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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Counselor characteristics have been examined often by 

many researchers <Barak & LaCrosse, 1975; Mahon & Altmann, 

1977; Rokeach, 1954; Rowe, Murphy, DeClpkes, 1975>. Many 

personality factors and personal characteristics have been 

examined to discover what accounts for effective counseling. 

Mahon & Altmann <1977> report that the personality of the 

counselor is the single most important variable in 

counseling effectiveness. Rogers <1957> states that the 

person of the counselor is the most important element in 

therapy. He states that the counselor must be able to 

accurately identify the emotions of the client, empathize 

with them, and verbalize that understanding to the client in 

such a manner as to impart a sense of being fully heard, 

cared for and understood. To Rogers, the effective 

counselor is the one who can use himself or herself as a 

tool. 

Many studies have supported the supposition that the 

personality of the counselor is the most important variable 

ln counseling effectiveness <Mahon & Altmann, 1977). It has 

also been reported that dogmatism is one personality factor 

that has an inverse effect on counseling effectiveness 

1 
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<Ca~lozzi, Campbell, & Wa~d,1982; Kemp, 1962; Mezzamo, 1969; 

Milliken & Patte~son, 1967; Russo, Kelz, & Hudson, 1964>. 

Highly dogmatic counselo~s we~e found to be less pe~missive 

and understanding than less dogmatic counselo~s <Kemp, 

1962>. That study fu~the~ stated that highly dogmatic 

counselo~s tended to be mo~e evaluative and inte~p~etive, 

and less suppo~tive and facilitative. 

Not su~prlslngly, it has been concluded that counselo~ 

dogmatism is one cha~acte~istic that has a negative effect 

on counseling effectiveness <Ca~lozzl et al., 1982; Kemp, 

1962; Mezzamo, 1969; Milliken & Patte~son, 1967; Russo et 

al ., 1964> Rokeach <1954) defines dogmatism as the "relative 

openness o~ closedness of a pe~son/s cognitive f~amewo~k fo~ 

~ecelvlng, unde~standlng, evaluating, and acting upon 

stimulus info~matlon." He fu~the~ states that dogmatic 

pe~sons a~e autho~ita~lan, intole~ant of othe~s with 

diffe~ent beliefs, attitudes, ideas, o~ opinions, and that 

they a~e ~igld in thei~ p~ocessing of lnfo~matlon. Because 

of thei~ ~igidity and na~~ow f~amewo~k, highly dogmatic 

pe~sons tend to dlsto~t the meaning of the wo~ds and 

intentions of othe~s. The~efo~e, acco~ding to Rokeach 

<1954), those people low In dogmatism a~e mo~e open-minded 

and accepting in thel~ inte~pe~sonal exchanges. 

Not only a~e counselo~ cha~acte~lstics an impo~tant 

pa~t of counseling effectiveness, so also a~e client 

pe~ceptlons of the counselo~. Heppne~ and Heesacke~ <1982) 

stated that the client pe~ceptions of the counselo~ p~oved 



more predictive of success in counseling than did actual 

counselor training and experience level. 
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Client perceptions of the counselor have been examined 

from a social influence process point of view (Strong, 

1968). From this perspective, there are three main 

variables in client perceptions of the counselor: 

expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. Expertness 

can be defined as the cllent/s belle£ that the counselor has 

knowledge and skills in interpretation that wil I allow 

him/her to make the client 1 s problems understandable and 

will be able to find an effective means of dealing with them 

(Strong & Dixon, 1971). Perceived attractiveness is the 

positive liking and admiring of the counselor and the desire 

to be like him/her and to gain his/her approval (Schmidt & 

Strong, 1971). Trustworthiness is the belief in the 

counselor 1 s openness, sincerity, and absence of a motive for 

personal gain CBarak & LaCrosse, 1975; Strong, 1968). 

Studies have looked at such variables as counselor dress, 

office decor, and verbal and non-verbal behavior to discover 

what affects the manner ln which the counselor is perceived 

by the client (Dell, 1982; Dell & Schmidt, 1976; Kerr & 

Dell, 1976; LaCrosse, 1975). Some of the literature is 

contradictory in nature, but several significant findings 

have been reported: expertness is enhanced by external 

variables such as displayed diplomas, books, and other 

professional props CHeppner & Pew, 1977; Kerr & Dell, 1976> 

while attractiveness and trustworthiness are enhanced more 



by non-verbal and verbal behaviors of the counselor <Kaul & 

Schmidt, 1971; LaCrosse, 1975>. These three variables have 

been studied both together and separately to determine their 

importance in the counseling session. Although there are 

some conflicting reports, most research supports Strong~s 

<1968) original hypothesis that positive perceptions of 

counselor expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness 

are necessary in counseling to produce client change. 

Studies have looked at the variables independently to 

determine if any one is more important than the others. 

Nothing conclusive has been determined, but Heppner & 

Heesacker (1982> did determine that only counselors rated 

highly attractive had more power over clients than 

counselors rated only moderately attractive. Although much 

research has been done in the area of social influence, no 

studies have examined the relationship of dogmatism with the 

social influence variables. 

Definitions 

4 

Expertness: The client~s perceptions of the counselor to 

be in possession of knowledge and techniques of interpreting 

information that allows the client to make conclusions and 

deal effctlvely with their problems. 

Attractivenss: The client~s positive feelings toward the 

counselor, such as liking and admiring the counselor, as 

well as the desire to be like him/her and gain his/her 

approval and acceptance. 



~£ustworthiness: The degree to which the client perceives 

the counselor as open, sincere, and free from a motive of 

personal gain. 

Dogmatism: The relative open or closed-mindedness of a 

person~s cognitive framework for receiving, evaluating, and 

acting upon stimulus information. 

Counselor: Counselors used in this study were graduate 

students in counseling psychology. 

SubJects: Undergraduate students in a psychology course 

serve as subjects in this study. They serve as the raters 

of the counselor. 

Client: The client in this study was a graduate student 

in counseling psychology who had been coached to present a 

role-played problem. 

Significance of the Study 

5 

Although much research has been done in the areas of 

counselor dogmatism and client perceptions of the counselor, 

no study has specifically combined the two concepts to see 

how they are related. Counselor dogmatism has been 

researched to see how it affects counseling effectiveness 

and ability to responde in a facilitative and helpful 

manner. However, no study has been conducted to examine how 

dogmatism affects client perceptions of the counselor. Many 

variables have been researched to determine what affects 

client perceptions of the counselor, but counselor dogmatism 

has not been explored. 
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Combining the two concepts of counselor characteristics 

and client perceptions has provided the impetus for 

additional research. Little has been done in this area and 

it is open for further investigation. Coupling the findings 

of Car1ozzi eta]. (1982> on the inverse relationship of 

dogmatism and counseling effectiveness with Strong and 

Schmidt~s (1970) findings on the positive relationship of 

perceived expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness 

with counseling effectiveness provided the stimulus for this 

research. This study examined the relationship of counselor 

dogmatism and subJect~s perception of counselor expertness, 

attractiveness and trustworthiness. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationship between counse1or~s dogmatism and subject~s 

perception of counselor expertness, attractiveness, and 

trustworthiness. An additional aspect of this study was to 

determine the role of subJects~ dogmatism in influencing 

their perceptions of the counselor. Interaction effects 

between counselor dogmatism and the dogmatism of subJects 

was also examined. 

The specific questions addressed in this study were the 

following: 1) Is there a relationship between counselor 

dogmatism and subJects~ perceptions of the counselor as 

expert, attractive, and trustworthy? 2) Does subJect~s 

dogmatism affect how he or she perceives the counselor? 3) 



Is there an interaction effect between counselor dogmatism 

that affects subjects~ perception of the counselor as 

expert, attractive, and trustworthy? 

Research Hypothesis 

In order to carry out this study, the following 

hypothesis was formulated with an alpha level of .05: 

There will be a significant interaction between 

counselor~s and subjects~ dogmatism levels and 

subjects~ perceptions of counselor expertness, 

attractiveness, and trustworthiness. 

Limitations 

Since counselors-in-training were used as counselors, 

results cannot be generalized to a professional population, 

but are limited to counselors-in-training. 

There is a possible trunkated range on the counselor 

dogmatism measure which would not include very high scorers. 

Since a student served as the client in the video-tape and 

the situation was role played, it might not be typical of a 

real-life counseling situation with actual clients. 

Since students served as subjects, ratings may not be 

typical of a true client populations. 

Assumptions 

The basic assumptions of this study were as follows: 

1. The counselors used are representative of 

7 



counselors-in-training. 

2. Validity and rellablllty of the instruments used wi 11 be 

adequate for the study. 

3. While subJects were not true clients, they were 

undergraduate college students, who would be representative 

of the client population seen at university mental health 

settings. 

4. While the video-tapes were role played instead of an 

actual counseling session, they were representative of true 

counseling situations. 

Summary of Chapter 

Chapter one consisted of an introduction, significance 

of the study, statement of the problem and research 

hypothesis. Also included were definitions, limitations and 

assumptions of the study. Chapter two consists of a review 

of relevant literature. Chapter three contains the 

methodologies and descriptions of the study. Chapter four 

presents the results of the study. Results, conclusions and 

recommendations are contained in chapter five. 

8 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In reviewing the research related to counselor 

characteristics and client perceptions of the counselor, it 

appears that both have an impact on counseling 

effectiveness. This investigation was designed to extend 

the current findings to determine the relationship between a 

specific counselor characteristic and specific client 

perceptions of that counselor. Those variables examined 

were couselor dogmatism and client perceptions of counselor 

expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. 

The following review begins with a brief presentation 

of research findings about the general relationship between 

counselor characteristics and counseling effectiveness. 

Attention is then focused specifically on counselor 

dogmatism and counseling effectiveness. Finally, a review 

of research dealing with client perceptions of the counselor 

is reported, especially regarding client perceptions of 

counselor expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness. 

Counselor Characteristics 

Many researchers have examined the personal 

9 
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characteristics of the counselor to determine their 

relationship to counseling effectiveness <Combs, Avila, & 

Purkey, 1971; Mahon & Altmann, 1977; Rowe, Murphy, & 

DeCsipkes, 1975). A large portion of the literature 

supports the hypothesis that there is a relationship between 

counselor characteristics and counseling effectiveness 

CRusso, Kelz, & Hudson, 1964; Foulds, 1971; Mezzano, 1969). 

However, some researchers have examined the topic and found 

no relationship CRowe et al., 1975). 

Many counselor characteristics have been studied and 

reported in the literature. Among the most researched are 

locus of control, machiavel llanism, academic aptitude, 

gender, race, and dogmatism (Loesch, Crane, & Rucker, 1978; 

Foulds, 1971; Mil liken & Patterson, 1967>. Briefly, no 

correlation between gender, race, academic aptitude, or 

machiavelllanism with counseling effectiveness has been 

reported (Loesch et al., 1978; Mil liken & Patterson, 1967>. 

However, locus of control and dogmatism both have been 

reported to be related to counseling effectiveness 

CCarlozzi, Campbell, & Ward, 1982; Milliken & Patterson, 

1967). Mezzano C1969) found that counselors low in 

dogmatism were found to be more effective counselors than 

their high 1 y dogmatic co-workers. A 1 though not ,a 1 1 

counselor characteristics can be said to influence counselor 

effectiveness, continued research on dogmatism, which has 

shown to be related to counseling effectiveness, seems 

warranted. 



11 

Docrnatlsm 

Rokeach <1954) defined dogmatism as "a relatively 

closed cognitive organization of beliefs and disbeliefs 

about reality, organized around a central set of beliefs 

about absolute authority which, in turn, provides a 

framework for patterns of intolerance toward others" 

[p.195J. Rokeach~s concept of dogmatism was described as a 

generalized theory of authoritarianism <Rokeach, 1960). 

According to Rokeach <1960> the more closed a person~s 

belief system, the more difficulty he or she has in 

discriminating between the information received and the 

source or authority of the information. Harvey and Hays 

<1982> support this finding and conclude that this suggests 

that the dogmatic individual confuses the truth of the 

information with the status of the authority. 

Other differences between hlgh and low dogmatics have 

been reported in the literature. Plant, Telford, and Thomas 

<1965) compared high dogmatics with low dogmatics on the 

California Psychological Inventory <CPI>. Five scales from 

the CPI were used: Sociability, Self-Control, Achievenment 

via Independence, Intellectual Efficiency, and 

Responsibility. SubJects could be differentiated by their 

CPI scores. High dogmatics were found to be psychologically 

immature, and characterized as being impulsive, defensive, 

and stereotyped in their thinking. Low dogmatics were 

described as calm, mature, efficient, clear thinking, 

responsible, and more likely to succeed in an acedemic 
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eetting. Plant et al. (1965> concluded that the more 

dogmatic an individual is, the less tolerant, flexible, and 

secure he or she is. 

Vacchiano, Strauss, and Schiffman (1968) found clusters 

of scales which seemed to identify dogmatic individuals on 

three instruments: Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, the 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire, and the Tennessee 

Self-Concept Scale. Dogmatism was found to be related to 

need for succorance, conformity, restraint, and 

conservatism; and inversely related to needs for change and 

lntraception. 

In another study, Burke (1966> found dogmatism and 

interpersonal sensitivity to be related. The dogmatic 

individuals were rated as less sensitive in interpersonal 

exchanges than low dogmatics. The degree to which a person 

was perceived as being empathic and positive in his or her 

regard to others was found to be related to their level of 

dogmatism. 

Rokeach and Fruchter <1956) reported that dogmatism was 

related to anxiety. In that study they stated that 

dogmatism is 11 nothing more than a psychoana I yt 1 c defense 

mechanism 11 • It was suggested that dogmatic individuals were 

more threatened by belief-discrepant information. Kleck and 

Wheaton (1967> supported that position. They demonstrated 

that high dogmatics had less recall of inconsistent 

information and were more likely to evaluate consistent 

information more positively. Foulkes and Foulkes <1965) 



13 

reported similiar findings. That study stated that high 

dogmatics tended to avoid compromise solutions when faced 

with discrepent information by either changing their 

original stance or strongly adhering to it regardless of new 

information. 

Counselo~ Dogmatism and Counseling Effectiveness 

Several studies have examined the relationship between 

counselor dogmatism and counseling effectiveness CCarlozzi 

et al ., 1982; Kemp, 1962; Milliken & Patterson, 1967; 

Mezzano, 1969;). Kemp (1962) examined the relationship 

between dogmatism and type of counselor responses in both 

actual and hypothetical situations, using counselor 

candidates as subjects. In the real life counseling 

situation, he reported that dogmatics were more evaluative, 

interpretive, probing and diagnostic. Low dogmatics tended 

to be more permissive, understanding and supportive in their 

responses. In the hypothetical situation, however, 

students counld not be clearly differentiated into high and 

low dogmatic groups. Both groups utilized permissive, 

understanding and supportive responces. The low dogmatics 

did not make significant changes in their responses from the 

hypothetical situation to the actual counseling situation. 

The high dogmatics did make significant changes in their 

responses. In the hypothetical situation, they responded 

much as the low dogmatics did but the change was not 

maintained during an actual counseling interaction. Kemp 
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suggested that this is in keeping with high dogmatics' 

expected way of responding to an external authority source. 

In the hypothetical situation, the high dogmatics made the 

responses that they perceived the instructor wanted to hear; 

but in the actual counseling situation, they reverted to 

their more normal type of responses. 

Mezzano <1969) found results similiar to those in the 

Kemp (1962> study. Mezzano had supervisors rate counselor 

candidates on understanding, congruence, and acceptance 

demonstrated in counseling interviews. He reported a 

significant negative correlation between degree of dogmatism 

and counseling effectiveness. 

Milliken and Patterson <1967) also had supervisors rate 

counseling students in terms of effectiveness. That study 

supported the hypothesis that good counselors were 

open-minded and not dogmatic in their beliefs and 

interpersonal exchanges. 

In a study by Carlozzi, Edwards,and Ward <1978), an 

inverse relationship was reported between level of dogmatism 

and ability to communicate in a facilitative and helpful 

manner. Counseling candidates could be clearly 

differentiated as being either high or low dogmatics by 

their responses to audio-taped client stimulus statements. 

In 1982, a slmiliar study conducted by Carlozzi, 

Campbell. and Ward found results that continued to support 

the hypothesis that dogmatism was inversely related to 

counseling effectiveness. A sample of 215 master's level 
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counseling students from three universities comprised the 

sample for this study. In this study, counseling 

effectiveness was measured in terms of facilitative 

responding as measured by the Gross Rating of Facilitative 

Interpersonal Functioning Scale. This study suggested that 

not only do highly dogmatic counselor trainees have 

difficulty responding in a facilitative manner with clients, 

but that they may also have difficulty accepting personal 

responsibility for their part in communication with clients. 

Because dogmatic individuals feel a great deal of anxiety 

<Rokeach, 1960), but project that anxiety rather than 

internalize it, Carlozzi et al. <1982> suggest that dogmatic 

counselors may be prone to blame their clients for their 

difficulties and anxieties in the counseling relationship. 

Russo, Kelz, and Hudson <1964) had expert judges rate 

counseling candidates. Dogmatism scores were found to be 

related to perceptions by experts as to degree of 

effectiveness of counselors. Those candidates judged most 

effective had the lowest dogmatism scores, while those 

Judged least effective had the highest scores. 

While the bulk of the literature supports the 

hypothesis that dogmatism is inversely related to 

counseling effectiveness, a few studies reported conflicting 

results. Foulds <1971> studied the relationship between 

dogmatism and ratings of empathy, understanding, respect, 

and genuineness that was communicated toward clients on tape 

recorded sessions. That study found no relationship to 



exist. However, they were careful to cite Kemp/s (1962) 

findings, and to suggest that since counselor candidates 

knew they were being rated, they responded to the authority 

of the supervisor and learned to make more facilitative 

responses. 

16 

In response to a research review by Rowe, Murphy and 

DeCsipkes <1975), Loesch, Crane, and Rucker <1978) studied 

several counselor characteristics to discover their 

relationship to counseling effectiveness. Rowe et al. 

<1975) stated that ubased on a thorough and conprehensive 

review of the related literature since 1960, the search for 

meaningful relationships between counselor characteristics 

and counseling effectiveness should be abandoned because the 

results of previous studies have been generally 

disappointing, often contradictory, and only tentative 11 [p. 

241J. Loesch et al. (1978) studied several counselor 

characteristics to discover which, if any, did in fact 

affect counseling effectiveness. Dogmatism was one of the 

characteristics examined. In that study, no significant 

relationship was discovered between dogmatism and counseling 

effectiveness. Supervisors rated counseling candidates on 

the Counselor Effectiveness Rating Scale <CERS>. While no 

significant differences were noted between dogmatic and 

nondogmatic counselors as measured on the CERS, this study 

did acknowledge poor lnterrater reliability on the 

instrument and suggested that this might have compromised 

the meaningfulness of the results. 
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In summary, dogmatism has been shown to be inversely 

related to counseling effectiveness in several studies 

CCarlozzi et al., 1978; Carlozzi et al ., 1982; Kemp, 1962; 

Mezzano, 1969; Milliken & Patterson, 1967; Russo, Kelz, & 

Hudson, 1964;). The studies that do not support that stance 

usually qualify their results as tentative and cite 

circumstances that may have confounded their findings 

(Foulds, 1971; Loesch et al., 1978;). 

Client Perceptions of the Counselor 

A general goal in counseling of any sort is to 

facilitate change in the client (Heppner & Dixon, 1981). 

This goal implies that the counselor has the power to 

influence the behaviors and attitudes of the cient (Strong & 

Matross, 1973). The process of one person influecing 

another and facilitating changes in that person has been 

labeled the interpersonal or social influence process 

(Strong, 1968). 

The idea of counseling as an interpersonal influence 

process was initially conceived of by Strong (1968) as he 

combined social psychology with counseling theory. Since 

Strong;s (1968> original work, much research has been done 

to determine what affects the interpersonal influence 

process in counseling. Many variables have been examined to 

determine what affects the counselor;s ability to facilitate 

change in the client <Carter, 1978; Heppner & Pew, 1977; 

Kerr & Dell, 1976; LaCrosse, 1975; Scheid, 1976). Counselor 
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expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness are the three 

variables that Strong (1968) postulated as core conditions 

in psychotherapy. Following that theory, research then 

sought to determine what coounselor characteristics, 

behaviors, and environmental conditions contribute to a 

client~s perception of the counselor as expert, attractive, 

and trustworthy <Siegel & Sel 1, 1978; Strong & Dixon, 1971; 

Strong & Schmidt, 1970a; Strong & Schmidt, 1970b;). Looking 

at the social influence variables independently might assist 

the reader in organizing the abundant literature in this 

area. 

Expertness 

Perceived counselor expertness has been defined as "the 

client~s belief that the counselor possesses information and 

means of interpreting information which allow the client to 

obtain valid conclusions about and to deal effectively with 

his problems" (Strong & Dixon, 1971>. Expertness has been 

reported to be influenced by at least three categories: <1> 

obJective evidence of special training and expertise such as 

diplomas, certificates, awards, and titles <Strong & Dixon, 

1971), <2> behavioral cues of expertness such as rational 

and knowledgeable discussions, and confidnece in 

presentation of ideas (Del I & Schmidt, 1976; Kerr & Dell, 

1976), and (3) a reputation as expert In the field of 

psychology <Guttman & Haase, 1972; Haase & DiMattia, 1976;>. 

Research has long presented the importance of visual, 
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obJective evidence of expertness of the counselor for 

effective counseling to take place <Heppner & Pew, 1977>. 

That study reported that evidence such as awards, diplomas, 

certificates, and so forth favorably affected the clients/ 

initial impression of the counselor as expert. Gelso and 

Ka~l <1974> found that the title "psychologist" also 

favo~ably affected initial expert imp~essions held by the 

client. That study fu~the~ ~epo~ted that if the title of 

psychologist was omitted, students rated the counselo~ as 

"inapp~op~iate fo~ help with pe~sonal p~oblems." 

The combination of title and initial introductions has 

also been examined to determine the effect on client 

pe~ception of counselo~ expe~tness <Claibo~n & Schmidt, 

1977). In that study it was shown that when the same 

counselo~ was int~oduced with expe~t c~edentials as opposed 

to inexpe~t c~edentlals, the counselo~ was pe~ceived as mo~e 

expe~t. Scheid <1976> found that client cha~acte~lstics 

confounded the ~esults of such resea~ch. 

Many ~esea~che~s have looked fu~the~ into the notion of 

cha~acte~istics that affect client pe~ception of counselo~ 

expe~tness <Dell, 1982; Dell & Schmidt, 1976; St~ong & 

Schmidt, 1970a>. Counselo~ gende~ was examined by Del 1 and 

Schmidt <1976> and found to have no effect on pe~ceived 

expertness. Heppne~ and Pew <1977> found similiar results. 

When gender and office deco~ we~e examined togethe~. an 

inte~action effect was noted <Bloom, Weigel, & T~autt, 

1977>. That study ~epo~ted that females in t~aditional Jy 
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decorated offices were considered more expert than females 

in humanistic offices. The reverse was discovered for male 

counselors. 

Race is another characteristic that has been 

investigated <Sattler, 1970>. Research is contradictory in 

this area. Cimbolic (1972> found that black students did 

not rate black or white counselors differently on 

expertness. However, Peoples and Dell <1975> found 

significantly different expert ratings for black and white 

counselors by both black and white students. 

Counselor attire was examined to determine its effect 

on perceived expertness <Kerr & Dell, 1976>. That study 

found that attire interacted with counselor behaviors to 

affect perceived expertness, but that behavior accounted for 

most of the effect. 

Strong and Schmidt <1970> were interested in what 

behaviors affected client perception of counselor 

expertness. The results they recorded were behaviors 

including appearing attentive, interested, confident and 

organized. They also included using hand gestures, leaning 

forward, nodding, and using direct eye contact. Stiff 

formal gestures were considered inexperienced by clients. 

Del 1 and Schmidt <1976> discovered very simi liar results in 

their study. In addition, they found that being relaxed and 

responsive increased ratings of expertness. 

Other studies have focused on counselor verbal 

behaviors as cues to expertness <Atkinson & Carkskadde, 
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1975; Claiborn, 1979; Merluzzi, Banikotes, & Missbach, 

1978;). Merluzzi et al. <1978) found that level of talkng 

<low, medium, or high) had no effect on expert ratings. In 

that same study, however, amount of self-disclosing did have 

an effect, with high levels of self-disclosure resulting in 

higher expert ratings by clients. The use of psychological 

Jargon was found to increase perceptions of the counselor as 

expert according to Atkinson and Carskadden <1975>. 

Counselors utilizing interpretative verbal statements were 

considered more expert by clients than counselors who used 

only restatements <Claiborn, 1979). 

Other researchers were interested in combining several 

expert cues to discover their combined effect on client 

ratings of counselor expertness <Heppner & Dixon, 1978; Kerr 

& Del 1, 1976). Investigations indicated that expertness was 

significantly enhanced when more than one expert cue was 

employed <Atkinson & Carskadden, 1975; Heppner & Dixon, 

1978>. One study used prestigious introductions and 

psychological Jargon by the counselor and found that the 

counselor received very high expert ratings <Atkinson & 

Carskadden, 1975>. Heppner and Dixon <1978> found that when 

counselor behavior, titles and prestigious introductions 

were all combined, the counselor was seen as even more 

expert. 

According to Strong and Schmidt <1970a> there is 

considerable evidence supporting the use of obJective 

evidence of training, counselor behaviors, and prestigious 
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introductions to increase expert ratings. Characteristics 

such as gender and race, however, do not seem to 

significantly affect the perception of expert by the client 

<Cimbolic, 1972>. Combining more than one expert cue has 

been shown to be an effective way to increase expert ratings 

by clients <Atkinson & Carkskadden, 1975; Heppner & Dixon, 

1978). 

Attractiveness 

Attractiveness has been defined as the client/s 11 llklng 

and admiration for the counselor, desire to gain his 

approval, and desire to become more simillar to him <Schmidt 

& Strong, 1971, p. 348>. Strong <1968> stated that 

perceived attractiveness was based more on the counselor/s 

behaviors within the session than on external cues. 

Specifically, behaviors expressing unconditional positive 

regard and accurate empathy increased counselor 

attractiveness <Rogers, 1957; Strong, 1968; Truax & 

Carkhuff, 1967;>. Also, direct self-disclosure of feelings, 

experiences, attitudes, and problems similiar to those of 

the client increased client ratings of counselor 

attractiveness <Merluzzi et al ., 1978; Nilsson, Strassberg, 

& Bannon, 1979>. A review of the literature revealed that 

there are at least four variables affecting client ratings 

of the counselor in the area of attractlvenss: <1> 

pre-session introductions of the counselor <Greenburg, 

1969), <2) counselor characteristics <Cash, Begley, NcCown & 
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Weise, 1975), <3> nonve~bal counselo~ behavlo~s <LaC~osse, 

1975>, and <4> counselo~ ve~bal behavlo~s <Strong & Schmidt, 

1971). 

The effects on the presession description or 

int~oduction of the counselor has been shown to be 

significant in the client's initial perception of the 

counselor as attractive or unattractive <Greenburg, 1969). 

In that study, counselo~s were desc~ibed as being either 

warm or cold. Then students ~ated the counselor after 

meeting them. Students being told that the counselor was 

warm, ~ated the counselo~ mo~e att~actlve than did students 

being told that the same counselor was cold. Prestigious 

introductions did not affect the perceptions of the client 

in te~ms of att~activeness, but did in te~ms of expe~tness 

<Claiborn & Schmidt, 1977). 

Resea~ch has also examined the relationship between 

counselor characteristics and perceived attractiveness. 

Specifically, physical attractivenss, counselor age and 

counselor gender has been examined <Cash et al., 1975; Kerr 

& Del 1, 1976). Cash et al. <1975) produced findings 

supporting the hypothesis that physically attractive 

counselors are rated as more interpersonally attractive than 

physically unattractive counselors. Carter (1978) found 

somewhat similiar results. In that study, physical 

attractivess was related to ratings of att~actlvess only in 

female counselors and only by female clients. Carter (1978) 

postulates that it is the interaction of gender and 



24 

attractiveness that accounts for the higher ratings on the 

att~activeness dimension. A study examining only counselo~ 

gende~ <F~etz, Co~n. Tuemmlet, & Bel let, 1979) found no 

~elationship between counselo~ gende~ and client ~atings of 

counselo~ att~activeness. Ke~~ & Del 1 <1976) ~epo~t no 

~elationship between counselo~ atti~e (casual vs. fo~mal> o~ 

office deco~ <p~ofessional o~ casual) and client ~atings of 

counselo~ att~activeness. The age of the counselo~ 

diffe~entially affects client pe~ceptions of att~activess in 

only limited a~eas <Lasky & Solomone, 1977>. That study 

found that psychiat~ic inpatients unde~ 30 tended to view 

younge~ the~apists as mo~e att~active than olde~ the~apists. 

No other relationship between counselor age and client 

ratings we~e discovered in that study. 

Strong, Taylor, Bratton, and Loper <1971> reported that 

high f~equency of counselor non-ve~bal behavio~s within the 

session correlated with higher ratings in perceived 

att~activeness. The non-ve~bal behaviors of the counselor 

in that study included changing body postion, smiling, 

£~owning, gesturing, changing head and eye orientation, and 

crossing and uncrossing their legs. Lacrosse <1975> 

investigated othe~ non-ve~bal behavio~s with slmlllar 

~esults. In that study the non-verbal behaviors included 

smiles, head nods, gesturing, eye contact, and body lean. 

Fretz et al. <1979> investigated nonresponsive and 

responsive non-ve~bal behaviors to discover their impact on 

client evaluations of the counselor. That study reported a 



clear difference in the two types of non-verbal behaviors. 

Only responsive behaviors affected the attractiveness 

ratings by clients. 
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Counselor verbal behaviors have. also been investigated 

to uncover their relationship to client perceptions of 

counselor attractiveness. Merluzzi et al. <1978> reported 

counselor self-disclosures to have a positive affect on 

client ratings of counselor attractiveness. Nilsson et al 

(1979) replicated and supported these research findings. 

Specifically, counselor self-disclosures of similar 

experiences, feelings, attitudes, and problems have been 

found to increase client perceptions of counselor 

attractiveness <Strong & Schmidt, 1971>. Kleinke & Tully 

<1979) temper these findings by reporting that clients 

perception of counselor attractivess decreases as counselor 

talking level increases. 

In conclusion, the research suggests that several 

variables influence client perceptions of counselor 

attractiveness <Heppner & Dixon, 1981>. According to 

Heppner and Dixon (1981> nonverbal and verbal behaviors of 

the counselor account for most of the rating differences. 

Specifically, the nonverbal behaviors must be participatory 

(smiling, frowning, leaning forward, eye contact, gestures, 

and body movement> during the session <Fretz et al ., 1979; 

LaCrosse, 1975>. Specific verbal behaviors include 

self-disclosure of slmiliar attitudes, experiences, 

feelings, and problems; and low levels of talking <Kleine & 
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Tully, 1979; Strong & Schmidt, 1971>. Also increasing 

client ratings are pre-session introductions expressing 

counselor warmth, counselor physical attractiveness, and, 

for female client, counselor gender <Carter, 1978; Cash et 

al., 1975; Greenburg, 1969>. Age, counselor attire, and 

office decor did not significantly affect client ratings of 

counselor attractiveness <Kerr & Dell, 1976; Lasky & 

Salomone, 1977>. 

Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness is the third and final variable 

postulated by Strong (1968> as important in counseling to 

produce client change. Trustworthiness ls defined as the 

belief in the counselor~s openness, sincerity, and absence 

of a motive of personal gain <Barak & LaCross, 1975; Strong, 

1968>. Less research has been done in this area than in the 

other two, therefore, results are less expansive <Heppner & 

Dixon, 1981>. Verbal and nonverbal behaviors of the 

counselor are reported to have the greatest affect on client 

ratings of counselor trustworthiness <Heppner & Dixon, 

1981). Counselor characteristics play a minor role 

<Merlozzi et al., 1978>. 

Verbal behaviors of the counselor affect client 

perceptions of counselor trustworthiness <Strong, 1968>. 

Specific verbal behaviors which increase trustworthiness 

ratings are "paying close attention to the client's 

statements and other behaviors, communicating concern for 
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the client~s welfare, avoiding statements indicating 

exhibitionism or perverted curiosity, and assuring 

confidentiality of all transactions" <Strong, 1968, p. 222>. 

Kaul and Schmidt <1972> found that while verbal 

behaviors do increase trustworthiness ratings, they have 

less impact than do nonverbal behaviors. Claiborn <1979) 

found that nonverbal behaviors were found to be especially 

lmpactful on client ratings when those behaviors were 

responsive behaviors <smiling, nodding, leaning forward, 

gesturing, frowning, and body movement). 

Claiborn <1979) also investigated several verbal 

behaviors to determine which were more effective in 

increasing counselor trustworthiness. That study reported 

that interpretative statements by the counselor produced 

higher attractiveness ratings than dld restatements by the 

same counselor. Low disclosing counselors were rated as 

more trustworthy in a study by Merluzzi et al. <1978). In 

that same study, however, an interaction effect between 

counselor gender and level of disclosing was noted. Low 

disclosing females were rated more trustworthy than high 

disclosing females. No differences were found for male 

counselors. 

Although there is much less literature available on the 

trustworthiness variable, several conclusions have been 

reached <Heppner & Dixon, 1981>. Responsive nonverbal 

behaviors and Interpretative statements by the counselor 

both Increase client perceptions of counselor attractiveness 



<Claiborn, 1979; Kaul & Schmidt, 1972;>. Verbal behaviors 

related to concern for client and assurance of 

confidentiality increase trustwothiness ratings <Strong, 

1968). Few self-disclosures and, in some cases the gender 

of the counselor, also increase client perceptions of 

counselor trustworthiness <Merlozzl et al.,1978). 

Summary 
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Although there is an abundance of research on both 

dogmatism and also on the social influence variables, 

nothing has been done to determine if a relationship exists 

between the two concepts. Both dogmatism and the social 

influence variables have been shown to be related to 

counseling effectiveness <Carlozzi et al., 1982; Heppner & 

Dixon, 1981). Further research is warranted to determine if 

counselor dogmatism is related to client perceptions of the 

counselor as expert, attractive, and trustworthy. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter consists of a presentation and description 

of the methods and procedures utilized in this study. The 

selection procedure for obtaining subjects is detailed along 

with a demographic description of the sample. Instruments 

used in the study are described as well. The chapter 

concludes with a description of the procedures for 

collecting snd analyzing the data. 

Subject Selection 

The subJects for thls study were undergraduate students 

in psychology from a large midwestern university. The 

subjects were all volunteers who agreed to participate in a 

psychological study. 

Of the 120 persons who served as subjects, 65 were 

female and 55 were male. The ages ranged from 19 to 45 with 

a mean age of 27. There were no internati9nal students in 

the sample. 

Instrumentation 

There were two instruments used in this study. 
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Rokeach 1 s Dogmatism Scale, Form E (see Appendix A> was to 

measure both subjects 1 dogmatism and counselors 1 dogmatism 

levels. The Counselor Rating Form <CRF> <see Appendix B> 

was used to measure subjects 1 perceptions of counselor 

expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness . 

.Dos:matism Scale 

The Dogmatism Scale, Form E <see Appendix A> was 

designed by Rokeach (1956> to measure individual differences 

in the degree of openness or closedness of belief systems. 

Openness is defined as "the extent to which the person can 

receive, evaluate, and act upon relevent information 

received from the outside on its own intrinsic merits, 

unencumbered by irrelevant factors in the situation arising 

from within the person or from the outside" <Rokeach, 1960, 

p. 57>. The Dogmatism Scale was used in this study to 

measure the openness of both the counselor and the subjects 

who evaluated the counselor. 

The Dogmatism Scale, Form E, consists of 40 declarative 

statements to which six response alternatives are possible: 

<+1> I agree a little, (+2> I agree on the whole, (+3) I 

agree very much, (-1> I disagree a little, <-2) I disagree 

on the whole, and <-3) I disagree very much. The <O> score 

was excluded to reduce central tendency. The scores were 

converted to a 1 to 7 scale by adding the constant 4 to each 

responce. Therefore, the range of possible scores was from 

40 to 280 such that a high score indicated a high degree of 
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dogmatism and a low score the converse. 

Norms. The instrument was originally normed by 

Rokeach (1956) on several different samples. Each form was 

normed on its own sample. FormE was normed on 80 students 

at Blrbeck College ln England and on 60 English workers. No 

mention is made of age ranges or gender of subjects. Zagona 

and Zurcher (1965) normed the test on 517 freshman and 

sophomore psychology students at the University of Arizona. 

Males and females were equally represented. 

~alidity. An item analysis was done to establish 

construct validity. The forms were correlated to determine 

concurrent validity. In every sample dogmatism correlated 

negligibly with liberalism-conservatism, (p <.05); and more 

highly with total opinionation than with either left or 

right opinionation (p <.05). Evidence of construct and 

concurrent validity is reported in numerous other studies 

<Davis, Frye, & Joure, 1975; Ward, Cunningham, & Summerlin, 

1978>. Zagona and Zurcher (1965) assessed the predictive 

utility of the test by administering the test to 517 

freshman and sophomore psychology students, and predicting 

behaviors in the classroom and small group experiences based 

on the test scores. That study reported that the authors 

were able to successfully predict behavior based on scores 

obtained on the Dogmatism Scale (p < .05). 

Reliability. Split-half reliabilites were obtained 

for each form. FormE obtained reliability coefficients 



from .78 to .81 <Rokeach, 1960>. Test-retest reliability 

coefficients were reported by Rokeach <1960> that ranged 

from .68 to .93 for intervals ranging from one to six 

months. Zagona and Zurcher <1965> replicated the study 
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and found slmlllar results using a larger sample size (517 

subjects> than the original study. In that study, 

reliability coefficients were recorded for the highest 

one-third of the scorers, the lowest one-third, and for the 

entire sample. A retest fifteen weeks after the original 

administration provided reliability coefficients ranging 

from .47 to .70. 

Counselor Rating Form 

In order to measure subject perception of the 

counselor, the Counselor Rating Form (CRF> was used <see 

Appendix B>. The CRF is a 36-item instrument designed by 

Barak and LaCrosse in 1975 to measure the dimensions of 

perceived counselor expertness, attractiveness, and 

trustworthiness. 

The CRF consists of 36 bi-polar adJectives, which are 

divided into three dimensions with 12 items each. Using a 

seven point semantic differential scaling prodedure, the 

subJects are asked to respond to each item. The responses 

are scored on a one to seven basis with the left-most space 

being either one or seven as explained in the scoring sheet 

<see Appendix B>. The scoring sheet also tells what items 

go with what diminslons so that the end results are three 

divisions of 12 paired adjectives and a range on each 



dimension of 12 to 84, with high scores indicating high 

perceptions of that dimension. 
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Norms. The instrument was normed on 202 

undergraduate students in an introductory psychology course 

at Ohio State University in 1975. The students were all 

volunteers who received extra credit for participating in 

this psychological study. Male and female subjects were 

equally represented in the sample. No further demographic 

data on the subjects were reported. 

Yalidity. The CRF has been shown to be useful as 

both a research tool and as an instrument with clinical 

utility <LaCrosse, 1980>. Its construct validity was 

assessed by Barak and LaCrosse (1975) utilizing a factor 

analysis technique. The factor analysis yielded three 

distinct factors entitled expertness, attractiveness, and 

trustworthiness. LaCrosse (1980) assessed its predictive 

validity with a Goal Attainment Scaling. Coefficients were 

found to range from .53 to .58. Also noted in that study, 

the concurrent validity coefficients were found to range 

from .47 to .62 when compared to the Counselor Effectiveness 

Rating Form. 

Reliability. A split-half reliability analysis by 

Barak and LaCrosse <1975> yeilded the following 

coefficients: expertness .874, attractiveness .850, and 

trustworthiness .908. Atkinson and Wampold (1982> did a 

follow-up on the reliability of the CRF and found very 
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similiar results. In their study, they obtained 

coefficients of .870 to .910 using a split-half format. 

Internal consistency was reported to range from .86 to .91 

using Crombach Alphas in a study by Barrn, Goodnight, Sail 

and Helwig C1976). 

Procedures 

Several graduate students in counseling psychology were 

asked to complete the Dogmatism Scale. From this group of 

respondents, six high and six low scorers were asked to make 

a video-taped counseling session using a role played 

situation. High scorers were defined as those recieving a 

score of 200 or higher on the Dogmatism Scale, while low 

scorers obtained a score of 120 or lower. These scores 

represent the top one-third and the bottom one-third of the 

Dogmatism Scale. Each of the twelve counseling students 

made a counseling tape using the same client and the same 

presenting concern. Th~ client was a graduate student in 

counseling psychology who had been coached with a presenting 

concern of depression and loneliness. These tapes were 

presented to a panel of expert Judges, consisting of one 

faculty person and two doctoral students all from a 

counseling psychology department. The Judges were asked to 

place the tapes into one of three categories: highly 

dogmatic counselor, moderately dogmatic counselor or low 

dogmatic counselor. The counselors' dogmatism scores were 

not revealed to the Judges. Of the original twelve tapes, 
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four were used in the study: two depleting high dogmatism in 

the counselor and two depleting low counselor dogmatism. 

The four tapes were selected when the panel of Judges 

unanimously agreed on a category for the tape <high 

counselor dogmatism or low counselor dogmatism> and that 

agreement matched the counselor/s dogmatism category based 

on their dogmatism scores. All tapes Judged as moderately 

dogmatic counselor were eliminated from the study. When the 

tapes had been correctly and unanimously categorized by the 

panel, they were then ready for use in the study. 

Data were collected during the fall 1986 academic 

semester. The 120 participants were requested to complete 

the Dogmatism Scale, Form E. Directions for 

self-administration are written at the beginning of the test 

and no oral instructions are required. After completion of 

the above scale, the investigator requested the participants 

to view two video-taped counseling sessions, rating each 

counselor on the Counselor Rating Form after each session. 

Each subJect then viewed one tape of a dogmatic counselor 

and one tape of a non-dogmatic counselor. Subjects were 

randonly assigned a tape from each category. Tapes were 

randomly presented, sometimes showing the dogmatic 

counseling tape first, sometimes showing the non-dogmatic 

tape first. No information was given about the counselor. 

SubJects were instructed to base their responses solely on 

the impressions gained from viewing the video-tapes. The 

students received the following oral instructions prior to 
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vlewlng the tapes: 

You are about to view two short video-taped counseling 

sessions. After each tape, you will be given time to 

fill out the CRF on that counselor. There are no right 

or wrong answers. I am interested only ln your 

impressions. Your first impression is usually your 

answer. Instructions for filling out the form are 

printed on the first page of the form. Please read 

that over now to make sure you understand what to do. 

The client ln the tape is role-playing and the problem 

ls not real. The client and the presenting concern 

will be the same in both tapes. 

Participants' Dogmatism Scale score and their two CRF's 

were given a code number for scoring purposes and the only 

identifying data was age, gender and citizenship status of 

the participants. The participants were assured of 

confidentiality of all the information gathered. 

Analysis of Data 

Data was subJected to a two-way multivariate analysis 

of variance <MANOVA>. MANOVA was selected for two reasons: 

1) MANOVA is specifically meant to be used with multiple 

dependent variables and 2> the risk of a Type I error is 

reduced. Appropriate tests for the evaluation assessment of 

mulicol linearity, singularity, normality, and homogeneity of 

variance were utilized. The hypothesis error rate was set 

at .05. The experimentwise error rate was set at .15. The 
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three dependent variables were client perception of 

counselor expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness as 

measured by the CRF. The categorical independent variables 

were two levels (high, low) of counselor and subject 

dogmatism levels. High dogmatism was defined as a score of 

200 or higher <out of a possible 280) which is the top one 

third of the scale. Low dogmatism was defined as a score of 

120 or lower <with the loweset possible score being 40) 

which is the bottom one third of the scale. Scores falling 

between 121 and 199 were considered moderate levels of 

dogmatism and were omitted from the study. 

Summary 

Subjects for this study were 65 female and 55 male 

undergraduate students in psychology at a large southeastern 

university. Procedures for the collection of data were 

discussed. The two instruments which were used in this 

study were also discussed. A description of the statistical 

procedures used to analyze the data was provided. Details 

of the findings resulting from the application of 

statistical techniques to the data obtained are presented in 

Chapter IV. Results, conclusions and recommendations are 

presented ln Chapter V. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationship between counselor~s and subjects~ dogmatism on 

subjects~ perception of counselor expertness, attractiveness 

and trustworthiness. The data consisted of counselors; and 

subjects; dogmatism scores as obtained from Rokeach~s 

Dogmatism Scale and client perception of counselor 

expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness as obtained 

from the Counselor Rating Form. The procedure involved 

showing the subject two videotaped counseling vignettes 

which portrayed one high dogmatic counselor and one low 

dogmatic counselor. Subjects were asked to respond to the 

Counselor Rating Form after each videotaped counseling 

session. 

This chapter states the hypothesis and summarizes the 

findings. Results of the multivariate and univariate 

analyses are provided. 

Research Hypothesis 

There will be a significant interaction between 

counselor/s and subJects~ dogmatism levels and subJects~ 
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pe~ceptlons of counselor expertness~ attractiveness~ and 

t~ustwo~thlness. 
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A 2 X 2 between-subJects multlva~late analysis of 

va~iance was pe~fo~med on the th~ee dependent va~lables: 

expe~tness, att~activeness and t~ustwo~thiness. Independent 

va~lables we~e counselo~ dogmatism (high and low> and client 

dogmatism (high and low>. 

The SPSSX MANOVA was used fo~ the analyses with the 

hie~a~chical adJustment fo~ nono~thogonality. O~de~ of 

ent~y of the independent va~iables was counselo~ dogmatism, 

then subJect dogmatism. Total N = 120 ~emained unchanged 

with no within-cell outlie~s with p < .01. Results of 

evaluation of assumptions of no~mality, homogeneity of 

va~iance-cova~lance mat~lces, linea~lty, and 

multlcollinea~ity we~e satisfacto~y. 

Significant multiva~late F's we~e found fo~ the two-way 

inte~action of counselor dogmatism and client dogmatism 

<E<3, 114> = 116.90, p < .05>. Significant multivariate 

F's were also obtained fo~ the main effects of counselo~ 

dogmatism <~<3, 114> = 113.11, p < .05> and client 

dogmatism <E<3, 114> = 11.64, p < .05>. Results of 

multiva~iate F's a~e ~epo~ted in Table 1. 

Subsequent univa~iate analyses suppo~ted the 

significance of the main effect of counselo~ dogmatism and 

indicated that expe~tness <~<1, 116) = 119.38, p < .05>, 

att~actlveness <E<1, 116> = 202.07, p < .05>, and 

t~ustwo~thiness <E<1, 116) = 240.62, p < .05) were all 



Table 1 

Multivariate F;s for Expertness, Attractiveness and 
Trustworthiness 

Source df 

Counselor Dogmatism X Client Dogmatism 

Counselor Dogmatism 

SubJect Dogmatism 

*p < .05 

40 

3 

3 

3 

F Value 
W 1 1 ks Lambda 

116.91* 

113.11 .. 

11.64• 



cont~ibuto~s to the const~uct of subJect pe~ceptions <see 

Table 2>. 

Following the same p~ocedu~e fo~ the main effect of 

client dogmatism, unlva~late analyses suppo~ted the main 

effect and found expe~tness <E<1, 116) = 17.97, p < .05> 

to be the maJo~ cont~ibuto~ <see Table 2>. 
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To investigate the effects of each main effect and the 

inte~action on the individual dependent va~iables, a 

stepdown analysis was pe~fo~med. Homogeneity of ~eg~ession 

was achieved fo~ all components of the stepdown analysis. 

All th~ee dependent va~iables we~e found to be sufficiently 

~eliable to Justify stepdown analysis. Results of this 

analysis a~e summa~ized in Table 3. An expe~imentwise e~~o~ 

~ate of 5% was achieved by the appo~tlonment of alpha as 

shown in the final column of table 3 fo~ each dependent 

va~iable. 

Fo~ the inte~action of counselo~ dogmatism and client 

dogmatism, the Roy-Ba~gman Stepdown F showed that all th~ee 

dependent va~iables we~e significant cont~ibuto~s to the 

const~uct as follows: expe~tness <~<1, 116> = 83.44, p < 

.05>; att~activeness <~<1, 115> = 79.68, p < .05>; and 

t~ustwo~thiness (~(1, 114> = 45.65, p < .05> as shown in 

table 3. 

All th~ee dependent va~iables made unique cont~ibutlons 

to the composite dependent va~iable that distinguished 

between those high and low in counselo~ dogmatism. The 

g~eatest cont~ibution was made by expe~tness, <~<1, 116> 



Table 2 

Univariate F~s for Expertness, Attractiveness and Trustworthiness 

Source ss SSe MS MSe 

Univariate for Counselor Dogmatism X Subject Dogmatism 
<1,116 D. F.) 

Expertness 195.07 271 .16 195.07 2.35 
Attractiveness 504.30 267.00 504.30 2.30 
Trustworthiness 572.03 200.80 572.03 1. 73 

Univariate for Counselor Dogmatism with (1,116 D. F.) 

Expertness 279.07 271 .16 279.05 
Attractiveness 472.03 267.00 472.03 
Trustworthiness 589.63 200.80 589.63 

Umivariate for Subject Dogmatism with (1,116 

Expertness 42.00 
Attractiveness .53 
Trustworthiness .03 

*p < • 05 
df = degrees of freedom 
SS = Sums of Squares 

271 .16 
267.00 
200.80 

SSe = Sums of Squares error 
MS = Mean Square 
MSe = Mean Square error 
F =Wilks Lambda F value 
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42.00 
.53 
.02 

2.33 
2.30 
1. 73 

D. F.) 

2.33 
2.30 
1. 73 

F 

with 

83.45* 
219.09* 
330.75* 

119.38* 
205.07* 
340.62* 

17.97* 
.23 
. 02 



Table 3 

Stepdown F~s and Univariate F~s for Expertness, 
Attractiveness and Trustworthiness 

Source Univariate df Stepdown df 
F F 

Effect ... Counselor Dogmatism X SubJect Dogmatism 

Expertness 83.44* 1/116 83.44* 1/116 
Attractiveness 219.09* 1/116 79.68* 1/115 
Trustworthines 333.45* 1/116 45.65* 1/114 

Effect ... Counselor Dogmatism 

Expertness 119.38 .. 1/116 119.38 .. 1/116 
Attractiveness 205. 07 .. 1/116 42.76* 1/115 
Trustworthiness 340.62* 1/116 48.84* 1/114 

Effect ... Client Dogmatism 

Expertness 17.97* 1/116 17.97* 1/116 
Attractiveness .23 1/116 .23 1/115 
Trustworthiness .02 1/116 .02 1/114 

*p < .05 
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alpha 

.01 

.01 

.001 

.01 

.01 

.001 

.01 

.01 

.001 
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= 119.38, p < .05). Also contributing to the construct were 

attractiveness, <E<1, 115> = 42.76, p < .05> and 

trustworthiness, <~<1, 114> = 48.84, p < .05>. 

A unique contribution to predicting differences between 

those low and high in client dogmatism was made by 

expertness, stepdown<E<1, 116> = 17.97, p <.05. Clients 

high in dogmatism tended to rate counselors as more expert 

<X= 80.01> than clients low in dogmatism <X= 78.83>. All 

other differences were already represented in the stepdown 

analysis by the higher-priority dependent variable. 

An examination of combined means revealed that low 

counselor dogmatism obtained higher ratings in expertness 

<X= 80.95) than high counselor dogmatism <X= 77.89). 

Likewise, low counselor dogmatism received higher scores in 

attractiveness <X = 80.35) than high counselor dogmatism <X 

= 76.38). Finally, low counselor dogmatism obtained higher 

ratings in trustworthiness <X= 80.47) than high counselor 

dogmatism <X= 76.03>. Also, it is noted that the highest 

ratings were obtained for low dogmatic counselors by low 

dogmatic subjects <X= 81.63 expertness, X= 82.33 

attractiveness, and X = 82.66 trustworthiness. Conversely, 

lowest ratings were obtained for high dogmatic counselors by 

low dogmatic subJects <X = 76.03 expertness, X = 74.27 

attractiveness and X = 73.87 trustworthiness) as shown in 

table 4. Eta squared revealed that 5% of the variability of 

expertness, 4% of the variability of attractiveness, and 4% 

of the variability of trustworthiness were due to the level 



Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Expertness, Attractiveness and 
Trustworthiness 

High Counselor Dogmatism 

Expertness 
X 
SD 

Attractiveness 
X 
s 

Trustworthiness 
X 
SD 

Low Counselor Dogmatism 

Exper.!_ness 
X 
SD 

Attractiveness x 
SD 

Trustworthiness 
X 
SD 

High SubJect 
Dogmatism 

N = 30 

79.76 
1.25 

78.50 
1.33 

78.20 
1.09 

N = 30 

80.26 
1.52 

78.37 
1.47 

78.27 
1.28 
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Low SubJect 
Dogmatism 

N = 30 

76.03 
2.15 

74.27 
2.08 

73.87 
1.85 

N = 30 

81 .63 
.89 

82.33 
.96 

82.66 
.81 
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of counselor dogmatism. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationship between counselor~s dogmatism and subJects~ 

dogmatism on subJects~ perception of counselor expertness, 

attractiveness and trustworthiness. Multivariate analyses 

of the two-way interaction of counselor dogmatism and client 

dogmatism revealed significant results. Significant main 

effects were found for client dogmatism on the dimension of 

expertness and counselor dogmatism on all three dimensions 

of expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness. 

Chapter V will contain the summary, conclusions and 

recommendations of this study 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of 

counselor and subject dogmatism levels ln determining 

subjects' perceptions of counselor expertness, attractive

ness and trustworthiness. 

The subjects in this study were 120 undergraduate 

students ln a large southeastern university. 65 subjects 

were male and 55 subjects were female. All subjects were 

volunteers and were selected from introductory psychology 

courses. 

Test data consisted of the subjects' and the 

counselors 1 dogmatism scores on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 

and the subJects 1 ratings of the counselor on the Counselor 

Rating Form. 

The hypothesis for this study stated that there would 

be a significant interaction between counselor's and 

subjects' levels of dogmatism and subjects' perception of 

counselor expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to determine 

whether the relationship existed. A significant interaction 

was found between counselor dogmatism and subject dogmatism 
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as well as significant main effects fo~ counselo~ dogmatism 

and subject dogmatism. 

Subsequent univariate analysis of variance showed that 

both the interaction effect and the main effect of counselor 

dogmatism resulted in significant differences in all three 

dependent variables. The main effect of subject dogmatism 

resulted in a significant difference in the expertness 

variable only. 

A simi liar finding was discovered using the Roy-Bargman 

Stepdown F technique. All three dependent variables made 

unique contributions to the composite dependent variable 

when looking at both the interaction effect and the main 

effect for counselor dogmatism. When looking at the main 

effect of subject dogmatism, however, only expertness made a 

unique contribution to the construct. All other differences 

were already represented in the stepdown analysis by this 

higher-priority dependent variable. 

Counselors with low dogmatism scores were rated higher 

on all three dependent variables than counselors high in 

dogmatism. Highest rating were obtained when both counselor 

and subject were low in dogmatism. Lowest ratgings were 

given to high dogmatic counselors by low dogmatic subjects. 

SubJects high in dogmatism tended to rate the counselors the 

same whether the counselor was high or low in dogmatism. 

Only on the variable expertness, were high dogmatic subjects 

able to significantly differentiate between counselors. 

Then, they rated low dogmatic counselors as more expert than 
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high dogmatic counselo~s. 

Conclusions 

The ~esults of this study suggest that level of 

dogmatism in both the counselo~ and subject affects how the 

counselo~ is pe~celved. When looking at the main effect of 

subject dogmatism, the pe~ception that is significantly 

affected is counselo~ expe~tness. Subjects both high and 

low ln dogmatism ~ated counselo~s as mo~e expe~t if the 

counselo~ was low in dogmatism. Subjects high in dogmatism 

did not diffe~entlate between counselo~s on the att~active

ness and t~ustwo~thiness va~iables. Low dogmatic subjects, 

howeve~ ~ated low dogmatic counselo~s highe~ on both 

va~iables than high dogmatic counselo~s. 

Level of counselor dogmatism affected the subjects~ 

pe~ception of all th~ee dependent va~iables. Low dogmatic 

counselo~s we~e ~ated significanly mo~e expe~t. mo~e 

att~active and mo~e trustwo~thy than high dogmatic 

counselo~s. This finding is in keeping with ea~lie~ 

~esea~ch in the a~ea of dogmatism which found that dogmatism 

had an lnve~se effect on counseling effectiveness <Ca~lozzl 

et al ., 1982; Kemp, 1962; Mezzamo, 1969). 

The inte~actlon of counselo~ dogmatism and subject 

dogmatism significantly affected the subjects~ perception of 

counselo~ expe~tness, att~activeness, and t~ustworthiness. 

Most of this seems to be accounted for by the counselor;s 

dogmatism level since subjects high in dogmatism we~e not 
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able to differentiate between the high and low dogmatic 

counselor, while level of counselor dogmatism was a 

significant predictor on all three variables. Subjects low 

in dogmatism showed strong preferences to counselors low in 

dogmatism, rating them significantly higher on all three 

variables. In looking at the table of means and standard 

deviations <table 4> it becomes obvious that the highest 

ratings were given to counselors low in dogmatism by 

subjects in the low dogmatism cell while lowest ratings were 

given to the counselors high in dogmatism by subjects in the 

low dogmatism cell. There was virtually no difference in 

the cells containing high counselor dogmatism by either high 

or low dogmatic subjects. High dogmatic subjects were 

unable to differentiate between counselors high or low in 

dogmatism. This is no doubt due to the hlgh dogmatic 

subjecat/s inability to receive incoming messages or 

information on their own merits. These results suggest that 

while high dogmatic subjects probably wil 1 have little 

preference about the dogmatism level of the counselor, low 

dogmatic subJects will work significanly better with low 

dogmatic counselors. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are related to practical 

application: 

1. Counseling graduate students are encouraged to 

examine their dogmatism level and become aware of how it 
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impacts on the counseling situation. 

2. While personal characteristics cannot be used to 

determine selection Into a counseling program, students 

interested in a career in counseling might consider their 

dogmatism level as a self-selection indicator of possible 

future success in counseling. 

3. Counseling programs are encouraged to be aware of 

the impact of this variable on the counseling situation. As 

a part of the academic curriculum emphasis could be placed 

on the importance of the personal characteristics of the 

counselor, especially concerning dogmatism level. 

The following recommendations relate to research: 

4. A replication study is encouraged using a real 

client instead of a bogus client since a counseling student 

role-played the client in this study. 

5. Since students were used as subJects in this 

study, results can only be generalized to a college 

population that might be seen in a counseling center. 

Further research is warranted using real clients as subJects 

to determine further generalization of the study. 

6. A replication of this study is encouraged 

utilizing professional counselors to determine if results 

generalize past counselors-in-training to a professional 

population. 

7. Finally, a future study is recommended to examine 

the interaction between gender and dogmatism level on 

subJects/ perceptions of the counselor as expert, attractive 
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and trustworthy. 

It is hoped that this study, by examining the 

relationship between counselor and subJect dogmatsm on 

subjects/ perception of the counselor, may have contributed 

new understanding to the previous knowledge about how 

personal characteristics of the counselor affect client 

perceptions. Perhaps it wil 1 serve as a stimulus for future 

research in the area of dogmatism and its impact on the 

counseling situation. 
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DIRECTIONS 

The following is a study of what the general public 
thinks and feels about a number of important social and 
personal questions. The best answer to each statement below 
is your 2ersonal opinion. We have tried to cover many 
different and opposing points of view. You may find 
yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements, 
disagreeing Just as strongly with others, and perhaps 
uncertain about others. Whether you agree or disagree with 
any statement, you can be sure that many people feel the 
same as you do. 

Mark each statement in the left margin according to how 
much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark every one 
of the Items. 

Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, depending on how you 
feel in each case. 

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 

+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

-2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
-3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

1. The United States and Russia have just about 
nothing in common. 

2. The highest form of government is a democracy and 
the highest form of democracy is a government run 
by those who are most intelligent. 

3. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a 
worthwhile goal, lt is unfortunately necessary to 
restrict the freedom of certain political groups. 

4. It is only natural that a person would have a 
much better acquaintance with ideas he believes 
in than with ideas he opposes. 

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable 
creature. 

6. Fundamentally, the world we 1 ive in is a pretty 
lonesome place. 

7. Most people just don"t give a "damn" for others. 

8. I"d like it if I could find someone who would 
tell me how to solve my personal problems. 

9. It is only natural for a person to be rather 
fearful of the future. 



_10. 

11. 

_12. 

_13. 

_14. 

_15. 

_16. 

_17. 

_18. 

_19. 

_20. 

_21. 

_22. 

_23. 

_24. 

_25. 
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There ls so much to be done and so little time to 
do it in. 

Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just 
can"t stop. 

In a discussion I often find it necessary to 
repeat myself several times to make sure I am 
being understood. 

In a heated discussion I generally become so 
absorbed in what I am going to say that I forget 
to listen to what the others are saying. 

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live 
coward. 

While I don"t like to admit this even to myself, 
my secret ambition is to become a great man, 
like Einstein or Beethoven or Shakespeare. 

The main thing in life is for a person to want to 
do something important. 

If given the chance I would do something of great 
benefit to the world. 

In the history of mankind there have been just a 
handful of really great thinkers. 

There are a number of people I have come to hate 
because of the things they stand for. 

A man who does not believe in some great cause 
has not really lived. 

It is only when a person devotes himself to an 
ideal or cause that life becomes meaningful. 

Of al 1 the different philosophies which exist in 
this world there is probably only one which is 
correct. 

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many 
causes is likely to be a pretty "wishy-washy" 
sort of a person. 

To compromise with our political opponents is 
dangerous because it usually leads to the 
betrayal of our own side. 

When it comes to differences of opinion in 
religion we must be careful not to compromise 
with those who believe differently from the way 
we do. 



_26. 

_27. 

_28. 

_29. 

_30. 

_31. 

_32. 

_33. 

_34. 

_35. 

_36. 

_37. 

_38. 

_39. 

_40. 

In times like these, a person must be pretty 
selfish if he considers primarily his own 
happiness. 

The worst crime a person could commit ls to 
attack publicly the people who believe ln the 
same thing he does. 

In times like these it is often necessary to be 
more on guard against ideas put out by people or 
groups in one's own camp than by those in the 
opposing camp. 

A group which tolerates too much differences of 
opinion among its own members cannot exit for 
1 ong. 

There are two kinds of people in this world: 
those who are for the truth and those who are 
against the truth. 

My blood bolls whenever a person stubbornly 
refuses to admit he's wrong. 

A person who thinks primarily of his own 
happiness is beneath contempt. 

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays are 
not worth the paper they are printed on. 
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In this complicated world of ours the ony way we 
can know what's going on is to rely on leaders or 
experts who can be trusted. 

It is often desirable to reserve Judgement about 
what's going on until one has had a chance to 
hear the opinions of those one respects. 

In the long run the best way to live is to pick 
friends and associates whose tastes and beliefs 
are the same as one's own. 

The present is all too often ful 1 of unhappiness. 
It is only the future that counts. 

If a man is to accomplish his mission in life, it 
is sometimes necessary to gamble 11 all or nothing 
at a 11 11 • 

Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I 
have discussed important social and moral 
problems don't really understand what's going on. 

Most people Just don't know what's good for them. 
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Scoring the Dogmatism Scale 

1. Add the constant 4 to each responce. 

2. Add the responces to obtain the final score. 

3. Scores range from 40 to 280. Low scores indicate a 
low degree of dogmatism. High scores indicate a high 
degree of dogmatism. 
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COUNSELOR RATING FORM 

Listed below are several scales which contain word pairs at 
either end of the scale and seven spaces between the pairs. 
Please rate the counselor you Just saw on each of the scales. 

If you feel that the counselor very closely resembles the 
word at one end of the scale, place a check mark as follows: 

fair . . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---or 
unfair 

fair ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ unfair 

If you feel that one end of the scale guite closely 
describes the counselor then make your check mark as follows: 

rough 

rough 

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---or . . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
smooth 

smooth 

If you feel that one end of the scale only slightly 
describes the counselor, then check the scale as follows: 

active ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : inactive 
or 

active ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : inactive 

If both sides of the scale seem equally associated with 
your impression of the counselor or if the scale is irrelevant, 
then place a check mark in the middle space: 

hard ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ :___ soft 

Your first impression is the best answer. 



agreeable 

unalert 

analytic 

unappreciative 

attractive 

casu a 1 

cheerful 

vague 

distant 

compatible 

unsure 

suspicious 

undependable 

indifferent 

Inexperienced 

inexpert 

unfriendly 

honest 

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

: : : : : : --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 
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disagreeable 

alert 

diffuse 

appreciative 

unattractive 

formal 

depressed 

clear 

close 

incompatible 

sure 

believable 

dependable 

enthusiastic 

experienced 

expert 

friendly 

dishonest 



informed 

insightful 

stupid 

un likeable 

logical 

open 

prepared 

unreliable 

disrespectful 

irresponsible 

selfless 

sincere 

sk 1 11 fu 1 

sociable 

deceitful 

trustworthy 

genuine 

warm 

. . . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---· 

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : ___ : __ _ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . . . . . . . --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---

. . . . . . ---·---·---·---·---·---·---
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ignorant 

insight less 

in t e 1 1 i gent 

11 keabl e 

i l 1 og i ca 1 

closed 

unprepared 

reliable 

respectful 

responsible 

selfish 

insincere 

unsklll ful 

unsociable 

straightforward 

untrustworthy 

phony 

cold 



Scoring the CRF 

1. Number the items from 1 to 36 

2. Score the answer to each item from 1 to 7. The 
left-most space is either 1 or 7 as follows: 

1. 7 13. 1 25. 7 
2. 1 14. 1 26. 1 
3. 7 15. 1 27. 1 
4. 1 16. 1 28. 1 
5. 7 17. 1 29. 7 
6. 7 18. 7 30. 7 
7. 7 19. 7 31. 7 
8. 1 20. 7 32. 7 
9. 1 21. 1 33. 1 

10. 7 22. 1 34. 7 
11. 1 23. 7 35. 7 
12. 1 24. 7 36. 7 

3. Determine factor scores E, A, T, by addlnd the 
scores of the 12 items in each factor as follows: 
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Exper-tness 
2 

Attr-activeness 
12 

Trustwor-thiness 
1 

3 
8 

11 
15 
16 
19 
20 
21 
23 
25 
31 

13 
18 
24 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
33 
34 
35 

4 
5 
6 
7 
9 

10 
14 
17 
22 
32 
36 
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