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Research is a randomized clinical trial conductecd @roup of 28 young people, mostly
aged between 18 and 20 years (11 in experimentgblsaand 17 in the control sample).
Independent variable was the participation / nomig@pation in psychodrama group for
personal development and dependent variables:rtkiety, the empathy, the personality
traits. It was created and applied a questionrtairevaluate the behavior of the group
leader. Group members have established a hierav€hyalom's therapeutic factors,

based on their experience in the group. Along withntitative research, qualitative data
resulting from participatory observation and traigs of audio recordings of

psychodrama group meetings were used to descrébgrtdup process and to produce a
case study.

Keywords: psychodrama, personal development, palsdevelopment group, young
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Introduction

In a very broad sense, personal development rébeesy activity designed to
result in optimizing individual behavior to bettdapt to his or her social requirements,
to achieve success in a particular area of itdenae. We are bombarded with extremely
diverse offers for personal development throughousr channels of communication:
books, magazines, newspapers, DVDs, CDs, televigiadio, Internet sites, e-mail,
social networking. Beyond this “motivational littwee”, we find a narrower sense of
personal development, located at the intersectioar@as such as psychology, social
psychology and psychotherapy. It is an area whelmical psychologists,
psychotherapists and psychiatrists propose thatgusrious methods in their fields,
usually in a group format, to optimize the behawdrindividuals considered normal,
fully functional, through self-discovery path, thederstanding and acceptance of self, to
help them better adapt and improve so their quafitife.

Generally, at the end of the activities, partiagain personal growth groups are
satisfied by their experiences, but are rather @oige, when you need to specify the
changes they underwent. Very few cases are preséotéhe public, for evidence of
effectiveness and efficiency of activities. Whers thappens, however, approach for
obtaining such evidence is not always the experiatetype. The same is true for
psychodrama. Investigation of results of psychodras based mainly on data type
narrative and case studies (stories of participardsrative description of psychodrama
sessions or fragments thereof) rather than on erpatal trials (Kipper and Hund, 2003,
142). Such an approach is, however, objectionabseid (2006, 283), for example,
showed that the methods such as case studies;ipatdry observation and description
of clinical experience are not sufficient to produtew knowledge, they can serve up to
develop or exemplify theories or theoretical modeithout being able to test their
validity.

From meeting the interest to lead psychodramapgrdar self-knowledge and
personal development of young people with the desirscientifically validate such an
approach, emerging the idea to this researchirisaas to learn, with an experimental
design, where the participation of young people psychodrama group produces
measurable psyhological changes, which is theicgpion of therapeutic factors
suspected to be responsible for these changesartsehavior of group leader in charge
and if the theory of psychodrama can explain tlseilts, in a sufficiently robust way in
terms of intellectual performance. On the otherdhahe impact of psychodrama in a
personal development approach can not be fullyucegtby the simple presentation of
guantitative data, which is why | felt that the Icad qualitative methods, such as
participant observation, interview or case study i@ welcome.

Originality of approach is that were investigasnhultaneously the head of the
group leader (as was perceived by participantss, itidividual behavior of group
members, their perceptions of therapeutic factirs,group as a whole and results. In
addition, a questionnaire was designed to investigae behavior of the leader in
management of personal development group. Were sisedtaneously quantitative and
gualitative methods.



Chapter 1. Definition of personal development group

Most often, personal development is presented salfeawareness activity held
under the guidance of psychologists or other menlth professionals in order to
optimize behavior and improve quality of life ob#e involved. Mitrofan (2008, 14), for
example, found that personal development is a “@abtherapy” claimed by “existential
problems of all kinds, stress and risks of modée’i and for the individuals “motivated
to self-exceeding or to fulfill life, performing itheir relationships with themselves and
with others, career or the environment”.

Between individual and group is a relationshipraftual interdependence. Thus,
Anderson and Robertson (1985, 142) considered “that personal development is
essentially a social process” and, as such, thiedoe@gonment in which it is held is that
of a group. The essence of personal developmenpgris the “cultural permission” for
self-disclosure and feedback, unprecedented instigal environment commonplace.
Members of these groups are allowed, and afford amather, to self-disclosure, to
express thoughts and feelings openly and honestlihé other, to give and receive
feedback on how they interact in groups. They kexdirect feedback from others, have
the opportunity to validate consensual reality ofeipersonal perceptions and can
compare their self perceptions about themselves @erdeptions of others to seek
congruence of various perceptual content. When ‘thgl/’ to practice new behaviors, in
the protector climate of a group that provides @seeof trust and psychological safety,
they get the opportunity to improve efficiency antkrpersonal relationship.

Chapter 2. Brief history of personal development goups

As shown by De Visscher (2001, 35-37), early peasaevelopment groups are
related to research in social psychology of Kurtvicein the 40s of last century. He
found that group members can work with passiorheirtanalysis and interpretation of
group interactions, and this is a new way of undeding their behavior. It was born so,
“the group T” (T-group) (where “T” comes from thewd "training"), whose raison d'étre
was the training in human relations.

The late ‘50s were marked by the development ahi&n potential movement”,
whose main representative, Abraham Maslow showat libth psychoanalytic theory
and the behavioral theory were so concerned witlthadogical symptoms that were
overlooked signs of mental health. Interested ilty fiunctional human study, he
defended the need to self-actualization, the faiéht of human potentialities.

Carl Rogers proposed the term “encounter groupddasignate such experiential
groups (focused on the experience of "here-and-hawhich gives great importance to
genuine meeting of members and the leader and mientbe pursued an improvement in
interpersonal relationships of its clients by praoimg self-congruence (ie a transparent
authenticity) and positive consideration, uncowmdiéi and empathetic towards each
other. This non-directive guidance was taken byesoirhis collaborators and transferred
to group activities.

Anderson (1983/2004) described how Michael Murping Richard Price have
created the Esalen Institute, designed as a ptalse invited philosophers, psychologists,
religious leaders, scientists for lectures and sarsion mutual exchange of Western and



Eastern thinking about the latest trends in psyaigl about personal and social
transformation. Among the first to have lectureeréhin 1963, were philosophers Aldous
Huxley and Alan Watts (trying to approximate Westg@sychology teachings of Zen
Buddhism), both supporters of the development ahdmu potential. The presence of
permanent residents like Perls (theorist and pracér of Gestalt therapy), Schultz
(promoter of encounter groups) and Gunther (followfesensory awareness), attracted a
large audience. Group interaction, the focus omnugrprocess, reactions in comparison
with other participants, all leading at very stra@rgotions, a sense of change and intense
satisfaction of being part of the group. Focus enssry experience of here-and-now
wasn’t used as a way to get into people’s pastn(g@sychotherapy). Focus on external
events, verbal discourse was considered an escape gresent experience and the
essential work of the group. Worship of present diweé experience led to the
depreciation of symbolic, abstract formulations &ahliing strong sensory experiences. It
was proposed a shift in emphasis from symbols twEte express, from intellect to
emotion, from mind to body.

Chapter 3. Personal development groups and group pshotherapy

The question is whether personal development & @n application of
psychotherapy to a target group (normal peopleltthe@sychologically) or else. Rose
(2008, 10-12) questioned whether personal growtums addressing surface themes,
while the treatment group is greater for deep pshdical problems, the truly important.
Therapy group members recognize that they are ralbe and need a helping hand.
They are in the group “to be better”. About perdatevelopment group members are
supposed to be more psychologically robust, theye haore personal resources and
therefore less need for care. They look betteraaideve their full potential.

Psychotherapy group members are required, assfaossible, to interact with
each other only when they are in groups, to elitairtae disturbing influence of outside
the group interactions. In personal developmentiggpmembers interact in many cases,
outside the group. Inevitably, they form pairs, gnaups with members who share
information that others do not have, which affaciup dynamics.

Of course, among the personal development grooghpsychotherapy groups are
not only differences but also similarities. Botrasthha common fundamental - are based
on significant mutual relations building by memb#roughout the life of groups. And,
in both cases, group members are responsible &r behavior and their impact on
others. If an outside observer would look at megtiof each of the two groups, he
notice, probably, very little difference - convdieas, emotional tensions, interrelated
efforts of the members would look like.

A specific feature of personal development grogpsxtensive use of “structured
exercises” (Yalom and Leszcz, 2008, 463-469). Tdreya kind of group leaders initiated
experiments with group work to rectify it in speciflirections. Thus, these exercises can
target speeding the pace of group processes (aefipem the early stages of its
development), accelerating the interaction of masjde overcome the highly ritualized
social behavior, specific to early stages of intespnal relationships, and facilitate
members group contact with their repressed emotanrs their physical selves and
remove “blind spots” of self perception.



The structured exercises aim is to provide coogifor “experiential learning”,
by following the steps in Figure 1.

Orientation
Summarization of the goals

Experience
Interaction within the framework
of the group (role-play,
simulations, tasks solving)

y

Discussion
Summarization of the experience
Sharing of reactions and persond

interpretations.

Analysis
Conferring of meaning to
experience. Formulation of the
meanings and conclusions.

Application
Identifiction of the implications.
Proposal of the changes to be
performed outside the group

Figure 1. Essential steps of the experiential iegrmporocess (Forsyth, 2006, 533)

If psychoanalytic psychotherapists have transtesggecific attitude (neutral, less
transparent, strictly professional) in the treattgmoup, encounter group leaders were
more flexible, more willing to experiment and to keagreater self-disclosure. As a
result, they were perceived more realistic by growgmbers as being similar, except for
specialized knowledge and professional competeyial®ih and Leszcz, 2008, 525).

Chapter 4. Current variety of personal developmengroups

Burlingame, MacKenzie, and Strauss (2004) citegliBy, Mc Cabe and Antony
(2006, 11), proposed a “model group” to map théoiacthat contribute to the therapeutic
results of treatment group. | took it and adaptee model to be used as a reference
framework, for the analysis of psychodrama grouppfersonal development (see Figure
2).

Results of participation in a group of personaladlepment are influenced major
by the formal change theory adopted by the groagde Psychotherapeutic training of
the leader, and its theoretical orientation infeeshdirectly methods and techniques they
use during group activities.

Small group process concerns, in the opinion oe€and Corey (2006, 5), with
“‘dynamic such as rules governing group, the groopesion, how much trust is
generated, how resistance is manifested as canélicde and how addressed, forces set in



motion, the healing reactions of members and diffeistages of group development”.

Results of personal
development group

Participaits Structural factor

Leader

Formal theory Small group
of change process

Figure 2. Variables affecting results of persorelelopment group
(After Burlingame, MacKenzie, and Strauss, 2004)

Participants may be more or less homogeneous spect¢ of personal and
interpersonal characteristics (related to their, dlgeir gender, social competence, their
level of empathy, etc.).

Structural factors of the group for personal depsient refers to the duration and
number of group meetings, frequency of meetingsugrsize, the physical frame for
activities.

Group leaders influence the performance of pgdiais in personal development
work, depending on their personal characteristeaership styles and their interaction.
Leaders with similar theoretical orientations maywd very different leadership styles.

Many possible combinations of the model dimensiodgferent formal theories
of change used by leaders (psychodynamic, cogHmravioral, existential,
psychodrama, etc..), different types of particisa@dolescents, adults, etc..), various
structural factors (duration, the number and fregyeof meetings, the conduct) and
differences related to leaders (their number, thelavior, their leadership styles) - we
can give an idea of how diverse is today, persdaatlopment work through group.

Chapter 5. Definitions of psychodrama

Psychodrama is a form of group psychotherapy iithvparticipants put on stage,
through role play, their past, present or future Isituations, in order to resolve
intrapsychic difficulties or interpersonal facingasic dictum of psychodrama is “Show
us, do not tell us” on the premise that actionakpeuder than words. May be enactment



events in the past (unresolved situations, traudreams, etc..), current situations
(conflicts, disturbed interpersonal relationshipsibitions, etc..) and preparation for
future situations (a job interview, negotiationsaparation). Psychodrama deal with life
situations involving the external manifestationssible to all involved, and internal

mental processes that are “tangible” by exterioiora

Chapter 6. The morenian theory of roles

Moreno has formulated a theory of the role of gnemise that man is a role
player, that every individual has a repertoire a@és which dominate his behavior, and
that each culture offers its members a very broad of roles. Personality is the
constellation of roles that the individual updatescope with the everyday challanges,
and the role is “the form in which an individual react to a specific situation involving
other people or other objects” (Moreno, 2009, 1R4jividual performance in role plays
is influenced both by the correct perception ofrile and the ability of enactment.

Moreno found that, for good adaptation, the indiinl requires to develop a
sufficiently broad repertoire of roles. People wiymerate within a narrow repertoire of
roles or have difficulty moving from one role toadher live their lives in a limited,
restricted, not enough spontaneous way. Human itggdacbe creative was considered
by Moreno a key component of personality.

Spontaneity catalyst creativity, “stimulates thadividual to an appropriate
response to a new situation or to a new answen twdasituation” (Moreno, 1953, 42). It
allows, therefore, to individual to adapt to sitaas, but also to change behavior to adopt
new, more appropriate behaviors in the circumstaimecevhich the old behaviors have
proven ineffective. Moreno said that people aredrien by instincts, as psychoanalysis
claims, but based rather on spontaneity and cigativupdating one or other of the roles
available in their repertoire. To achieve thisjsitnecessary for mental blockages that
prevent the free expression of spontaneity to bevwed.

Chapter 7. Basics of psychodrama

7.1 The protagonist

The protagonist is a member of the group who mpsinfront of the group, a
personal situation that will “come alive” throughathatization, thus resolve intrapsychic
or interpersonal problems.
7.2 The Stage

At the instigation of the psychodrama director throtagonist chooses scene,
which is the area of the room where the dramattomowill take place. Duric et al.
(2006, 15) warned that: “The division of space nhestlear and defined: on one side has
the chairs for the group members, all of whom isu@nof their being in real space and
time. On the other side is the stage, where theagomist's life scenes, which belong to
imagined time and space, is acted out. This isplaee where the ‘as if enactment
develops.”



7.3 The auxiliaries

Of the members, the protagonist chooses who akié tthe place of people, or
objects and significant concepts necessary for dtiaation. They are called auxiliary.
7.4 The audience

Remaining group members after the election ofggonist and auxiliaries form
the audience, which watching the enactment onttiges They do not remain passive in
relation to what happened on stage. Most timegy, tegonate emotionally and identify,
in some instances, with the experiences from thenescof the protagonist and the
auxiliaries.

7.5 The psychodrama director

At the leadership of the group and the psychodra@saion is the leader. Its main
role is to guide the protagonist to solve its peofs. Professional competence involves
proper exercise of four roles: director, analysgrapist and group leader (Kellermann
1996, 46).

As director, the psychodrama director has the task of tranglahe material of
the protagonist in action. He must coordinate ayiregn scenes to create the right
atmosphere, to provide necessary warm-up, placattkidiaries, to control the scene and
correct their role-play, to ensure the pace andihtinof action, suggest alternative ways
for dramatization, etc..

In the role of theanalyst the leader is there to recognize accurately rigs]i
thoughts, behaviors, attitudes of protagonist. legga meaning to its action on stage in
terms of repetitive actions, of counter-action,abfeaction, of defense mechanisms, of
simple communication activities. Then choose tightritime, to not force a premature
interpretation, and communicate the protagonist twha understood clearly and
unambiguously.

In the role of theherapist the leader is an agent of change, which affduts t
protagonists, and the other group members, toititeil personal development and / or
healing interventions which may be either verbaicfsas confrontation, clarification,
interpretation, acceptance, suggestion, advicé,dssdlosure, etc..) and nonverbal (use
with care and sensitivity of the physical distartbe, intonation and timbre of voice, eyes
contact, body posture, and even silence).

The role ofgroup leaderis to dealing with organizational issues, estabijsoup
norms, encourage active participation of all mempdarcilitating interaction and
communication between them, clarifies developedtiaiships using methods of action
or verbal interpretations, and help to resolve kcisf constructively to ensure a
constructive and supportive atmosphere of grougkwor

Chapter 8. Basics of psychodrama

8.1 The warm-up

The main function of the warm-up period is to depea sufficient level of
networking among group members and between growpitanleader and allow the
emergence of individual issues or topics of genertarest. It takes place usually in the
form of funny games and structured exercises tditlte complex interactions among
group members, identify a protagonist or themetl@ group to be explored further.
Leveton (2001, 137) showed that a good warm-uprgidessage that the group is one in
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which everyone can participate, that participatisneasy and funny and that any
contribution is appreciated. The atmosphere creajedntaneously removes some
resistance.

8.2 The enactment

As pointed Blatner (1998, 7-8), the enactment heegwith the protagonist
bringing to the group, where the problem is disedsbriefly with the psychodrama
director and is redefined in terms of a concret@mgxe that can be played. He is helped
to describe the physical environment in which tbhgoa takes place and choose the site
from the floor on which to build (with props at lihnstage as possible similar with
physical environment described above.

To conduct the action as they takes place herenang the protagonist chooses
group members who will take the place of significéigures in his drama, they thus
becoming auxiliaries. After describing the opensagne, auxiliaries learn their roles,
under the guidance of the psychodrama director.tfisr they exchange roles with the
protagonist, for short periods of time. Thus, thetg@gonist states, in particular, the
behavior of the other characters in his drama. Iske jprovides feedback if the scene has
played in the way it was imagined. This activityntridbutes to warming protagonist and
auxiliaries.

Depending on the objectives pursued, the leaderusa other psychodramatic
techniques. The doubling, for example, is a tealmigyhere the leader or another group
member joins protagonist adopt its position andhi$ is useful, speaks on his behalf,
making what is called double in psychodrama. Tlas, be brought to light thoughts or
feelings that the protagonist can not express therthe mirror technique, a member of
the group over the role of protagonist, do andwshat he said and did moments before.
The “replay” allows the protagonist to form a moigective perspective on the ongoing
situation. Monologue implies that the protagonisfreely express everything that comes
to his mind, as if talking to himself.

Dayton (2004, 32-34) presented a very useful ifleagon of different types of
enactments, according to reports from the threedimensions of time: past, present,
future.

Present day enactments are staging the protagoaoistent life situations that
help to clarify their circumstances. Examinatioraifislow motion” situations may throw
light on their inner dynamics, so the protagonet enake new choices, better informed
and more intelligent about them.

Regression in time is probably the most commoe yppsychodrama. It is used
to explore any past situation through a procesmake then-and-there to become here-
and-now, the material held here in the past isedlin the present moment. The fact that
the protagonist and the performers on stage spgakiles at the present time, the
character “as if” of the enactment is reduced, thuey relate to the ongoing situation as a
real one. It is a form of access to things too fphirwhich is banned in consciousness,
but whose effect is, however, still unconscious afidiences the individual in the form
of open tensions, of “unfinished business”. Psychodh bring such past in the
foreground, to reduce, through awareness, itsenfte on the protagonist's life.

Projection in the future allows the protagonistptay a scene from the future,
anticipates or with excitement or with fear. Thdst the protagonist is a sort of
preparation for what life is expected to reseraes] the scene can be played in a variety
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of ways which can help him make the best choieesgduce anxiety or to live emotions
he anticipate in a manner that gives safety.

The spiraling is a psychodramatic technique usearder to link the present day
enactments marked by the transfer reactions or @aslict and the origins of these
events or conflicts. For example, today during anscwhere the protagonist lives a
conflict may become clear that it is a remake oblhconflict. The leader may ask the
protagonist to identify when this dynamic confligan for him to identify a stage model
to represent key elements of his particular ematicand psychological concern or
conflict, helping him to go back to the spiral ti@tds the last scene. After regression in
the past and playing the scene, the performerdage san restore the scene to replay
present day scene, with an additional understandbgut the origins of problematic
dynamics, transfers and projections, thus freeing band the last pain, which was
designed on this. He can also go and present al $§ppm the future, whether in the
current conflict are some anticipated events, aed to return today.

8.3 The sharing

Sharing is the stage at which the protagonistivesesupportive feedback from
other group members immediately after the enactméhey are invited to express
thoughts and feelings that are the connection katwiee protagonist and their own life
story. There isn’t encouraged intellectual analgdithe problem of protagonist or giving
advice, but sharing with him the feelings experezhduring the enactment.

Chapter 9. Therapeutic factors of psychodrama

Kellermann (1996, 71) described six types of fexctihat he considers to be the
origin of progress in therapy or personal developm#éarough psychodrama. Thus,
progress triggers an emotional catharsis, insighta brings the benefits of cognitive
level, tele factor contributing to the improvemaeatitinterpersonal relationships, as-if
factor rich imagery, acting-out produces necessatyavioral changes and non-specific
factors contribute to what he called the magicsyfghodrama.

9.1 Catharsis

Refers to catharsis, it is emotional release, ndieg of the “toxic” affects.
Requires progress in two stages, first emotiorlabee and relief, the second (cognitive)
integration and ordering. He is not an end in ftgeit only at point of departure for
further interventions. Emotional release would remeneffective without cognitive
insight.

9.2 Action-insight

Action-insight is a specific process of psychodaammade in the action rather
than through verbal interpretation. Involves intggrg emotional, cognitive, imaginative
learning experiences, and interpersonal behaviam Ge experienced as a sudden
revelation or as a gradual process of discoveryioAdnsight implies a kind of non-
cognitive processing involving the physical andceetual-motor, emotional and intuitive
level rather than intellectual and analytical level
9.3 “Tele”

Tele phenomenon was described by Moreno (2009,tt&t) “the process that
attracts individuals to each other or make themctgj Assume reporting to the other one
to be based on current perception, the “here-and-ronot contaminated by items from
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the past, “then-and-there”, the transfer of theasdand feelings related to an old
relationship to current relationship. Purpose oplering interpersonal field of the
psychodrama is to help group members to corretbrtesl perceptions of relations, to
eliminate influences that disturb and transferedaedo this, psychodrama encourages
self-disclosure, openness, empathy and mutual tanusp

9.4 “As if’

Kellermann (1996, 110) noted that underlying ppte in psychodramatic
enactment as that involves appeal to the imaginaGmnvention, both for those directly
involved (protagonist and auxiliaries) as well asliance members, is that events on the
stage to be addressed as if they were real. Remtits are encouraged to bring to life
scenes from the past, as events would happen nanteract with inanimate objects as if
they would be alive, to talk with other group memsbas if they were ancient or
significant person in their lives, etc.. Psychodaasgene can made not only the events
that happened “really” alive, but what has not heamal yet, but is desired, feared or
ignored: the unknown, love, unborn, dreams, hopess, disappointments, unfulfilled
desires, expectations, etc.. Of course, the woskif“ds not “real”. All participants know
that. However, with increasing involvement in rplay, they begin to think, feel and act
in the same way they do in real life.

9.5 Acting out

In psychodrama, the acting-out refers to the le@stiehavior of group members.
Kellerman (1996, 124) has inventoried and propdedak classified into: counter-action
(resistance), abreaction, communication actionpréssions), repetitive actions (reliving
the transfer). He noted that psychodrama was izetic because, by acting-out, the
participants made emotional gratification of neesis;ourages defensive regression to a
very primitive level and discourage verbal activite considered, however, that
reinstatement is not a regression. Psychodramaéicteente is a regression that is self
serving, the reorganization and integration of &periences, thoughts and feelings that
accompany them.

9.6 “Magic” psychodrama

Magic psychodrama intervention into nonspecifierdipeutic factors, ie those
healing factors common to all forms of psychothgrapd healing practices in general
and take over the power of suggestion (placeboctffer example). Warm-up and
relaxation techniques, music, imagination exercees improvisation games causes, not
infrequently, altered states of consciousness wimiake participants more susceptible to
external influences and open to change. Strengtinflofence of psychodrama director
resides, on the one hand in his charismatic gaslitand on the other hand in the
tendency to be idealized by the group members.

Although described separately, therapeutic factofs psychodrama acting
interdependent and each separate contributiontpubis almost impossible to assess.

Chapter 10. Arguments for the use of psychodrama gup for personal development
with young people

Stimulating self-knowledge, personal developmgmivides opportunities for a

better understanding of their needs and desiresvaryd of meeting them, improves self
and events control. Also encourages giving up dydfanal belief that there are not
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many choices to make and allows access to a womdaoy possibilities. Therefore, we
considered that the participation of young peoplgs$ychodrama group activities for
personal development is a useful approach, whiek tould benefit such as increased
spontaneity (as evidenced indirectly by loweringiaty) and increased cognitive and
emotional dimensions of empathy.

Chapter 11. Research methodology
11.1 General and specific objectives of the resedrc

The overall objective of the research was to detee whether measurable
physiological changes occur as a result of paditym of young people in psychodrama
group for personal development.

Specific research objectives derived from the garabjectives, were:

1. To investigate whether the participation of ygyseople in activities of psychodrama
group for personal development causes a decreashein anxiety, the effect of
increasing their spontaneity.

2. To investigate whether the participation of ygyeople in the psychodrama group for
personal development increases their empathy.

3. To investigate whether the participation of ygupeople in group activities for
personal development produces changes in theiopality traits.

4. To investigate the therapeutic factors that gopeople evaluate them to be most
useful and less useful for producing the desiregingbs, then they look back to their
experience in the personal development group.

5. To investigate the perception of participanthow the group leader fulfilled the tasks
of group management and behavioral style that bptad.

6. To present theoretical arguments and countemagts for use psychodrama in
personal development groups for young people.

11.2 General and specific assumptions
General hypothesis

1. If young people patrticipate in the activities afpsychodrama group for personal
development, then their anxiety level decreases.

2. If young people participate in the activities afpsychodrama group for personal
development, then their empathy increases.

3. If young people participate in the activities afpsychodrama group for personal
development, then changes will occur in their peasity traits.

Specific hypothesis
1. In pre-testing, no significant difference betwescores of young people in the

experimental sample and scores of young peopledarcontrol sample, for the Cattell's
Anxiety Questionnaire scales.
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2. In pre-testing, no significant difference betwescores of young people in the
experimental sample and scores of young peoplaarncontrol sample, for the Davis’s

Interpersonal Reactivity Index scales.

3. In pre-testing, no significant difference betwegcores of young people in the
experimental sample and scores of young peopldiencbntrol sample, for the main

personality factors of the Cattell's 16 PF Quesiaire.

4. There is no significant difference between the-tpst scores of young people in the
control group and their post-test scores, for thedll's Anxiety Questionnaire scales.

5. There is no significant difference between the-tpst scores of young people in the
control group and their post-test scores, for tlai®s Interpersonal Reactivity Index

scales.

6. There is no significant difference between the-tpst scores of young people in the
control group and their post-test scores, for thesgnality factors of Cattell's 16 PF

Questionnaire.

7. Post-test scores of young people in the expeatmhesample are significantly lower

than pre-test scores, for the Cattell’s Anxiety Qignnaire scales.

8. Post-test scores of young people in the expat@mhesample are significantly higher

than pre-test scores, for the Davis’s Interpers®ealctivity Index scales.

9. Post-test scores of young people in the expetmhasample is significantly different

than pre-test scores, for the personality factofSattell’'s 16 PF questionnaire.

11.3 Research design

The design type of research is experimental, with independent variable and
several dependent variables:

Independent variable:
- Participation / non-participation in psychodragnaup for personal development

Dependent variables:

- General anxiety and its components

- Cognitive and emotional components of empathy
- Personality traits

Personal development group was a closed groupreThwere 12 meetings,
approximately 5 hours each, ie a total of 60 houled all 12 meetings of the group and
we recording audio all meeting (with the consenalbmembers).

11.4 Participants in the study

Randomized clinical trial was attended by 28 stisledivided into two samples:
1. one experimental, consisting of 11 students whudicipated in group activities for
personal development
2. and the other, the control sample, consistintj7obther students.

All these students were enrolled in the studyqeknn the first year at the Faculty
of Psychology and Educational Sciences, Universitgrasov.
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Distribution of participants in the two samplesswachieved by a simple random
sampling procedure.

The average age of the 28 study subjects was M@&i& (19-23 years) with a
standard deviation of 1.00.

The average age of young people in the experirhsataple was 20.09 years (19-
23 years) with a standard deviation of 1.38.

The average age of young people in the controlpamvas 19.24 years (19-20
years) with a standard deviation of 0.44.

Of the 28 study subjects, 25 are female and 3.nfdle experimental sample are
10 females and a male, and in the control sampléedtales and two males. There is
preponderance of female subjects and the similafithe two samples based on gender
distribution.

11.5 Description of psychodrama group

Personal development group activities were comdlaver 12 meetings. All
meetings (except the first) started with what | talrive flash”, ie a short time in which
members disposed in a circle on chairs, were ptedan a few words, their mental and
physical states of time, any questions and unresolgsues from previous meetings.

Thus, we could find the warm-up of the group aadhemember, on any issues,
important issues that are to be addressed durengfeting. Symmetrically, the meeting
ended with “flash of departure”, when | could fitiee mood that each group member left
the meeting, to pay special attention to those neembwvho seemed to need
encouragement or help, so that no one leave witkgative emotional state or a state of
cognitive disorganization that harm them. Howebwased on claims of group members,
we could evaluate the success or failure of thadtime.

To facilitate the involvement of members, eachvdgtgroup was preceded by a
moment of warm-up, usually in the form of activetieith games (“train”, “blind walk”,
“improvisation music”, etc..).

After presenting the leader and group participamtsre established rules for
personal development in general (confidentialitgywho address, self-disclosure, honest
feedback, peer support, punctuality, attendanae) end for psychodrama group, in
particular (playing the protagonist, the enactmenft personal issues, supporting
protagonist in auxiliary roles, etc.). Was thenami¢d consent to audio recording of
meetings.

Group activities were mostly of the type of stiured exercises, followed by a
phase of sharing, dedicated feedback. The firdt suercise was the role reversal with a
close friend and presentation of self in role. ®eibloration continued with a paper and
pencil exercise, called “present-day social atomayton, 2004, 89), ie a graphical
representation of emotional relationships with gigant people, groups and institutions
(even animals and objects!). Social atom was naieed then by a member of the
group, through enactment, similar to “sculpturenteque” of Virginia Satir. The next
meeting of the group was dedicated to exploringqeal qualities and symbolic trading
with these qualities through the “magic shop” (Lieve 2001, 109-120).

The fourth meeting was devoted to dramatizatiotelavision talk-show on a
controversial issue as “Mister Gay - a necessapy8h Roles (some difficult to accept)
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was distributed by lot. The next meeting, a membas the protagonist of the game
“Five characters in search of a personality” (Lewet2001, 93-102), which, with some
fictional characters, she chosen even where area$temembers, created a representation
of self on which was able to intervene, changini ithe desired direction. A replay of
the exercise of presenting oneself through the r@kersal involved the presentation of
the opposite sex parent role and relationship tededifficulties or conflicts, without
being followed by their desire to explore thesetlom psychodrama stage. At the sixth
meeting was put on stage a collective game on Twahinca tale in which roles were not
chosen by members but they have been assignee lyydahp.

The seventh meeting was a return to a paper amcil gxercise, this time being
drawn a “diagram of roles” (Dayton, 2004, 167) addntified areas of comfort and
discomfort related to these roles. Through an eserconducted in dyads, group
members explore their intra- and inter-roles cenflAs a continuation of the previous
meeting, the eighth meeting was dedicated to pustage an inter-role conflict (the
daughter, the lover and the student), the protagevas involved and her colleagues was
chosen in the four auxiliary roles (one role wasdouble).

The ninth meeting of the members involved restomabf the own journey of
becoming, initially by directed imagery and then ¢ging on a temporal continuum
represented by a line of life, which stood at digant times and the group members
talked about these experiences (development oppotes or obstacles). The next
meeting, group members identified social roles ihiclw they felt discomfortable,
because their intrarol conflict and their confiigtidimensions. Then, for a metaphorical
exploration of the conflicting dimensions of thérawol conflict these have characterized
with a list of attributes (color, shape, size, pos, sound, smell, taste, texture,
temperature, motion). Then | used the “empty chaathnique to try to reconcile
conflicting dimensions of roles previously explorédnvited the protagonist to passing
all the seats corresponding with each dimensiah@fole and | interviewed her in those
roles. | did then conflicting dimensions of rolenchhave a dialogue and seek a path of
peaceful coexistence. It was a meeting that wasakihrough” because we had three
protagonists who overcome resistance and they mparsinemes was explored on
psychodrama stage.

Beginning of the eleventh meeting was dedicatedht® group as a whole,
members have building with objects and props (®=arshawls, etc..) a representation of
group and each of them position therein. Then gnmgmbers have given each other
“antiroles”, ie roles which, by their external belal manifestations, and the inner
feelings they cause, are opposite to the normadly @f being of the person. Last meeting
of the group started with a game called “cruis@& group members “embarked” on a
ship, they have playing antiroles, freely intenagtwith each other. Then, with the aid of
the “hot seat” technique, the members moved inntiidle of the group and received
openly feedback about their “performance” in gréngmn the individual members.

It should be remembered that all these structerexdcises or games have been
followed by a phase of sharing, feedback centemdhd the role, the evocation of
thoughts, feelings, even physiological sensatiamtasioned by these experiences. It was
given to the expressed preferences, motivationseb@bout a role or a partner, favorite
types of interaction and possible networking repetipatterns.
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11.6 Research tools
We use the following tools:

- for the dependent variable anxiety: Cattell's Aatx Scale
- for the dependent variable empathy: Davis’s jmdéesonal Reactivity Index
- for the dependent variable personality: 16 PRallat Personality Questionnaire

For evaluation of Yalom's therapeutic factors weedi Q-sort technique.

| created and used a questionnaire to investitjgebehavior of group leader.

Were used the audio transcripts of group meetingsults of participant
observation and case study method.

Below are presented in more detail, researchunsnts.

11.6.1 Cattell's Anxiety Scale “C”

Calculate:
- Raw score of overall anxiety
- Raw score of veiled anxiety
- Raw score of manifested anxiety
- Raw scores of the 5 primary factors: self-awasen@?3), ego strength (C), paranoid
inclination (L), propensity to guilt (A) and ergiension (Q4).

By reference to standards in 11 standard classesldained: standard note of
general anxiety and standard notes of the 5 prirfaatyrs contributing to it.

11.6.2 Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index

The first two scales, concern cognitive aspe&rpathy, the other two emotional
side of it, are the following:
- perspective-taking scalgSP) - assessing spontaneous attempts to adagpt pebple’s
perspectives and see things from their point ofvvie
- fantasy scaléSl) - assesses the tendency to identify with diara in movies, novels,
plays and other fictional situations
- empathic concern scal®E) - assesses feelings of warmth, compassiorc@mzern for
others
- personal distress scal@PD) - evaluate personal feelings of anxiety amtamfort
resulting from follow the negative experiences thfers.

11.6.3 Cattell's 16 PF personality questionnaire
It measures 16 personality factors.
11.6.4 Q-sort Technique for evaluation of Yalom’sherapeutic factors

Yalom (1970) aimed to investigate the incidencel@ftherapeutic factors in
different types of treatment groups or for persat@telopment, based on rank ordering
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of the 60 items (five for each therapeutic factoy)the group members, to determine
which therapeutic factors below are most highlyedl by them.

Altruism refers to the opportunity which is afforded gramgembers to provide
support to others. With the experience of altruignoup members can improve their self
esteem.

Group cohesionrefers to group attractiveness for its membergoeraging
participation, privacy and self-disclosure.

Universalityrefers to the discovery by the individual thaha the only one that
has a problem that others have experienced simpilalblems. This discovery is often
accompanied by a sense of relief.

Interpersonal learning inputefers to the fact that the group allows members t
optimize interpersonal learning, how they are d®eather people.

Interpersonal learning outputefers to group members have the opportunity to
experiment and validate new ways of relating teoth

Guidancerefers to the instructions provided by the thestfmgether with advice
and suggestions about tackling life provided by therapist and the other group
members.

Catharsiscan be defined, in a simple way, as the free agpa of affect. Living
and strong feelings make group members learn thatienal experiences can encourage
feelings of closeness to others.

Identification refers to copying by members of certain featurestber group
members and leader. Group members often servelasnadels for other members,
through self-disclosure and honesty.

Family re-enactmentefers to the awareness of group members transiions
that come from their experiences of primary famdgntributing to distortions in their
interpersonal relations.

Self-understandingncludes encouraging group members to recognigegiate
and express freely oneself parts previously keptldém. Implies intellectual
understanding of the relationship between pastpaeskent (genetic understanding).

Instillation of hoperefers to instill motivation to participate in g meetings by
creating positive expectations about the resultsetobtained.

Existential factorgefers to reflection on existential issues to deih pain and
ambiguity of life and accept that sometimes lifeuisfair and unjust and must take
responsibility for the way we live.

11.6.5 Questionnaire for investigation of behavioof personal development group
leader

In order to investigate how the leader carry oig Huties related to the
management group and his interpersonal style inpgyehodrama group, | created a
guestionnaire. For this, | was inspired in the wé&lom and Leszcz (2008, 133-209)
described the basic tasks of the therapist:

1. creating and maintaining group
2. building a culture of group
3. activation and the elucidation of the here-and:n
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For the task of creating and maintaining grou@déx requires attention in
determining the place and times of meetings ofdgimip, preventing friction between
members, discouraging events that might threatenpgcohesion: delays and repeated
absences, various forms of subgroups, group tenfisd a scapegoat for any unpleasant
incident.

To build a culture of positive change in grouge tiroup leader should establish,
together with the group, an unwritten code of rubeshorms of behavior, to promote
“active involvement in the group, uncritical accamte of others, extensive self-
disclosure, desire to self-understanding and agtoesire to change current patterns of
behavior” (Yalom and Leszcz, 2008, 137).

The third task is to help the group leader to @strong emphasis on experience
in the “here-and-now”. For this, he must show dieanough that immediate events of
group members have priority, both to their currexistence, outside the group, and to
more distant events in their past. Is necessargnsure a “self-reflexive loop” for
examining and understanding behavior has just oedyiyalom and Leszcz, 2008, 156).

Thus, the first part of the questionnaire (firgtitems) was dedicated to exploring
the perception of personal development group mesndlgout how the leader perform to
these elementary tasks and the second part (the @fhitems) focused on how was
perceived his interpersonal behavior.

The 21 items of the first part of the questionedif items for each of the basic
tasks of the leader) consist of statements whicke lexpressed agreement / disagreement
on a 5-step Lickert scale from “disagree at allgree very little”, to “agree totally or
very much”.

The second part of the questionnaire consists bpalar type of behavioral
anchors that personal development group members agied to place perceived leader
behavior on a 7-step Lickert scale, closer to anthe other (or at the same distance) of
the two opposing statements describing behaviars.eikample: “It was cold, distant,
unfriendly.” versus “He was warm, kind, friendly.”

Chapter 12. Group process

A serious discussion of the performance of youegpte as a result of their
participation in psychodrama group for personalefigyment can not take place without,
first, to discuss the group process.

The presence of members of the experimental safopld2 meetings ranged
from four members present to all eleven membersemte On average, a group meeting,
attended by 8,6 members to 11 members of the erpatal sample.

Since the first meeting of the group, members hayeed that the maximum
number of allowed absences is 4, and a more thalpsdnces to lead to exclusion from
the group. This standard has made just three ofringp members have a minimum of 8
appearances, and six of them to participate ireastl 10 meetings of the group. On
average, each group member attended 9,4 meetirige @2 meetings of the group (ie 47
hours in total about 60 hours).

Given that the rate of premature withdrawal (afitest 2-3 meetings of the group)
found by Yalom and Leszcz (2008, pp. 244-245) fifiecent treatment groups or for
personal development groups ranged from 17 to 5f7#beototal participants in the first
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meeting of the group, the rate of withdrawal of 28800f 17 members) found for our
group is relatively small. This has helped by quatelicit requirement that members
have to postpone any decision on further partiompaat the group meetings after the
third meeting of the group. | tried so give therah@nce to overcome “front” behaviors
specific to early phases of group development, gingan multiple genuine interactions,
and to make sure that the forces of cohesion ofitbep have had time to manifest.

Regarding punctuality, the vast majority of gromgmbers was present at the
times fixed for starting work. There have been saviastances when some members of
the group (not always the same) were delayed feeraé minutes, but were quickly
integrated into activity, and their delay was notrsuch a concern for other members,
that it becomes a matter of discussion group.

Motivations and expectations of members in conaravith the group were quite
different. The group was seen, from the beginnimgyays quite different. If some group
members viewed it as a way to relax, others consitdé an opportunity to know the
others or themselves. Finally, there was the bdhat group work could be useful for
professional development for the profession of pejagist. Expectations were generally
positive, and assessments at the end of meetingsctvities were also in the same
direction.

The order to speak, on the occasion of momergattoer the group in a circle, the
flash of arrival or departure or sharing, was eithigen (to allow commitment of group
members in revealing their thoughts and feelingdaa as their warm-up) or by passing
an imaginary ball from one member to another (fovalphenomenon “tele” and the
constellation of preferential choices to manifesefy and can be seen by me as leader of
the group).

Closed nature of the group, the non-receipt of n@mbers after its start, brought
a privacy of group meetings. Predetermined and ameced the end of the meetings and
extended their relative size (lasting about fiversceach) have reinforced the feeling that
every meeting is very important and promoted sbdistlosure and strong emotional
involvement, accelerating emotional processes. c&ired exercises and intensive
activity during self-disclosure meetings hurriec@aso that in very first meeting, group
members presented their concerns about lack of inupeople, the inability to speak
before a group or excessive perfectionism, theradipa of parents, the absence of a
parent went to work abroad, the other parent’s lprab with alcohol or too authoritarian
and harsh style of another, the lack of a parimémve.

Although structured exercise revealed many petsgsaes (mainly in the form
of conflict) that pretend to be explored by puttthgm on stage, | encountered resistance
from potential players, for the request to bringsth themes on psychodrama stage, to be
explored. In fact, since the protagonist games rtl address psychological issues
pressing members, but rather issues that we hapoged, as a leader, work group was
more a series of structured exercises. But excessse of structured exercises carries
risks, as stressed Yalom and Leszcz (2008). ThdHatresort to such exercises, leaders
become more popular within their groups. They a@ved to be more efficient and
competent, but, paradoxically, studies (Lieberm&alom and Miles, 1972, 1973)
showed that group members who used the more stedctaxercise results were
significantly less favorable than members of growth the fewest such exercises. The
conclusion made by Yalom and Leszcz (2008, 466) s doubt, structured exercises
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seem to go faster members highly expressive, buhfe speed, the group pays a price,
bypassing many development tasks of the group ahdeiting a sense of autonomy and
power.” The phenomenon that occurred, probablyungyoup psychodrama, is that the
structured exercise stimulated a relatively higheleof self-disclosure, but the group
members only seldom had courage to address thsioma issues by enactment.

Increased self-disclosure has created the immredsi all members of the group
that are important things going on, increasingaitsactiveness, but did not provide the
means to overcome resistance. Fear of ridicule, déanembers to not being able to
interpret certain roles and chose to interpretrtheie prevailed. They therefore have
limited the interpretation of auxiliary roles whethe actors were asked and the
interpretation of various roles in dramatic impsations.

To avoid to work on preferential relations outsidle group in exercises in dyads,
| have specifically requested members to changm@ar every exercise, so that two
members of the group do not work more than oncethtay. | noticed throughout the
group work, the occurrence of any phenomenon ofjsulps of members. None of the
members discussed the personal fears about knotignuanforces such as fear of fusion,
fear of losing their sense of identity, fear of igty up the fantasy of being a special
person or afraid to ask and to be refused.

The most favorable time for group members to ctflen group process was
structured exercise | called “Group - our homewéts an exercise in which using objects
and props (shawls, scarves, ties and other obgdiand), group members were free to
determine their position within the group represdnsymbolically as a house, choosing
that element of it to be. In the sharing phaseh dwd the opportunity to have their say
about the resulting symbolic representation ofghmup and about their position in that
representation. Speaking about the group, thahem home, its members were referred
to the inevitable issues such as privacy, conveeieinansparency, diversity, unity.

Given the stages of evolution of groups describgdralom and Leszcz (2008)
one can say that psychodrama group that | led didexceed the initial stage of
development in which members participate relucyarstte moving, looking for position
in group and are relatively dependent on indicatiohthe leader. In the group there were
no conflict, no struggle for dominance behavior revolt against the leader or any
member.

No negative comments were expressed, was not ssqifeany criticism or
hostility to the leader. The group had a smoothlwgian, characterized by tact and
kindness, acceptance and mutual support. Althoetfrdsclosure was quite high, it was
not followed (only in few occasions) by the enaatin@f personal issues within
protagonist games. However, self-disclosure hasudhb some benefits, since she
enrolled in a constructive loop trust-feedback+ipéesonal learning-self-disclosure.

Chapter 13. Processing, analysis and interpretatioof results
Data processing was performed using SPSS 10.0.

Due to the small size of experimental sample (NIL1¥ and the control sample
(N2 = 17) for research hypothesis testing | usetpacametric tests.
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13.1 Results of the questionnaire to investigate ¢hbehavior of the leader of the
group

For the first part of the questionnaire, the clatan of averages and standard
deviations of the marks given by the 11 subjectshef experimental sample (1 for all
disagree / agreed very little, 5 for total / veardely agree), resulting hierarchy of
behaviors performed by me, for basic tasks in thegmanagement.

It may be noted, from the hierarchy of these itethat the psychodrama group
members appreciated in particular the fact thaahaged to create a positive atmosphere
within the group work, a warm and secure environm®at encourages interaction
increasingly varied and rich among its members.a\sgpreciated, largely, focus on the
immediate needs of the group, addressing relewg@nts and allocation of sufficient time
for reflection on their experiences and extractaggons required.

Most controversial aspects of how | paid for tlreup management tasks were
firmness in ensuring members punctuality, attentiom nonverbal aspects of
communication and clear evidence of differencesvbeh group interactions (modeled
by rules such as encouraging self-disclosure amesideedback) and behaviors outside
the group (modeled by ordinary social label).

From the average results for each item, were [kl the averages
corresponding to the three tasks of the leadem(fndhich we started the construction of
the questionnaire), as shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Assessment, by the psychodrama group nrepdfedegree of
completion by the leader of its basisks

Task Mean
Creating and maintaining group 4.18
Building a culture of group 4.47
Activation and the elucidation of here-and-now 4.18

| could notice, based on these means that groupbaes felt that | managed to
create a culture of group to ensure a warm clinat®nstructive, friendly cohesive work
group.

In the second part of the questionnaire, subgoisd on a Lickert scale from 1-7,
closer to one or other of the two bipolar behaviarechors used to describe a continuum
of group leader behavior (eg from confidence toewtainty, from an ordered to a
disordered approach, etc..).

| calculated for each of the items average anddstal deviation, depending on
the placing on the scale. The lowest average itelicplacement to the left pole of the
continuum considered, and the highest average pdette right pole.

If the average of the experimental sample subjecta certain item has exceeded
4, | dropped 4 of that average to show the margs f0 to 3 intensity of the leader’'s
behavior described by the right pole of that dinnem®f leadership style. If, however,
mean value was below 4, | proceeded to the deolirketo show the marks from 0 to 3
intensity of the leader's behavior described by tb# pole of that dimension of
leadership style.
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Based on decreasing ordering notes obtained, searthat group members have
greatly appreciated my honesty and transparendyased way to treat them separately.
It was appreciated clear expression of the meawiirige group. He came out my ability
to be humble, to recognize my limits when was thge¢ “not to lose my head” because
of comments | received from group members. | dagn tthat my attitude was rather one
of “facilitator” of the group’s work, than one okXpert”. My style of leadership was
democratic, but not necessarily nondirective, beeagaome group members felt that at
certain times of work | am offered appropriate aéwor possible solutions.

Most controversial aspects of my leadership stdee:

- If I was conciliatory, courteous or rather chatieng

- Whether | offered some tips or solutions

- If I was strict enough to ensure punctualitylté members.

My behavior as a leader, although calm, relaxafdyimal, was described as fairly
mild, not very expressive and reserved to physioatact with group members.

13.2 The results of Q-sort technique for evaluatiorof Yalom’s therapeutic factors

Q-sort technique was applied to assess the th&fep@ctors in psychodrama
which the group members were considered to be iapbin explaining the results
obtained by them. Based on their position has ke&en, as important, by the 11
members of psychodrama group, was calculated fdn efthe 60 items corresponding
therapeutic factors, the average rank assignece that a lower rank of an item means
that it was given greater importance, being passeone of the top positions in order of
preference.

Note that psychodrama group members were parntigulalued the opportunity
to learn new things about themselves, because handsesponsible feedback that they
received. They found not only the impression createthers, but also unknown, less
acceptable parts of themselves, which were thengasition to accept. Sometimes, they
could find the source, with origins in the past,sofme of their present problems. They
also appreciated that improved their ability to raagh people, to be more assertive and
express feelings. Finally, have reinforced thedselat they are solely responsible for
how they live, they deserve to turn their attentiorreally important things and try to
leave as little caught up in trivialities.

For each of the 12 Yalom’s therapeutic factorsenealculated means, from the
average rank of items that compose them. Thusabletll is highlighted hierarchy of
therapeutic factors according to their importancas vattributed by the psychodrama
group for personal development members.

It is interesting to point out that members of ggydrama groups in Israel have
indicated, at the end of their groups as being rntwest important therapeutic factors
interpersonal learning, catharsis, group cohesioth self-understanding (Kellermann,
1985). Of these therapeutic factors (self-undedsitan and interpersonal learning -
divided into input and output interpersonal leag)iare even therapeutic factors that take
in even this order, the top three positions in hierarchy of therapeutic factors to be
considered most important by members of personaleldement group through
psychodrama, who participated in this research.
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Table 11.Hierarchy of Yalom'’s therapeutic factors

Hierarchy Therapeutic factors Means
1 Self-understanding 24,27
2 Interpersonal learning — input 26,47
3 Interpersonal learning — output 27,00
4 Existential factors 27,89
5 Instilation of hope 28,02
6 Catharsis 29,49
7 Family re-enactment 29,67
8 Group cohesion 30,70
9 Altruism 31,36
10 Guidansce 33,98
11 Universality 36,38
12 Identification 41,61

The other two therapeutic factors average postitycated on the top positions
by members of psychodrama groups in Israel - thieacsis and group cohesion -, was
sixth and eighth respectively in the hierarchyhsf 12 therapeutic factors resulting from
this research. One explanation for the slightlydownportance given to catharsis and
therapeutic factors of group cohesion by membemiopsychodrama group for personal
development in relation to members of psychodrammaugs in Israel, is that
psychodrama groups in Israel were predominantlyagieutic, oriented to catharsis (as
long as the release of repressed emotions and egmpaind to group cohesion (resulting
from sharing of common suffering) were granted,hpps, greater importance in the
healing process.

According to Yalom and Leszcz (2008, 107): “Themsatrio of the most
important therapeutic factors (interpersonal leagrinput, catharsis and self-
understanding) has been reported in studies obpatsievelopment groups.”

The fact that in the penultimate meeting of theugr, one of the group members
appeared at the time of arrival flash, very upgethle recent suicide of a cousin suffering
from an incurable disease, has helped to give greéaportance to existential factors by
psychodrama group members. In fact, this revelatade in the group was immediately
followed by a discussion that addressed the fundéhproblems of death and anguish.

A therapeutic factor quite high valued was thainsfilation of hope.

It can be appreciated therefore that psychodrammapgfor personal development
members appreciated, in particular, the opportutityreceive feedback from other
members and learn some things about the effediseaf behavior on other people in a
social microcosm reproducing, at smaller scale, ltinger living space. They had the
opportunity to optimize their relationships, to exkment and validate new ways of
relating to others. They could also develop soskdls by understanding that sometimes
there are discrepancies between intentions andcttgal impact of behavior on others.
Group members felt encouraged to recognize, integrad express oneself freely parts
previously maintained in shadow and to expand wstdeding of itself. The raids in the
past that psychodrama occasions, favors undersigtiol relationship between past and
present and a better knowledge of themselves,aungegration of new mental contents.

In fact, the sequence of learning assumed to kered by each member of the
group was described by Yalom and Leszcz (2008,:192)
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1. Here is how is your behavior! Member learning tlglodeedback and then see
himself as others saw.

2. Here is how your behavior makes others feel! Menfimer out the impact of his
behavior on other group members.

3. Here is how your behavior affects views that otheage of you! Member finds
that, due to his behavior, he values the otherk loith confidence, avoid it or
find it distasteful.

4. Here is how your mind influences behavior that y@ve about yourself! Based
on information collected in the first three stefise group member make self-
evaluation, judgments about yourself.

Choice, for the last positions of the hierarchytloése items, the therapeutic
factors as guidance, universality and identificai®relatively easily explained.

Guidance, the process of influencing the behavianembers by offering advice
from leaders and group members is generally disagma in psychodrama and so | did in
the personal development group.

Universality, ie the discovery that the others niewe similar problems, is a
factor which was attributed little significance psrsonal development group members
did not share common suffering, as in psychotherapyself-help groups. Various
structured exercises has outlined rather uniqeeekiperiences of members and how they
perceive themselves.

Identification is also a factor which psychodragnaup for personal development
members have given little importance. As group éeddave tried, wherever possible, to
not offer myself as a model and not to be a focughe activities. | took rather a role of
facilitator rather than a role of charismatic leatteat can be taken as a model. Group
members were less likely to look to colleagueshadroup, but were concerned to define
their own way forward their personal development.

Up to this point of research, | paid attentionthe main variables involved in
explaining the results of personal development graa!

- Formal theory of changé&he description of psychodrama, used for striregur

group activities for personal development)

- Small group proceséusing the audio transcripts of meetings and ingasng

change mechanisms with Q-sort technique to asd$essYalom's therapeutic

factors)

- Leader (by investigating its behavior with a questionnai@veloped for this

purpose)

- Participants(young people, with distinctive features of thesipd of age)

- Structural factors(related to homogeneous and closed nature of rilgpg the

duration and frequency of meetings, etc.)

There is in quantitative manner, the results olei using appropriate
nonparametric tests for this.

13.3 Mann-Whitney U test for small independent samips - the pre-test

Mann-Whitney U test was used to verify the nulpbthesis that, before handling
the independent variable (participation / non-depeient group), there were no
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significant differences between the two samplepédarmental and control) in terms of
dependent variables considered in view (anxietypahy, personality traits).

In the following tables are averages and standawiations of pre-test, U values
obtained and two-tailed significance levels appiaipr and the number of subjects in the
two samples in separate tables for each instruofaesearch in part.

Table 13. Mann-Whitney U test for small independent sampliénpre-test
Cattell's Anxiety Scale

Experimental Control sample
Dependent sample U p (two- N N
Variable Mean | Standard | Mean | Standard tailed) ! 2
deviation deviation

Overall anxiety 37,91 7,50 33,76 9,78 65 0,179 11 7 1
Veiled anxiety 21,18 4,05 19,71 4,15 70 0,285 11 17
Manifested 18,18 4,05 15,06 6,50 645 0,171 11 17
anxiety
Qs anxiety 7,36 2,29 6,82 2,43 83 0,616 11 17
C anxiety 5,36 2,20 4,18 2,10 68 0,223 11 1y
L anxiety 3,55 1,97 3,53 1,37 92 0,948 11 17
O anxiety 5,64 2,80 4,65 2,74 75 0,380 11 1y
Q, anxiety 11,45 4,18 9,29 3,70 60,5 0,119 11 17

For any of the dependent variables in Table 18igpificance level (two-tailed)
was not below the threshold p = 0.05, so | condutihat there were not, before their
activities for personal development group, sigaific differences between scores of
young people in the experimental sample and scofegpung people in the control
sample for any of the 8 scales and subscales attgn®cale - Cattell. This finding
confirms specific hypothesis number 1.

Random assignment of subjects in the experimemalcontrol sample provided
the similarity of the two samples in terms of amxigependent variable.

However, it should be noted that the experimestahple average for general
anxiety dependent variable is 37.91, while the ¢batrol sample average is less, ie
33.76. One possible explanation is that anticipatibpotential dangers of self-disclosure
and “betrayal” of their vulnerabilities in psychadna group for personal development of
young people in the experimental sample made tmbee likely to report pre-testing,
higher levels of general anxiety than those inciwetrol sample.

Table 14.Mann-Whitney U test for small independent sampliém-pre-test
Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index

Experimental Control sample
Dependent sample U p (two- N N
Variable Mean | Standard| Mean Standard tailed) ! 2
deviation deviation

Perspective taking 17,73 7,11 19,59 4,20 81 0,565 1 [ 17
Fantasy 20,45 3,91 19,65 4,49 84,5 0,671 11 17
Emphatic concern 20,82 4,92 21 4,46 90 0,868 11 17
Personal distress 16 5,66 12,35 4,43 54 0,062 11 17
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For any of the dependent variables in Table ldignificance level (two-tailed)
was not below the threshold p = 0.05, so | condutihat there were not, before their
activities for personal development group, sigaifit differences between the scores of
young people in the experimental sample and scofegung people in the control
sample, for any of the four scales of empathy peesonal reactivity Index - Davis. This
finding confirms the specific hypothesis number 2.

Random assignment of subjects in the experimemiglcontrol sample provided
the similarity of the two samples in terms of enmyadependent variable.

On Table 14, is remarkable, however, that for qeat distress dimension of
empathy, for the subjects in the experimental saraperage is 16, while for the control
subjects in the sample average is 12.35. This rdiffee could be attributed to the
tendency of subjects in the experimental samptedate a good impression, even before
the start of group activities for personal develepi to declare more empathetic in
relation to the suffering of others and thus tovehmore likely to live stress and
psychological discomfort regarding this suffering.

Table 15.Mann-Whitney U test for small independent sampliémpre-test
Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire

Experimental Control sample
Dependent sample U p (two- N N
Variable Mean | Standard| Mean Standard tailed) ! 2
deviation deviation

A factor 11,18 3,28 10,35 2,562 79 0,491 11 17
B factor 7,91 1,97 8,65 1,90 72,5 0,314 1 1y
C factor 16,09 4,25 16,29 4,15 87 0,759 il 1y
E factor 10,82 3,66 12,88 3,64 60,5 0,119 11 17
F factor 14,82 4,75 17,41 5,15 66 0,192 1mn 1y
G factor 14 2,53 12,24 3,77 69,5 0,254 11 1y
H factor 12,27 571 13,65 5,21 80 0,524 11 1y
| factor 13,09 4,48 13,24 3,54 93 0,981 11 17
L factor 9,45 3,21 9,59 3,71 87,5 0,776 11 17
M factor 12,73 2,72 10,71 3,26 63,5 0,155 il 1y
N factor 10,55 2,50 9,18 2,04 67 0,188 11 17
O factor 9,64 3,01 9,88 5,68 87,5 0,77]7 il 1y
Q, factor 9 2,53 9,24 3,09 75 0,379 11 17

Q. factor 11,91 3,27 12,24 3,17 88 0,794 11 1y
Qs factor 12,55 3,27 11,24 3,03 78,9 0,476 11 17
Q, factor 14,82 5,19 14,59 4,65 89 0,83p 11 1y

As if any of the dependent variables in Table 1sigmificance level (two-tailed)
was not below the threshold p = 0.05, we concluthed there were not, before their
activities for personal development group, sigaific differences between the scores of
young people in the experimental sample and scofegung people in the control
sample, for any of the 16 personality factors. Thisling confirms the specific
hypothesis number 3.

Random assignment of subjects in the experimemiglcontrol sample provided
the similarity of the two samples in terms of p&@dy dependent variable.
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13.4 Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the contradample

Testing of experimental hypothesis, ie that pgrditon in psychodrama group
produced measurable physiological changes (in thaiety, the empathy and
personality), involved comparing pre-test data podt-test data, separately for each of
the two samples (experimental and control). To #nd, the Wilcoxon test was used.
Null hypothesis is that there are not significaiffedences between pre-test data and
post-test data.

Table 16. Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the control skemp
Cattell's Anxiety Scale

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean Standard Mean Standard z tailed) N2
deviation deviation

Overall anxiety 33,76 9,78 33,88 11,18 - 0,143 6,88 17
Veiled anxiety 19,71 4,15 18,53 5,40 -1,302 0, 193 17
Manifested anxiety 15,06 6,50 16,35 6,42 -1,549 12D, 17
Qs anxiety 6,82 2,43 6,94 2,79 - 0,364 0,715 17
C anxiety 4,18 2,10 4,18 2,53 0,001 1,000 17
L anxiety 3,53 1,37 3,71 1,45 - 0,879 0,380 17
O anxiety 4,65 2,74 4,88 3,30 - 0,159 0,874 17
Q, anxiety 9,29 3,70 9,74 4,03 - 0,073 0,942 17

Following the Z scores and significance levelspaoftwo-tailed) of Table 16, it
was found that no significant differences betwew®n fire-test scores of young people in
the control sample and their post-test scores fiyr @ Cattell anxiety Questionnaire
scales. This finding confirms the specific hypoteesimber 4.

Table 17.Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the control skemp
Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean Standard Mean Standard z tailed) N
deviation deviation
Perspective taking 19,59 4,20 19,41 4,39 -0,315 753, 17
Fantasy 19,65 4,49 19,53 3,78 -0,37p 0,710 17
Emphatic concern 21 4,46 20,24 3,78 - 1,589 0,112 7
Personal distress 12,35 4,43 12,41 4,72 -0,406 8406 17

Following the Z scores and significance levelspoftwo-tailed) of Table 17, it
was found that, for any of the Interpersonal Redégtindex scales - Davis, no significant
differences between the pre-test scores of younglpen the control sample and scores
obtained in post-test. This finding confirms thedfic hypothesis number 5.
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Table 18.Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the control skmp
Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean | Standard Mean Standard z tailed) N2
deviation deviation

A factor 10,35 2,52 10 2,60 -1,100 0,271 1y
B factor 8,65 1,90 8,76 1,82 - 0,540 0, 589 17
C factor 16,29 4,15 16,06 4,74 - 0,646 0,518 17
E factor 12,88 3,64 12,53 4,23 - 0,67( 0,503 17
F factor 17,41 5,15 16,65 3,87 - 0,677 0,530 17
G factor 12,24 3,77 12,76 3,73 -1,027 0,304 17
H factor 13,65 5,21 13,24 5,58 - 0,563 0,573 47
| factor 13,24 3,54 13,82 3,34 - 1,287 0,198 17
L factor 9,59 3,71 8,88 4,09 - 1,392 0,164 1
M factor 10,71 3,26 11,06 3,61 - 0,719 0,472 17
N factor 9,18 2,04 9,71 1,99 - 1,310 0,190 17
O factor 9,88 5,68 9,59 5,23 - 0,207 0,840 17
Q, factor 9,24 3,09 9,71 3,39 - 0,706 0,480 17
Q. factor 12,24 3,17 12,53 3,34 -0,761 0,447 47
Qs factor 11,24 3,03 11,94 3,40 - 0,69( 0,490 47
Q, factor 14,59 4,65 14,41 3,86 - 0,602 0,547 47

Following the Z scores and significance levelspoftwo-tailed) of Table 18, it

was found that no significant differences betwed®n fire-test scores of young people in

the control sample and their post-test scores fitree personality factors of 16 PF
Questionnaire - Cattell. This finding confirms #pecific hypothesis number 6.

13.5 Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the experiemtal sample

Table 19. Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the experimesaahple
Cattell's Anxiety Scale

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean | Standard |\, ., | Standard z tailed) | N1
deviation deviation

Overall anxiety 37,91 7,50 36,27 10,72 - 0,846 0,30 11
Veiled anxiety 21,18 4,05 20,55 5,41 - 0,600 0,549 11
Manifested anxiety 18,18 4,05 16,73 6,34 -1,115 268, 11
Qs anxiety 7,36 2,29 6,91 2,74 - 0,720 0,472 11
C anxiety 5,36 2,20 5,18 1,83 - 0,364 0,715 11
L anxiety 3,55 1,97 3,73 1,90 - 0,543 0,587 11
O anxiety 5,64 2,80 4,73 2,83 - 1,304 0,192 11
Q, anxiety 11,45 4,18 10,91 5,01 - 0,639 0,523 11

Following the Z scores and significance levelspaoftwo-tailed) of Table 19, it

was found that no significant differences betwew®n fire-test scores of young people in

the experimental sample and their post-test sdoreany of the scales Cattell Anxiety
Questionnaire. This finding disproves the spedifipothesis number 7.
Although, after participating in psychodrama grdap personal development, it

is found, for the experimental sample, a decreaggeneral anxiety average of 37.91, in
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the pre-test, to 36.27, in the post-test, this egse was not significant. Given the data in
Table 16, which shows that if for the control saehe general anxiety average of the
pre-test (33.76) remained relatively constant 33088 in the post-test), we can assume
that the decrease anxiety levels of young peoptaenexperimental sample due to their
participation in the psychodrama group for persaieaielopment.

To obtain, however, a significant decrease in etyXevel of these subjects would
be needed, perhaps a more consistent handlingeahttependent variable, or by their
participation in a psychodrama group for persornedetbpment with a significantly
higher number of hours, or by focusing more on #nant of some personal issues
(games with a greater depth) and less on structexedcises (fun and beneficial for
group cohesion, but superficial). It is importanemtioning here that the nature of
psychodrama group work is to focus, in turn, orheaember, so that an increase in the
number of hours allocated to the group, increasetiance that each group member to be
the protagonist. In psychodrama, the most importaeans of generating change is
involved in playing the protagonist, by enactmemteasonal themes. For this to happen,
everyone in the group is, however, need time ton geonfidence in the group,
overcoming resistance and to take the risk (mordess imaginary) supposed to play the
protagonist.

Table 20. Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the experimesaahple
Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean Standard Mean Standard z tailed) N1
deviation deviation
;izf]gec“"e 17,73 7,11 18,91 5,28 0,759 0,448 11
Fantasy 20,45 3,91 19,27 5,87 -0,476 0,684 10
Emphatic concern 20,82 4,92 22,64 4,25 - 1,482 8,13 11
Personal distress 16 5,66 14,73 6,25 -1,3388 0,181 11

Following the Z scores and significance levelp dfwo-tailed) from Table 20, it
was found that, for any of the Interpersonal Red#gtindex scales - Davis, no significant
differences between the pre-testing scores of yqeuple in the experimental sample
and their post-test scores. This finding disprahesspecific hypothesis number 8.

There is an increase in average of young peopiearexperimental sample from
17.73 to 18.91, for the scale of adoption of pectpe, while the control sample average
on this cognitive scale of empathy remained pratificonstant (to changed from 19.59
to 19.41). It can be appreciated, therefore, thatphrticipating in group activities
involving psychodrama, young people in the expentalesample improved (indeed, not
very much) the ability to put in place of other pkn to see situations from their
perspective and take more in account their views.a-significant improvement in this
capacity, it would probably take several hours ®fghodrama, in which as many young
people have the opportunity to role reversal, imynames and different contexts.

For scale of imagination, | found between pre-tasi post-test, a decrease from
20.45 to 19.27 average for the experimental samide the average for control sample
remained relatively constant (from 19.65 in the-fgst to 19.53 in the post-test). Perhaps
this drop in scores has to do with awareness argongg people in psychodrama group
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about unlocking the necessary spontaneity to okiedathe difficulties of interpreting a
role or another. Faced with the task to play spuetasly a variety of roles, they could
realize that translating in the fictional roles (movies, books, plays) is not an easy task
to fulfill.

For empathic concern scale, if for the control glenwe observed a decrease in
the average, from 21 in pre-test to 20.24 in pest;tfor young people in the
experimental sample we found reversed so that teetgst average was 20.32 and
increased to 22.64 after their participation in speal development group. The
explanation for this trend may be that the envirentrof psychodrama group was warm
and protective, guided by rules of self-help, whids encouraged some members to
show empathic concern in relation to others. Psychma group, and personal
development groups in general, encourages selfedise and constructive feedback on
this self-disclosure, receiving and providing supptt is possible that after spending
over 60 hours in such a group and had the oppayttmibe useful, to help the others
from the position of auxiliary or in sharing stageoup members rank themselves higher
on their cordiality and courtesy, empathy and coméewards other people.

For personal distress scale, the average remamestant in the control sample
(12.35 in pre-test to 12.41 in post-test), butha experimental sample fell from 16 in
pre-test to 14.73 in post-test. Decrease of anxemtg psychological discomfort
experienced by young people as a result of attgnithi@ suffering of others, found at the
end of psychodrama group, can be linked directiyrwhe trend found by reducing the
general level of anxiety, with a sort of “emotiomigsensitization” and the understanding
that suffering is a universal phenomenon, in wigabh person move one way or another.

Table 21.Wilcoxon test (paired samples) for the experimesaahple
Cattell's 16 PF Questionnaire

Dependent Pre-test Post-test b (two-
Variable Mean Standard Mean Standard z tailed) N1
deviation deviation

A factor 11,18 3,28 10,45 2,98 - 1,410 0,158 11
B factor 7,91 1,97 8,64 1,86 - 0,998 0,318 11
C factor 16,09 4,25 15,64 4,46 - 0,103 0,918 11
E factor 10,82 3,66 10,36 3,29 - 0,417 0,677 11
F factor 14,82 4,75 13,45 5,07 -1,190 0,234 11
G factor 14 2,53 12,18 2,75 - 2,209 0,027 11
H factor 12,27 5,71 11,18 4,40 -1,071 0,284 11
| factor 13,09 4,48 14,55 3,53 -1,781 0,075 11
L factor 9,45 3,21 9,64 4,52 - 0,406 0,685 11
M factor 12,73 2,72 11,55 3,72 -1,679 0,093 11
N factor 10,55 2,50 10,82 2,44 - 0,870 0,435 11
O factor 9,64 3,01 9,36 4,18 - 0,543 0,587 11
Q. factor 9 2,53 8,91 2,07 - 0,315 0,75p 11
Q, factor 11,91 3,27 13 3,61 - 1,594 0,111 11
Qs factor 12,55 3,27 11,73 3,58 - 0,256 0,798 11
Q, factor 14,82 5,19 14,91 4,01 - 0,353 0,724 11

On personality factors, was found one significdifference between raw scores
of young people in the experimental sample obtainqure-test and their scores in post-

32



test for G personality factor (superego strengtiswe weak superego), (Wilcoxon: N1 =
11,z =-2.21, p = 0.027).

It should be noted that for the G personalityda¢superego strength versus weak
superego), pre-test average scores for young paogbeperimental sample is 14.00 and
the corresponding standard deviation 2.53. In pEsitimean scores of young people in
the experimental sample is 12.18, and standarctieni2.75.

The average scores of the subjects in the cogitonip from pre-test, for the same
factor is 12.24, with a standard deviation of 3.Tfeir post-test average scores is 12.76,
with a standard deviation of 3.73. The differeneén®en raw scores obtained in the pre-
testing of young people in the control sample dredscores obtained in the post-test, for
G personality factor (superego strength versus segkrego) is insignificant (Wilcoxon:
N2=17,z=-1,03, p=0.304).

We found, based on these data, that one effeatloliescent participation in the
experimental personal development group was a fgignt decrease in raw scores
obtained on personality factor G (superego strengtisus weak superego). For young
people in the control group is observed, howeveslight increase in scores for this
factor.

This means that, after participating in psychodrajroup, group members in the
experimental sample were found to be more likeharft young people in the control
sample) to accept that sometimes are not respendivht they are not always tidy,
conscientious or persistent. They have recognirgate easily, trends to have a low
tolerance to frustration, that are sometimes inisbeist and changeable, that they can
have a very casual attitude against the rules acidlanmanners.

This trend for psychodrama group members, at tite group, to more easily
assign a weak superego features may have as etiptaimathe process of self-disclosure
initiate in group. Group members can see how otperseive them, without suffering
any negative consequences because of that, wheglres courage to do, in turn, self-
disclosure. They learn that being open does natssecily make you vulnerable, that as
there are more self-disclosure in group, increéselsngs of intimacy and cohesion. Self-
disclosure entails the opportunity to receive femttbfrom group members to discover
and accept, as the existence of “blind spots” amebknesses” in their personalities.

For the other 15 personality factors, was not tbamy significant difference
between the scores of young people in the expetahes@ample in pre-test and their
scores in post-test. This confirms only partiatg specific hypothesis number 9.

Chapter 14. Case study

| dedicated a case study to Cristina, one of tlo@m members. This case study
highlighted some psychological benefits derived peaticipation in psychodrama group
for personal development. The most important os¢his a significant decrease from a
high level of anxiety, indicating the existence p#fychological problems that required
professional intervention, to a medium, normal lenfeanxiety. We also found positive
results in the emotional dimension of empathy,remease of ability to show compassion
and empathic concern for others and a reductiopensonal distress, or psychological
discomfort produced by observation of others ificift situations. It was a self-concept
change, as evidenced by modifying standard notegpéosonality factors. | noted a
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greater awareness of his suspicious style of rgjab others, a tendency to reduce the
self-undervalue and self-acussing. Upon completdnpsychodrama group, she is
considered to be less shy and inhibited.

Conclusions

The main approach of the research was to vehipugh an experimental study,
if the participation of young people in psychodragraup for personal development
produces results, measurable psychological chagesriginal feature of the approach
is a concern for the mechanisms of change respenfib these results as they were
perceived by group members. For this, we investajavhich of Yalom’s therapeutic
factors were most appreciated by members of thehpslyama group. In addition, as an
important factor, which depended largely resultssvinvestigated the leadership and
interpersonal style of the leader using the quesaoe to investigate the behavior of
personal development group leader, which | createtapplied for this purpose.

In the theoretical work has clarified the meanofgthe concept of “personal
development”, has presented a history of persomaldpment groups, and described the
theoretical and methodological frame of psychodramdich was the basis for
organizing the psychodrama group for young peoplé aterpreting and explaining
results.

Research design was that of a randomized clitizd) the independent variable
was participation / non participation in activitie psychodrama group for personal
development.

Random assignment of subjects in the experimesataple, respectively in the
control sample, in the pre-test, led to no sigatficdifferences between groups for any of
the dependent variables: anxiety (general, veieahifest, Q3, C, L , O, Q4), empathy
(perspective approach, imagination, emotional congaeersonal distress) or personality
(the Cattell’s 16 personality factors).

To verify this, we used non-parametric Mann-Whytrié test for independent
small samples.

Since we found no significant differences betw#enscores of the two samples
in the pre-test, confirmed the first three spedifpotheses:

1. In pre-testing, no significant difference betweseores of the young people in

the experimental sample and the scores of the ypaaogle in the control sample,

for the Cattell's Anxiety Questionnaire scales.

2. In pre-testing, no significant difference betweseores of the young people in

the experimental sample and scores of the the ypaogle in the control sample,

for the Davis’s Interpersonal Reactivity Index ssal

3. In pre-testing, no significant difference betweseores of the young people in

the experimental sample and scores of the younpl@@o the control sample, for

the main personality factors of the Cattell’s 16(@estionnaire.

To check progress of the young people scoreseéneitperimental sample, and
that of the control sample, between pre-test anst-{gsting, because handling the
independent variable (participation / non partitigra in psychodrama group activities
for personal development), we used non-parametiicoibn test for small correlated
samples.
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For the control sample, there was no significaffeidence between the pre-test
scores and the post-test scores so that the folipgpecific hypotheses were confirmed:

4. There is no significant difference between thetpst scores of young people

in the control group and their post-test scores, toe Cattell's Anxiety

Questionnaire scales.

5. There is no significant difference between thetpst scores of young people

in the control group and their post-test scores, thee Davis’'s Interpersonal

Reactivity Index scales.

6. There is no significant difference between thetpst scores of young people

in the control group and their post-test scores, tf@ personality factors of

Cattell’'s 16 PF Questionnaire.

For the experimental sample, the only significdifference between the pre-test
and the post-test scores was for the G persorfalitpr (strength superego versus weak
superego).

Thus, the following specific hypotheses were casdtel

7. In post-test, scores of young people in the exytal sample are significantly

lower than in pre-test, for the Cattell’s Anxietyé€¥tionnaire scales.

8. In post-test scores of young people in the expartal sample are significantly

higher than in pre-test, for the Davis’s Interpaadeactivity Index scales.

Instead, specific hypothesis 9 is confirmed int féor one of the 16 Cattell's
personality factors, that for G factor - weak s@gerversus strong superego).

9. In post-test, scores of young people in the exmatal sample are significantly

different than in pre-test, for the personality téas of Cattells 16 PF

Questionnaire.

It can be said that young people scores in theeraxgental sample, for G
personality factor (weak superego versus strongrego) are significantly lower in post-
test (after their participation in psychodrama gractivities) than in pre-test (before
their participation in personal development grodpis is the only significant difference
found between the pre-test and post-test scorepuwhg people in the experimental
sample for the 16 personality factors of Cattejigestionnaire.

Confirmation of specific hypotheses 1 and 4 anfitaéion of hypothesis 7
resulting in the refutation of general hypothekis'lf young people participate in the
activities of a psychodrama group for personal tgpraent, then decrease their anxiety
level.”

In other words, while participating in psychodragraup has been a downward
trend in the level of general anxiety of young deop the experimental sample, this
decrease was not found to be significant.

Confirmation of specific hypotheses 2 and 5 aefiitation of hypothesis 8
resulting in the refutation of general hypotheais'lf young people participate in the
activities of a psychodrama group for personal tWgpreent, then increased their
empathy.”

For young people who were members of psychodranaapgfor personal
development, | found a trend of increased theirescéor scales of empathic concern and
perspective taking, but this increase was not Bggmt. | also found a decrease in
average score of imagination and personal disteesdes, but this decrease was
insignificant.
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Confirmation of specific hypotheses 3 and 6 andigdaconfirmation of specific
hypothesis 9 confirm partial the general hypoth8si4f young people participate in the
activities of a psychodrama group for personal tgraent will occur changes in their
personality traits.” |1 found a significant decreasescores of young people, for the G
personality factor (weak superego versus strongerggo), as a result of their
participation in psychodrama group for personaletiggment. We can say therefore that
the only significant change in the personalitytsdor young people in the experimental
sample consisted in a greater willingness to acdkat there are relatively many
situations when they show a lack of consciousntsst, sometimes avoid taking the
necessary responsibilities, that may be incondisted capricious, relatively intolerant to
frustration and do not always follow the rules aodial manners.

The general conclusion is that, for the dependemiables considered, were
changes in scores of the young people in the exjetal sample, but these changes
were not statistically significant.

Experience to produce the most significant chaag#aying the protagonist role
in psychodrama. In psychodrama, people learn aadgghmost when they are in the role
of protagonist and board through enactment, isetigseat relevance for themselves. By
its nature, psychodrama group for personal devedmpmactivities was centered
successively on one member of the group so thatbeesrcould be no more than once
protagonists. Usually choosing a protagonist wasenae continuation of a structured
exercise, which is required to be materialized ulgito enactment. Thus, there were not
profound, personal, highly emotional themes, btitenasuperficial themes.

When significant self-disclosure were made, theyeanot followed by the desire
to explore the conflicts and difficulties involvexh the psychodrama stage, most likely
due to resistance, the members fear to be ridisylimulose a certain status in the group,
to disclose their weaknesses and to look vulneyainlable to take necessary risks.

When the protagonist play was a continuation afcstired exercises (such as the
materialization of a social atom, which was orifjjwalrawn on paper, as a family
picture, for instance), auxiliaries have had, gftemor roles, reduced to a few lines. As
such, their learning experiences were not veryresive.

My freedom for using a variety of techniques ofg®drama in very different
contexts, was more restricted by the group memiexiaced propensity to engage in
role-plays with the depth and magnitude of seltldisure made. Only at the tenth
meeting of the group, taking advantage of a redgcedence of its members, | have had
on the psychodrama stage three protagonists whagengn exploring their inner
conflicts, with the empty chair technique.

Results showed that the simple self-disclosur@syichodrama group members
produces no change, unless it is accompanied bgdsiee to put on stage situations that
illustrate the nature of intrapersonal or interpeed difficulties. From this point of view,
were probably need more group meetings, during lwhic be among members and
between members and leader, a sufficiently levedaoffidence, to overcome resistance
and taking risks of addressing deeper issues.

By applying, at the end of group activities forrgmal development, the
guestionnaire to investigate the personal developm@up leader behavior and tracking
responses to items in the first part of it, theugronembers agreed to the greatest extent,
first, my ability to encourage more active involvemh of the members and a rich
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interaction. It was appreciated that this intexactivas not left to chance, but was shaped
by norms of behavior in group explicitly stated aatepted by all members, since the
first meeting of the group.

The living interaction and the safe conduct olsthas helped create a warm,
positive and constructive atmosphere, which wag &ighly appreciated. Unbiased
nature of my intervention caused the group to apare that they have received
relatively equal attention from the leader.

Overall, the group agreed that from the three nasks envisaged in the group
management, | paid more on the task to build a waonstructive, positive culture, to
conduct properly the business of self-discovery pagonal development. They agreed,
also largely, | have taken steps to create andtaiaigroup and | managed to determine
the group to focus on what happened in the “heceraow” and then to process cognitive
the observed facts, and | fulfilled successfully tvo other management tasks.

In the second part of the questionnaire, dedictdeihvestigation interpersonal
style that | adopted in the group management, peaped that | was perceived as, first,
honest and fair in relation to members, sufficierilansparent and willing to self-
disclosure. Perhaps, from this point of view, mpdgor served as a model and favored
a high self-disclosure in the group. It was apm@ted, in particular, that | proved
modesty, refusing to adopt an attitude of expeharacterized by superiority and
distance. My role in the group was perceived rastsea facilitator.

My behavior was perceived to be relaxed, inforrbal not very expressive and
rather moderate. | left, as much as possible, ¢ogtioup decisions on how to work (in
dyads, subgroups or the whole group), the mannelecting the protagonist, the order of
interventions, so to give activity a participata@tyaracter.

Most of the group members considered that | usestyle of leading quite
conciliatory and courteous, but there were four fers who have sometimes felt
challenged by a style of leading, considered thembé quite combative. And on
providing advice, opinions were quite divided, shmyvthe majority opinion that |
preferred the more to suggest the existence ainalige ways of approaching situations
or solving problems, not to give advice directly.

Psychodrama group for personal development membere asked that, in
retrospect their experiences within the group,ubip order of importance, the 60 items
corresponding to the 12 Yalom’s therapeutic fac{érgéems for each factor). Based on
average ranks, it appeared that the first therapéattors are, in order of importance,
self-understanding, interpersonal learning - ignd interpersonal learning - output.

In other words, group members underlined the ingmme of understanding the
relationship between past and present. Sometinegsdbuld understand the origins of
the present behaviors and attitudes are relatpdgbrelationships with significant people
in their lives. They are considered to be very uisdiscovery of the less known parts of
themselves, mostly positive, such as the abilitpébave with altruism, to relate more
closely with others and to behave with compassiBGhange in self-understanding
encouraging group members to recognize, integnatk express freely their unknown
parties, so far darker. Otherwise, they may feabtstantly on guard, prey to the
inexplicable impulses which require their expressith should be noted, however, that
self-understanding does not produce automaticaliynge. By removing ambiguity, self-
knowledge could lead, to some members, to decraageety and thus to increase
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spontaneity (psychodrama group for personal dewedmp stated objective). Even if self-
understanding does not necessarily, by itself, gbait can be a starting point for this.

Importance given by group members to therapeudictof of interpersonal
learning show that they develop self-concept basedthe perceived estimates of
significant others. Self-esteem is largely basedvbat they read in the eyes of important
individuals for him. For this reason, the qualifyiterpersonal relationships is of utmost
importance for the wellbeing of the person. Psycao group members appreciated the
opportunity they have been given to examine thendéncies to distort how others
perceive them. For this, they were able to use emm&l validation, ie comparison of
their interpersonal evaluations with those of athdro this end, they were invited to
participate in spontaneous and honest relationshigs others, and then reflect on this
experience. Group members have time to manifeshgbkres and to reproduce in the
group the way they interact with others outsideeyllwere thus able to differentiate
between appropriate behavior and less adequateibefrmm reaction of other members
of the group, or leader, to them. Interpersonaleusidnding mechanism was created
through constructive trust-self-disclosure-feedbsek-reflexive loop, increased self-
disclosure. Group members were able to show behawid then, through feedback and
self-obsevation to become better witnesses of their behavior and to assess its impact
on the reactions and opinions of others and hawvall§i, they get their own assessment of
themselves, based on these reactions and opinions.

The least valued therapeutic factors by the membépsychodrama group for
personal development were guidance, universalidyidentification.

Guidance, or transmission of information and offgradvice, is least used in
psychodrama. Express indication for the personakldpment group members was to
avoid giving advice and in the sharing stage follgvan enactment to refer to those
experienced by themselves in the role of protagorasxiliary or member of the
audience. As such, there were few situations witeeeleader or any member of the
group offered advice.

Although there were enough situations where groepmbers could see that face
similar challenges and share common sufferingeénss that this discovery was not
much valued. Universality is a factor valued manethe psychotherapy group where
members share their psychological difficulties. But young people in our group for
personal development, it seems it was more impbrtanunderstand himself, by
discovering what is different from others, whiche athe attitudes and behaviors
characterizes them and less important to noteothatrs have similar difficulties.

Group members were given the lowest importanckeaining by identification
with other group members or leader and imitater thefavior.

Part of the work for group process investigatiboves that despite increased self-
disclosure group members have expressed residiaesploring their inner conflicts and
their interpersonal difficulties by putting them stage. This type of “front” behavior
specific to early developmental stages of a grovgs only several times exceeded and
contributed significantly to reducing the amplituafechanges anticipated. Presented case
study shows, however, that, for a member of pelstexelopment group, to overcome
the initial resistance to be the protagonist ingiés/ resulted in a significant reduction in
anxiety levels and a slight improvement on empathabilities.
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Limitations of research

The main limitation of the study is its relativedynall number of subjects. If the
number of subjects in the experimental sample &9 limited by the number of 10-15
people, considered to be optimal for a psychodrgnoap, number of subjects in the
control sample (17) is relatively small.

Since female subjects predominate, both in experial sample (10 of 11) and in
the control group (15 of 17) research results @aexirapolated only for females.

Subjects age ranged between 18 and 23 years, lraesty between 18 and 20
years, and the results can be extrapolated onlghi®rage group.

In addition, all subjects are psychology studewtspse motivation to participate
in psychodrama group activities is not only a de$ir personal development, but to an
extent which has not been determined, the desir@rafessional development through
direct knowledge of psychodrama method. And thists the possibility of extrapolation
of results only for the psychology students.

Next steps

In order to deepen the results of this researcphroposed to undertake the
following actions:
- To provide a personal development group consisyeung people who are not students
of socio-human and those motivation for participatis not only the personal and
professional development
- To co-opt a second leader to lead the grouptedm and give more attention to group
processes
- To diminish during the activity, the number ofrusttured exercises in favor of
involvement of several members of the group ingh@agonist roles on topics of great
personal relevance
- To adopt a style of leadership more challengind eonfrontational, able to overcome
resistance (with the tact required)
- To operationalize exactly what is the changeuglopsychodrama
- To select other research instruments, able greater extent, to highlight changes in the
participants
- To use interviews to obtain information about thest important events in the group,
critical incidents, etc..
- To make a further assessment (follow-up) at 3thmafter post-test to investigate if the
benefits of participants are maintained.
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