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Abstract


This study investigated the effects on participants’ ego state responses and their perception of each other’s ego states of a 5-day therapy group using transactional analysis as its theoretical foundation. Twenty-eight third-year psychology students of the University of San Carlos, Cebu City, Philippines, participated in the study. In a pretest-posttest-control group design, 15 participants were assigned to the experimental group that underwent a group therapy patterned after the Gouldings’ (1977) redecision therapy, while the remaining 13 students were assigned to the control group. Two posttests were conducted, one immediately following the therapy session and the other 6 weeks after it. Ego states were measured by the Adjective Checklist (ACL) developed by Gough and Heilbrun (1983). Ego state perception was measured by Dusay’s (1977) egogram. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) indicated significant changes in the ego states after the first posttest: Hotelling’s T = .69584, F (5, 22) = 3.06171, p < .03, and a near significance, Hotelling’s T = .57286, F (5, 22) = 2.52059, p < .059 in the follow-up posttest. Ego states were also perceived to have changed significantly after 6 weeks. The observed pattern seemed to be increasing Nurturing Parent, Adult, and Natural Child ego states and decreasing Critical Parent and Adapted Child ego states. These ego state changes also seemed to be validated by a repeated measures MANOVA, which yielded significant effects on the experimental participants’ perception of each others’ ego states as measured by the egogram: Hotelling’s T = 109.57, F (5, 10) = 219.14, p < .01. Results are discussed in the context of the pattern of ego state changes. Also considered is the limitation of the nomothetic approach in this particular study.
______


Therapy groups can be traced back to 1914, starting with Moreno’s psychodrama and developing into widespread popularity in the 1960s (Hansen, Warner, & Smith, 1976). They are sometimes referred to as “personal growth groups” or “encounter groups,” the latter of which provide an intensive therapeutic group experience. These groups may use structured or unstructured activities that facilitate the participants’ awareness of themselves and others. Such awareness then offers participants a chance to change maladaptive behaviors and helps them to achieve spontaneity and intimacy (Corey, 1985). The nature of a therapy group’s process depends on the school of thought that it advocates. Therapy groups carrying banners of different schools of thought have claimed to effect changes in varying personality-dependent variables. Today there is no longer any question as to the efficacy of therapy groups, and there is, consequently, a move away from testimonials toward comprehensive training, more basic research, and careful conceptualization (Rosenbaum, 1978).


Transactional analysis as a school of thought and a mode of therapy is slowly gaining momentum in its efforts to measure its effectiveness. Dependent variables such as self-esteem (Wissink, 1994), adjustment (Talob, 1994), self-esteem and quality of life (Gayol, 1997), and other variables that describe positive modes of psychological functioning (Novey, 1999, 2002) have been found to increase after some form of transactional analysis therapy.


The research described here is a basic investigation of the effects of a group therapy using transactional analysis as its theoretical foundation on dependent variables that are central to the theory: namely, ego states. This research also sought to measure changes in the experimental participants’ perception of each other’s ego states from pretest to posttest. Abell’s (1978) clinical observation of the ego state changes among patients following therapy is the basis for the hypotheses on which my research is based. He observed a marked increase in the Nurturing Parent—indicating an increased internal permission to grow and develop—and a corresponding decrease in the Critical Parent. He also noted an increase in the amount of energy in the Adult and Natural Child, a consequence of increased autonomy, and a corresponding decrease of the Adapted Child. Abell, however, “specifically and intentionally” (p. 270) facilitated such changes in his patients in the context of group therapy. This was not my explicit intention because in the group reported on here, the changes that participants wanted in themselves were based on the psychological contracts they wrote during the group therapy sessions.

Method

​
Participants: Twenty-eight third-year psychology students ranging in age from 18–24 who were enrolled in a group process class participated in the study. Strong group familiarity was expected considering the length of time spent with each other since their first year as psychology majors. As part of the curricular program of the University of San Carlos, Department of Psychology, Group Process (Psyc 123) is a required 3-unit course for the bachelor of science psychology program. The course is usually held during summer breaks when students spend the whole week in a group process laboratory at the university. The students had been informed that they would be split into two groups and were given the choice as to their most convenient schedule. Consequently, group assignments were not randomized because the author considered the students’ availability during the break. This is acknowledged as a research limitation, which could reduce the power of the tests. Pretest scores, however, revealed no significant difference between the control and experimental groups, assuring equality of the DV measures prior to the group therapy.


Instruments: The dependent variables were measured using the following instruments:


1. The Adjective Checklist (ACL) (Gough, 1960; Gough & Heilbrun, 1983). This standardized instrument provides a list of 300 adjectives arranged alphabetically. The respondents are to mark all the adjectives they consider to be descriptive of themselves. Of the 37 personality scales this instrument purports to measure, “[a] set of five (5) Transactional Analysis scales was developed by assigning items to personality components defined on the basis of a theory of personality and psychopathology proposed by Berne (1961, 1966)” (Anastasi, 1990, p.639). This was used to measure the dependent variable ego states. The standardized scores (which range from 0 to 100) are based on different norms computed for gender, educational/professional categories, and the number of adjectives checked. The ACL adopts the term Free Child to measure the Natural Child ego state. To maintain consistency with most of the literature on ego states, the latter term is used in this article.


2. The egogram (Dusay, 1977) was used to measure ego state perception. Each of the participants drew egograms of all other participants and placed percentages for each ego state in line with the constancy hypothesis of psychic energy. Woollams and Brown (1979) suggested that a number of people draw an egogram of a person and “that these be combined into one composite egogram”(p. 31).


The ACL was used for the pretest, posttest 1 (administered immediately after the group therapy), and posttest 2 (given 6 weeks after the group therapy). The egogram was used as a pretest tool only for the experimental group and only after an orientation in structural analysis Logically, participants needed to be familiar with the theory of structural analysis before they could indicate their perceptions of the ego states of their peers. There was only one posttest for ego state perception, and this was administered 6 weeks after the therapy group rather than immediately following it so as to prevent a carry-over effect and demand characteristics.
Procedure: After 28 students were gathered, 15 were assigned to the experimental group and 13 to the control group. After both groups took the pretest, the experimental group underwent 5 days (8 hours a day) of group therapy sessions. On the sixth day, the first posttest was given. Six weeks later both groups came back for the second posttest for the ACL and the only posttest for the egogram.

K: 
The group therapy format and some examples: The group therapy format was largely patterned after the Gouldings’ (1977) redecision therapy and implicitly contained its seven components as identified by McNeel (1977). Much has been written about redecision therapy in the Transactional Analysis literature so it will not be discussed further here. However, I will describe the activities of the therapy sessions, which will be presented chronologically along with some examples. (Two research assistants and one annotator were present during the entire group therapy. The transcript is actually quoted verbatim.  People in Cebu (Cebuanos) speak in mixed languages in day-to-day conversation. Cebuano and English are the two primary languages spoken and are commonly interspersed within sentences. I placed English translations where participants spoke in Cebuano. 


DAY 1

Morning


1. Structural analysis lecture. Participants were provided with an orientation to the basic concept of ego states, after which they went through a series of structured activities that gave them the chance to exhibit or express each of their own ego states. Through this process the students obtained an initial “feel” for their ego states, including those they found difficult to “play out.”


Afternoon

2. Exclusions and contaminations. A discussion on these two psychopathologies was followed by sharing in dyads about how subjects perceived their own ego states. They did this by drawing their own egogram. 


3. A short lecture on strokes and the different types of transactions, including the concept of games. This was followed by a role-playing activity on ulterior transactions, which the participants themselves scripted. Karpman’s (1968) drama triangle was utilized to aid them in analyzing the different games they acted out. (There were some terms that were avoided due to the fact that they did not sound natural or “colloquial” to the Filipino ear, thus defeating Berne’s goal of making the language of psychotherapy available to the layperson. The words “racket,” “gimmick,” “sweatshirt,” and such are also used by Filipinos, but in a different cognitive context. In these cases, little effort was required to transform the terms into Cebuano, the participants’ language.)


4. Contract formulation. The first day ended with contract formulation, which involved a take-home assignment that required participants to write specific, personally meaningful, realistic psychological contracts.


DAY 2

5. Contract processing. The entire day was spent processing contracts; this involved each participant writing, signing, and posting his or her contract on the wall of the group process lab. Everyone then took turns signing everyone else’s contracts, thus signifying their intention to “be with” each other as they took their journey toward change. The facilitator also affixed his signature on each contract as his pledge to help (not Rescue) bring about the desired changes. When deemed necessary, psychotherapeutic work was done at this stage.


Example 1 (K = Karla, F = Facilitator)

K: 
I want to be able to express my feelings, especially anger.

F: 
 What makes you angry?

L: 
Kung sulti-an ko unsay angay nakong buhaton. (When I’m told what I’m supposed to do.) The facilitator told the group to tell Karla all the do’s and don’ts they could think of while she listened. The group then bombarded Karla with their own experience-based directives.

F: 
How do you feel about what they have said?

K: 
I don’t like to be told what to do (voice rising).

F: 
How do you feel about that?

K: 
I feel mad (voice tense and still rising). I don’t want to cut my hair. I don’t want to wear 




a skirt! (shouting).

F:      Who tells you these things?

K: 
My mother.


Example 2 (L = Lory, F = Facilitator)

L: 
I want to decrease my NC and increase my Adult.

F:


How do you want to increase your Adult? Describe it.

L: 
Make myself serious (she frowns while saying this).

F:


Were you aware that you frowned as you said “serious?”

L: 
(Smiles)

F:


I think that your Child doesn’t like it. How does your NC feel?

L: 
Gara’-garaon. (Joking, mocking.) This is what I want to change.


At this early stage the contract revealed a deeper emotional content: Lory’s attempt to let go of something in the past and to “grow up” and yet cling to the time when she had the most strokes from her father. Her childlike behavior was her way of ‘holding on’ and relishing her memories of her father.

L: 
I miss my father. He’s dead already. (She then narrated pleasant memories of time she 




had shared with her dad.)

F:


What were his favorite words to you?

L: 
Enjoy your life. Take it easy. Don’t be too serious.

F:


Be your father and tell Lory those things you used to tell her.

L:


(Assumes father’s role) Enjoy life. Don’t be too serious.

F: 
Now you’re Lory again. Tell your father what you had wanted to tell him but failed to because he died.

L: 
Pa, I miss you. . .

What followed was her narration of the good times spent with her father and how he cuddled her and treated her like a baby. Much later she said she wanted to grow up and be more responsible. She finally said good-bye to her father and assured him that she will not stop being his baby.


In other participants’ contracts, freedom and responsibility were stressed. The facilitator also expressed his unwillingness to play games and defeat the purpose of the therapy, as in the following case of Bono.


Example 3 (B = Bono, F = Facilitator)

B: 
Ric, I did not make a contract (tossing a blank paper in front of the group).

F: 
Uh-huh (neutrally).

B: 
I don’t have a contract.

Sensing an obvious “Kick me” game, the facilitator instead invited Bono to role play how the facilitator should respond to him. He cooperated with gusto.

B: 
Ric, wa’ ko magsuwat og contract. (Ric, I didn’t write a contract.)

B:

(As facilitator) Bono, I’m disappointed with what you’re doing.

B: 
I don’t like to be told what to do. And because I didn’t write the contract, you can tell me what you want me to do.

B:

(As facilitator) OK, then I’m going to punish you.

The game was validated. It was discussed with Bono and he explored its genesis with insight and openness to other behavioral options.


DAY 3

6.
Exploring the ego states and contracts through receiving feedback.

Example 1 (D = Don, F = facilitator, P = Pops, another group member)

D: 
According to Pops, taas ang akong CP (Pops sees my CP as the most dominant)

F:


Direct it to her. (Don faced Pops and directed what he said to her)

P: 
It was just a first impression. I really don’t know you that much. I see you as too serious. You’re silent.

F:


So you interpreted his being silent as critical? (Pops nods) What do you feel, Don?

D: 
I wonder . . .

F: 
What are you feeling Don?

D: 

Pops, I don’t like your impression to be like this. I think I am not that serious.

Then, three other students expressed that they also thought that Don was silent, serious, and even mysterious. In the three years they had been together in the program, they said they did not come to know him much. While listening to this feedback, Don slowly covered himself with a cushion. When this was brought to his attention, he said:

D: 
I feel defensive . . . and sad about their perception.

F: OK. Stay with me for a while and be another man. Now look in the mirror. Tell that man in the mirror what you see in him. (He did this, not saying anything for about 2 minutes)

D:

Don, you’re too serious. I look at you and I don’t feel welcome.

F:


Direct it to yourself.

D: 
I don’t welcome myself. I am not comfortable with myself. 



(Later Don narrated an incident in which he told jokes he learned in kindergarten. His parents told him to stop. He felt he was not allowed to laugh anymore. All they cared about was whether he finished his homework. They often told him to stay at home and scolded him for getting himself bruised and hurt during play. He talked back to his parents in the psychodrama and told them he would do what he wanted to do and get himself bruised if he wanted. He actually shouted all this and later told the group it was the first time he had shouted since fifth grade.)


Sometimes in the process of receiving feedback and talking about one’s ego states, one obtains insight about the self, a spontaneous realization that proceeds to a permission given to the self as in Sharon’s case.


Example 2 (S = Sharon, F = Facilitator)

S: 
Sometimes my Natural Child becomes very rebellious. I go left if my parents tell me to go right, and I go right if they tell me to go left. I do the exact opposite of what they tell me to do.

F: 
What if they say go right and you really want to go right but instead you go left?

S: 
Then I lose my freedom (long pause). I don’t think there’s anything wrong with following.


DAYS 4 and 5 

7. Script analysis and redecision. From seemingly simple favorite fairy tales, unforgettable counsel from parents, one’s favorite motto, and the title one would give one’s life if it were a movie, insights about one’s life script and how one sees life or how one is made to see life are brought to the person’s awareness. This is frequently met with an incredulous but yielding realization, a feeling of, “O gosh, am I like that? I am like that!” Then the person proceeds to neutralize the injunction and make a redecision for himself or herself.


Example 1 (I = Irene, F = Facilitator, L = Liro)

I:

My favorite motto is: “It is a sign of strength to admit that I don’t know the answers. 

It’s OK to say that I don’t know all the answers. I don’t know all the answers and I’m not stupid.”


L:

Was there someone who told you you were stupid? 


I:

(nods) My mom.

F:  Tell her now what would you have told her at that time?.


I:

(To mom) If I had known the answer, I wouldn’t have asked the question!


F:

Tell her more.

I: 
Mom, I’m not stupid. You expect me to be like you. You expect me to know everything. I don’t like it! I don’t like you telling me I’m stupid!


F:

What do you want to do?

I:     I’ll ask dad’s help.


Don:
What if he doesn’t help you? 

I: 
I’ll look for the goddamn answers myself! I’ll look for the goddamn answers myself if I want to.


Example 2 ( C = Cora, F = Facilitator)

C: 
My favorite fairy tale is Sleeping Beauty.

In the role playing, Cora described herself as the princess. She is beautiful, lives in a castle, and feels protected from the witch. When asked who or what the witch is, she said “The trials and fears in my life.” In the course of her narrative, she said that she might be protected from these fears, but her parents’ overprotectiveness suffocated her.


F:

How do they overprotect you?


C

Dili ko pasolvon og problema sa pamilya. Sila ra ang magbuot kon unsay buhaton. (They don’t let me help out in solving family problems. They decide what to do by themselves.) 


F:

How do you feel about that?

C: 
Discounted because they don’t let me in. They say I’m still a baby, I still don’t have the experience. (In the process she also indicated that her sister chooses the clothes she wears.)

Beauty’s falling into a deep sleep was Cora’s way of considering herself to be in a rut. She had often consoled herself with the idea that her time would come to make decisions for herself. It was pointed out to her that she did not have a hundred years to wait, and worse than that, it might not come if she did nothing about it. This was what she worked out: asserting her opinions in family matters (as she did quite well in the psychodrama) and choosing her own dress.


The group therapy ended with a positive stroking activity in which each person received and gave physical as well as psychological strokes to other group participants, encouraging them to strengthen and maintain accomplished contracts and pledging their support to those whose contracts did not come to fruition during the five-day therapy group.

Results


A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and univariate ANOVAs between experimental and control groups’ pretest mean scores were performed. This was done because the subjects (Ss) had not been randomly assigned to the groups for reasons stated in the methodology section of this article. Table 1 shows that the ego states of both the experimental and control groups had not been significantly different; this assured equivalence in the dependent variables of both groups at the start.

Table 1 about here


Table 2 presents the experimental and control groups’ pretest and posttest 1 scores and the mean gain scores from the pretest to posttest 1. Gain scores were computed by subtracting posttest 1 scores from pretest scores (posttest 1- pretest). A MANOVA was then computed to see whether there were overall significant differences between the gain scores of experimental and control groups.

Table 2 about here


The MANOVA indicated significant changes in the ego states after the first posttest, Hotelling’s T = .69584, F (5, 22) = 3.06171, p < .03. Significant gains were observed in the Nurturing Parent, Adult, and Natural Child ego states, and a reliable decline was seen in the Critical Parent and Adapted Child ego states of the experimental group. These changes cannot be observed in the control group.



A near significance, Hotelling’s T = .57286, F (5, 22) = 2.52059, p <. 059, in the second posttest was attained (see Table 3). These yielded ego state change patterns similar to the first posttest: The same patterns of increasing Nurturing Parent, Adult, and Child ego states and decreasing Critical Parent and Adapted Child ego states may be observed.

Table 3 about here


AS SHOWN IN TABLE 4 a repeated measures MANOVA of the egogram pretest and posttest scores yielded significant overall changes in the experimental participants’ perception of each others’ ego states as measured by the egogram, Hotelling’s  T = 2.809, F (5, 10) = 5.619, p < .01. Because of a large effect size, univariate tests were further conducted to verify the pattern of changes in the individual ego states. The participants’ perception of the changes in the ego states of their peers was similar to the results of the ACL: an increase in the Nurturing Parent and Adult ego states and a corresponding decrease in the Adapted Child and Critical Parent ego states. At the univariate level, however, the Natural Child was not perceived to have changed significantly. 

Table 4 about here

Discussion

Abell’s (1978) clinical observation of ego state changes following group therapy seems to have been validated in the empirical study reported on in this article. An observable increase in Nurturing Parent, Adult, and Natural Child ego states and a corresponding decrease in Adapted Child and Critical Parent ego states may be a reasonable expectation for clients following group therapy. These changes in ego states are evident not only in the results of a standardized test (the ACL), but also in the perception of the therapy participants as expressed in their drawing of each others’ egograms.


It might be tempting to conclude that the general trend of changes in an individual’s ego states after therapy follows the preceding pattern. It might be more tempting to conduct therapy with the intention of increasing Nurturing Parent, Adult, and Natural Child and decreasing Critical Parent and Adapted Child as therapeutic goals. The preceding trend that was observed, however, was made on the basis of a “nomothetic” research wherein mathematical means are the basis for the observation of the variances between pretests and posttests. There were, indeed, individuals in this research whose Critical Parent ego states increased and whose Nurturing Parent and Natural Child ego states decreased after the therapy group since these were the expressed changes they wanted as written in their psychological contracts. Even though these contracts were accomplished at an individual level, such changes were not too pronounced to have affected the overall mean. This might then require an “idiographic” approach or, better yet, an application of the multiple case research in the study of personality (Rosenwald, 1988) in order to understand the peculiarities in individuals’ specific ego state changes after group therapy. Variables that interact with the effects of therapy might then be investigated, and the context in which ego states increase or decrease following therapy might then be clarified. Still, the overall trend—as far as a nonclinical sample of college students is concerned—provides support for the hypotheses expressed in this article.


Fredrick A. Boholst, M.A., Ph.D., is an ITAA Associate Member and chairperson of the Department of Psychology at the University of San Carlos in Cebu City, Philippines. He is also the vice chairman of the Philippine Mental Health Association Cebu Chapter (2003-2005). Please send reprint requests to him at P. del Rosario St., Cebu City, Philippines; email: fredrickboholst@yahoo.com; website: http://fredrickboholst.tripod.com/
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	Table 1

Test of Equality Between Groups’ Ego States (Pretest Scores)

	
	Ego States

	Group
	CP
	NP
	A
	NC
	AC

	Experimental
	Means

SD
	50.13
12.13
	43.73
  9.61
	42.33
  8.79
	46.13
  8.20
	55.66
10.23

	Control
	Means

SD
	52.00
 9.20
	46.84
 7.30
	45.15
  8.42
	47.53
  8.10
	53.69
  9.15

	Univariate

ANOVA
	F

P
	   .20

   .65
	  .90

  .34
	   .74

   .39
	   .20

   .65
	   .28

   .59

	Wilk’s Lambda = .88 (5,2), p < .732


	Table 2

Ego State Pretest and Posttest 1 Gain Scores

	
	Ego States

	Group
	Mean Scores
	CP
	NP
	A
	NC
	AC

	Experimental
	Pretest

Posttest 1

Gain
	50.13

44.00

-6.13
	43.73

56.33

12.60
	42.33

49.33

  7.00
	46.13

52.40

  6.27
	55.66

43.40

 -12.26

	Control
	Means [SHOULD THIS BE PRETEST. YES, THAT’S RIGHT]

Posttest 1

Gain
	52.00

52.38

    .38
	46.84

47.00

    .16
	45.15

44.84

   -.31
	47.53

45.92

 -1.61
	53.69

52.07

 -1.62

	Hotelling’s T = .69584, F (5,22) = 3.06171, p. < .03; Multivariate Effect Size = .41


	Table 3

Ego State Pretest and Posttest 2 Gain Scores

	
	Ego States

	Group
	Mean Scores
	CP
	NP
	A
	NC
	AC

	Experimental
	Pretest

Posttest 2

Gain
	50.13

45.66

 -4.46
	43.73

51.73

  8.00
	42.33

48.06

  5.73
	46.13

50.13

  4.00
	55.66

45.20

 -10.46

	Control
	Pretest

Posttest 2

Gain
	52.00

51.00

 -1.00
	46.84

48.07

 1.23
	45.15

43.61

-1.53
	47.53

44.61

 -2.90
	53.69

53.23

   
   -.46

	Hotelling’s T = .57286, F (5,22) = 2.52059, p < .059; Multivariate Effect Size = .36


	Table 4

Pretest and Posttest MANOVA of the Egogram

	
	Ego States

	Group
	Mean Scores
	CP
	NP
	A
	NC
	AC

	Experimental
	Pretest

Posttest

Univariate F

                 P
	17.04

13.92
  6.80

    .02
	20.89

24.57
  5.40

    .03
	23.42

26.94
15.62

      .001
	22.20

21.09
    .82

      .379
	16.40

13.40
70.60

      .001

	 Hotelling’s T = 2.809, F (5, 10) = 5.619, p < .010; Multivariate Effect Size = .991
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