on each 

occasion each subject selected two feedback items for only one other 

group member. In Condition PN-delivered, subjects selected and delivered 

positive feedback after the first exercise and negative feedback after 

the second exercise. In Condition NP-delivered, the order of the feed-

back valences was reversed, i.e., first negative and then positive 

feedback was selected and delivered. In Condition PN-not delivered, 

subjects selected but did not deliver positive feedback after the first 

exercise, but after the second exercise, negative feedback was both 

selected and delivered. In Condition NP-not delivered, the negative 

feedback selected first was not delivered while the positive feedback 

selected after the second exercise was delivered. The final two condi-

tions described above were added to permit a comparison of initial 

feedback delivered early in the T-group experience with that delivered 

approximately one-half hour later. 

The results of this study closely resemble those found by Schaible 

(1970) and Schaible (1972). That is, the credibility and desirability 

of both positive and negative feedback were better in Condition PN-

del ivered than in Condition NP-delivered. These results, however, 

directly contradict those of Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, and Schaible (1973). 

Jacobs (1974) explained the contradictory results as a function of the 

different methodologies used in the studies. He noted that the Jacobs, 

Jacobs, Gatz, and Schaible (1973) study was designed to closely simulate 

the events of an actual T-group, while the other studies (Schaible, 1970; 

Schaible, 1972; Schaible & Jacobs, 1975) used less affective exercises 
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and were less like a real T-group. Thus, Jacobs (1974) suggested that 

in general positive preceding negative feedback is preferable to the 

reverse order, but that "there may be combinations of group experiences, 

procedures and/or types of negative feedback, \vhich have such a profound 

influence as to overpower the advantages in facilitating group processes 

gained by the initial delivery of positive feedback 11 (p. 435). 

Schaible and Jacobs (1975) found no significant differences in 

comparing positive feedback delivered after the first exercise with 

positive feedback delivered after the second exercise where no feedback 

for the first exercise had been given. The same was true in a similar 

comparison of Condition-NP delivered with Condition PN-not delivered. 

Thus, the time difference and the additional group experience provided 

by the second group exercise did not have an effect. A final result 

reported by Schaible and Jacobs was consonant with the findings of the 

four studies reported above. This was the fact that positive feedback 

was again found more desirable and credible than negative feedback. 

Morran and Stockton (1980) used the same dependent variables as had 

Jacobs and his associates (Jacobs, Schaible, Gatz, & Feldman) at West 

Virginia University (i.e., desirability and credibility of feedback) 

but these investigators were also interested in the effects of positive 

and negative feedback on individuals with high, medium, and low self-

concept levels. Subjects in their study were participants in six-week 

counseling groups. During the sixth group session each member gave and 
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received both positive and negative feedback from every other group 

member. For some groups positive feedback preceded negative feedback, 

while for others, negative feedback preceded positive feedback. Upon 

receiving the feedback, subjects rated it for accuracy, desirability, 

and impact. 

Results of the study showed that positive feedback led to greater 

desirability and had more impact than negative feedback, but positive 

and negative feedback did not differ significantly on ratings of 

credibility. Morran and Stockton explained this latter finding by 

noting that the outcome may have been influenced by the group's stage 

of development, since all the studies cited above had shown a signifi-

cant credibility effect. 

The results also showed that high, medium, and low self-concept 

individuals did not differ in their ratings of positive feedback, but 

for negative feedback, high self-concept subjects rated the feedback 

as significantly more desirable than medium self-concept subjects had. 

Low self-concept subjects found the negative feedback less desirable 

than high self-concept subjects had, more desirable than medium self-

concept subjects had, but their ratings were not significantly different 

from the other two groups. The three groups did not differ in their 

ratings of the credibility or impact of negative feedback. 

Harris (1975) believed that in personal growth groups, the effect 

of high cohesiveness would negate the effects of the sequence in which 

positive and negative feedback was presented. Subjects in his study 

participated in eight hour personal growth groups. Subjects assigned 
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to the highly cohesive condition participated in structured group 

exercises, while those in low cohesive conditions did not. Cohesive-

ness was measured by the degree of attraction group members felt toward 

each other and toward the group experience. Positive and negative feed-

back was presented in three different sequences: positive followed by 

negative, negative followed by positive, and alternating positive and 

negative feedback. 

Dependent variables were acceptance of feedback, degree to which 

group participants willingly placed themselves in an unfavorable light, 

and adoption of values and attitudes related to self-actualization. 

The results showed that more cohesive groups were less defensive, saw 

their feedback as more credible, and tended to adopt group goals. 

There were no significant differences between the three feedback condi-

tions, which Harris explained as due to the growth-oriented nature of 

the experience which altered the quality of negative feedback. His 

explanation corresponds with Jacobs' (1974) belief that under some 

circumstances the initial delivery of positive feedback will not have 

the facilitative effect it usually has. 

McCormack (1976) attempted to find the effects of various sequences 

of positive, and negative feedback on attraction to a therapist. Sub-

jects who had requested psychotherapy filled out an assessment question-

naire. Based on the questionnaire, they received feedback in two install-

ments: positive followed by positive, negative followed by negative, 

positive followed by negative, and negative followed by positive. A 

control group received no feedback. Following this subjects completed 
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questionnaires indicating their attraction to the therapist who had 

provided their feedback. 

The results showed that feedback enhanced attraction to the thera-

pist more than no feedback. While there were no significant differences 

between the four feedback conditions in their reaction to the therapist 

and feedback they had received, a trend showed that the negative-positive 

group had the most favorable reaction to the therapist and to their 

assessments. Also, patients receiving negative-positive feedback showed 

a significant difference from the other groups in their belief that there 

was more mutual acceptance between patient and therapist. Again, these 

findings contrast with what might be expected based on the findings of 

Schaible's (1970 & 1972) studies and Schaible and Jacob's (1975) study. 

Schaible found that it is usually better to have negative feedback follow 

positive feedback. Perhaps the differences in dependent measures between 

Schaible's studies and the McCormack study contribute to the contrasting 

results. 

In summary, the above results generally indicate that positive 

interpersonal feedback has some definite advantages over negative feed-

back. Positive interpersonal feedback which was not contingent on prior 

performance, although subjects believed that it was, has been shown to 

lead to greater task efficiency (Gibb et al., 1955) and to less defen-

sive feelings and behaviors (Freeman, 1973; Gibb et al., 1955; Shrauger 

& Lund, 1975; Wilkinson, 1977) than negative feedback. Positive inter-

personal feedback has been found to be more credible and desirable than 

negative feedback (Feldman, 1974; Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, & Schaible, 
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1973; Schaible, 1970; Schaible, 1972; Schaible & Jacobs, 1975). Several 

studies indicated that it is usually better to precede negative feedback 

with positive feedback (Schaible, 1970; Schaible, 1972; Schaible & Jacobs, 

1975), but other studies have found results which contrast with these 

(Harris, 1975; Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, & Schaible, 1973; McCormack, 1976). 

Whether positive feedback preceding negative feedback is preferable 

apparently depends on a variety of factors such as the particular proce-

dure and the measures being used. 

Miles (1958) was the only experimenter to look at the effectiveness 

of positive and negative interpersonal feedback in changing behavior. 

He found that negative feedback was more effective than positive feed-

back in that regard. 

Types of Feedback 

A third body of literature deals with the effects of various types 

of interpersonal feedback. These feedback types can be roughly classi-

fied according to Dyer's (1972) categorizations, but this literature 

also includes some other types of feedback. One difficulty in comparing 

the studies is that the terminology used to define the various feedback 

types is not standardized. That is, in defining identical feedback, 

two investigators might refer to it by different labels. 

Dyer (1972) defined direct evaluative feedback as that in which 

the speaker evaluates or judges the behavior of the recipient and 

relates his evaluation as the feedback. In the present study, this 

type of feedback is referred to as evaluative, eliminating the word 

"direct" used by Dyer. In the previous section, Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, 
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and Schaible (1973) referred to this type of feedback as trait listings. 

In this section evaluative feedback is referred to by Cusella (1978), 

who called it personal feedback. The same type closely corresponds to 

what Kenkel (1978) called unobservable feedback and to what Epperson 

(1979) called inferential feedback. In addition, this form of feedback 

is included in Freeland's (1973) category of Type I feedback. 

Dyer (1972) defined objective-descriptive feedback as a fonn in 

which the speaker describes the behavior of the recipient of the feed-

back. In the present study, this type of feedback is referred to as 

descriptive, using a shortened version of Dyer's terminology. Jacobs, 

Jacobs, Gatz, and Schaible (1973) referred to this type of feedback as 

behavioral. Other studies reviewed in this section also refer to this 

type of feedback as behavioral (Cusella, 1978; Jacobs, Jacobs, Caviar, 

& Burke, 1974; Jacobs, 1977; Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, & Caviar, 1974; 

Leblang, 1974; Morocco, 1978). In addition, this same type of feedback 

is called observable by Kenkel (1978) and observational by Epperson 

(1979), and it is included in the group of feedback varieties referred 

to as Type I feedback by Freeland (1973). 

Dyer (1972) defined direct descriptive impact feedback as a form 

in which the behavior of the recipient is described and followed by a 

statement of the speaker's reaction to the behavior. In the present 

study, this form of feedback is called descriptive-impact, again a 

shortened version of Dyer's term. In a study referred to in the pre-

vious section, Argyris (1968) used the tenn competence-oriented feed-

back to describe this same type of feedback. In studies described in 
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this section, feedback of this type is called behavioral-emotional by 

Jacobs, Jacobs, Caviar, and Burke (1974), Jacobs (1977), and Jacobs, 

Jacobs, Feldman, and Caviar (1973). Freeland (1973) referred to this 

form as Type II feedback. 

While Dyer (1972) did not refer to impact feedback, had he de-

scribed this form, this terminology seems a likely choice. Since 

descriptive-impact feedback refers to feedback in which the recipient's 

behavior is described along with a statement about the impact this 

behavior has on the speaker, impact feedback refers to the latter 

portion of descriptive-impact feedback. In an impact statement the 

speaker describes his or her own subjective response to the recipient. 

Jacobs, Jacobs, Caviar, and Burke (1974), Jacobs (1977), Jacobs, Jacobs, 

Feldman, and Caviar (1973), Leblang (1975), and Morocco (1978) referred 

to this type of feedback as emotional, while Epperson (1979) called it 

reactive feedback. In addition, this type of feedback is included in 

Freeland's (1973) Type I category. 

While this variety of terminology is confusing and difficult to 

remember, one might note the equivalence in the terms behavioral and 

descriptive, emotional and impact, and behavioral-emotional and 

descriptive-impact. Unfortunately, other terminology, used less 

frequently and less suggestive in nature, is more difficult to recall. 

For example, it is not at all obvious why Argyris (1968) referred to 

descriptive-impact feedback as competence-oriented. Yet the terms 

chosen by all investigators seem to reflect either the theoretical 

framework out of which the experimenter is working, whom the experi-

menter has worked with, or the era during which the term was coined. 
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Several other forms of feedback or response are described in this 

section. Cravens and Worchel (1975), in addition to using two of Dyer's 

(1972) forms of feedback and denoting those forms by Dyer's terminology, 

also referred to reflective responses and interactiv~ feedback, to be 

described later. 

An early study comparing types of feedback was conducted by Jacobs, 

Jacobs, Feldman, and Cavior (1973). They compared positive and negative 

feedback and three types of feedback in a factorial study. One type of 

feedback was behavioral, or the type Oyer (1972) referred to as objective-

descriptive. A second type of feedback was emotional, or the impact 

portion of Dyer's descriptive impact feedback. The third type of feed-

back was behavioral-emotional, Dyer's descriptive impact form. 

Subjects participated in eight-member T-groups for approximately 

six hours. After an exercise designed to let subjects meet each other, 

a group consensus exercise, and a self-disclosure exercise, each subject 

selected two items of feedback for every other group member from a list 

containing one of the six combinations of valence and type of feedback. 

Each list consisted of fourteen items selected by the authors beforehand 

as appropriate feedback. For example, one item on the negative-behavioral 

list was "acting bossy" while one item on the negative emotional list was 

"angry." 

After receiving feedback from all group members, subjects rated each 

item of feedback they had received in terms of its credibility, desir-

ability, and impact on them. Ratings were made on nine-point scales. 

Following the ratings subjects completed a cohesion questionnaire. 
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The final hour of the session allowed unstructured feedback and group 

discussion. At the end of the session members rated the extent to 

which they felt they had changed on items such as risk-taking and 

sensitivity as a result of the T-group experience. 

The results indicated that positive feedback was rated as signifi-

cantly more credible than negative, supporting results by Feldman (1974), 

Jacobs, Jacobs, Gatz, and Schaible (1973), Schaible (1970), Schaible 

(1972), and Schaible and Jacobs (1975). A Valence x Type interaction 

indicated that positive emotional feedback was the most credible, 

followed in descending order by positive behavioral-emotional, positive 

behavioral, negative behavioral, negative behavioral-emotional, and 

negative emotional. Significant differences were found between all 

the positive and all the negative types of feedback and between nega-

tive behavioral and negative emotional types. Jacobs et al. noted that 

the greatest differences in credibility occurred between positive emo-

tional and negative emotional feedback. They suggested that with emo-

tional feedback, which is not subject to direct verification, the 

pleasantness of the feedback may determine its credibility. On the 

other hand, the smallest credibility difference between positive and 

negative feedback occurred with the behavioral types, which can be 

verified. 

As expected, positive feedback was rated as more desirable than 

negative, but no desirability differences betw~en the types of feed-

back were noted. 

When impact was rated, the results indicated that positive feed-

back had greater impact than negative. Behavioral feedback had 
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significantly more impact than emotional feedback, with behavioral-

emotional feedback having less impact than pure behavioral and more 

impact than pure emotional; but it was not significantly different from 

either. An interaction between valence and type of feedback indicated 

that both negative emotional and negative behavioral-emotional feedback 

were rated as having significantly less impact than any of the other 

four feedback types. 

In addition to measuring subjects' feelings about the feedback, 

Jacobs et al. also measured individuals' feelings about the group in 

each of the six conditions. Subjects receiving positive feedback rated 

their groups as significantly more cohesive than did subjects in the 

negative feedback conditions. Groups receiving behavioral and emo-

tional feedback did not differ significantly from each other, but both 

rated their groups as more cohesive than did subjects in the behavioral-

emotional conditions, regardless of valence. 

Subjects also rated the extent to which they believed they had 

changed as a result of the T-group experience. While not quite statisti-

cally significant Ce.< .07), subjects in the behavioral conditions felt 

they had changed more than subjects in the other conditions. This 

result appears to correspond to the findings that behavioral feedback 

was rated as having the most impact. Jacobs et al. suggested that both 

of these results may be due to the fact that the greatest amount of 

information specifying what the recipient needs to change is found in 

the behavioral feedback. 

Jacobs, Jacobs, Caviar, and Burke (1974) essentially replicated 

the Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, and Caviar (1973) study; this time, however, 
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the interest was in effect of the different types of feedback when the 

source of the feedback remained anonymous. They reasoned that the 

assessment of the individual giving the feedback should have some 

effect on the credibility and impact of the feedback, thus they ex-

pected different results from those found in their previous work. 

The results, like those in the Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, and 

Caviar (1973) study, indicated that positive feedback was rated as 

significantly more credible, desirable, and as having more impact than 

negative feedback. Similarly, subjects in the behavioral conditions 

felt they had changed more than subjects in either of the other two 

types of feedback conditions. Unlike the earlier results, however, 

positive behavioral feedback rather than positive emotional feedback 

was rated as the most credible, followed in descending order by posi-

tive behavioral-emotional, positive emotional, negative emotional, 

negative behavioral, and negative behavioral-emotional. Jacobs et al. 

(1974) speculated that this order differed from the previous results 

in which the source of the feedback was known to the recipient because 

the emotional feedback aroused less emotion in the recipient when the 

source was anonymous. Consequently, in this case there was less need 

to distort the emotional feedback; thus here the differences between 

the credibility ratings of positive and negative emotional feedback 

were small and not statistically significant. 

A comparison of publicly and anonymously delivered feedback was 

made by Jacobs (1977) in a study which closely replicated the proce-

dure used in the Jacobs et al. (1974) and Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, 
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and Caviar (1973) studies. In addition to the manipulation of different 

types and valences of feedback, the feedback was delivered to subjects 

either publicly, by the person who had chosen the feedback, or anony-

mously by the group leader who did not identify the source of the feed-

back. In choosing the feedback, subjects in the anonymous condition 

were not aware that the feedback would be delivered without having the 

source identified. 

The results support those from previous studies regarding credi-

bility. Subjects receiving positive feedback rated the feedback as 

more credible than did subjects receiving negative feedback. Jacobs 

also found that positive emotional feedback is most credible when 

delivered publicly, while negative emotional feedback is most credible 

when delivered anonymously. Negative behavioral feedback was most 

credible when delivered publicly, and addition of the emotional (impact) 

statement did not enhance credibility. Finally, when credibility was 

measured, positive behavioral-emotional feedback was best delivered 

publicly while positive behavioral feedback (without the impact state-

ment} was best delivered anonymously. 

In addition, Jacobs found that positive feedback led to greater 

group cohesiveness than negative feedback, and that either behavioral 

or emotional feedback, presented alone, led to greater group cohesive-

ness than combined behavioral-emotional feedback. Reports of personal 

change were greatest in subjects receiving pure behavioral feedback. 

Leblang (1975) compared sixteen sequences in which both first and 

second feedback varied by type and valence. Feedback was either posi-

tive or negative, and it was either behavioral (descriptive) or emotional 
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(impact) in form. The procedure was the same as in Jacobs' (1977) study 

except that following selection and receipt of feedback and rating of 

feedback and group cohesion, subjects completed a second round of feed-

back selection, reception, and ratings. 

The results indicated that positive feedback was found more accept-

able than negative feedback, and this effect occurred over both occasions 

when type and valence of feedback varied. In addition, positive feed-

back was rated as significantly more accurate, desirable, and familiar 

and as having more impact and producing less intention to change than 

negative feedback. Emotional positive and behavioral negative feedback 

were found to be significantly more familiar than either behavioral posi-

tive or emotional negative feedback. There was an unexpected tendency 

for the second feedback to be seen as more acceptable if it followed 

negative first feedback, but this tendency was not significant. 

Cohesiveness ratings showed that positive initial feedback resulted 

in greater group cohesiveness. Behavioral initial feedback led to 

greater group cohesiveness than did emotional feedback. A significant 

four way interaction of valence and type of feedback on both feedback 

occasions led to the conclusion that sequencing of both valence and 

type of feedback must be considered when trying to predict group cohe-

siveness. 

Morocco (1978) studied the effects of positive and negative, be-

havioral and emotional anonymous feedback on situational anxiety, self-

confidence, task performance, and desirability and credibility of the 

feedback. As in Jacobs (1977), behavioral feedback was the type Oyer 
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(1972) referred to as descriptive, while emotional feedback was the 

impact portion of Dyer's descriptive impact feedback. 

Subjects met with experimenters on three different occasions. On 

the first occasion subjects reviewed hypothetical responses college 

resident assistants had made to students, making comments about what 

they had read. On the second occasion subjects received one of the 

four varieties (2 Valences x 2 Types) of feedback used in the study 

and then repeated the task they had performed in the first session. 

In the third session subjects received feedback on their performance 

in the second session and again repeated the task. Also in the second 

and third sessions, following receipt of feedback, subjects rated the 

feedback they had received. Each subject received the same type and 

valence of feedback in the third session as he or she had received in 

the second session. 

As in other studies, negative feedback was rated as less desirable 

and accurate than positive feedback. The four varieties of feedback 

did not differentially affect state anxiety, self-confidence, nor task 

performance. 

Kenkel (1978) noted that a number of studies had indicated that 

negative feedback is usually rated as less credible than positive feed-

back. Still, while there is resistance to negative feedback, she noted, 

if accepted it can lead to improvement in an individual 1 s performance. 

She also noted the difference between feedback which is about observable 

behavior and that which is about unobservable behavior. 

In Kenkel's study students role-played either a therapist or client 

in a therapy situation. Following the role-playing, subjects received 
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negative feedback about either observable or unobservable behavior from 

a trainer who had watched the session. For example, a subject in the 

therapist-observable condition might receive feedback saying, 11 The 

therapist talked too much,'' while one in the therapist-unobservable 

condition might receive a statement saying, 11The therapist pretended 

to understand his client when he really did not. 11 Similarly a subject 

in the client-observable group might receive feedback saying, 11The 

client only made small talk, 11 while one in the unobservable-client role 

might receive feedback stating, 11The client felt there were things he 

should not talk about. 11 Following receipt of the feedback, subjects 

rated the accuracy and helpfulness of the feedback and also made evalua-

tions of the trainer who had presented the feedback. 

Unexpectedly the results showed that feedback about observable 

behavior was not rated as significantly more accurate than feedback 

about unobservable behavior. Rather observable-therapist feedback was 

regarded as accurate, while observable-client feedback was rated as 

inaccurate. Subjects' ratings of feedback accuracy were positively 

correlated with their evaluations of the trainer who had given the 

feedback, as one might expect. 

Epperson (1979) used procedures in his study similar to those 

found in Jacobs' (1977) study. Subjects in each experiential group 

learned about and practiced using one of six varieties of feedback in 

a 2 (Valence) x 3 (Type of Feedback) factorial design. Feedback was 

either positive or negative and the three types of feedback were termed 

observational, inferential, and reactive. 
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Observational feedback, also known as behavioral or descriptive, 

referred to some behavior subjects had shown. For example, a positive 

observational statement might say, 11 You initiated some good discussions 

during the consensus exercise, 11 while a negative observati ona 1 statement 

might be, 11 You talked too much during the consensus exercise. 11 Reactive 

feedback, also known as the impact portion of Dyer's (1972) descriptive 

impact feedback, described the speaker's response to the recipient. A 

positive reactive statement might say, 11 I felt warm toward you, 11 while 

a negative one might say, 11 I felt angry at you during the exercise. 11 

Inferential feedback, as described by Epperson, was most similar to 

Dyer's evaluative feedback, and included statements about some under-

lying motive, feeling, thought, or trait of the recipient. A positive 

inferential statement might say, 11 You seem to be an open and honest 

person, 11 while a negative inferential statement might say, 11 It seemed 

important to you to be the leader of the group. 11 

Feedback statements of the variety subjects had learned about were 

selected by group members and presented to other group members, who then 

rated the discrepancy between the information contained in the feedback 

and their self-perceptions. Usefulness of the feedback was also rated. 

A day later subjects were asked to recall the feedback they had received 

and again to rate the discrepancy and usefulness of all the feedback 

items they had received, and to rate their perceptions of the whole 

experience. During a final free period of interaction, statements made 

by subjects were rated on an interaction scale for confrontation and 

focus on personal or relationship issues. 
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The results showed no significant differences between content groups, 

but positive feedback, as opposed to negative, was rated as less discre-

pant from the recipients' self-perceptions on both occasions. The re-

sults also showed a trend for positive feedback to be seen as more useful 

on both occasions, and for recipients of negative feedback to recall a 

greater proportion of the feedback they received. Compared to control 

groups, who had not received feedback, all groups who had received feed-

back found that their groups resulted in more interpersonal learning, 

perceived other group members as more attractive and trustworthy, and 

perceived their groups as more involving, varied, and practical. In 

addition, during the free interaction period at the end, subjects in 

the experimental, as opposed to control groups, gave more speculative 

and confrontive statements, and these statements were more frequently 

about personal or relationship issues in the group. 

A comparison of the experimental groups on these same variables 

showed that subjects receiving positive feedback perceived their co-

members and groups more positively than did subjects receiving negative 

feedback. There were no differences between subjects who had received 

positive feedback and those who had received negative feedback in pro-

portions of speculative and confrontational statements during the free 

periods following feedback, but those who received negative feedback 

showed a greater proportion of their statements focussed on interrela-

tionship and personal issues. 

Freeland (1973) attempted to devise content categories to quantify 

verbal feedback statements, to examine the incidence of feedback as it 
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occurs naturally in encounter groups, and to examine the relationship 

between amount of feedback directed towards individuals in a group and 

changes in their percepti-0ns of themselves and others in the group. In 

his study, graduate students took part in marathon encounter groups and 

random fifteen minute segments of the group process were recorded. 

Raters defined units of speech within each segment, noted to whom each 

unit was directed, and later categorized the units into one of three 

categories. The independent variable was the number of statements of 

each type received by each group member, while the dependent variables 

were measured by subjects' ratings of self-perceived actual and ideal 

behavior, others' perceptions of each person's actual behavior, and 

the perception of the relationship offered by other group members. 

Ratings on the dependent variables were done before the group met and 

again at the end of the encounter group experience. 

The number of units of each type of speech was used as the inde-

pendent variable. Type I speech was that which was directed from one 

group member to another, was about the person addressed, or gave direc-

tions to the person being addressed, or contained a statement about the 

speaker's own subjective response to the person addressed, specifying 

what the speaker wanted to do, how he or she felt, and/or his evalua-

tion of the behavior of the person addressed. Type II feedback included 

verbal statements from one member to another containing both a descrip-

tion of a behavior of the person addressed and the subjective response 

of the speaker to that behavior (Dyer's descriptive impact feedback). 

Type N included all other statements from one member to another. 
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The results did not support any relationships between the type of 

feedback received and perceptual changes along the dimensions which 

were rated. Rather the strongest relationship was found between pre-

and post-test measures regardless of the type of feedback subjects had 

received. In addition, Freeland found a very low incidence of Type II 

(descriptive impact) feedback. 

Cusella (1978) assigned college students the task of finding words 

in a puzzle. The independent variable in this study was the variety of 

feedback subjects received following the task. Feedback varied along 

three dimensions: the competence of the experimenter presenting the 

feedback was portrayed as either high or low, the feedback was either 

positive or neutral, and the feedback either referred to the subject 1 s 

task behavior or to the subject as a person. Following receipt of the 

feedback subjects had a period of free time in which, unknown to them, 

the amount of time spent continuing with the task was observed. They 

then completed two satisfaction questionnaires. Thus, this study 

evaluated the effects of various feedback dimensions on intrinsic moti-

vation as measured by the questionnaires and by the subject 1 s tendency 

to continue with the task in a free period. 

Results showed that on the questionnaire measures, subjects receiv-

ing feedback from a high competence source showed more intrinsic moti-

vation than subjects receiving feedback_from a low competence source. 

On the time measure, however, there were no differences on this dimension. 

None of the three measures indicated differences between subjects 

receiving behavioral versus personal feedback. Neither was the hypo-

thesis that subjects receiving positive feedback would show more intrin-

sic motivation than those receiving neutral feedback supported. 
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The time measure, but not the questionnaires, indicated that feed-

back valence and competence of source interacted such that the highest 

intrinsic motivation was shown by subjects who had received favorable 

feedback from a competent source. None of the three measures showed, 

as had been hypothesized, that positive, task-oriented feedback led to 

greater intrinsic motivation. Neither was it found, as had been ex-

pected, that the greatest motivation would be found when positive, task-

oriented feedback was presented by a highly competent source. 

Cravens and Worchel (1975) performed an experiment designed to test 

the effects of differing types of negative interpersonal feedback. Sub-

jects in their study each read four vignettes depicting client-counselor 

interactions. In each vignette the counselor responded to the client's 

presentation of a problem with either a reflective response or with 

evaluative, direct descriptive impact, or interactive negative feedback. 

In using a reflective response, the counselor summarized the client's 

statements. In using interactive feedback, the counselor accepted 

partial responsibility for his or her emotional reaction to the feed-

back. For example, the counselor might say, 11 I don't know what it is, 

but something about me makes me feel very annoyed when I hear you com-

plaining all the time. 11 Evaluative and direct descriptive impact feed-

back are two of the types of feedback categorized by Dyer (1972). 

After reading each vignette, each subject noted what his or her 

reaction to the counselor's response would have been had he or she been 

the client. The immediate reactions of the subjects to the responses 

were rated by means of seven bipolar scales: anxious-confident, uncom-

fortable-comfortable, tense-relaxed, rejected-accepted, angry-calm, 
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cold-warm, and distrust-trust. For each pair of adjectives it was found 

that the ratings for the reflective strategy were significantly higher 

than the ratings of the three feedback strategies. The three feedback 

strategies were not found to differ significantly from each other on 

either the rejected-accepted nor the calm-angry dimensions. On each 

of the other five dimensions, however, direct evaluative feedback was 

found to be rated significantly higher than the interactive feedback, 

with the direct descriptive impact feedback rated more positively than 

interactive feedback but less positively than direct evaluative feed-

back and not significantly different from either. 

Subjects also responded to four questions regarding their reactions 

to the responses. They were asked to rate the helpfulness of the coun-

selor, to indicate their willingness to see the counselor if they had 

a problem, their willingness to confide deep personal problems to the 

counselor, and their feelings regarding the counselor's ability to 

understand the problems he or she had been presented. Results again 

indicated that for all four questions students responded significantly 

more positively to the reflective strategy than to any of the feedback 

strategies, and both the evaluative and the descriptive impact feedback 

types received more positive ratings than did the interactive feedback. 

In addition to the above measures, subjects also role-played the 

clients by writing what their responses to the counselors' remarks 

would have been. These responses were then rated for hostility, 

defiance/rejection, dependence, and independence. A majority of the 

responses did not fall in any of the above categories, but the results 
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indicated that the largest proportion of hostile, defiant, rejecting, 

and independent responses were made by subjects in the interactive and 

descriptive impact conditions. On the other hand, the most dependent 

responses were made by subjects in the reflective condition. 

It had been hypothesized that defensiveness would occur most 

readily in the evaluative condition, followed by decreasing amounts 

of defensiveness in the descriptive impact, interactive, and reflective 

conditions, respectively. Results partially supported these hypotheses 

in that on the first two types of measures the reflective responses 

were rated more positively than any of the negative feedback responses. 

Additionally, on the third measure the reflective strategy resulted in 

less hostility, defiance, and rejection than did any of the three feed-

back strategies. On the other hand, the interactive feedback, which 

had been expected to arouse less defensiveness than the other two types 

of feedback, received the most negative ratings on the first two types 

of measures and resulted in the largest proportion of defiant, hostile, 

and rejection responses. While this result may be due to the perceived 

inappropriateness of self-disclosure by a high-status person to a low-

status person, which was noted by Simonson (1973), additional experi-

mentation with peers is necessary to further understand these results. 

Summarizing this third body of literature, it may be concluded that 

different types of interpersonal feedback do have different effects on 

ratings of credibility and impact of the feedback and on ratings of 

group cohesiveness for the groups in which the feedback was given 

(Jacobs et al., 1974; Jacobs, 1977; Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, & Caviar, 
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1973; Leblang, 1975). Comparisons of types of feedback along other 

dimensions, however, failed to produce reliable differences. Morocco 

(1978) found no differences between the effects of descriptive and 

impact feedback on state anxiety, self-confidence ratings, and task 

performance. Kenkel (1978) found no differences between the perceived 

accuracy of descriptive and evaluative feedback. Epperson (1979) com-

pared descriptive, evaluative, and impact feedback and found no reliable 

differences in either ratings of discrepancy between the feedback and 

the recipient's self-concept, ratings of usefulness of the feedback, 

and type of discussion held after receiving the feedback. Freeland 

(1973) compared descriptive-impact with other forms of feedback but 

found no differences in the effect type of feedback had on either changes 

in self-perception or on the subjects' view of relationship possibilities. 

Cusella (1978) found no differences between descriptive and evaluative 

feedback on several measures of intrinsic motivation. Cravens and 

Worchel (1975) found differences between the three types of feedback 

and reflective responses, but no significant differences between 

descriptive-impact and evaluative feedback types on ratings of emotional 

responses. 

Most of the above studies dealt with the feelings and cognitions 

aroused by the various types of feedback. While this is useful informa-

tion, of additional interest are the overt responses made by individuals 

as a result of the various types of feedback. Four of the above studies 

used such measures. Dependent variables in these studies included task 

performance (Morocco, 1978), type of discussion (Epperson, 1979), con-

tinued performance on a task (Cusella, 1978), and content of responses 
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to feedback in terms of hostility, defiance, rejection, dependence, and 

independence (Cravens & Worchel, 1975). 

The Current Study 

The current study examined both behavioral and emotional responses 

to three types of interpersonal feedback classified by Dyer (1972). Un-

like most of the studies reviewed, only negative feedback was used. Un-

like Cravens and Worchel 1 s (1975) work and Kenkel 1 s (1978) study, in 

which only negative feedback was used, subjects in the current study 

ostensibly received their feedback from peers and subjects in the 

current study were not playing a role. 

Perhaps the most notable difference between methodology in the 

current study, compared to previous experiments comparing types of 

feedback, is that the intent of the negative feedback in this study 

was to change behavior rather than to allow for measurement of atti-

tudes following feedback. Miles (1958) found that negative feedback 

was more effective than either positive or neutral feedback in inducing 

behavior change. Yet no previously published studies have compared the 

behavior which results from different types of negative interpersonal 

feedback when all the types of feedback indirectly ask for the same 

behavior change. 



Current Research Question 

As noted in the introduction, a number of theorists have proposed 

that non-evaluative feedback is more likely to lead to desired behavior 

and that it arouses less defensiveness than evaluative feedback (Gibb, 

1965; Rogers, 1961). Perhaps the major reason that research on the 

effects of different types of interpersonal feedback has lagged so far 

behind the theory is that the theory is difficult to test. In general 

it requires controlling feedback of the various types. Such feedback 

is difficult to structure before the experiment because it must be 

relevant to the behavior of the recipient, and it is difficult to know 

what that behavior will be before it occurs. 

In this study subjects were asked to write about themselves so that 

another subject could get to know them. An assumption was made that most 

subjects would report biographical, non-intimate data. Thus, negative 

feedback referring to the subject's lack of openness was expected to be 

appropriate. For each type of feedback used, the comment made to the 

subjects referred to the fact that they initially disclosed little about 

themselves. 

Three types of negative interpersonal feedback were presented to 

subjects and several measures of defensiveness were taken. Negative 

feedback types used were descriptive, descriptive-impact, and evaluative, 

and the four groups in the study were designated as Descriptive, Descrip-

tive-Impact, Evaluative, and Control conditions. Subjects were placed 

in an experimental situation in which they believed they were exchanging 

50 
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information about themselves with another subject. In reality, however, 

each subject received bogus information about his or her partner. Follow-

ing the receipt of the bogus information, subjects received bogus feed-

back on the information which they had sent to their partners. Subjects 

in the Control condition received no feedback. Subjects in the Evaluative 

condition received a negative evaluative statement about themselves indi-

cating that they are not open individuals. Subjects in the Descriptive 

condition received a negative descriptive corrment about the fact that 

they did not reveal much information about themselves. Subjects in the 

Descriptive-Impact condition received the same comment as subjects in 

the third condition, but the comment also contained a statement about 

the effect the subject's written behavior had on the person who received 

it. In the three conditions in which negative interpersonal feedback 

was given, subjects received, in effect, a request to change their 

written behavior and to disclose more about themselves. The bogus-

information-bogus-feedback cycle was repeated twice. 

Defensiveness, in response to the negative feedback subjects re-

ceived, was measured in part by subjects' responses to the request for 

more self-disclosure. Defensiveness has been defined by Gibb (1965) 

as behavior occurring when an individual perceives or anticipates threat. 

A defensive individual devotes an appreciable portion of his energy to 

defending himself. Thus, as more energy is expended in defending one-

self, it is expected that less energy will be available for task-

oriented behavior. 

In this study the task in general and the task requested by the 

feedback was one of providing more information about oneself. Thus, it 



52 

was expected that the more defensive an individual, the less energy he 

would devote to providing the information. One aspect of defensiveness 

in general is a tendency toward being less open. Thus, a second reason 

is provided for expecting the most defensive individuals to be the least 

self-disclosing following the receipt of negative feedback. 

Self-disclosure in the study was measured by assessing systematically 

the breadth and depth of written statements. Since a request for further 

information does not specify whether more variety of information or more 

intimate information is desired, both breadth and depth measures were 

used. Defensiveness was also measured by means of questionnaire items 

reflecting the subject's reaction to the feedback source. 

In general it was expected that as defensiveness increased, both 

breadth and depth of self-disclosure would decrease, while negative 

emotional reactions to the source of the feedback would increase. The 

major hypothesis in this study held that evaluative feedback would lead 

to the most defensiveness. Less defensiveness was expected in subjects 

who received descriptive feedback, while still less defensiveness was 

expected in subjects receiving descriptive-impact feedback. 

The expectation that more defensiveness would be aroused in the 

evaluative condition than in the descriptive-impact condition follows 

directly from the theories outlined in the introduction (Gibb, 1965; 

Golembiewski, 1970; Gordon, 1975; Luft, 1969; Rogers, 1961). In addi-

tion, this hypothesis is somewhat supported by evidence from Abulsaad 

(1975), who found a negative correlation between the extent of judg-

mental feedback given to subjects and subsequent self-disclosure. The 
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descriptive condition was expected to arouse less defensiveness than 

the evaluative condition because compared to an evaluative statement, 

a descriptive statement is less judgmental, more verifiable, and unlike 

an evaluative statement, applies to specific behavior rather than to 

the whole person. On the other hand, descriptive statements do not 

reflect the feelings of the speaker. Argyris (1968), Gordon (1975), 

Lakin (1972), and Rogers (1961) have indicated that such statements of 

feelings by the feedback source place the responsibility for evaluating 

the behavior on the recipient, thus making him less defensive. Thus, 

the descriptive-impact feedback was expected to arouse the least amount 

of defensiveness when feedback was given. 

Even less defensiveness, however, was expected in the control condi-

tion in which subjects received no negative feedback. However, these 

control subjects also did not receive an impetus to produce more in-

formation about themselves. Thus, where self-disclosure measures of 

defensiveness were used, no predictions regarding this group were made. 

On the other hand, where the subject's emotional reaction to the source 

of feedback was used as the measure of defensiveness, the control group 

was expected to have a less negative emotional reaction and thus to 

serve as a baseline condition for amount of defensiveness. 

As noted in the previous section, numerous studies have not found 

significant differences in comparing the effects of various types of 

feedback. However, the results of those studies do not lend themselves 

to predictions about the results of the current experiment. Several 

methodological differences exist between this study and the ones cited 
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earlier, namely, that this study used subjects in a non-role playing 

paradigm, used peers as the source of the feedback, used self-disclosure 

as the behavioral measure, and used negative feedback of three types, 

all of which requested the same behavior change in subjects. 



Method 

Subjects 

Subjects were 40 males and 40 females recruited from the introductory 

psychology courses at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. 

For participating in the experiment each subject received credit to 

improve his course grade. Subjects were asked to sign up only for 

experimental sessions in which they knew no one else in the group, thus 

none of the subjects within each session were previously acquainted. 

Within each session all subjects were of the same sex, and each subject 

had a partner of the same sex. 

Fourteen subjects who participated in the study were not used in the 

data analysis. Seven subjects were eliminated as a result of their re-

sponses at the end of the experiment to questionnaire items which were 

designed to detect suspiciousness and based on a discussion with the 

experimenter at the end to further determine the point at which they 

became suspicious and the extent of their suspiciousness. The seven 

subjects included three males in the Evaluative condition, three males 

in the Descriptive-impact condition, and one female in the Evaluative 

condition, all of whom were suspicious upon receiving either the first 

bogus feedback or the second bogus passage. Thus, these seven subjects 

were eliminated because it was felt that their suspiciousness may have 

influenced their responses. In addition, one male in the Evaluative 

condition left before completing the experiment. Another male was 

interrupted when his partner announced his suspicions during the 

55 
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experiment. Four males and one female subject were eliminated due to 

errors made by the experimenter in passing out the bogus passages and 

feedback to subjects. 

Setting and Apparatus 

The experiment was conducted in a room equipped with six booths as 

depicted in Figure 1. Each booth was open at the back, allowing subjects 

to enter, but closed on the front and two sides so that subjects could 

not see either the experimenter nor other subjects once seated in the 

booth. The front of each booth had a slot through which subjects and 

the experimenter passed written material. Each booth had a chair, pens 

and paper, and a writing space approximately 20 11 deep and 30 11 wide. 

Three adjacent booths on one side of the room were separated from the 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

three booths facing them by an aisle which was used by the experimenter 

to collect and distribute the written material. 

Randomization of Subjects 

From the 40 male and 40 female subjects, ten of each sex were 

randomly assigned to each of the four experimental conditions. Subjects 

were run in pairs with either two, four, or six subjects participating 

at each session. The number of subject-pairs per session was determined 

by availability of subjects and this factor was not treated as an inde-

pendent variable. When only two subjects (one pair) were run at a 

session, two feedback conditions were represented. For a four-subject 

session, each of the four feedback conditions was represented. For a 
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Figure 1. Booth arrangement used in experiment. 
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six-subject session, two conditions were represented twice while two 

conditions were represented once each. 

A randomization scheme for assigning conditions was derived for the 

presence of two subjects; a second randomization scheme was derived for 

four subjects, and a third scheme was derived for six subjects. When it 

was determined how many subjects would participate in a session, the 

appropriate randomization scheme was used. Assignment of subjects to 

conditions was also done randomly. The first subject in the room was 

assigned to the first condition in the randomization list used, the 

second subject was assigned to the second condition listed, and so on. 

When all the necessary subjects had been assigned to a condition, 

subjects were assigned to other conditions in order to provide the 

necessary number of subjects. However, the next remaining randomization 

on the list which contained the desired conditions was used, permitting 

subjects to still be randomly assigned to the remaining conditions. For 

example, if nine female subjects had been run in each of two conditions, 

ten female subjects had been run in the other two conditions, and two 

female subjects arrived for the experiment, these two subjects would 

necessarily have been assigned to the two conditions needing subjects. 

However, the randomization list for two subjects would still have been 

used, and the order in which the two needed conditions were next found 

together on the list would have determined to which of the two conditions 

each subject was assigned. 

Procedure 

As each subject came into the room, he or she was introduced to his 

or her partner face-to-face, told his partner's first name, and then 
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seated in a booth across from his partner. When all subjects for that 

portion of the experiment were seated, the experimenter read the follow-

ing instructions: 

This is an experiment in non-visual impression formation. 
I am interested in how people form impressions of other people 
and how we get to know each other, just based on the informa-
tion we have about each other. In this study (each of) you 
will have a partner--the person who is sitting in the booth 
across from you. You will have an opportunity to get to 
know your partner and he'll (or she'll) have an opportunity 
to get to know you. The major way you'll learn about each 
other is by reading what your partner has written about him-
self (or herself). So basically what you'll be required to 
do in this study is to write about yourself and later fill 
out some questionnaires about the impressions you've found. 

Right now I'd like each of you to sign one of these 
consent forms. Basically it says that you've been told what 
you'll be doing and that you're voluntarily participating in 
this experiment. Just pass them back when you've finished. 

Consent forms were pased to subjects through the slot in each booth. 

After subjects signed the consent forms and these were collected, further 

instructions were given: 

Each of you has a pen and some paper in front of you. 
For the first part of the study, I'd like you to write what-
ever you'd like to let your partner know about you and who you 
are. After that we'll exchange papers, you'll be able to 
exchange further communications with your partner, and I'll 
have some questions for you to answer. But I'll tell you more 
about each of those steps as we get to them. Right now you 
each have ten minutes to write about yourself. I'll tell you 
when you have about a minute left to finish writing. When you 
finish, please pass your paper out to me through the slot so I 
can give it to your partner when everyone (or you both) have 
finished writing. (Also when you're finished with the differ-
ent parts of this study, others may still be working, so I'd 
appreciate it if you don't talk to each other.) Are there any 
questions? 

After subjects finished writing, the experimenter collected their 

passages and acted as if she were transferring them to the subject's 
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partner. Subjects who had not finished before the ten minutes passed 

were told at the end of the time period to finish the sentence they were 

currently writing, after which their papers were collected. Subjects 

were then told: 

OK. (I think) you've all (or both) finished writing now. 
Now you'll have four minutes to read what your partner has 
written about himself (or herself) and to make any comments 
you wish to make about what he (or she) has written. Please 
make your corrnnents on a clean sheet of paper. In making your 
comments you might want to do such things as react to what your 
partner has written or evaluate what he (or she) has said. 
Because I'd like your impressions to be based on what informa-
tion your partner gives you spontaneously, however, your 
comments should not be in the form of questions. If you 
don't feel you have any comments to make, just say that you 
have nothing to say or 'No comment' or something like that. 
After you've finished, I'll collect your corrnnents and the 
paper your partner has written which I'll give you now. 
Then I'll give your corrnnents to your partner. Any questions? 

All subjects were then given the same passage to read, which osten-

sibly had been written by their partner. The passage was designed to be 

fairly self-disclosing in order to provide an incentive for subjects to 

self-disclose. The passage, like others given to subjects later in the 

experiment, was handwritten and contained several spelling errors and 

crosscuts to make it look realistic. Its contents were as follows: 

I'm a freshman here and like it pretty well. Even though 
I'm from a fairly large high school, Tech seemed like a really 
big place to me at first. But now I think I'm getting used to 
being with so many other students and to living in a dorm. 

I'm majoring in psychology and hope when I graduate I'll 
be able to find a job related to that or go to graduate school. 
But I'm not really sure right now about what I'll do then. This 
quarter I'm taking biology, psych, math, German, and English. 
So far I don't find the courses that much harder than in high 
school except that I have to plan my time better. 

I guess the one problem I have here is that I'm shy. I 
wish I wasn't like that because sometimes it keeps me from 
getting to meet other people. I guess I wish I had more close 
friends here so I wouldn't feel lonesome as much as I do. 
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My family lives in Roanoke and I had a job there at McDonalds 
during the summer and last year when I was in school. I have a 
brother in high school and a sister who is a senior here. But 
I don't get to see her much because she lives way off campus and 
I usually stay around here. I like to swim and play tennis and 
listen to the Eagles. 

After subjects read the above passage and made their comments, the 

experimenter collected them and acted as if she were transferring them 

to each subject's partner. When four minutes had passed or when everyone 

had finished writing, the experimenter announced: 

OK. You've all (or both) finished. Now I'd like you to 
read your partner's comments. Then you'll have ten more minutes 
to write to him (or her). You may wish to respond to his or her 
comment or you might want to talk more about yourself. Either 
is OK. Any questions? 

Subjects were then given either no feedback or one of three types 

of negative feedback, allegedly written by each subject's partner. One-

fourth of the subjects of each sex received each of the following 

comments: 

Control subjects (C) received a statement reading, 11 I don't have 

anything to say about what you wrote. 11 

Evaluative subjects (E) received a negative evaluation reading, 
11 You don't seem to be a very open person." 

Descriptive subjects (D) each received a negative statement about 

his or her written behavior reading, "What you said really didn't tell 

me very much about yourself." 

Descriptive-impact subjects (DI) each received a negative statement 

about his or her written behavior and its impact on the person who re-

ceived it. The feedback statement read, 11 What you said really didn't 

tell me very much about yourself. When you come across that way, I 

feel sort of hesitant about telling much about myself." 
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After the subjects read the feedback and responded to it during the 

ten minute period, the experimenter collected the papers as before, 

ostensibly to prepare to transfer them to each subject's partner. She 

then announced: 

Before you read what your partner has written this time 
and before you forget what he (or she) wrote in the other 
messages you received, I'd like to get some information about 
the impressions you have formed plus some other data. I'm 
going to give you some questions to answer and I want you to 
know that there's no way your partner will be able to see your 
answers. In fact I'll be the only one to see them and I don't 
know any (or either) of you. I want you to know that the 
information you give me will be kept completely confidential. 
This is the information I need for the study, so I hope you'll 
be as honest as you can in answering the questions. Just pass 
them back when you've finished. 

Subjects were then given Questionnaire 1, shown in Appendix A. 

After subjects completed Questionnaire l and returned them to the 

experimenter, the following instructions were given: 

OK. Now in that questionnaire you were asked to rate your 
partner and things like how well you like each other. Now I'm 
going to give you another questionnaire on which you'll be asked 
to rate the comment or comments you received from your partner. 
Remember to just rate the comments--not the initial paragraphs 
your partner wrote. You'll find that some of these ratings 
directly apply to the comments you got while some don't. 
That's because different people make different kinds of 
cormnents and in the questionnaire we've tried to cover all 
of the possibilities. But even if you feel some of the 
ratings don't apply, I'd like you to answer it anyway. That 
is, don't skip any items. Again I'll be the only one to see 
your ratings. Just hand them back when you've finished. 

Subjects were then given Questionnaire 2, shown in Appendix B, which 

served in part as a manipulation check in the study. After subjects 

completed it and returned it to the experimenter, they were told: 

OK. Now I'll give you the passage your partner wrote before 
we had the questionnaires. You'll again have four minutes to 
read what your partner has written and to make any comments 
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you'd like to him (or her). As before, no questions are allowed 
and if you have no comment, just write 'no comment' or something 
like that and give it to me. I'll collect both your comments 
and your partner's statements when you've finished, just like 
before. 

The second bogus passage, reading as follows, was then given to 

subjects: 

I think I said I like music, but I usually don't go to the 
concerts. I guess I feel I can hear more on records. But I 
did go with some friends to a Linda Ronstadt concert last 
summer. That was in August and we drove to Greensboro. We 
had a good time. It really was worth the money. Maybe I'll 
go to a few concerts here later on. 

It's really hard to know right now what I like to do or 
what I want to do for the rest of this year. I'm pretty 
independent. I like to decide what I'm going to do and then 
do it. I mean I try not to care too much what anyone else will 
think of me. But I guess deep down I know that what others 
think is really important to me. So if someone doesn't like 
me, it hurts alot. 

I guess everyone likes me all right but I wouldn't say I'm 
popular. So far I pretty much like everyone I've met in the 
dorm. Well once in a while I find people I don't really care 
for too much. 

My hand is tired. 

After the subjects read the second bogus passage and made their 

comments, the experimenter appeared to exchange the papers as before, 

but she actually gave subjects a second set of bogus feedback comments 

and announced: 

OK. Just like before I'd like you to read your partner's 
conrnents and then take ten minutes to write back to him (or her). 
As before you may wish to respond to his (or her) comments or 
you might want to talk more about yourself. 

Each subject then received the same type of comment as he received 

before as follows: 
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Control subjects (C) received the following statement: 11 I still 

don't have anything to say. 11 

Evaluative subjects (E) received the following negative evaluation: 

"You seem like the kind of person who doesn't like others to know who 

you really are. 11 

Descriptive subjects (D) each received the following negative state-

ment about his (or her) written behavior: 11 I still think you didn't tell 

me very much about your real self. 11 

Descriptive-impact subjects (DI) each received the following nega-

tive statement about his/her written behavior and its impact on the 

person who received it: 11 I still think you didn't tell me very much 

about your real self and it upsets me because I feel I've told you a lot 

about myself. 11 

After the subjects read this second feedback and responded to it 

during the ten minute period, the experimenter collected the papers as 

before, supposedly to transfer them to each subject's partner. She then 

announced: 

Again I'd like you to fill out some questionnaires before 
you read what your partner has written. You'll probably notice 
that this questionnaire is the same as the first one. But I'd 
like you to answer this one based on what you feel right now, 
not based on what you remember writing before. But as before, 
your responses will remain anonymous. 

Subjects were then given Questionnaire l which they completed and 

returned to the experimenter. She then announced: 

OK. Now I'm going to give you another questionnaire that 
you'll notice is just like the second one you had. This time 
I'd like you to rate the second set of comments you received 
from your partner--just the comments, not the paragraphs your 
partner may have written about himself/herself. Again you may 
find that some of the ratings won't apply, but I'd like you to 
do them all as best you can. No one will see your ratings but 
me. Please hand them back when you've finished. 
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Questionnaire 2 was then given to subjects, completed, returned, and 

the following instructions were given: 

OK. Here's the last passage your partner wrote. I'll give 
you a minute or so to read it but you won't have to make any 
corrunents about it this time. Just hand it back when you've 
finished. 

Subjects were then given the following passage to read: 

This is the second psych experiment I've been in. Not a 
bad way to earn some extra points, but I hope it counts enough 
to raise my grade in the end. I'm going to try to do as many 
as I can. 

Going to school tends to freak me out at times. I probably 
worry more than I have to, but tests really scare me. Especially 
when I have a couple coming up in one week. Like now. If I 
study a lot or don't study at all I always feel the same way 
when I go in--like I don't know anything. That's the way it 
was in high school too. 

One thing I'm really worried about now is a paper I have 
due in English next week. We have to compare the style of 2 
different authors and discuss how the styles contribute to the 
information the authors present. Got me! I mean I really don't 
have the foggiest notion of what that assignment is even about. 
I sure couldn't make it as an English major. 

Subjects were given time to read the passage, it was collected, and 

the following instructions were given: 

I'd like to find out how you're feeling about this study 
right now so I'd appreciate it if you could answer a few more 
questions before we continue. Hand it back when you've finished. 

Subjects were then given Questionnaie 3, shown in Appendix C, a 

suspicion check and personal data form. When everyone had turned in 

this final questionnaire, subjects were told that the experiment was 

over but that the experimenter would like to talk to all of them 

together before they left. Subjects were then told the real purpose 

of the study and deceptions used in the study were explained. Subjects 
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who evidenced suspicion, either then or on Questionnaire 3, were ques-

tioned more fully to determine if they had guessed about the deceptions 

or felt they really knew, to learn when they first felt suspicious, and 

to learn if their suspicion had been prompted by Questionnaire 3 or if 

they had known before. Subjects were asked not to tell anyone else 

about the experiment with an explanation that the time they had spent 

on it would not be worthwhile if future subjects did not enter with 

the same degree of naivete which they had had. Subjects then signed 

a second consent form permitting the experimenter to use all of the 

data collected in the study. They also signed a form allowing them to 

receive credit for the experiment and wrote their names on papers they 

had written. 

To reiterate, the consecutive steps in the study were as follows: 

1. Subjects received instructions. 

2. Subjects wrote paragraphs about themselves (Pl). 

· 3. Subjects read first bogus paragraphs. 

4. Subjects wrote first feedback--responding to first bogus 

paragraphs (FBl). 

5. Subjects read bogus feedback--first manipulation of the 

independent variable. 

6. Subjects wrote second paragraphs about themselves (P2). 

7. Subjects completed Questionnaire lA. 

8. Subjects completed Questionnaire 2A. 

9. Subjects read second bogus paragraphs. 

10. Subjects wrote second feedback--responding to second bogus 

paragraphs (FB2). 
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11. Subjects read second bogus feedback--second manipulation of 

the independent variable. 

12. Subjects wrote third paragraphs about themselves (P3). 

13. Subjects completed Questionnaire 18. 

14. Subjects completed Questionnaire 28. 

15. Subjects read final bogus paragraphs. 

16. Subject completed Questionnaire 3. 

17. Debriefing. 



Dependent Variables 

Dependent measures were compared across the four feedback conditions, 

two sexes, and designated time periods at which measures were made. Mea-

sures of self-disclosure were based on the passages (Pl, P2, and P3) 

written by each subject in response to the instructions and feedback 

he or she received, and on the two feedback statements or comments (FBl 

and FB2) given by each subject. Some questionnaire items assessed emo-

tional reactions to the feedback source, while other items served as 

manipulation checks to ascertain how subjects perceived the various 

experimental conditions. 

Depth of Self-Disclosure 

Depth of self-disclosure was measured by rating each passage and 

feedback statement for the highest level of disclosure found in it. 

The Depth of Self-Disclosure Rating Scale, found in Appendix D, was 

used by two raters to score the paragraphs written by subjects for Pl, 

P2, P3, FBl, and FB2. This rating scale was the fourth one designed by 

the experimenter since for the first three scales attempted, interrater 

reliability proved too low to make the scales useful instruments. In 

each case, after the reliability was found to be low, the rating scale 

was modified and the passages re-rated. In each case raters were the 

experimenter and another psychology graduate student. While the experi-

menter rated each passage several times, at least two months passed 

between subsequent ratings. Thus, the experimenter, while recognizing 

some passages as ones she had read before, no longer recalled prior 

ratings. 

68 
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The experimenter and a 26-year-old black male graduate student in 

social psychology served as raters using the final Depth of Self-Disclo-

sure Rating Scale. This second rater had not served as a rater with any 

of the previously-attempted scales. As training, each rater scored 59 

practice passages which had been obtained from pilot subjects and from 

subjects eliminated from the study. After rating each practice passage, 

the raters discussed discrepanices and methods of judgment before going 

to the next passage. Training took approximately four hours. 

Raters were blind to the identity, sex, and experimental condition 

of subjects except for the information subjects put in the passages. In 

all cases names of subjects were deleted. To avoid both fatigue and 

practice effects during the ratings, one rater rated subjects 1 through 

80 in that order while the second rater rated subjects 41 through 80 

followed by subjects l through 40. 

Interrater 1eliability was obtained via Pearson product moment 

correlations, and the reliabilities for each passage are shown in 

Table l. Because the interrater reliabilities were not high, a sum of 

the scores of both raters was used in the analyses. This averaged score 

has a slightly higher reliability than that of either rater taken indi-

vidually. This reliability for the averaged score for each passage 

was obtained via the Spearman-Brown formula and is also shown in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

While other experimenters have found somewhat higher interrater 

reliabilities using similar scales (Burhenne & Mirels, 1970, found .72 
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Table 1 

Reliability of Depth of Self-Disclosure 

Interrater Reliability Reliability of 
Passage Pearson r Averaged Ratingsa 

Pl .63 • 77 

FBl .79 .88 

P2 .68 .81 

FB2 .78 .87 

P3 .66 .80 

aBased on the Spearman-Brown formula: r - (2r )/(1 + r · av - raters raters). 
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to .85; Cravens, 1975, found .86; Pedersen & Breglio, 1968, found .83; 

Post, Wittmaier, & Radin, 1975, found .75), none rated passages with as 

much variability in information. Passages in this study included feed-

back and direct comments to partners. Passages in other studies were 

generally limited to specific topics, thus allowing finely-tuned rating 

scales covering only those topics. It is noteworthy that the Depth of 

Self-Disclosure Rating Scale used in the current study was adapted from 

a scale by Chaikin, Derlega, Bayma, and Shaw (1975) who found an inter-

rater reliability of .65. 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure 

Breadth of self-disclosure was measured by the number of items of 

information given in each passage. The Breadth of Self-Disclosure Rating 

Scale, found in Appendix E, was used by two raters to score paragraphs 

written by subjects for Pl, P2, P3, FBl, and FB2. One rater was the 

experimenter while the second rater was a 27-year-old white male who 

had done some graduate work in counseling psychology and who had some 

previous experience with experimental designs. Training for the second 

rater consisted of allowing him to read the scale, ask questions of the 

experimenter about it, and rate ten practice passages also rated by the 

experimenter. Discrepancies in rating technique were discussed and 

resolved after the ten passages were rated. 

Ratings were done many months after the experiment was run and 

both raters were blind to the identity, sex, and experimental condi-

tion of subjects except for information contained in the passage. Names 

of subjects were deleted before ratings were made. To avoid fatigue 
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and practice effects while rating, one rater rated subjects 20 through 

80 followed by subjects 1 through 19 in that order, while the second 

rater rated subjects 60 through 80 followed by subjects 1 through 59. 

Interrater reliabilities were found by two methods. Percentage of 

agreement was determined by the following formula: 

percentage of agreement between raters = (number of items agreed on by 

raters)/[(number of items agreed on) +(number of items disagreed on)]. 

In addition to percentage of agreement, Pearson product moment 

correlations were used to find interrater reliabilities. The scores 

used in the data analyses were averages of the scores of both raters, 

and the reliability for the averaged score for each passage was obtained 

via the Spearman-Brown formula. Table 2 shows the percentage of agree-

ment, Pearson correlations, and the reliability of the averaged data. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

Questionnaire Items 

Each questionnaire item required subjects to rate their partner or 

his comments on an eight-point bipolar dimension. For some items the 

most socially desirable end of the dimension was at the left side of 

the questionnaire while for others the socially desirable end was on 

the right. Before any statistical analyses of these items was under-

taken, some items were reversed so that for each item the least socially 

desirable end of the dimension was rated eight. 

The questionnaires consisted of 29 items, each presented twice, 

for a total of 58 items presented to all 80 subjects. Six subjects 
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Table 2 

Reliability of Breadth of Self-Disclosure 

Percentage of Agreement Interrater Reliability Reliability of 
Passa9e Between Raters Pearson r Averaged Ratingsa 

Pl 82 .92 .96 

FBl 69 .83 . 91 

P2 77 . 92 .96 

FB2 77 .88 .94 

P3 79 .96 .98 

aBased on the Spearman-Brown formula: r - (2r )/(1 + r · av - raters raters). 
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each omitted one item and one subject omitted three items. Thus, a 

total of nine items were unanswered. There were ten subjects per cell 

in the 2 (Sex) x 4 (Conditions) factorial; and where items were omitted, 

only one subject in each cell omitted the item. The average rating for 

the item based on the judgments of the other nine subjects in the cell 

was used as the judgment for the subject who omitted the item. 

Items on the questionnaires were of two types. Some items were 

designed to check the manipulation and see if subjects in the different 

experimental conditions perceived the conditions differently. There 

were eleven such items, each presented twice, once after the first 

manipulation of the independent variable and once after the second 

manipulation. 

Items of the second type on the questionnaires were those reflect-

ing the emotional reactions subjects had to their partners or to the 

feedback they received from them. There were 18 such items, listed 

in Table 3, each presented twice, and it seemed likely that the items 

might be related by some underlying factors. Thus, two factor analyses 

were run on these items, one for each administration of the question-' 

naire items, to detennine if a smaller number of underlying factors 

Insert Table 3 about here 

could be found which would later be used in an analysis of variance 

(ANOVA). 

From the factor analyses those factors with eigenvalues greater 

than 1.00 were selected as significant. Table 4 shows the number of 
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Table 3 

Questionnaire Items Used in Factor Analyses 

Your assessment of your partner (for items Qll through Ql9): 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Qll very helpful 
Ql2 deceitful 
Ql3 closed 
Ql4 judges others well 
Q15 kind 
Ql6 not objective 
Ql7 warm 
Ql8 socially aware 
Ql9 anxious 
QlO How well does your partner like you? 

not helpful 
honest 
open 
a poor judge of others 
cruel 
very objective 
cold 
socially unaware 
calm 

He/she likes me very much. He/she dislikes me very much. 
Qlll To what extent would you like to interact with this partner in 

the future? 
I'd very much dislike I'd very much like to interact 
interacting with him/her with him/her again. 
again. 

Qll2 How well do you like your partner? 

Q21 
023 
Q27 

Q211 
Q212 
Q213 

I like him/her very much. I dislike him/her very much. 
My partner's comments were (for 

clear 
dull 
indicating he/she generally 
agrees with me 
thoughtful 
fair 
indicating he/she is 
similar to me 

items Q21 through Q213): 
unclear 
interesting 
indicating he/she generally 
disagrees with me 
not thoughtful 
unfair 
indicating he/she is not 
similar to me 



76 

such factors and the number of items out of 18 which had a significant 

factor loading of .30 or above. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

Table 4 shows that for both administrations the first factor was 

much more important than all other factors in accounting for the variance. 

From the first presentation, at Time Period 2, 17 items loaded at .30 or 

above on the first factor, while on the second presentation, at Time 

Period 3, all 18 items had loadings of .30 or more. One item, Ql9, 

which loaded significantly at Time Period 3 but not at Time Period 2, 

had a much lower loading (.31) at Time Period 3 than all other items. 

Since this was just barely significant, this item was dropped in further 

computations and the first factor for both time periods was based on the 

scores of the other 17 items. 

For both administrations all items comprising the first factor 

loaded in the same direction, and the underlying dimension seemed to 

be an overall view of one's partner and his or her comments on a 

positive-negative dimension. That is, subjects tended to view their 

partners with somewhat of a halo effect so that if a partner was viewed 

as kind, for example, he was also likely to be seen as warm, likeable, 

interesting, fair, helpful, honest, open, etc. On the other hand, if 

a partner was viewed negatively on an item, for example, if he was seen 

as cruel rather than kind, he was also likely to be seen as deceitful, 

unhelpful, etc. 



77 

Table 4 

Factor Analysis on Questionnaire Items 

Factors with Eigenvalues > 

Presentation of Questionnaire l 2 3 4 5 

First (Time Period 2) 

Eigenvalue 5.55 1.74 1.54 1.32 1.08 

Number of significant 
items 17 6 6 5 7 

Second (Time Period 3} 

Eigenvalue 8.00 l.33 1.27 1.04 

Number of significant 
items 18 6 4 3 



78 

Since the first factors for both administrations of the question-

naires were comprised of identical items, all loading in the same 

direction, the items were treated as comprising one factor, designated 

as Halo Factor, presented twice. For each subject, the Halo Factor 

score used in the ANOVA was based on the 17 items comprising the factor. 

Weighting scores from Time Period 2 were used for both time periods to 

allow a comparison of Halo Factor across presentations of the question-

naire. The value of Halo Factor for each subject was determined by the 

following formulas: 

Halo Factor at Time Period 2 = (Score on Item 1 at Time Period 2) x 

(Weighting Score for Item 1 at Time Period 2) + (Score on Item 2 at 

Time Period Z) x (Weighting Score for Item 2 at Time Period 2) + . . + 

(Score on Item 17 at Time Period 2) x (Weighting Score for Item 17 at 

Time Period 2). 

Halo Factor at Time Period 3 = (Score on Item 1 at Time Period 3) x 

(Weighting Score for Item 1 at Time Period 2) + (Score on Item 2 at 

Time Period 3) x (Weighting Score for Item 2 at Time Period 2) + + 

(Score on Item 17 at Time Period 3) x (Weighting Score for Item 17 at 

Time Period 2). 

For both administrations of the questionnaires, factors beyond the 

first one were not only much less important in accounting for the 

variance, but the description of these other factors was much less 

clear and much more tenuous than the description of Halo Factor. For 

example, the second factor at Time Period 2 was a dimension on which a 

partner who was seen as objective, cruel, and disliking his partner was 
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also seen as one with interesting, clear, and fair comments. At the 

other end of this dimension, a partner seen as not objective, kind, and 

liking his partner was also apt to be viewed as having dull, unclear, 

and unfair comments. Since this and other lesser factors at both time 

periods permitted no clear-cut descriptions, and since they accounted 

for such a small portion of the variance when compared with Halo Factor, 

they were not used in further comparisons and analyses. 



Results 

Correlations Between Manipulation Check Items 

Items from the questionnaires used to determine how subjects per-

ceived the feedback they received are listed in Table 5. Intercorrela-

tions between these items are shown in Tables 6 and 7. On the first 

Insert Tables 5, 6, and 7 about here 

presentation of the questionnaires, the average absolute value of the 

correlations between pairs of manipulation check items was .232, and 

26 of the 55 pairs of items were significantly correlated (.E_s < .05). 

On the second presentation, the average absolute value of the correla-

tions between pairs of manipulation check items was .248, and 27 of 

the 55 pairs were significantly correlated (.E_s < .05). A comparison 

between the intercorrelations at the first presentation and the second 

presentation of items showed that for twelve pairs of items, the abso-

lute value of the change in correlations was greater than .20. For 

six of those pairs of items, the absolute value of the correlations 

increased, while for the other six pairs of items, there was a decrease 

in the absolute value of the correlation. In other words, when there 

was a large change in the correlations between any two items from Time 

Period 2 to Time Period 3, the two items became more highly correlated 

in one half of the cases and less highly correlated in one half of the 

cases. 

80 
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Table 5 

Manipulation Check Items from the Questionnaires 

With Hypothesized Ordering of the Experimental Conditions 

My partner 1 s coll11lents were: 

Item l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Q22 not describing E D describing my 

my behavior c DI behavior 

Q24 negative E D DI c positive 

Q25 not indicating my c D DI indicating my 
partner 1 s reaction E partner's reaction 
to me to me 

Q26 short c E D DI long 

Q28 judgmental about E D DI c not judgmental 
about me about me 

Q29 subjective E c DI D objective 

Q210 inappropriate, E c appropriate, based 
based on the D on the information 
information he/ DI he/she has about me 
she has about me 

Q214 not designed to c D designed to help 
help me E DI me 

Q215 related to what E c D related to my 
he/she thinks of DI behavior in this 
me as a person situation 

Q216 not designed to c DI designed to tell 
tell me more E me more about 
about himself/ D himse 1f/herse1f 
herself 

Q217 designed to tell D E c not designed to 
me what to do DI tell me what to 

do 



Q22 

Q24 

Q25 

Q26 

Q28 

Q29 

Q210 

Q214 

Q215 

Q216 

Q217 

gg Q24 

. 071 

-
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Table 6 

Correlations Between Manipulation Check Items 

On First Presentation of Questionnairea 

Q25 Q26 Q28 ~ ~ Q214 Q215 

.425 .129 -.496 .081 .540 .587 .431 

- .105 .046 .341 .032 .281 .042 .238 

.115 -.472 -.042 .409 .435 .143 

- -.075 .205 . 151 .291 . 167 

- - . 017 -.045 -.374 -.254 

.138 .084 . 129 

.432 .234 

. 181 

aDescription of the items is shown in Table 5. 

Q216 ~ 
.273 -.414 

. 133 . 161 

.313 -.329 

.418 -.082 

.012 .340 

.272 .029 

.374 -.181 

.450 -.399 

. 120 - . 158 

- -.052 



Q22 

Q24 

Q25 

Q26 

Q28 

Q29 

Q210 

Q214 

Q215 

Q216 

Q217 

Q22 Q24 

. 189 
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Table 7 

Correlations Between Manipulation Check Items 

On Second Presentation of Questionnairea 

Q25 Q26 Q28 Q29 Q210 Q214 Q215 

.450 .218 -.382 .371 .253 .379 .573 

.009 .386 .168 .269 .546 .315 .213 

.126 -.633 .116 . 193 . 312 . 106 

.059 . 144 . 192 .228 -.011 

Q216 Q217 

.390 -.466 

.433 . 168 

.397 -.352 

.407 .031 

- -.013 -.117 -.217 -.052 -.206 .251 

.308 . 211 .302 .392 -.010 

.450 . 141 .296 .057 

.095 .268 -.422 

. 138 - . 196 

- -.033 

aDescription of the items is shown on Table 5. 
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ANOVAs on Manipulation Check Items 

For each manipulation check item, a 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) x 

2 (Time Periods) ANOVA was run. Hypotheses had been formed for the 

order of the mean ratings of the four conditions on each manipulation 

check item, as shown in Table 5. It was also expected that the differ-

ences between conditions would be greater following the second presenta-

tion. For example, if a partner's comment was seen as subjective, when 

that same type of comment was repeated, it was expected to be perceived 

as even more subjective. 

Because some manipulation check items correlated significantly with 

others, as shown in Tables 6 and 7, and because of the large number of 

items, statistical significance on the ANOVAs was more likely to occur. 

Thus, a .Ol level of significance was set for all analyses of manipula-

tion checks. 

Item Q22 was one on which subjects rated their partner's comments 

on a bipolar scale ranging from descriptive (8.0) to not descriptive 

(1.0) of the subject's behavior. It was hypothesized that Control and 

Evaluative subjects would find the comments they received not descrip-

tive of their behavior, while Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact sub-

jects were expected to rate the comments as descriptive of their 

behavior. The ANOVA showed a significant main effect due to condition, 

F (3, 72) = 10.91, .P. < .Ol. While not significant at the .Ol level, 

there was also a main effect of time period, f. (1, 72) = 3.98, .P. < .05. 

Neither the sex effect nor any of the interactions were significant 

(p_s > .05). A Duncan's multiple range test comparing the four condi-

tions indicated that subjects in the Descriptive-Impact condition viewed 
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their partner 1 s comments as significantly more descriptive of the sub-

jects• behavior than did subjects in the Control condition (..e_s < .01), 

while there were no significant differences between other conditions 

(£.S > .01). The significant results only partially support the hypo-

theses. As shown in Figure 2, contrary to what had been expected, the 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

feedback received by Descriptive subjects was perceived as less descrip-

tive of the subjects• behavior than the feedback received by subjects in 

the Evaluative condition. 

Item Q24 was one on which subjects rated the feedback they received 

on a negative-positive (l.O - 8.0) dimension. It was hypothesized that 

Control subjects would rate the feedback they received as more positive 

than subjects in the other three conditions, but that even Control sub-

jects would see their feedback as neutral (X = 4.5), at best. Of the 

other three conditions, feedback was expected to be viewed as most 

negative by subjects in the Evaluative condition, followed in order 

by the Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact conditions. The ANOVA on 

Q24 indicated that no main effects nor interactions were significant 

at the .01 level, however, at the .05 level there were significant main 

effects due to sex, £.(1, 72) = 4.00, .E. < .05, and due to condition, 

£.(3, 72) = 2.80, .E. < .05. Neither the time period effect nor any inter-

actions were significant (..e_s > .05). Consistent with the hypotheses, 

the most positively-viewed feedback was that received by subjects in 

the Control group, but even these subjects viewed their feedback as 
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more negative than neutral, (X = 3.55). For the other three conditions, 

means were 2.65, 2.63, and 2.43 for the Descriptive, Descriptive-Impact, 

and Evaluative groups, respectively. 

Item Q25 was one on which subjects judged the extent to which their 

partner's conments indicated his or her reaction to the subject. The 

hypotheses for this item held that Control subjects would see the feed-

back they received as "not indicating my partner's reaction to me" (1.0). 

On the other hand, feedback was given to subjects in the other three 

conditions, so it was expected that these subjects would view the 

comments they received as indicating their partner's reaction to them 

(8.0). Further, it was expected that subjects in the Descriptive-Impact 

group would respond most strongly in this direction since the conments 

they received contained explicit statements about the partner's reaction. 

The ANOVA for Q25 revealed a significant main effect of condition, 

f(3, 72) = 18.32, B.. < .001, but no other main effects nor interactions 

were significant (QS > .05). Duncan's multiple range test was used to 

compare the four conditions. As shown in Figure 3, the Descriptive-

Impact subjects most strongly saw the corrments they received as indi-

cating their partner's reaction to them; however, this group (X = 6.23) 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

was not significantly different (£ > .05) from the Evaluative group 

(X = 5.15). Yet the Descriptive-Impact group showed a significant 

difference (Qs < .01) from both the Descriptive and Control groups 

(Xs = 3.23 and 2.40, respectively). The Evaluative group differed 
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from the Descriptive group at the .05 1evel, but this difference was not 

significant at the .01 level. There was a significant difference between 

the Evaluative and Control groups (£ < .01); there was no significant 

difference between the Descriptive and Control groups (£ > .05). 

Generally the results support the hypotheses in that subjects in the 

Control group were found to most strongly view the feedback they received 

as 11 not indicating my partner's reaction to me 11 while subjects in the 

Descriptive-Impact group were most likely to see the feedback they re-

ceived as 11 indicating my partner's reaction to rne. 11 As hypothesized, 

the Descriptive and Evaluative groups fell between the other two groups 

on this dimension. 

Item Q26 was one on which subjects judged the feedback they received 

on a long-short dimension. All the feedback comments given to subjects 

were short, the longest being 27 words. However, the shortest comments 

were given to Control subjects (X = 8.5 11mrds), rnidlength comments were 

given to Evaluative and Descriptive subjects (Xs = 13 and 12 words, 

respectively), and the longest comments were given to Descriptive-Impact 

subjects (X = 26.5 words). Thus, it was hypothesized that subjects in 

the four groups would rate the feedback they received as long (8.0) or 

short (1.0) in accordance with the actual length of the statements. The 

ANOVA for Q26 showed a significant main effect of condition, £.(3, 72) = 
4.31, E. < .01, and a significant Condition x Time Period interaction, 

£.(3, 72) = 5.72, E. < .01. While not significant at the .01 level, the 

Sex x Condition x Time Period interaction, £.(3, 72) = 3.55, was signi-

ficant at the .05 level. Other interactions and main effects were not 

statistically significant (£.S > .05). 
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The Condition x Time Period interaction, shown in Figure 4, was 
/ 

studied via two Duncan's multiple range tests comparing the four condi-

tions at each of the two time periods. Results from these tests showed 

that at Time Period 2, ratings for the Descriptive-Impact condition were 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

significantly higher (E. < .01) than ratings for the other three condi-

tions, which did not differ significantly from each other (E.s > .05). 

Thus, at Time Period 2, subjects in the Descriptive-Impact group viewed 

the corrments they received as longer than subjects in the other three 

conditions perceived the comments they received. At Time Period 3, the 

four groups did not differ significantly (e_s > .05). Since it had been 

expected that the Descriptive-Impact comments would be perceived as 

longer than those of the other three conditions, but that Control 

comments would be seen as the shortest, the results only partially 

support the hypotheses. 

Item Q28 was one on which subjects rated their partner's comments 

as judgmental or not. The hypotheses held that the Evaluative comments 

would be seen as the most judgmental (1.0), followed in order by the 

Descriptive, Descriptive-Impact, and Control conditions. The Control 

comments were expected to be rated as not judgmental (8.0). The ANOVA 

showed a significant condition effect, £.(3,72) = 25.95, .E. < .001. No 

other main effects nor any interactions were statistically significant 

(£.S > .05). Duncan's multiple range test was used to compare the four 

experimental conditions. The test indicated that the Control and 
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Descriptive conditions (Xs = 6.53 and 5.78, respectively), while not 

significantly different from each other (Q. > .05), were significantly 

different from the Descriptive-Impact and Evaluative groups (.E_s < .01). 

The Descriptive-Impact condition (X = 3.00) was not significantly 

different(£> .05) from the Evaluative group (X = 2.93). These results 

are shown in Figure 5, which depicts the fact that the Control and 

Descriptive groups saw the feedback they received as more non-judgmental 

than did subjects in the Descriptive-Impact and Evaluative groups. Thus, 

Insert Figure 5 about here 

the hypotheses were partly supported in that feedback given to Control 

subjects was rated as least judgmental and feedback given to Evaluative 

subjects was one of two groups with the most judgmental rating. 

For Item Q29 subjects rated the feedback they received on a sub-

jective-objective dimension. It was expected that Control subjects 

would view the feedback they received as neutral (4.5), that Evaluative 

subjects would see the feedback they received as more subjective (closer 

to 8.0), with Descriptive subjects perhaps seeing their feedback as more 

objective than subjects in the Descriptive-Impact group. The ANOVA 

showed neither main effects nor interactions significant at the .01 

level. However, at the .05 level there was a significant time period 

effect. £.(1, 72) = 5.52, and a significant Sex x Time Period interaction, 

£.(1, 72) = 4.29. No other effects nor interactions were significant 

(Q.S > .05). 
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A comparison of the means of the four conditions shows that the 

groups viewed the objectivity of the comments they received somewhat 

differently from what had been hypothesized. In the Descriptive-Impact 

condition, the mean rating was 4.5, indicating that these subjects saw 

the feedback they received as neutral, midway between the subjective 

and objective extremes. The means of the other three groups indicate 

that for each of them, the feedback was seen as somewhat objective. 

These means were 4.35, 4.08, and 3.93 for the Control, Descriptive, 

and Evaluative conditions, respectively. 

For Item Q210 subjects were asked to judge whether the feedback 

they received was appropriate (8.0) or inappropriate (1.0), based on 

the information their partners supposedly had about them. It was hypo-

thesized that Evaluative subjects would find the feedback inappropriate 

since the feedback statements they received were based on a judgment 

about their personality for which their partners had no basis. On the 

other hand, subjects in the other three conditions either received no 

feedback or comments about observable behavior. Thus, these three 

groups were expected to rate their feedback as appropriate. The ANOVA 

showed that at the .01 level there were no significant main effects nor 

interactions. However, at the .05 level, the ANOVA revealed significant 

main effects of sex, f.(l, 72) = 4.19; condition, f.(3, 72) = 3.09; and 

time period, f.(l, 72) = 6.24. None of the interactions was significant 

(E_s > .05). Contrary to what had been hypothesized, the means for all 

conditions indicated that subjects viewed the feedback they received as 

somewhat inappropriate. Further, subjects in the Evaluative condition 



95 

rated their feedback as less inappropriate than did subjects in the 

other three groups. Means for the four conditions were 4.10, 3.68, 

3.50, and 2.55 for the Evaluative, Control, Descriptive-Impact, and 

Descriptive groups, respectively. 

Items Q214 was one on which subjects judged whether or not the 

feedback they received was designed to help them. The hypotheses 

held that subjects in the Control and Evaluative conditions would 

judge their feedback as not designed to help them (1.0), while subjects 

in the Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact groups were expected to see 

their feedback as designed to be helpful (8.0). The ANOVA revealed 

significant main effects of condition, £.(3, 72) = 8.93, .e. < .001, and 

time period, £.(1, 72) = 9.69, .E. < .01, and a significant Condition x 

Time Period interaction, £.(3, 72) = 4.91, .e. < .01. While not signifi-

cant at the .01 level, the Sex x Condition x Time Period interaction 

was significant at the .05 level, £.(3, 72) = 3.60. Neither the other 

main effect nor other interactions were significant (..e.s > .05). 

The Condition x Time Period interaction was studied via Duncan's 

multiple range tests comparing the four conditions at each time period 

and each condition at both time periods. The comparisons between condi-

tions at Time Period 2 are shown in Figure 6. The Evaluative group was 

not significantly different from the Descriptive-Impact group(.£> .05), 

but was significantly different from the Descriptive and Control groups 

(.e_s < .01). The Descriptive-Impact group was significantly different 

from the Descriptive and Control groups (.e_s < .01). The Descriptive 

group differed from the Control group at the .05 level but not at the 

.01 level. 
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Insert Figure 6 about here 

The comparison of the conditions at Time Period 3 are also depicted 

in Figure 6. The Descriptive-Impact group was not significantly differ-

ent from the Evaluative group (e. > .05), but differed significantly from 

the Descriptive and Control groups (e.s < .01). The Evaluative group 

differed significantly from the Descriptive group at the .05 level but 

not at the .01 level, but the Evaluative and Control groups differed 

significantly Ce.< .01). There was no significant difference between 

the Descriptive and Control groups Ce.> .05). 

The changes between time periods for each group were not significant 

for either the Control or Descriptive groups (e.s > .05). However, there 

was a change significant at the .05 level (but not at the .01 level) for 

the Descriptive-Impact group, and a significant change was found for the 

Evaluative group (E. < .01). 

Overall, the hypotheses were not completely supported. It had been 

expected that both Control and Evaluative groups would find the feedback 

they received as not designed to be helpful, while subjects in the 

Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact groups were expected to believe the 

feedback they received had been designed to be helpful. Thus, as shown 

in Figure 6, the findings for the Control and Descriptive-Impact condi-

tions met the hypotheses while the Descriptive and Evaluative groups did 

not. That is, rather than being seen as relatively helpful, the Descrip-

tive subjects viewed the feedback they received as not designed to be 

helpful. Further Evaluative subjects saw the feedback they received as 
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Figure 6. Mean ratings by subjects in four experimental conditions 
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relatively helpful, which was contrary to the hypotheses. While these 

results held for both time periods, the Control and Descriptive condi-

tions showed little change between the two time periods while subjects 

in both the Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact groups tended to view 

their feedback as less designed to be helpful at Time Period 3 than it 

was at Time Period 2. 

For Item Q215 subjects rated the feedback they received on a con-

tinuum ranging from "related to what he or she thinks of me as a person" 

(l.O) to "related to my behavior in this situation. 11 It was expected 

that Control subjects would rate their feedback as neutral on this con-

tinuum (4.5) while Evaluative subjects would rate their feedback toward 

the 11what he thinks of me as a person" (1.0) end of the continuum. On 

the other hand, the hypotheses held that the Descriptive and Descriptive-

Impact feedback would be seen as closer to "related to my behavior in 

this situation" (8.0). 

The ANOVA showed a significant main effect of condition, £..(3, 72) = 
9.02, .E.. < .001. While not significant at the .Oi level, at the .05 level 

there was a significant effect of sex, £..(1, 72) = 4.51, and a significant 

Sex x Condition interaction, £..(3, 72) = 3.84. Neither the main effect of 

time period nor the other interactions were significant (J?..S > .05). The 

conditions effect was studied via Duncan's multiple range test, and the 

differences between the conditions is shown in Figure 7. With a .01 

level of significance for this test, the only significant difference was 

Insert Figure 7 about here 
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that between the Descriptive-Impact group, which found the feedback most 
11 related to my behavior in this situation, 11 and the Evaluative group, 

which rated the feedback most strongly as 11 related to what he or she 

thinks of me as a person." No significant differences were found in 

other comparisons among the four conditions (£.s > .01). With a .05 

level of significance, the Descriptive-Impact group was found to be 

significantly different from the other three conditions, and those 

three groups were not significantly different from each other (£S > .05). 

The results only partially support the hypotheses in that Control 

subjects rated their feedback as slightly more closely related to what 

their partners thought of them as individuals (X = 4.3) rather than 

neutral (X = 4.5), as expected. As hypothesized, subjects in the 

Evaluative condition had the greatest tendency toward rating their 

feedback as related to what their partners thought of them as indi-

viduals. In addition, as hypothesized, the greatest tendency to see 

the feedback as "related to my behavior in this situation" was found 

in the Descriptive-Impact group. Contrary to expectations, however, 

the Descriptive group reacted more as Control subjects had and did 

not see the feedback similarly to Descriptive-Impact subjects. 

On Item Q216 subjects judged whether or not the feedback was 

designed to tell them more about their partners. It was hypothesized 

that subjects in the Descriptive-Impact group would be most likely to 

find the feedback 11 designed to tell me more about himself or herself" 

(8.0), while the other three groups were expected to see the feedback 

as not designed for this purpose (1.0). The ANOVA found no signifi-

cant main effects nor interactions at the .01 level. However, at the 
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.05 level, there was a main effect of condition, f.(3, 72) = 3.31, £. < .05. 

No other effects were significant (£.S > .05). As hypothesized, subjects 

in the Descriptive-Impact group were the most likely to see the feedback 

they received as designed to tell them more about their partners (X = 
3.98). Means for the Evaluative, Control, and Descriptive groups were 

3.23, 2.38, and 2.35, respectively. 

Item Q217 was one on which subjects judged whether or not the 

comments they received were designed to tell them what to do. Because 

both the Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact groups received feedback 

explicitly describing their behavior, it was hypothesized that these 

groups would rate their feedback as "designed to tell me what to do. 11 · 

The opposite result was expected for the Control group, with the 

Evaluative group rating their feedback as more neutral on this dimen-

sion but with a tendency to see it as 11 not designed to tell me what to 

do. I! 

The ANOVA showed a significant main effect of condition, f.(3, 72) = 
21.33, £. < .001, and at the .05 level, a significant main effect of time 

period, £.(1, 72) = 6.97, £. < .05. Neither the other main effect nor any 

interactions were significant Ce.s > .05). Duncan's multiple range test 

was used to compare the four conditions. At the .01 level, the Control 

group was found to differ significantly from the other three conditions, 

which did not differ from each other (£.S > .01). At the .05 level, the 

Control group differed from the other groups, there was no difference 

between the Evaluative and Descriptive group(£.> .05), nor between the 

Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact group (£. > .05), but the Evaluative 

group differed significantly from the Descriptive-Impact group (E. < .05). 
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These differences are depicted in Figure 8, which shows that the order-

ing of the four experimental conditions was as expected. In addition, 

Insert Figure 8 about here 

the figure shows that for each group, the second manipulation of the 

independent variable increased the tendency for the feedback to be 

viewed as less designed to tell the subjects what to do. 

Sull111arizing the results of the ANOVAs on the manipulation checks, 

condition effects were significant at the .01 level for items Q22, Q25, 

Q26, Q28, Q214, Q215, and Q217. The means for each condition on each 

manipulation check item are depicted in Table 8. Also shown are the 

hypothesized ordering of the experimental conditions, to allow for a 

summarized comparison of the results with the hypotheses. On Item Q26 

Insert Table 8 about here 

there was a significant Condition x Time Period interaction such that 

Descriptive-Impact subjects viewed the feedback they received at Time 

Period 2 as longer than subjects in the other three conditions perceived 

the comments they received, while there were no significant differences 

between the four groups at Time Period 3. On Item Q214 there was a 

significant time period effect and a significant Condition x Time Period 

interaction such that the Evaluative group changed from Time Period 2 to 

Time Period 3 in the direction of finding the feedback less designed to 

help them, but the other three groups did not show changes significant 

at the .01 level between the time periods. No other significant main 

effects nor interactions were found for the manipulation checks. 
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Table 8 

Manipulation Check Items from the Questionnaires with Hypothesized 

And Actual Ordering of the Experimental Conditionsa 

My partner's comments were: 
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Q22 not describing ( E) c D E DI (D) describing my 

my behavior (C) (DI) behavior 
Q24 negative (E) (D) (DI) (C) positive 

D c 
DI 
E 

Q25 not indicating (C) C D E ( D) . (DI) indicating my 
my partner's ( E) partner's 
reaction to me DI reaction to me 

Q26 short ( C) DI (E) (D) (DI) long 
D 
c 
E 

Q28 judgmental about ( E) (D) (DI) c (C) not judgmental 
me DI D about me 

E 
Q29 subjective ( E) (C) (DI) ( D) objective 

DI 
D C 
E 

Q210 inappropriate, ( E) D C E (C) appropriate, 
based on the DI ( D) based on the 
information he/ (DI) information he/ 
she has about me she has about me 

Q214 not designed to (C) D DI ( D) designed to help 
help me ( E) c E (DI) me 

Q215 related to what ( E) E (C) DI ( D) related to my 
he/she thinks of D (DI) behavior in this 
me as a person c situation 

Q216 not designed to (C) c E DI (DI) designed to tell 
tell me more (E) D me more about 
about himself/ (D) himself /herself 
herself 

Q217 designed to tell (D) DI D E ( E) C ( C) not designed to 
me what to do (DI) tell me what to do 

aActual results presented without parentheses. Hypothesized results 
presented in parentheses. 
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ANOVA on Halo Factor 

Halo Factor, derived from the factor analysis of questionnaire items 

reflecting subjects• emotional reactions to their partners or to the feed-

back they received from their partners, was studied via a 4 (Conditions) 

x 2 (Sexes) x 2 (Time Periods) ANOVA. The ANOVA showed a significant 

effect due to sex, £.(1, 72) = 6.09, ..e. < .05, and a significant effect of 

time period, £.(1, 72) = 37.86, ..e. < .001. There were no significant 

differences for condition nor any significant interactions (..e_s > .05). 

As shown in Figure 9, males in three of the four conditions viewed their 

Insert Figure 9 about here 

partners more positively than did females at both time periods. Figure 

9 also shows that for both males and females, a second manipulation of 

the independent variable led to their viewing their partners less posi-

tively than they had after the first experimental manipulation. Thus, 

regardless of the type of feedback subjects received, or even if they 

received no feedback (as in the Control condition), the second manipu-

lation led subjects to a more negative view of their partners. 

Depth of Self-Disclosure for Passages 

Depth of Self-Disclosure scores were based on ratings obtained for 

Passages 1, 2, and 3 using Appendix D and a sum of the ratings of the 

two raters. A 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) x 3 (Time Periods) ANOVA showed 

significant main effects of sex, £.(1, 72) = 12.71, ..e. < .001, and time 

period, £.(2, 144) = 27.33, ..e. < .001, and a significant Condition x Time 

Period interaction, £.(6, 144) = 5.08, ..e. < .001. Neither the main effect 
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of condition nor other interactions were significant (.e_s > .05). The 

significant main effects and the interactions are shown in Figure 10. 

In general, female subjects disclosed more than males, and overall, 

Insert Figure 10 about here 

self-disclosure increased between the initial measure at Pl and the 

measure taken at P2, after the first experimental manipulation. Simi-

larly, self-disclosure increased for both sexes and all four conditions 

between P2 and P3, which followed the second experimental manipulation. 

The Condition x Time Period interaction was studied via two Duncan's 

multiple range tests, one comparing the four conditions at each time 

period and the other comparing the ratings of each condition across time 

periods. The latter proved more satisfactory in providing a description 

of the interaction. Neither the Control nor the Descriptive groups 

showed any significant changes across time periods (.e_s > .05). Both the 

Descriptive-Impact and Evaluative groups showed significant changes from 

Pl to P2 (g_s < .05), but neither showed a significant change from P2 to 

P3 (.e_s > .05). In other words, two of the four groups showed significant 

changes due to the first experimental manipulation of the independent 

variable, but none of the groups changed significantly as a result of 

the second manipulation. 

Figure 10 also shows differences between the four conditions and 

the two sexes before any manipulation of the independent variables. The 

first Duncan's indicated that at Pl, the Descriptive group (X = 5.53) 

showed the most self-disclosure and significantly more than either the 
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Evaluative group (X = 4.80) or the Descriptive-Impact group (X = 4.63), 

QS < .05. Subjects in the Control group {X = 5.18) were more self-

disclosing than subjects in the Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact groups, 

but not significantly different from any of the groups Ce .. s > .05). The 

Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact groups were not significantly different 

from each other (Q > .05). 

The effect of these initial differences was studied via two analyses 

of co-variance (ANCOVAs), one at P2 and the other at P3, both using the 

scores from Pl as co-variates. Each ANCOVA was a 2 {Sexes) x 4 (Condi-

tions) factorial, and in both cases the only significant effect was due 

to condition. At P2, £.(3, 71) = 4.45, Q < .01, while at P3, £.(3, 71) = 
6.32, Q < .001. Neither the sex effect nor the interaction was signi-

ficant (QS > .05). Figure 11 shows the ratings for the four conditions 

after manipulation of the independent variables and with any effects 

Insert Figure 11 about here 

present before manipulations partialled out via the ANCOVAs. 

A Duncan 1 s multiple range test on the group means at P2 indicated 

that the Control and Descriptive groups did not differ significantly 

from each other (Q > .05). However, these two groups showed signifi-

cantly less self-disclosure than the Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact 

groups (QS < .05), which did not differ significantly from each other 

(Q > .05). A Duncan 1 s test at P3 indicated that the Control group, 

while showing the least self-disclosure, was not significantly differ-

ent from the Descriptive group (Q > .05), but was significantly lower 

than the Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact groups (QS < .05). The 
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Descriptive group did not differ from the Evaluative group(£> .05), 

but was significantly lower in self-disclosure than the Descriptive-

Impact group (£ < .05). As at P2, Evaluative subjects showed less 

self-disclosure than Descriptive-Impact subjects, but this difference 

was not significant (E. > .05). 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure for Passages 

Breadth of self-disclosure scores were based on ratings obtained 

for passages 1, 2, and 3 using Appendix E and the mean ratings of two 

raters. A 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) x 3 (Time Periods) ANOVA showed 

significant main effects of sex, £.(1, 72) = 29.58, £ < .001, and time 

period, £.(2, 144) = 71.42, £ < .001. Neither the condition effect nor 

any interactions were significant (£S > .05). Figure 12 shows the 

Insert Figure 12 about here 

significant effects as well as the effects of condition. It is clear 

from Figure 12 that females disclosed more than males. The figure 

also shows that breadth of self-disclosure decreased from Pl to P2 to 

P3, and a Duncan's test showed that the differences between each time 

period were statistically significant (£S < .05). 

To determine what effects might be significant using the measures 

taken at Pl, prior to any manipulations of the independent variables, 

as co-variates, a 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) ANCOVA was run at P2 and 

another was run at P3. In both cases there were no significant main 

effects nor interactions (£s > .05). 
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Depth of Self-Disclosure for Feedback 

Subjects were asked to give feedback or make comments to their part-

ners once at FBl before any experimental manipulation and again at FB2, 

after the first experimental manipulation. Depth of self-disclosure for 

these two feedback corrments was studied via a 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) 

x 2 (Time Periods) ANOVA based on ratings obtained for FBl and FB2 using 

Appendix D and a sum of the ratings of the two raters. The results 

showed a significant main effect of time period, £.(1, 72) = 8.34, £. < .01. 

Neither other main effects nor interactions were significant (£.S > .05). 

Figure 13 shows that for all conditions, depth of self-disclosure in-

creased from FBl to FB2. 

Insert Figure 13 about here 

To determine whether any effects present at FBl had influenced the 

means obtained for FB2, a 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) ANCOVA was run at 

FB2, using the data from FBl as a co-variate. No statistical signifi-

cance was found (E.s > .05). 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure for Feedback 

Breadth of self-disclosure for FBl and FB2 was studied via a 4 

(Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) x 2 (Time Periods) ANOVA based on the mean 

of the ratings of two raters who had used Appendix E. The results 

showed a significant main effect of sex, £.(1, 72) = 7.54, E. < .01. 

No other main effects nor interactions were significant (£.S > .05). 

As shown in Figure 14, females disclosed more than males at both time 

periods. 

Insert Figure 14 about here 
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To determine whether the effects of FBi had influenced the means for 

FB2, a 4 (Conditions) x 2 (Sexes) ANCOVA was run at FB2, using FBl data 

as the co-variate. The ANCOVA revealed a significant main effect of 

sex, £.(1, 71) = 4.82, .E. < .05. Neither the condition effect nor the 

interaction were significant (.e_s > .05). At FB2, with FBl as a co-

variate, the mean breadth of self-disclosure for females was 6.83, 

significantly higher than that for males at 5.28, where the range for 

all subjects ran from 0.0 to 18.5. 

Summary 

The significant main effects and interactions found in the ANOVAs 

on Halo Factor, depth of self-disclosure for passages, breadth of self-

disclosure for passages, depth of self-disclosure for feedback, and 

breadth of self-disclosure for feedback are listed in Table 9. 

Insert Table 9 about here 
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Table 9 

Significant Effects Based on ANOVAs on Halo Factor and Breadth 

and Depth of Self-Disclosure for Passages and Feedback 

Effect Result 
Halo Factor 

Sex effect Males viewed partners more positively than 
females. 

Time period Subjects had a more positive perception of 
effect partners at Time Period 2 than at Time Period 3. 

Depth of Self-Disclosure for Passages 
Sex effect 
Time period 
effect 
Condition X 
Time Period 
interaction 

Condition 
effect on 
ANCOVA 

Females disclosed more than males. 
Self-disclosure increased from Time Period 1 
to Time Period 2 to Time Period 3. 
Control and Descriptive groups did not change 
across time periods. Self-disclosure increased 
from Time Period 1 to Time Period 2 for 
Descriptive-Impact and Evaluative groups, but 
these groups showed no significant changes from 
Time Period 2 to Time Period 3. 
Self-disclosure increased from Control to 
Descriptive to Evaluative to Descriptive-Impact 
conditions, but not all of the differences were 
statistically significant. 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure for Passages 
Sex effect Females disclosed more than males. 
Time period Self-disclosure decreased from Time Period 1 
effect to Time Period 2 to Time Period 3. 

Depth of Self-Disclosure for Feedback 
Time period Self-disclosure increased from Time Period 1 
effect to Time Period 2. 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure for Feedback 
Sex effect Females disclosed more than males. 



Discussion 

Manipulation Checks 

The manipulation check items were run in order to determine whether 

or not subjects in the four experimental groups actually viewed the con-

ditions differently from each other. As shown in Table 8, not all of 

the expectations were met, and even when hypotheses were supported, the 

results were not as robust as desired. That is, Table 8 shows that for 

many of the manipulation check items, one or more of the conditions was 

expected to be viewed by subjects in that condition as near the extreme 

of the bi-polar dimension. The actual results indicated that subjects 

did not view their treatments that extremely; rather the four experi-

mental groups were clustered nearer the mid-point of each scale. The 

difference between the results and the hypotheses may lie in the fact 

that subjects did not have the contrasting conditions available to them 

for comparison, as did the experimenter. 

Still, if for a particular item a group was expected to fall near 

one end of the continuum, the results indicated that this actually 

occurred much more frequently than the opposite effect, in which that 

group rated their feedback somewhat extremely in the unexpected direc-

tion. As shown in Table 8, the Control group most closely conformed 

to the hypotheses, followed, respectively, by the Descriptive-Impact, 

Evaluative, and Descriptive groups. 

One interesting feature, also shown in Table 8, is that when 

Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact subjects were expected to view 

their feedback similarly and at one of the extremes (for example, 

118 
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on items Q22, Q210, Q214, Q215, and Q217), what actually occurred was 

that the Descriptive-Impact group rated their feedback toward the pre-

dicted extremes, while the Descriptive group always rated their feed-

back less extremely in the predicted direction. In other words, the 

Descriptive group did not react to the feedback as intensely as the 

Descriptive-Impact group did, even though the only difference in the 

treatment of these groups was the presence or absence of the impact 

statement. The results indicated that the addition of the impact 

statement made the feedback appear more descriptive of the subject's 

behavior, more appropriate, more designed to be helpful, more related 

to the subject's behavior than to an overall assessment of the subject, 

and more designed to tell the subject what to do. This unexpected 

result may have implications both for the use of feedback of these two 

types as a whole as well as for the other results in this study, which 

will be discussed later. 

The manipulation check item for which results diverged most notice-

ably from the hypotheses was Item Q210. For this item, Control, Descrip-

tive, and Descriptive-Impact groups were expected to rate their feedback 

as appropriate, while Evaluative subjects were expected to rate their 

feedback as not appropriate, based on the information their partners 

supposedly had about them. In fact, no significant differences were 

found between the four groups, but rather than being found most inappro-

priate, the feedback for the Evaluative group was seen as most appropriate. 

This surprising result may reflect several factors. First, the Control 

subjects were expected to rate their feedback as appropriate, since it 
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certainly contained nothing inappropriate or inexact. Yet Control sub-

jects rated the feedback they received toward the inappropriate end of 

the scale, X = 3.68. It seems likely that the "no comrnent 11 type of 

feedback statements received by Control subjects may have been viewed 

as inappropriate, not because they contained inappropriate remarks, 

but rather because they did not contain what these subjects expected. 

That is, subjects may have believed their partners had an adequate 

amount of information about them to make a more definitive comment, 

and the partner's failure to do so was perhaps seen as inappropriate. 

Similarly, the Descriptive feedback, like the Control feedback, may not 

have communicated as much as subjects had expected, and for that reason 

was seen as inappropriate. 

Another element which may have affected the results on Item Q210 

was the familiarity subjects had with the various types of feedback. 

Less familiar feedback is likely to be seen as less appropriate, and 

Freeland (1973) reported that Descriptive-Impact feedback was used very 

infrequently. Thus, this type of feedback might have been unfamiliar 

to these subjects and for that reason rated as less appropriate than 

had been hypothesized. 

Although Item Q210 (on which subjects rated the feedback on an 

appropriate-inappropriate dimension) had been designed as a manipula-

tion check, it appears that subjects may have interpreted it differently 

from the expectations of the experimenter, who had available all four 

conditions when designing the experiment. Subjects may have made more 

of an emotional response to this item than had been expected. 



121 

Similarly it appears that subjects may have made an emotional rather 

than factual response to Item Q214, on which subjects decided whether or 

not their feedback had been designed to be helpful. On that item, 

Control and Evaluative subjects were expected to find their feedback 

not designed to help them, while Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact 

subjects were hypothesized to see their feedback as designed to be 

helpful. The results showed that the Descriptive and Evaluative groups 

were reversed from what had been hypothesized. Although the differences 

between those two groups were not significant at the .01 level, at both 

time periods the Control and Descriptive groups rated the feedback as 

not designed to help them, whereas the Descriptive-Impact and Evaluative 

groups rated their feedback as more designed to help them. 

On Item Q29 subjects rated the feedback on a subjective-objective 

dimension. The Descriptive group was expected to rate their feedback 

as the most objective, but in fact their feedback was rated as the 

second most subjective. In fact, there was very little difference 

between the four conditions on this item (Xs varied from 3.93 to 4.50), 

and this difference was not statistically significant (£ < 1). Obviously 

the experimental manipulation was not robust enough to differentiate 

between the groups on this dimension. 

For Item Q28 subjects judged whether or not the feedback they had 

received was judgmental about them. As predicted, Evaluative and Control 

groups viewed their feedback as the most extreme, with Evaluative feed-

back being viewed as one of the most judgmental and Control feedback 

being seen as the least judgmental. The two middle-rated groups, i.e., 
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Descriptive-Impact and Descriptive, differed significantly from each 

other and in a direction opposite from what had been hypothesized. It 

was predicted that the impact portion of the Descriptive-Impact feed-

back would soften the judmental appearance of the statement, and that 

Descriptive-Impact feedback would be seen as less judgmental than the 

Descriptive feedback. The results indicated that the opposite occurred, 

and that possibly the impact portion of the Descriptive-Impact statement 

·made the feedback appear even more judgmental than it appeared without 

it. 

On Item Q26, where subjects rated their feedback on a long-short 

dimension, Descriptive-Impact subjects rated their feedback as longer 

than other groups at Time Period 2, as hypothesized; but there were no 

significant differences between the other three groups at Time Period 2 

and no significant differences between any of the groups at Time Period 

3. Unexpectedly, Control subjects did not rate their feedback as the 

shortest. Again, these results suggest that the groups did not see the 

feedback as the experimenter had. 

For Item Q22 subjects were asked to judge whether or not the feed-

back they received described their behavior. For this item, it was 

hypothesized that Descriptive and Descriptive-Impact subjects would find 

the feedback strongly descriptive while the opposite would be true for 

the Evaluative and Control subjects. As hypothesized the results showed 

that Control subjects found the feedback least descriptive and Descrip-

tive-Impact subjects found their feedback the most descriptive, and these 

groups differed significantly. However, the Evaluative and Descriptive 

subjects, while not significantly different from each other, rated their 
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feedback in the opposite order from what had been predicted. That is, 

Descriptive subjects found their feedback less descriptive of their 

behavior than had Evaluative subjects. Again, it appears as though 

Descriptive subjects were expecting more feedback than they actually 

received. 

In addition to the predicted condition effects on the manipulation 

check items, it had been hypothesized that the repeated manipulation 

would strengthen the group differences. That is, not only was it 

expected that the four experimental conditions would occur in the hypo-

thesized order on each item, but that the differences between conditions 

would be even greater at Time Period 3 than they had been at Time Period 

2. The results showed a significant time period effect on Item Q214 and 

a significant Condition x Time Period interaction for items Q26 and Q214. 

Neither of these items, however, indicated support for the hypotheses. 

In both cases the differences between conditions at Time Period 3 were 

less than they had been at Time Period 2. Thus, at least in their view 

of the feedback, subjects did not react more intensely to the second 

manipulation than they had to the first. 

The overall interest in the manipulation checks was not necessarily 

in the existence of significant differences between groups, since some 

conditions were not expected to differ from each other. Rather, the 

tendency for conditions to be rated by subjects in the hypothesized 

order on the items was of interest. In general, items Q24, Q25, Q26, 

Q215, Q216, and Q217 showed trends supporting the hypotheses, while 

the remaining five items showed descrepancies from the hypotheses as 

described above. 
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Time Period Effects 

On Halo Factor, which reflected subjects' emotional reactions to 

their partners or to the feedback they received from them, subjects 

showed a significantly more negative view of their partners at Time 

Period 3 than they had at Time Period 2. The results for Halo Factor 

implied that subjects had a more negative emotional reaction towards 

their partners and comments from them with succeeding manipulations. 

If the measure reflects defensiveness, as originally hypothesized, 

subjects were equally defensive in all conditions since there was no 

significant Condition x Time Period interaction. It is also possible 

that these results reflected a maturity effect. Commonly on tasks like 

the questionnaire, subjects initially show a novelty effect in that they 

attend carefully to the task. As the task becomes more familiar, which 

the rating on items on the questionnaires may have become by Time Period 

3, responses may become somewhat automatic. 

It is also possible that these results reflected discontentment 

with the task, perhaps more specifically with the questionnaire task 

than with the self-disclosure portions of the study. One result 

supports both this contention and the above-mentioned possibility of 

a maturity effect. In the factor analyses done on questionnaire items 

reflecting emotional reactions at Time Period 2 and 3, the eigenvalue 

for Halo Factor increased from Time Period 2 to Time Period 3, from 

5.55 to 8.00. At the same time eigenvalues for other factors decreased. 

This change in eigenvalues indicated that Halo Factor became stronger 

with succeeding manipulations. Either subjects were just responding 
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automatically to the task by Time Period 3, or subjects were responding 

more and more in accordance with a halo effect, judging their partners 

on an overall positive-negative dimension rather than rating various 

aspects of their partners automatically. It is possible that at Time 

Period 3, as opposed to Time Period 2, subjects simply put less effort 

into making judgments about their partners, relying on the halo effect 

as a simple solution when forced to make a choice. If this were the 

case, it would not be unlikely that subjects were also unhappy about 

the task, and that this discontent was reflected in the increasing 

negative ratings on Halo Factor. 

Time period effects were also statistically significant for three 

of the four self-disclosure measures. For depth of self-disclosure 

measures on both passages and feedback comnents, there were significant 

increases in self-disclosure over succeeding experimental manipulations. 

These increases contrast with the findings where breadth of self-dis-

closure was measured. For feedback comments, there were no significant 

differences in breadth of self-disclosure between Time Period 1 and 

Time Period 2. For passages, breadth of self-disclosure decreased 

significantly over succeeding experimental manipulations. 

It had been hypothesized that self-disclosure measures could also 

reflect defensiveness or discontent with the task. However, self-

disclosure decreased with successive manipulations only for breadth 

of self-disclosure for passages. Since this effect did not occur on 

other self-disclosure measures, it seems likely that another explana-

tion is required. One interpretation can be based on the fact that 
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people who are providing mostly factual, biographical data run out of 

this type of information with succeeding requests for it. That is, 

after one has revealed obvious information such as one's age, hometown, 

year in school, number of siblings, and so on, there is less of this 

information available. Thus, with succeeding requests, subjects simply 

found themselves with less to say in terms of breadth of self-disclosure. 

This same effect might have shown up on the breadth of self-dis-

closure measures for feedback corrments, but perhaps the limited time 

to write comments prevented such an effect. That is, the time periods 

for writing feedback corrments were only four minutes long, and part of 

that time was spent in reading the passages supposedly received from 

their partners. There were no significant differences on this measure 

between Time Period 1 and Time Period 2. 

Contrasting with these results were the time period effects where 

depth of self-disclosure was measured. For .both passages and feedback 

comments, succeeding experimental manipulations led to succeeding in-

creases in depth of self-disclosure. Certainly this result contradicts 

any hypotheses based on increased defensiveness or discontent with the 

task. Rather, in combination with breadth measures, it appears as 

though when instructions repeatedly asked subjects to write about them-

selves, subjects eventually found themselves lacking in breadth of 

material to report and began showing more depth in their disclosures. 

Goldstein and Reinecker (1974) noted that little is known about 

the relationships among various measures of actual self-disclosure. 

However, several studies have provided some evidence about the nature 
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of these relationships. Jones (1978) compared breadth and depth measures 

of self-disclosure and found significant positive correlations, but her 

study did not consider changes in self-disclosure levels over time. 

Altman and Taylor's (1973) social penetration theory predicts that as 

relationships develop, both breadth and depth of self-disclosure will 

increase. Several investigators have tested this aspect of social 

penetration theory, but the methodologies used have varied considerably 

from the procedures in the present study. Taylor (1968) administered a 

self-disclosure questionnaire (Jourard & Lasakow, 1958) to college 

roommates over the course of a semester. On each occasion subjects 

indicated what they had told roommates about themselves. Items on the 

questionnaire were scaled for intimacy, and breadth of self-disclosure 

was determined by the number of items at each intimacy level which were 

affirmed by subjects. Results showed more breadth of self-disclosure 

for superficial items than for intimate items over the semester. In 

addition, over the first week of the study breadth of self-disclosure 

for all intimacy levels increased more rapidly than over any other time 

periods in the study. 

Frankfurt (1965) had female subjects read scenarios portraying a 

gradually increasing relationship. After reading each scenario, sub-

jects wrote what they would talk about with the other person in the 

scenario. Topics in the written responses were rated for intimacy of 

self-disclosure, and the number of idea units was counted to determine 

breadth of self-disclosure at each intimacy level. Results indicated 

that over time, breadth of self-disclosure for non-intimate topics 
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decreased, while breadth of self-disclosure for intimate topics gradually 

increased. 

While the methods and measures used by Frankfurt are different from 

those used in the present study, this result is similar to what was found 

in the current study, namely, increases in depth of self-disclosure but 

decreases in breadth of self-disclosure over time periods. Frankfurt 

explained his results as an artifact of the procedure, noting that once 

subjects had written about a topic, they were probably less likely to 

repeat that information in subsequent scenarios; however, he did not 

believe this would be the case in normal face-to-face conversations. 

In the present study, like Frankfurt's experiment, self-disclosure 

responses were written. In addition, in the present investigation the 

Breadth of Self-Disclosure Rating Scale was designed so that items of 

information which were repeated were not counted after the first time 

the information was presented. The present results, then, seem to lend 

some support to Frankfurt's contention. 

As in Taylor's (1968) study, Frankfurt found that for all stages 

of interaction, breadth of self-disclosure was greater for non-intimate 

than for intimate topics. 

Colson (1968) had subjects select statements from a prepared list 

to describe themselves to another individual. Subjects disclosed over 

six trial blocks, punctuated by approving or non-approving statements 

from a confederate. Dependent variables were breadth frequency based 

on the number of items selected on each trial, breadth time based on 

the length of time subjects talked about each item, and depth based on 

the scaled intimacy for each item selected. 
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Results showed that over trial blocks, breadth of self-disclosure 

for both intimate and nonintimate levels was constant, but that breadth 

of self-disclosure was greater for non-intimate items than for intimate 

items. Colson suggested that the one hour period over which the study 

was conducted was not long enough for intimate levels of disclosure to 

be shown. 

Results in the present study contradicts Colson's assertion. In 

the present investigation, a non-face-to-face interaction as Colson had 

used, total time allotted for self-disclosure over time periods was less 

than one hour, yet the significant time period effects described above 

were found. 

An interesting feature of Colson's study was its similarity in some 

respect to studies comparing positive and negative feedback. Subjects 

were exposed to approving or nonapproving statements after each trial 

block. Like the present study, self-disclosure served as one dependent 

variable. Not surprisingly, Colson's results indicated that subjects 

receiving approving statements disclosed more than those receiving 

disapproving statements. 

The relationships between depth and breadth of self-disclosure over 

time have been studied, but the present study used an innovative method-

ology in doing so. While other studies used self-disclosure question-

naires, role-playing situations, and prepared lists from which subjects 

selected topics to discuss, the current study allowed subjects free rein 

in what they chose to disclose and thus was more analogous to real life. 



130 

Sex Effects 

Of the eleven manipulation check items, there was a significant sex 

effect, however, only at the .05 level, on three items. On these items 

(Q24, Q210, and Q215) there was a tendency for males to view the feed-

back more positively than females, to see the feedback they received as 

more appropriate, based on the infonnation their partners supposedly had, 

and to see the feedback as more related to their behavior than to what 

their partners thought of them as individuals. While not significant at 

the .01 level, this data reflects a trend shown in Halo Factor in which 

males rated their partners more positively than females. 

Despite the trend by males toward more tolerance of the feedback 

they received and the significant sex effect on Halo Factor with males 

seeing their partners more positively, where self-disclosure measures 

were used, in three of the four ANOVAs (breadth and depth of self-

disclosure for both passages and feedback corrunents), there was a signi-

ficant sex effect in which females disclosed more than males. The sex 

effect was most prominent (i.e., most reliable) where breadth of self~ 

disclosure was measured, with the sex effect significant at .001 for 

passages and at .01 for the feedback corrunents. In fact, the sex effect 

for breadth of self-disclosure for feedback corrunents was reliable enough 

so it still existed to a significant extent when any effects which had 

occurred prior to treatment were removed via the ANCOVA. The sex effects 

for depth of self-disclosure were not as pronounced as those for breadth, 

occurring at the .05 level for passages and with no statistical signifi-

cance for feedback comments (£ > .05). 
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There were no a priori hypotheses made about sex effects on these 

measures of defensiveness. However, it seems clear that the feedback 

of any type, or lack of it (as in the control condition), or perhaps 

the task itself, was rated more positively by males. When self-dis-

closure was used as the measure of defensiveness, that is, when 

behavioral ratings of defensiveness were used, females appeared less 

defensive. 

The sex effects with self-disclosure of either type as a measure 

were not surprising in view of the self-disclosure literature. In a 

review of self-disclosure research Cozby (1973) reported eight studies 

in which females disclosed more than males, none were found in which 

males disclosed more than females, although no sex differences were 

reported in eight studies of self-disclosure. More recently DeForest 

and Stone (1980), Lombardo and Berzonsky (1979), and Critelli and 

Neumann (1978) found the same sex effect in self-disclosure studies, 

namely that females disclose more than males. Thus, the results found 

in the present study merely add to this well-established body of 

literature. 

The sex effect never interacted with any other variables at a 

statistically significant level (i.e., at the .01 level for the mani-

pulation check items and at .05 for Halo Factor and self-disclosure 

measures). Thus, neither the various experimental conditions nor the 

repeated manipulations of the independent variables affected males 

differently from females. Since no hypotheses had been formed about 

any interaction with sex, these results are not particularly surprising. 
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Group Effects 

The major focus of interest in this study was the effect which 

feedback of the various types would have on subjects' emotional reac-

tions to the feedback source as shown in ratings for the Halo Factor, 

and on subjects' task-oriented behavior, in this case, willingness to 

self-disclose. Surprisingly, the experimental manipulation showed 

less responsiveness than either sex or time period. There was no 

significant effect of group for the Halo Factor, breadth of self-

disclosure on passages, depth of self-disclosure on feedback corrments, 

and breadth of self-disclosure on feedback corrments. Nor was the 

Condition x Time Period interaction significant for any of these 

measures. 

While there was a statistically significant Condition x Time Period 

interaction for depth of self-disclosure for passages, it is of some 

interest to speculate why the experimental manipulations did not in-

fluence any of the other self-disclosure measures, nor the Halo Factor. 

As noted above, an effect of sex was found for three of the four self-

disclosure measures. In other words, the effects of gender on self-

disclosure was robust enough to withstand the variance brought on by 

other sources. Obviously, the experimental manipulation of feedback 

type was not that robust. Factors such as a prior tendency to self-

disclose were obviously strong enough to outweigh the feedback effects 

most of the time. 

Several differences may have made significant results more likely 

for depth of self-disclosure on passages. First, ten minutes writing 
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time was allowed for passages, compared to only four minutes allowed to 

both read passages and write comments when giving feedback. Thus, for 

feedback comment measures, subjects may have run out of time to write 

what they had intended, making all conditions appear somewhat equal. 

In addition, there may have been a differential effect due to the 

instructions for writing passages as opposed to instructions for writing 

feedback. In the first place, subjects received feedback asking them, 

in effect, to write more on the passages. For the passages, subjects 

were also told in the experimenter's instructions to write about them-

selves and/or to respond to the feedback they had received. For the 

feedback comments, subjects were told to make comments to their partners, 

reacting to or evaluating what the partner had said. Both feedback and 

more typical self-disclosure materials were included in the rating scales, 

and both passages and feedback comments actually written by subjects con-

tained both types of information. Still the demand for the usual type of 

self-disclosure was more present for the passages than for the feedback 

comments. Finally, neither the breadth measures nor Halo Factor was 

discriminating enough to pick up differences between experimental condi-

tions. 

The depth of self-disclosure for passages showed a significant 

Condition x Time Period interaction. The simple effects tests on this 

interaction indicated that due to the first experimental manipulation 

there were significant changes between Time Periods 1 and 2 for Descrip-

tive-Impact and Evaluative subjects, but not for Descriptive and Control 

subjects. In addition, none of the four experimental groups showed 
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changes as a result of the second manipulation. However, the four 

groups differed significantly before the first experimental manipula-

tion. Thus, the interpretation of these results was clarified by use 

of the ANCOVA which partialled out effects present before the first 

manipulation occurred. 

Via the ANCOVA it became clear that at both the second and third 

time periods the Control and Descriptive groups disclosed significantly 

less than the Evaluative and Descriptive-Impact groups. These results 

are somewhat at variance with the original hypotheses. The feedback 

received by Control subjects contained no impetus to disclose more 

about themselves, unlike the feedback received by other subjects, thus 

no predictions had been made about the extent of their self-disclosure. 

However, hypotheses based on the literature on these various types of 

feedback held that the least defensiveness and thus the most self-

discl osure would be found in subjects receiving Descriptive-Impact 

feedback, followed, respectively, by Descriptive and Evaluative sub-

jects. The hypothesis that Descriptive-Impact subjects would disclose 

the most was supported on this measure, but contrary to expectations, 

Evaluative subjects disclosed more than Descriptive subjects. In other 

words, Descriptive subjects reacted less like Descriptive-Impact sub-

jects and more like Control subjects on this measure. 

These results are not unlike those found for some of the manipula-

tion check items. There, compared to Descriptive-Impact subjects who 

had been expected to be similar to Descriptive subjects, the Descriptive 

subjects saw the feedback they received as less descriptive of their 
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behavior, less appropriate, less designed to be helpful, less related to 

their behavior than to an overall assessment of themselves, and less de-

signed to tell them what to do. For three of the five manipulation check 

items where these results occurred, Evaluative subjects responded more 

similarly to Descriptive-Impact subjects than Descriptive subjects had. 

Thus, both on the measure of depth of self-disclosure for passages and 

on three of five manipulation check items where Descriptive and Descrip-

tive-Impact subjects were expected to rate their feedback similarly, the 

Evaluative subjects reacted more similarly to Descriptive-Impact sub-

jects than Descriptive subjects had. 

Two related interpretations could account for these results. The 

first is that Descriptive subjects did not receive as much information 

in the feedback as they had expected, whereas Descriptive-Impact and 

Evaluative subjects were relatively more satisfied with the amount of 

information conveyed to them via the feedback. If this were the case, 

it would explain why Descriptive subjects, in contrast to Evaluative 

and Descriptive-Impact subjects, viewed their feedback as less descrip-

tive of their behavior (Item Q22), less appropriate based on the informa-

tion their partners supposedly had about them (Item Q210), and less 

designed to be helpful (Item Q214). In addition, if Descriptive sub-

jects felt less satisfied with the feedback they received than either 

Evaluative or Descriptive-Impact subjects, they might have responded 

in the self-disclosure task by revealing less intimate information 

about themselves. Such a response could occur without awareness of 

one 1 s negative emotional reaction, accounting for the fact that there 
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were no significant differences between groups on the Halo Factor 

measure. 

A second explanation for these results may lie in a possible con-

found in this study. While the first interpretation dealt with subjects' 

expectations for information when they received the feedback cormJents, 

another possibility is related to the fact that subjects in the four 

experimental conditions actually received different amounts of informa-

tion in the feedback given to them. Using the self-disclosure rating 

scales developed for this study and shown in Appendixes D and E, it is 

possible to rate the depth and breadth of self-disclosure for the eight 

feedback comments given to the subjects. Depth of self-disclosure shown 

in each of the two feedback statements received by Control, Descriptive, 

Descriptive-Impact, and Evaluative groups were 1, 2.5, 4, and 3, re-

spectively. Similarly, breadth of self-disclosure shown in each of the 

two feedback statements received by Control, Descriptive, Descriptive-

Impact, and Evaluative groups were 1, 1, 2, and 1, respectively. 

Thus, rather than responding to the fact that the subjects in the 

various conditions received feedback other than what they had expected, 

subjects may have been responding more to the fact that they received 

different amounts of self-disclosure in the feedback given to them. 

Notably, the depth of self-disclosure for the feedback received by the 

four groups corresponded with their actual depth of self-disclosure for 

the passages. That is, the Descriptive-Impact group, which received 

the most self-disclosing feedback, responded by showing the greatest 

depth of self-disclosure for passages. The Evaluative group, which 
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received the second most self-disclosing feedback, had the second 

greatest depth of self-disclosure for passages. The Descriptive group 

received the third most self-disclosing feedback and rated third in 

depth of self-disclosure for passages, while the Control group, whose 

feedback was the least self-disclosing, showed the least depth of self-

disclosure for passages. 

This explanation is supported by an abundance of evidence from the 

self-disclosure literature, notably that on reciprocity of self-disclo-

sure. Chaikin and Derlega (1974) noted that the reciprocity or dyadic 

effect is well-established in the literature. They noted that "the best 

predictor of the level of intimacy B will use in disclosing to A is the 

level of intimacy with which A initiated the conversation" (p. 18). 

, Further, they note that this effect, which has probably been the subject 

of more research than any other in the area of self-disclosure, has been 

replicated when the initiator of self-disclosure has been the experi~ 

menter, a confederate acting as another subject, and an imaginary 

subject. Cozby (1973) noted that this effect also occurs when the 

originator of self-disclosure is a therapist. More recent studies, 

including DeForest and Stone (1980) who had subjects self-disclose in 

written statements, also support the pervasiveness of the reciprocity 

effect. 

This supporting evidence from the self-disclosure literature lends 

some credibility to the explanation that subjects in this study responded 

to the amount of self-disclosure in the feedback they received rather 

than to the type of feedback itself. If this confound could be removed 
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so that subjects were still assigned to one of the four feedback groups, 

but so the feedback they received was equalized both for breadth and 

depth of self-disclosure, the original hypotheses in this study would 

be more testable. However, it seems unlikely that this could ever be 

done using a self-disclosure paradigm. That is, the differences in the 

breadth and depth of self-disclsoure found in the four feedback state-

ments in some cases are intrinsically interwoven with the nature of the 

feedback type. Specifically, descriptive-impact feedback which is com-

parable to descriptive feedback will always have both greater depth and 

breadth of self-disclosure than the descriptive feedback, solely by 

virtue of the fact that the only differences between the two feedback 

types is the addition of the impact portion for descriptive-impact feed-

back. Of course, depth and breadth of self-disclosure could be equalized 

for the four conditions by adding material equal in self-disclosure value 

to that of the Descriptive-Impact group before the addition of that 

material, but addition of "filler" material in the service of such 

equalization might have its own negative consequences. 

Possibly the effects of the four feedback conditions without the 

use of any additional infonnation as "filler" could be studied in a 

paradigm other than one associated with self-disclosure. For example, 

the instructions to subjects could be about a behavior other than self-

disclosure. If the interpersonal feedback subjects received were of 

the Descriptive, Descriptive-Impact, and Evaluative types but all in 

effect asking subjects to make the same change in behavior, the amounts 

of self-disclosure in the feedback could still remain unequal, but this 
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might have no effect on non-self-disclosure behavior. Such a study 

might be more able to tease out the effects of the various feedback 

conditions which were confounded in this research by the use of self-

disclosure as a dependent measure. Research of that nature might indi-

cate whether, as originally hypothesized in this study, defensiveness 

increases when compared across negative Descriptive-Impact, Descriptive, 

and Evaluative feedback conditions. If, on the other hand, the effects 

found in this study were replicated using another paradigm, such results 

would indicate the robustness of the effect of self-disclosure when pre-

senting negative feedback and would contradict the hypotheses regarding 

the relative merits or detrimental effects of using different types of 

negative interpersonal feedback. 

Conclusions 

The results in the present study did not support the original hypo-

theses relating to differences in defensiveness across feedback condi-

tions, yet the study has provided some noteworthy contributions, 

especially to the self-disclosure literature. The well-known self-

disclosure reciprocity and sex effects have been shown in yet another 

paradigm. In addition, the particular breadth and depth measures, used 

in this study across time periods, were more analogous to real life 

situations than measures used in previous research. That is, the pre-

sent measures allowed subjects complete freedom in choosing topics for 

self-disclosure. Previous investigations in which self-disclosure was 

compared longitudinally have limited the topics about which subjects 

were free to disclose. 
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Perhaps earlier investigators have avoided methodologies with such 

unencumbered possibilities for self-disclosure because of the difficul-

ties in evaluating the self-disclosure that results. In the present 

study several prior schemes for rating depth of self-disclosure were 

discarded because they did not provide reliable ratings. Even with 

the refinements that have been made, the present Depth of Self-

Disclosure Rating Scale lacks the precision of a rating scale designed 

for a specific topic, and falls far short of a questionnaire on which 

subjects note whether or not they would speak about a specific topic to 

a designated person. Yet, despite its lack of precision, the depth of 

self-disclosure scale used here reflects one of the few attempts to 

measure self-disclosure as it actually occurs in real life. 
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Questionnaire l 

Please rate your partner on the following dimensions by placing a 
check on the line between each pair of adjectives at that point which 
best describes your assessment of your partner. 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
very helpful -------- not helpful Qll 

deceitful -------- honest Ql 2 

closed -------- open Ql 3 

judges others wel 1 -------- a poor judge of others Q14 

kind cruel Q15 --------
not objective -------- very objective Ql6 

warm --------- cold Ql7 

socially aware socially unaware Ql 8 ---------
anxious --------- calm Ql 9 

Please answer each of the following questions by placing a check at 
the most appropriate place on the line separating the extreme responses. 

How well does your partner like you? 
He/she likes me l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 He/she dislikes me 
very much -------- very much 

To what extent would you like to interact with this partner 
future? 
I'd very much 
dislike inter-
acting with him/ 
her again 
How well do you 
I like him/her 
very much 

I'd very much like to 
interact with him/her 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 again 

like your partner? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 I dislike him/her 
-------- very much 

QllO 

in the 

Qlll 

Qll2 

Please make an evaluation, observation, or constructive criticism 
of your partner and/or your reactions to him/her based on what he/she 
has written. 
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Questionnaire 2 

Please rate your partner's comments on each of the following dimen-
sions. Some of the dimensions may not directly apply to the comments you 
received, but please respond to each item as well as you can by placing a 
check on the line at that point which best describes your assessment of 
your partner's comments. 
My partner's comments were: 

clear 
describing my 
behavior 
dull 
positive 
indicating my 
partner's reaction· 
to me 
short 
indicating he/she 
generally agrees 
with me 
judgmental about 
me 
subjective 
appropriate, based 
on the information 
he/she has about 
me 
thoughtful 
fair 
indicating he/she 
is similar to me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

--------
designed to help 
me 
related to my 
behavior in this 
situation 
designed to tell 
me more about 
himself/herself 
designed to tell 
me what to do 

unclear 
not describing 
my behavior 
interesting 
negative 
not indicating my 
partner's reaction to 
me 
long 
indicating he/she 
generally disagrees 
with me 
not judgmental about 
me 
objective 
inappropriate, based 
on the information he/ 
she has about me 

not thoughtful 
unfair 
indicating he/she is 
not similar to me 
not designed to help 
me 
related what he/she 
thinks of me as a 
person 
not designed to tell 
me more about himself/ 
herself 
not designed to tell 
me what to do 

Q2l 

Q22 
Q23 
Q24 

Q25 
Q26 

Q27 

Q28 
Q29 

Q210 
Q211 
Q212 

Q213 

Q214 

Q215 

Q216 

Q217 
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Questionnaire 3 

1. There's more to this experiment than I've told you. Can you write 
down what you think it is? 

2. Did you find anything about this study unreasonable? 

3. Any additional comments about your reactions to this study? 

4. Did you know your partner before this experiment began? 

5. Please supply the following information about yourself. 

Age ----
College major 

-~~-~~~~~~~~ 

Year in school 

Marital status 
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Depth of Self-Disclosure 

Rating Scalea 

Depth of self-disclosure is defined as the highest level of dis-
closure found in the passage. Read the entire passage and decide which 
information in the passage is the most self-disclosing, based on the 
rules below. Then decide what score that information should receive, 
based on the same rules, and assign that score to the whole passage. 

Score 1 Little or no information given. The person refused to write 
about himself/herself, questionned the other person, or 
presented material which was obviously facetious. Feedback 
to the other person is rated below. 

Examples 

I have nothing to say. 

No comment. 

I am 9 feet tall and have purple hair. 

Score 2 Non-intimate disclosure. The person's writing has superficial 
content and lacks personal depth. It deals with the public 
areas of one's experience, those which are readily observable. 
Nothing of an emotional, secret, embarrassing, or affective 
nature was said. Material was presented as facts, not feelings. 
The person mentioned demographic information, common likes and 
dislikes, movies he/she had seen, and what classes he/she is 
taking, for example. Positive and neutral comments or feedback 
are included here as is advice to the writer's partner. 

Examples 

My name is Mary Smith and I have 3 brothers. 

I belong to Delta Ga1T1T1a and the Methodist youth group. 

You seem to be a nice person. 

You shouldn't worry about things so much. It will turn out OK. 

aAdapted from Chaikin, Derlaga, Bayma, and Shaw, 1975. 
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Score 3 Semi-intimate disclosure. The person wrote on a private or 
affective level, describing things about him/herself which 
were not publicly available such as feelings, wishes, beliefs, 
attitudes, cognitions, and perceptions. What was revealed, 
however, was not of a secret, uniquely personal, or embarras-
sing nature. The feelings or attitudes described were general, 
those which are almost universal, and which are not unusual to 
find revealed. Material which might otherwise receive a score 
of 4 or 5 but which was described defensively or in a distant 
manner should be included here. Such distancing might occur 
by describing a feeling, for example, in the past tense rather 
than talking about current feelings or by being vague. Nega-
tive comments or feedback to the other subject which describe 
little about the writer's feelings are included here. 

Examples 

I'm worried about how I'll do on my thesis defense. 

I used to worry about what others would think of me, but that's 
no longer a problem. 

I'm sort of scared about getting married. 

I love my family and miss them. 

Sometimes my mom and I don't get along and I wish we would. 

I consider myself shy too. (With further elaboration, this 
could be scored as 4.) 

Score 4 Intimate disclosure. The person wrote of things that were of 
a uniquely personal or emotional nature. He/she described 
current feelings, wishes, beliefs, attitudes, cognitions, and 
perceptions which are not publicly available. While some of 
the_ material revealed might be almost universal, people do 
not openly discuss these aspects of themselves. Material 
which might otherwise receive a score of 3 but which was 
elaborated so that it became more uniquely personal is 
included here. This type of information might be revealed 
to a psychotherapist or close friend, but generally would 
not be revealed to a casual acquaintance. Negative feedback 
which includes a description of the writer 1s feelings is 
included here. 

Examples 

I worry that I'm not handsome enough and too fat. 

I'm often very lonely. 
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I believe life is sacred and that we are all God's creatures. 

Well, actually, I am worried about getting married. I keep 
thinking this is a big step and I want it to work out well, 
but know that a lot of times things don't last forever. And 
that knowledge scares me. 

Score 5 Very intimate disclosure. The material presented is very 
personal, emotional, or potentially embarrassing. The 
person might mention specific details about sexual experiences, 
wanting to commit suicide, or descriptions of homosexual feel-
ings. Material might also be of a very spontaneous nature, 
describing unique subjective aspects of him/herself in a very 
nondefensive way, with a focus on exploration of inner thoughts 
and feelings. 

Examples 

I masturbate at least once a day. 

I know this is crazy, but I'm so obsessed with the fear that 
I'm getting to look older that I have to go look in the mirror 
every few minutes to see if I've changed. 

I don't know what's going on with me right now, but I'm feeling 
very shaky about saying all of this. I mean, as I look back, 
I realize that I've really shown you a lot of myself and I 
don't usually do that. Maybe it's something about this whole 
set-up or I just feel comfortable in this situation or writing 
and not seeing you or something. 

Guidelines for Ratings 

Avoid interpreting the "latent" content in what is written. Some-
times subjects unwittingly reveal information about themselves that they 
do not intend to disclose. Base your ratings only on the verbal content 
and do not "read in" meaning. 

On the other hand, sometimes the way a person expresses him/herself 
makes a slight translation necessary to know the exact meaning. For 
example, a subject may say 11 You 11 when he means himself. Such transla-
tions are permitted in making the ratings. 

Sometimes material presented may sound unlikely, just based on your 
own experiences. For example if you have never met an individual with 
the political or religious outlook written by a particular subject, you 
may feel that he's "putting you on". To avoid this type of bias, unless 
the material presented is obviously facetious, accept it at face value 
and score it accordingly. 
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Be aware of your personal reactions such as liking or not liking a 
particular subject and what he or she says. Try to avoid having your 
scores influenced by your feelings about the subject. 

Avoid basing your scores on the fact that the subject may be respond-
ing to what was said to him or her. One might be tempted to give a lower 
score to a disclosure because it is in part a reaction to what was re-
vealed to the subject. This should not be done and the disclosure should 
be rated independent of what prompted it. 

If you can't decide whether a passage falls into one category or 
another, say a 3 or a 4, score it as 3.5. 



APPENDIX E 

BREADTH OF SELF-DISCLOSURE 

RATING SCALE 

157 



158 

Breadth of Self-Disclousre 

Rating Scale 

Breadth of self-disclosure is defined as the number of items of 
information about oneself contained in the passage. An item of informa-
tion is a piece of information which could stand by itself. Counting 
items is subject to the following rules: 

l. Each item of information counts as one. 

Examples 

I am studying French. 

My name is Mary. 

My family lives in a white house. 

(score 1) 

(score l) 

(score 1) 

2. Thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, wishes, and feelings each count 
as one. Feedback and parenthetical comments often reflect 
these. 

Examples 

I detest sauerkraut. 

You're an ambitous (spelling?) person. 

(score 1) 

(score 2--one 
for the state-
ment, one for 
the question 
about spelling) 

3. Parallel information (about the same general topic) is counted as 
one. Non-parallel information is counted separately. 

Examples 

I like tennis, soccer, and music as hobbies. (score 

I have 3 cats and a pet alligator. (score 

I 1 i ke boys, music, and tennis. (score 

4. If information provided earlier is repeated, count only the 
first time. 

1) 

l ) 

3) 
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5. Information about others may or may not provide information 
about the writer, thus may or may not be counted. 

a. If the intent seems to provide background about oneself, 
count as one. 

Examples 

My boyfriend is quite tall. (score 1 since writer 
is letting the reader 
know what kind of a 
boyfriend she'd have) 

My hometown is a small sleepy village. (score l) 

b. If it is an opinion about others or feedback, count as one. 

Example 

My parents have always done what they could 
for me. (score l) 

c. If it is background to an interaction, such as part of a 
detailed story, count one for each item of information 
contained in the story. 

d. If it provides no information which reflects on the writer, 
either directly or indirectly, score 0. 

Example 

My boyfriend's name is Larry. (If boyfriend has already 
been mentioned, score 0 
for his name. If boy-
friend has not been 
mentioned previously, 
score 1 for that, none 
for his name. 

6. Statements and exclamations which contain no information are 
counted as 0, but some comments in their proper context might 
contain information. 

Examples 

Oh, I wish this work was finished. (score 0 for the exclama-
tion 11 oh 11 ; score 1 for 
the rest of the state-
ment) 

I've now told you something about myself. (score 0) 
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7. Count explanations for items separately. 

Example 

I like to ski because I like winter (score 2: one for liking 
weather. to ski, one for liking 

winter weather.) 
8. Obviously facetious statements count 0. 

9. First and last names are scored separately. 

Examples 

My name is Mary Smith. 

My name is Mary Elizabeth Smith. 

Instructions to Raters 

(score 2) 

(score 2) 

Score each passage for breadth of self-disclosure in pencil by 
dividing the passage into separate items of information. Items scored 
0 may be included with adjacent items or separated from them by a 
pencil slash and scored 0. Occasionally one item will be split so 
that part of it falls in one place in a sentence, followed by another 
item, followed by the second part of the first item. When this occurs, 
the first part should be scored 1, the next item scored 1, and the 
second part of the first item scored 0 with a note that this was 
previously scored. 

Example 

I My name is Mary I Smith. I I have an older I brother I whom I miss 

a great deal I because he's been overseas for 2 years. I But I miss I my 
o a o 

boyfriend I at Penn State I even more. I Well, I now I guess I'll tell 

you about me. I I like all music, I but I'm especially fond of jazz and 

classical. I 

The above passage contains 11 items of information. 
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EFFECTS OF THREE METHODS OF PRESENTING NEGATIVE 

INTERPERSONAL FEEDBACK USING A 

SELF-DISCLOSURE PARADIGM 

by 

Carol Ann Rowan 

(ABSTRACT) 

Many people use negative feedback in inducing behavior change, but 

it may arouse defensiveness in recipients. In this study three types of 

negative interpersonal feedback were used to induce behavior change. In 

descriptive feedback speakers describe the behavior they have observed 

in recipients of the feedback. In descriptive-impact feedback speakers 

describe the behavior and add a statement about their own reaction to 

the behavior. In evaluative feedback speakers evaluate the behavior 

observed and relate their evaluation as feedback. 

College students wrote passages about themselves, exchanged passages 

with same-sex partners, and wrote feedback comments about the information 

in their partners' passages. However, subjects actually received bogus 

passages and feedback. While all the bogus feedback requested more self-

disclosure, the feedback was either descriptive, descriptive-impact, or 

evaluative. Control subjects received no feedback. Bogus information 

and feedback cycles were repeated as were ratings made by subjects on 

questionnaire items reflecting their emotional reactions to their 

partners. 



Dependent variables were breadth and depth of self-disclosure for 

all passages and feedback corrments and ratings on Halo Factor, derived 

via factor analyses of the questionnaire items. Hypotheses held that 

defensiveness, and thus negative emotional reactions on Halo Factor, 

would be greatest for evaluative subjects, followed respectively, by 

descriptive, descriptive-impact, and control subjects. On self-

disclosure measures, no hypotheses were made for control subjects, 

but the least self-disclosure was expected from evaluative subjects 

followed, respectively, by descriptive and descriptive-impact subjects. 

Major results indicated: 1) For depth of self-disclosure on 

passages, on both post-manipulation occasions, the greatest self-

disclosure occurred for descriptive-impact subjects, followed, re-

spectively, by evaluative, descriptive, and control subjects. 2) 

Across occasions, depth of self-disclosure on passages and feedback 

increased, breadth of self-disclosure on passages decreased, and 

ratings of partners became more negative. 3) Females disclosed more 

than males for depth of self-disclosure on passages and for breadth 

of self-disclosure on passages and feedback, but males rated their 

partners more positively. 

Results seemed to reflect the self-disclosure paradigm used more 

than the experimental manipulations. 
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