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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Patterson (1974) defines counseling as "the helping process in
which the relationship is necessary and sufficient" to therapeutic
outcome (p. 13). Combs, Avila, and Purkey (1971) define the profes-
sional helper as one who "enters an encounter with his client,” and
"perceives his role as facilitator, helper, assister in a éoopera-
tive process of exploration and discovery" (p. 213). Inspection of
the preceeding definitions reveals two major assumptions: the pres-
ence of a helper who is personally involved with the client; and,
the presence of a cooperative client.

Since a helper is one who is personally involved with the client,
the question arises: What competencies and charaﬁteristics does this
helper possess? First, as a professional person, the helper would
demonstrate certain professional competencies such as reflection,
interpretation, confrontation, goal-setting, and decision-making
skills. Second, the helper would possess certain personal quali-
ties. Rogers (1957) calls for the qualities of empathy, acceptance,
and congruence; Jourard (1971) calls for transparency; Pietrofesa,
Leonard, and Van Hoose (1972) call for authenticity. Patterson
(1974), drawing heavily on the research of Maslow (1956), calls for
a self-actualizing person. Patterson (1974) describes self-

actualization as a set of observable characteristics involving



"acceptance of and respect for others, understanding or empathy with
others, and openness, genuineness, or honesty in interpersonal re-
lationships" {(p. 45). Patterson (1974) continues by describing the
counselor as a person who is "secure and thus does not have to be
defensive--his Tocus of control is internal rather than external, so
that he is autonomous, independent, and develops his own value system"
(pp. 45-46).

As was previously indicated, both the Patterson (1974) and Combs
(1971) definitions were predicated upon the cooperation of the client.
But, what of the client who hesitates to be facilitated, helped, or
assisted; the one who is reluctant to enter into a relationship with
the counselor? Increasingly, the counselor is faced with clients
who are not self-referred, whose motivation is not intrinsic, who
are resistant to entering the therapeutic encounter (Dyer and Vriend,
1975). Often, these clients enter counseling because they are re-
ferred by parents, teachers, physicians, clergy, spouses, the courts,
and others. Involuntary clients have reached a high proportion of the
caseloads of the majority of counselors. Dyer and Vriend (1975) be-
Tieve that "effectively dealing with reluctant clients might be the
most important competency that counselors can develop" (p. 102).

However, is the ability to establish an effective relationship
with reluctant clients merely a competency, a facilitative skill that
can be transmitted from teacher to student-counselor in a didactic
manner? Or, is the establishing of an effective counseling relation-

ship with a reluctant client a function of skill plus some personal



counselor variable such as those suggested by Maslow (1956), Jourard

(1971), Pietrofesa (1972), Patterson (1974), or Combs (1969).
Theoretical Background

Fundamental to the purpose of this study is the idea of the
counseling relationship. - Therefore, two basic theoretical questions
must be discussed. First, how does the counselor-client relation-
ship relate to therapeutic process? Second, what elements constitute

a facilitative counseling relationship?

Relationship and Process

Taft (1933) was one of the first to present therapy as an on-
going process that takes place within a developing relationship.
Rogers (1942) was the first to use the term "relationship therapy"
and spoke of it as a helping encounter in which "the therapuetic
contact itself is a growth experience" (p. 30). Wyatt (1948) spoke
of psychotherapy as "a delicate interaction" (McGowan, 1962, p. 307).
Combs et al. (1971) define the helping relationship as one in which
"one party determines to set aside his own needs temporarily to help
another" (p. 214). Brammer (1973) suggests that "the helping pro-
cess takes place in a relationship” (p. 47). Patterson (1974) be-
lieves that "the essence of psychotherapy is that it is a good human
relationship" (p. xi). It seems that over the past 40 years, the

terms relationship and process have become nearly synonymous. The

therapeutic process is currently defined as the developing relation-

ship between counselor and client.



Facilitative Dimensions

Rogers (1951) described the counseling relationship from the
clients' point of view as freedom from threat, where "every aspect
of self which he exposes is equally accepted, equally valued"

(pp. 192-193). The relationship is characterized by the "therapist's
attitude of calm acceptance" (Rogers, 1951, p. 194). Benjamin (1969)
brought further clarification to the concept of relationship in the
therapeutic process:

I think it is to the establishing of trust and respect that

those who teach and write in the field of interpersonal re-

lations primarily refer when they speak of ‘contact,' good

*rapport,' and good ‘'relationship' (pp. 5-6).

Pietrofesa et al. (1972) agree that trust and respect are essential
conditions. They state that, although professional competence is a
factor to be considered in the creation of trust and respect, it is
the "self of the counselor" (p. 60) that is the most important ele-
ment. |

The concept of self-as-instrument was introduced by Snygg and
Combs (1949) in regard to the teaching profession. They contended
that "good teaching [is] a matter of the effective use of the teach-
er's unique personality" (p. 398); and that personality depends upon
the teacher's perceptions of such things as the nature and adequacy
of self and others. Combs (1969) extended these ideas to other help-
ing professionals on the basic assumption that

persons who have learned to use themselves as effective

instruments in the production of helping relationships

can be distinguished from those who are ineffective on

the basis of their characteristic perceptual organiza-
tions (p. 14). ‘



In a study of counselors, Combs (1969) found that one perceptual
element which significantly facilitated effectiveness was an in-
ternal, as opposed to external, frame of reference.

Fiedler (1950) conducted studies which indicated that the core
elements of a facilitative relationship cut across all boundaries
of ideology and theoretical disposition and were as readily observ-
able to the layman as to the practitioner. Fiedler requested three
groups of people to complete a Q-sort concerning the nature of the
ideal therapeutic relationship. The first group was expert clini-
cians from different therapeutic schools of thought, the second was
beginning therapists from those same orientations, the third group
was composed of therapy-nafve individuals. His first finding was
that experts, no matter what their school of thought, were more con-
sistently similar in their conceptualization of a good therapeutic
relationship than were begihners and experts from the same school.
His second discovery was that the man on the street could describe
an ideal therapeutic relationship almost as well as the experts. 1In
his discussion, Fiedler (1950) states: "This investigation supports
the theory that relationship is therapy, that the goodness of therapy
js a function of the goodness of the therapeutic relationship" (p. 443).

Rogers (1957) published "The necessary and sufficient conditions
of therapeutic personality change" in which he identified four coun-
selor variables as core elements of a facilitative relationship.
Those elements were empathic understanding, unconditional positive
regard, genuineness in the relationship, and the extent to which the

counselor's response matches the client's expression in intensity of



affective expression. By 1958, he had modified that statement in
favor of the facilitative conditions now known as empathy, uncondi-
tional positive regard, and congruence.

These three counselor-offered variables of congruence, positive
regard, and empathy became the foundation of continued research by
Truax (1961, 1962a, 1962b), Truax and Carkhuff (1967), and Carkhuff
and Berenson (1967). Although most theorists of the period were con-
cerning themselves with therapy from the client perspective, Truax
and Carkhuff (1967) were approaching the divergent theoretical view-
points from the perspective of the counselor. In their search for
common dimensions, they discovered theoretical convergence upon three
basic characteristics of an effective therapist. The first common
characteristic is that the counselor is non-defensive, is integrated,
and is authentic or genuine within the therapeutic encounter. Secondly,
the effective counselor is able to provide a non-threatening, trust-
ing, safe, and secure atmosphere by his acceptance, Tove, uncondi-
tional positive regard, or nonpossessive warmth for the client. The
third basic element of an effective therapist is his ability to "be
with," "grasp the meaning of," or accurately and empathita]]y to
understand the client on a moment-to-moment basis.

Carkhuff and Berenson (1967) define one additional facilitative
dimension as being necessary to therapeutic outcome. They suggest
that respect (or positive regard), empathic understanding, and fa-
cilitative genuineness are necessary, but that personally relevant
concreteness is also essential. They further state:

. counseling and psychotherapy can have construc-

tive or deteriorative consequences for clients, and
these changes can be accounted for by the level of the



therapists' functioning on facilitative dimensions, and

independently of the therapists' orientations; thera-

peutic processes may be 'for better or for worse' (p. 13).

After decades of exposure to the concept of relationship in
therapy, there is still no definitive statement concerning its na-
ture. However, both theoretical viewpoints and empirical findings
appear to be pointing in one direction. Constructive human encount-
ers are essential to emotional growth. The counselor who wishes to

establish such a relationship must bring to the client a Self who

genuinely offers acceptance, respect, and understanding.
Assumption

The research was based upon the assumption that the stress of
dealing with a reluctant client in this experimental situation would
minimize beginning counselor-candidates' use of newly learned re-
sponses, thereby allowing candidates to demonstrate those relationship-
facilitating skills which they had previously internalized. Rationale
rests with ﬁhi]]ips, Martin, and Meyers' (1972) statement that, "Gen-
erally, it is found that anxiety will debilitate performance early in
learning" (p. 435). Additional evidence for the validity of this as-
sumption is provided by Spence (1958) and Taylor (1956). In their
review of the Hullianexplanation of the Yerkes/Dodson Law (1908) they
indicate that high anxiety is beneficial to the achievement of easy
tasks, while difficult tasks are best accomplished under conditions of

lTow anxiety.



Statement of the Problem

Counselor-candidates, in the early stages of their first experi-
ential course, must depend upon internalized characteristic responses
as opposed to learned responses when establishing a relationship with
clients. The willing client, whose motivation is intrinsic, presents
few barriers to the establishment of the relationship. The reluctant
client, however, presents a threat to the relationship and to the role
of the neophyte counselor. When posed with such a threat, the ability
of the counselor to remain proactive, relying upon an internal frame
of reference and an internalized support system to maintain his/her
behavior would seem to be essential. Therefore, this research was
designed to explore the relationship between the counselor-candidate's
internality and his/her ability to establish a relationship with a

reluctant client.
Definition of Terms

Counseling Relationship: The rapport and subsequent interaction

between counselor and client; operationally defined as a score on
the Carkhuff scales of Respect and Genuineness.

Reluctant Client: One who is overtly resistant, though not ag-

gressively so, to entering the therapeutic process (the concept of
reluctance is expressed in Freudian terms through the concept of
transference); operationa11y it is defined as Level Four (silenceand
questioning the competence of the counselor) on the Brammer and Shos-

trum (1968) continuum.



Respect: Warmth and understanding offered by the counselor;
acceptance of the client as a worthwhile person capable of making .
his/her own decisions; operationally defined as a score on the Cark-
huff (1969) scale.

 Genuineness: Ability of the counselor to constructively commun-
icate his/her own authentic Being; a sharing of the counselor's true
Self within the context of a nonexploitative relationship; opera-
tionally defined as a score on the Carkhuff (1969) scale.

Internality: A dependence upon self-support as opposed to ex-
ternality or support from the environment; a perception of events
as being contingent upon one's own behavior; a belief in internal
control; operationally defined as a score on the Adult Nowicki-

Strickland Locus of Control Scale (ANS-IE).
Limitations

1. Empirical validation of the Carkhuff scales is limited to
distinctions betweeh levels measured. Based upon the Discrimina-
tion Training Sessions provided, the writer assumes that the three
judges had conceptualized and were indeed rating the constructs of
respect and genuineness.

2. The ANS-IE was selected as the best measure of the factor
of interaction-with-others for both males and females. However,
the ANS-IE yields a second factor characterized by the word Tuck
for males and by a futility of effort dimension for females (Dixon,
McKee, and McRae, 1976). This research made no attempt to remove

from the internality score the variance accounted for by Factor II.
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Hypotheses

The .05 level of significance wasvestablished as necessary to
reject or not to reject the fo116w1ng hypotheses:

1. There is no relationship between counselor-candidates'
scores on the facilitative measures of respect and genuineness and
counselor-candidates' scores of internality when relating to reluc-
tant clients.

2. There is no relationship between counselor-candidates' scores
on the facilitative dimension of respect and counselor-candidates'
scores of internality when relating to reluctant clients.

3. There is no relationship between counselor-candidates' scores
on the facilitative dimension of genuineness and counselor-candidates'

scofes of internality when relating to reluctant clients.
Significance of the Study

The American Personnel and Guidance Association (1963) recommends
that selection of applicants to programs in Counselor Education be
based upon personal qualities and abilities to master coursework.
Graduate Record Exam scores and grade point averages typically serve
as quantification systems for and predictors of cognitive variables.
Non-cognitive variables are often addressed subjectively through per-
sonal interviews and/or letters of recommendation.

The present research was undertaken in an attempt to establish
and quantify the non—cognftive variable of internality as a possible

predictor for use in counselor-candidate selection procedures.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OK RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter is divided into three major sections. The first
section deals with the client, specifically the reluctant client.
Sources of reluctance, pertinent research, and counselor reactions
to reluctance are included. The second section is devoted to the
counselor and explores the counselor-offered facilitative conditions
of respect and genuineness, and the construct of counselor inter-
nality. The final section addresses itself to the concept of rela-

tionship in counseling.

The Reluctant Client

Introduction

Client reluctance takes many forms. Dyer and Vriend (1975)
state that reluctance may be displayed as intellectualization,
silence, over-compliance, defensiveness, pessimism, failure to keep
appointments, over-solicitude, avoidance of topic, overt hostility,
and unequivocal agreement. Jourard (1971) defines the resistant
client as one who is

. . . reluctant or inable to disclose his thoughts, fan-

tasies, feelings, or memories as these spontaneously
arise in the therapeutic session. Rather than make

11
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himself known, the patient tries to manipulate his own

disclosing behavior so as to shape the therapist's per-

ceptions, feelings, and attitudes (p. 144).
Brammer and Shostrom (1968) list five levels of reluctance. Lagging
and inertia are levels one and two, respectively. The third level
is tentative resistance, which includes such behaviors as arguing,
showing physical tension, qualifying, or inhibiting expression of
feelings. Level four is the "true resistance" level, involving such
client behaviors as silence or questioning the competence of the
counselor. Rejection, either of the counselor through hostile re-

marks or the counseling process through premature termination, is the

fifth level.

Sources of Ré1uctance

Sources of client reluctance are as varied as the forms of re-
Tuctance. There appears to be general agreement that the primary
source of client reluctance is the fear of giving up known ways of
behaving and the concomitant risk of change (Brammer, 1973; Redl,
1966; Dyer and Vriend, 1975; Pietrofesa, Leonard, and Van Hoose,
1972; and Beier, 1952). Repressed hostility is cited by Brammer
and Shostrom (1968); Davis and Robinson (1949); and Crider (1946),
as another source of client reluctance. Some clients see counsel-
ing as being of 1ittle value or experience it as being a sign of
weakness (Dyer and Vriend, 1975; Beier, 1952; Redl, 1966; and Bram-
mer, 1973). Closely related to this is the client who regards the
counselor as part of the "system" against which (s)he, the client, is

constantly at odds (Dyer and Vriend, 1975; and Redl, 1966). In fact,
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the act of resistance to any authority, including the counselor's
perceived authority, is designated as good and is therefore highly
reinforced by many clients' peer groups (Dyer and Vriend, 1975).
Redl (1966) states that frustration of children's basic needs or
important goals and overtly rejective behavior on the part of par-
ents are typically in the profile of aggressive children. These
children often display reluctance in the counseling situation.

Normal reticence in discussing problems (Davis and Robinson,
1949) and fear of self-disclosure (Hopper, 1978) are other sources
of client reluctance. Mowrer (1953); Davis and Robinson (1949);
and Brammer and Shostrom (1968), Took to the Freudian concept of
transference as one explanation of reluctance. Dyer and Vriend
(1975) suggest that reluctance is built into the counseling situa-
tion when, in order to be a client, the individual must admit to
some weakness.

Rogers (1942) and Truax and Carkhuff (1967) also call attention
to the counseling situation itself when they state that the actions
of the therapist who does not show sufficient respect to the client
can trigger reluctance in that client. A cautionary note is sug-
gested by Dyer and Vriend (1975). A counselor might sense reluctance
to participate in therapy when what the client is actually demonstrat-

ing could be an adaptive, coping behavior in his everyday environment.

Research Concerning Reluctance

Observation and speculation have been the main source of informa-

tion regarding the reluctant client. Few empirical studies have
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dealt with this question. Crider (1946) analyzed six case studies
of hostility which are applicable to this area of research. Two
groups emerged from his observatiohs: the passively resentful and
the overtly aggressive. The two cases of overt aggression manifested
both verbal and motor aggressions. Therapy was considered success-
ful with one case and a failure with the other. The four cases of
passive resentment were more varied in symtomatology and in results.
Crider states that repressed hostility manifested itself in a var-
jety of somatic symtomatology such as headaches, gastrointestinal
disorders, fatigue, muscle pains, particularly in the neck area,
constipation, itching sensations, impotence, and breathing diffi-
culties in these four persons. Thé physical complaints confounded
the therapeutic endeavors in that the clients were especially re-
sistant to accepting that their symptoms had a psychogenic basis.
These four cases also shared a consistent belief that 1ife had
treated them unfairly, and all were personally maladjusted in rela-
tionships with teachers, parents, other authority figures, and
siblings. Nevertheless, results of therapy were considered success-
ful for two of these cases, partially successful for one, and a
failure for one case.

Beier (1952) also used the case study approach when exploring
ways of assisting the involuntary-reluctant client toward "therapy-
readiness” (p. 332). Six cases were referred to therapists who
would not accept the involuntary client but who made it known to the
client that he had a free choice and that anytime the client chose

to be counseled the therapist would be available. This was, in all
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cases, an attempt to increase the client's own motivation. The ap-
proach was successful in three cases, and unsuccessful in three
cases. In regard to the unsuccessful cases, Beier speculated that
the invitation to the client to make his own decision was misunder-
stood by the client as another rejection. Five cases were referred
to therapists who accepted the clients and engaged in reluctance
reflections. Beier sees this approach as one of offering specific
support aimed at helping the client work through the feelings of
reluctance in a non-threatening atmosphere. The approach was suc-
cessful with three clients and unsuccessful with two. Three cases
in this study were referred to counselors who attempted to motivate
the clients toward therapeutic readiness through anxiety-arousal.
Specifically, the involuntary-reluctant clients were told that in-
deed they were clients, and that they should behave as such. Beier
considers this to be "a crude method at best" (p. 336). This ap-
proach worked well in one case, partially in the second, and not at
all in the third. Beier calls for more research on pretherapeutic
procedures designed to bring involuntary-reluctant clients to coun-
seling readiness.

Davis and Robinson (1949) studied the relationship between
counselor-leading and the types of reluctance-reducing techniques
used with college students. The problem areas included study skills,
vocational planning, and items of a personal nature. The authors
state that the students' "problems of resistance represent normal
reticence in discussing their problems and hesitancy in wanting to

change their ways" (p. 298). Twenty-two counselors, advance students
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of psychology, and professional therapists, took part in the experi-
ment. It was found that the reluctance-reducing techniques most
often used were, in order of frequency: (1) mild interpretation in
question form; (2) a personal reference by counselor; (3) approval;
(4) assurance that the client's problems would be solved; (5) non-
personal anecdote or illustration; and (6) humor. Analysis of data
showed the reluctance-reducing techniques of assurance, personal ref-
erence, and non-personal anecdote occurred significantly more often
in the cases of low rapport and were significantly related to high
directiveness in counselors. These findings are not conclusive.

One interpretation might be that, when low rapport occurs, the coun-
selor becomes more directive, thereby trying to reassure both him-
self and the client. Another interpretation might be that the more
directive counselor, prone to using anecdotal material and reassur-
ance, establishes a level of low rapport with the client.

Hopper (1978) explored reluctance in counseling groups. Source
of reluctance and the behavioral forms reluctance takes are similar
in the group and individual counseling situations. Hopper makes an
excellent point in summarization. He states that when resistance is
expected as a part of the therapeutic process, the counselor is less
threatened by the resistance and therefore is less 1likely to act in

a defensive manner,

Counselor Reactions to Reluctance

Blocher (1966) draws attention to the same problem when he states

that counselors often feel impatient, inadequate, or hurt by the
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client's reluctance. In turn, they tend to blame their own clumsi-
ness or misperceptions and find it difficult to accept the client in
whose presence they feel insecure. Dyer and Vriend (1975) suggest
that ". . . many counselors ignore the immediacy of the reluctance,
becoming in turn reluctant themselves to identify what is happening
in the relationship" (p. 99). Mowrer (1953) agrees:

If . . . the therapist does not see the meaning of such

behavior [transferencel, he will almost certainly person-

alize it, and consciously or unconsciously, begin to show

similar antagonisms with respect to the patient. When

this occurs, the therapist is said to have fallen into

the error of 'counter-transference,' to be 'countering'

the transference. . . . (p. 81).

Countertransference can be interpreted as counselor-reluctance to
building the therapeutic re]ationship. Brammer and Shostrum {1968)
recommend that the counselor "must increase self-awareness so as to
avoid counter-transference" (p. 222).

Although empirical evidence is sparse, the theoretical litera-
ture does contain some suggestions for the counselor who is attempting
to deal with client reluctance. Vriend and Dyer (1973) suggest direct
confrontation; Glasser (1965) concurs and urges acceptance of responsi-
bility by the client. Krainen (1972) interprets reluctance as a form
of client manipulation, and suggests maneuvers of countermanipulation
on the part of the therapist. Fleischer (1972) calls for an "active,
involved, and direct" (p. 69) counselor who presents a strong personal
value system to the client, but nevertheless acts in a non&uthoritarian
manner. Riordan, Matheny, and Harris (1978) approach the issue of

client reluctance from the viewpoint of lack of motivation. Accord-

ingly, the verbal and nonverbal techniques which they propose are
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based upon such motivational principles as affiliation and encourage-
ment, learned helplessness, extrinsic and intrinsic reward systems,
goal setting, and consistency. Mowrer (1953) suggests that the
counselor faced with a reluctant client actively model nondefensive
behavior. Another suggestion made by Mowrer (1953), and one with
which Brammer and Shostrum (1968) concur, is that the counselor should
react in a manner that is inconsistent with the client's view of
authority. Non-directive procedures, including reflection of feeling,
warmth, and a supportive and accepting atmosphere, are recommended by
Rogers (1942), Dyer and Vriend (1975), and Pietrofesa et al. (1972).
Interpretation of reluctance is suggested by Dyer and Vriend (1975),
Mowrer (1953); and Pietrofesa et al. (1972). However, they all agree
that interpretation is seldom useful in the early stages of counseling.
Pietrofesa et al. {1972), Truax and Carkhuff (1967), and Mowrer (1953)
refer to the importance of emphasfzing the feeling level, of speaking
about the emotion rather than acting it out. Pietrofesa et al. (1972)
suggests that silence may sometimes be effective. Dyer and Vriend
(1975) state that a mutually agreed upon behavioral contract is often
an effective way to handle client resistance. Blocher (1966) stated:

There are no general pat solutions or techniques that will

solve relationship problems. The best approach to most of

these relationship phenomena is one of direct, open, and

honest reaction to the client. If the counselor can be
secure enough. . . . (p. 153).

Facilitative Counselor Characteristics

Respect and Genuineness

Rogers (1957) included unconditional positive regard, or re-

spect, as one of the conditions for constructive personality change.
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The essential component of counselor-offerred respect is the coun-
selor's acceptance of the client as a worthy and capable 1ndivid-
ual. Rogers (1961) addresses respect in the following manner:

Another issue is whether I can be acceptant of each facet

of this other person which he presents to me. Can I re-

ceive him as he is? --Can I permit him to be what he is--

honest or deceitful, infantile or adult, despairing or

over-confident? Can I give him the freedom to be? --Can

I free him from the threat of external evaluation? (pp. 53-

54).

Another of the conditions for constructive personality change in-
cluded by Rogers (1957) was congruence, or counselor-genuineness within
the relationship. This condition calls for the therapist to be an
honest, real, open, and sincere person. Truax and Carkhuff (1967)
explain genuineness as "basically a direct personal encounter," as a
"meeting on a person-to-person basis without definsiveness or retreat
into facades," and as an "openness to experience" (p. 32). The coun-
selor must be able to differentiate the construct of genuineness from
that of facilitative genuineness. Patterson (1974) explains:

The emphasis upon the therapist's being freely and deeply

himself in a nonexploitative relationship incorporates one

critical qualification. When his only genuine responses

are negative in regard to the second person, the therapist

makes an effort to employ his responses constructively as

a basis for further inquiry for the therapist, the client

and their relationship (p. 63).

The counselor-offered facilitative conditions of respect and gen-
uineness are interrelated. This is stressed by Truax and Carkhuff
(1967) when they state that counselor-genuineness is the most basic
quality needed in the relationship. Once this "reality of the person
of the therapist" is established, then the respect communicated to

the client "becomes the second central ingredient." Finally, they
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stated that "given a relationship characterized by warmth and gen-
uineness, the 'work' of therapy and counseling begins" (p. 32).
Truax (1963) makes two statements that are of additional interest
to the aspect of the interrelatedness of the core conditions:

The achievement of a high level of accurate empathy is

dependent upon first obtaining at least a minimally high

level of unconditional positive regard. --Neither of

these two conditions [respect or empathy] could function

properly without the therapist being himself integrated

and genuine within the therapeutic encounter (p. 259).
The research of Delaney, Long, Masucci, and Moses (1969) tends to sup-
port the preceeding statements. Delaney et al. studied the impact of
the counseling practicum on the facilitative conditions of empathy,
warmth (respect), and genuineness. Ten subjects were evaluated at the
beginning, middle, and end of a 15 week supervised practice in coun-
seling. Mean empathy, warmth, and genuineness scores were obtained
for each of the three stages. One-tailed t-tests for the significance
of difference between correlated means were used to test the hypoth-
esis that the facilitative conditions would increase with practice.
Data in support of this hypothesis was significant beyond the .05
level. But, it is another aspect of the Delaney study that is of
particular interest to the concept of interrelatedness. The empathy
scale proved to be the most efficient in that its variance could
best be accounted for by the practice variable. The authors con-
cluded that counselor "warmth and genuineness may be variables con-
ceptually independent of empathy [although] they will tend to covary
with the latter" (p. 279).

Carkhuff and Berenson (1967) also add to the understanding of

the relationship between empathy and the other core conditions of
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respect and genuineness. They make a clear distinction between "in-
itial" empathy and final "accurate" empathy and state that counselors
are able to "technique-it during early phases of therapy" (p. 26).

It was for this reason that empathy was not included in this study.

The aforementioned statements of Truax (1963), Carkhuff and Ber-
enson (1967), and Delaney et al. (1968) appear to lend crédence to the -
theory that empathy is developmental within the counselor relation-
ship, while.-respect and genuineness are more generalized and internal-
ized counselor characteristics.

Respect and genuineness have been empirically correlated with
successful therapeutic outcome. Muehlberg (1969) selected three
practicing counselors, all male, on the basis of their success-
treatment ratios. Each counselor saw the same client for a single
therapeutic interview. Two experts rated the interviews on the
basis of the Carkhuff scales of empathy, respect, genuineness, con-
creteness, and self-disclosure. Ratings of counselors were found to
be rank-ordered consistently with their success-treatment ratios.

Wiggins (1978) divided 30 counselors on the basis of their per-
formance on the Carkhuff measures as rated by three independent
judges. The mean group rating for the top half was 3.05; bottom
half mean was 2.04. Thirty middle school boys were referred for coun-
seling by their language arts teachers. The teachers completed be-

havioral rating forms for each boy a month prior to counseling and
six weeks after counseling was concluded. Clients and counselors met
for 30 minutes, once a week for four weeks. Students counseled by

the bottom group showed a mean gain on the behavioral rating forms

of 1.60, compared with a mean gain of 3.27 for those counseled by

the top half group of counselors (t=1.828, df=28, p<.05).
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Akridge and Bergeron (1975) used the Carkhuff (1969) scales
for the measurement of the facilitative conditions of respect and
genuineness to discrimihate counselor orientation. Employment
service counselor trainees served as clients and as counselors for
38 simulated counseling sessions. Tapes were evaluated on a five-
point continuum ranging from placement oriented to counseling ori-
ented, on the facilitative conditions scales, and on frequency of
type of response. A stepwise multiple regression (R=.74) yielded a
eignificant multiple R (p<.01), indicating that each of the facili-
tative variables was positively correlated with counseling oriented
behavior. A second hypothesis, that counselors providing a high
level of the facilitative conditions would manifest a different
pattern of responses than those providing a Tow level of the core
conditions, was tested by means of a chi-square. The difference in
response patterns for the two groups was significant beyond the .001
level of confidence. The researchers concluded that high facilitators

confront their clients in an active, expressive, concrete,

and genuine encounter which communicates helpful caring,

empathic understanding, personal warmth, and a strong be-

lief in the client's worth. There is a notable absence

of cold, rejecting, or hostile behavior or of demanding

and controlling behaviors [and] of passive, evasive, and

guarded behaviors (p. 162).

The constructs of respect and genuineness appear to be more
easily related to counseling in a non-directive or existential frame-
work. However, these counselor-offered, facilitative conditions are
also of interest when therapy is conducted from the point of view
of other theoretical orientations. Mickelson and Stevic (1970)

studied the core or facilitative conditions when counseling was con-

ducted in the behavioral mode. Counselors were divided into high
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facilitative (above 2.5 on the Carkhuff scales) and low facilitative
(below 1.5) groups. Both groups were given equal training in verbal
reinforcement procedures prior to the experiment. Counselor goal

was to increase the frequency of client information-seeking behavior.
~ Client information-seeking behavior was the criterion variable. Hy-
potheses were tested for significance by using an analysis of variance.
No difference was found in amount of counselor verbal reinforcement
between facilitative and non-facilitative counselors. However, the
criterion variable was significantly higher for those counselors
identified as having high levels of empathic understanding, positive
regard, and genuineness.

Attempts have been made to relate the facilitative conditions
with a measure of self-actualization. Results have been non-conclusive.
Foulds (1969a) used the Carkhuff scales together with the Shostrum
Personal Orientation Inventory (POI, 1963). Trained judges rated 30
practicum students on the scales of empathy, respect, and genuine-
ness. Mean scores for the top 27 percent and the lowest 27 percent
and scores on the POI were analyzed by means of one-tailed t-tests.
Significant differences were determined for 12 scales of the POI.
These scales were Self-Actualizing Value, Existentiality, Feeling
Reactivity, Spontaneity, Self-Regard, Self-Acceptance, Nature of Man,
Synergy, Acceptance of Aggression, and Capacity for Intimate Contact.
Foulds (1969b) treated the same data to correlation measures. Ability
to communicate facilitative genuineness was positively correlated to
ten POI scales (p<.05). Ability to communicate respect was not sig-

nificantly related to any of the scales.
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Winborn and Rowe (1972, 1973) replicated Fould's experiment us-
ing 50 subjects. The t-tests showed a significant difference on only
one scale of the POI. Foulds' findings were also unsubstantiated
by the correlational matrix. The one relationship that was found was

attributed to chance.

Internality

Rogers (1961) states that the "optimal helping relationship is
the kind of relationship created by the person who is psychologically
mature" (p. 56). Perls (1971) states that "maturity is the trans-
cendence from environmental to self-support" (p. 30). Self-support
is the foundational aspect of the concept of Tocus of control, or
internality. Rotter (1966) explains:

When a reinforcement is perceived by the subject as follow-

ing some action of his own but not being entirely contin-

gent upon his action, then, in our culture, it is typically

perceived as the result of luck, chance, fate, as under the

control of powerful others, or as unpredictable because of

the complexity of the forces surrounding him. When the

event is interpreted in this way by the individual, we have

labeled this a belief in 'external control.' If the person

perceives that the event is contingent upon his own behavior

or his own relatively permanent characteristics, we have

termed this a belief in 'internal control' (p. 1).

The concept of internality has been correlated with variables
such as age, parental permissiveness, leadership, academic behavior,
anxiety, and defensiveness (Moursund, 1976). Three recent studies
are of particular interest to this research.

Martin and Shepel (1974) studied lay counselors' perceptions of
helpful counseling conditions as related to their internality. Sub-
jects were 21 senior female nursing staff members from urban hospi-

tals. An 18 hour training program, based on variables outlined by
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Carkhuff (1972), was used to train them in the helping relationship.
Pre- and post-testing with the Discrimination Index (Martin, 1971),
and the James I-E Scale (James and Shepel, 1973), revealed a signif-
icant increase in the ability to discriminate helpful counseling
conditions and a significant shift toward internality. In addition,
a significant relationship was noted between the post increased in-
ternality scores and post increased Discrimination Index scores
(r=-.56, p<.0001).

Loesch, Crane, and Rucker (1978) found no significant correla-
tion between internality and counseling effectiveness. Subjects of
the experiment were 51 counselor-candidates. Internality was mea-
sured using the Rotter Internality-Externality (I-E) Scale (1966).
Effectiveness was measured by supervisors using the Counselor Evalua-
tion Rating Scale (Myrfck and Kelly, 1971).

After reviewing over a thousand studies that dealt with either
locus of control or levels of interpersonal functioning and finding
none that dealt with both, Drasgow, Palau, Taibi, and Drasgow (1974)
designed an initial exploration into this area. Three groups of
adult male subjects were used. The first group consisted of 12 pris-
oners in a penitenfiary; the secondvgroup consisted of 12 hospitalized
alcoholics. These groups were reported to be alike in several ways:
subjects had rarely held a job for an extended period of time, they
were frequently unemployed, frequently collected unemployment or were
on welfare, they were mostly school drop-outs, most had no skill or
trade, most were not well-adjusted maritally. The third group con-
siéted of 12 subjects selected as the antithesis of the first two

groups. The subjects in this "success" sample were judged to be
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effectively coping vocationally, maritally, socially, and economically.
Six items were selected from Rotter's original list and used as the
locus of control measures; three items requiring gross discrimination
of interpersonal functioning were adopted from Carkhuff's (1969)
standardized 1list. Mean, median, and modal locus and level scores
were analyzed. No significant differences were found. In addition,
the Tevel and Tocus scores were correlated -.54 overall: -.33 in the
success sample, -.70 with the prisoners, and -.58 in the alcoholic
groups. The experimenters suggest that the correlatedness between
the levels and Tocus indicates "that internality of Tocus may be a
characteristic of successful functioners" (p. 368). However, results
of this study must be interpreted in 1ight of the brevity of the mea-

suring instruments.
The Counse]ihg Relationship

Tyler (1969) states:

At the very heart of the counseling process is a meetin

of counselor and client . . . whatever influence counsei—

ing has is related most closely to the nature of the re-

lationship that grows out of this encounter (p. 33).

Therapists of varying persuasions have been concerned about the
nature of the counseling relationship. Ellenberger (1970), when
speaking of psychiatry at the latter part of the 19th century, writes
that "special consideration [was] given to the rapport between patient
and magnetizer" (p. 111). Fine (Corsini, 1973) speaks for the con-
temporary use of psychoanalysis when he states that patient insight

is a function of the patient's free associations and of "his accept-

ance by the analyst" (p. 21). Adler (1924) addresses himself to the
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nature of the relationship when he writes of "understanding" and a
"friendly way."

Krumboltz and Thoreson (1969) consider the relationship when
counseling proceeds in a behavioral mode:

The counselor begins by listening carefully to the cli-

ent's concerns. The counselor tries to understand and

assess the client's thoughts and feelings. He first tries

to see things from the client's point of view. He commun-

icates his understandings to the client and attempts to

determine if he is accurately perceiving the client's

thoughts and feelings (p. 8).

Learning theorists, Dollard and Miller (1950), speak of the counselor
who is calm, accepting, and noncondemning. Likewise, Wolpe and Laz-
arus (1966) state that the first things a counselor must do are to
establish a trusting atmosphere, communicate a desire to help, and
display empathy.

May (1961), as one representative of the existential school, be-
lieves that a relationship can only be developed in a non-threatening
atmosphere. - Later May (1967) speaks of "encounter" and "feeling into"
the client. Jourard (1971) calls for "an honest re]étiohship grad-
ually developing into one of I and Thou; a dialogue, in which growth
of both parties is the outcome" (p. 145). Assagioli (1965) empha-
sizes "the central, decisive importance of the human factor, of the
Tiving interpersonal relation between the therapist and the patient"
(p. 67).

Moustakas (1959) draws attention to the living relationship when
working with children:

The alive relationship between the therapist and the child

is the essential dimension, perhaps the only significant

reality in the therapeutic process and in all interhuman
growth (p. xiii).



28

Wrenn (1973) is so concerned with the relationship that, for him,
"counseling is caring" (p. 248).

Very few attempts have been made to empirically define the con-
cept of the counseling relationship. Fiedler (1950b) was the first
to attemptAthis task. His research led him to two conclusions. First,
a good therapeutic relationship was easily recognized by lay persons
as well as therapists of varying orientations. Second, the elements
constituting a facilitative therapeutic relationship were identical
to those of any good interpersonal relationship. Heine (1950 car-
ried out a study similar to Fiedler's, with much the same resuits;
i.e., there is a common character to the helping professions which
exists within the parameters of the fundamental relationship.

The second major impetus to the definition of the relationship
was provided by Rogers (1957) when he hypothesized the necessary and
Sufficient conditions for therapeutic personality change. Rogers'
(1958) paper on the characteristics of the helping relationship out-
Tined his conclusions concerning the therapeutic variables. Truax
(1961, 1962a, 1962b), as a result of his work with Rogers and Gend-
Tin at the Wisconsin Psychiatric Institute, published three Discussion
Papers describing scales for the méasurements of the Rogerian thera-
peutic variables of accurate empathy, unconditional positive regard,
and self-congruence. Thus, the counseling relationship was delineated
into measurable facilitative elements.

Truax (1963) reported on his earlier work at the Wisconsin Psy-
chiatric Institute. In that research, the scales of accurate em-

pathy, unconditional positive regard, and self-congruence were applied
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to 358 tape recorded segments taken from every fifth session of 14
schizophrenic patients. These samples were coded before being given
to naive lay raters. Examination of the data showed thaf thera-
pists in improved cases were judged to be consistently higher (p<.05)
in offered levels of accurate empathy, unconditional positive regard,
and self-congruence than therapists in unimproved or failure cases.
The facilitative elements were now associated with counseling ef-
fectiveness. Carkhuff (1969) has since modified the Truax scales,
renaming them empathic understanding, respect, and genuineness.

Combs (1969), building on the work of Fiedler, Heine, and Rogers,
introduced, in 1959, the concept of self-as-instrument, the use of
the helper's self/person as the primary tool in the helping process.
The céncept was tested during the academic year of 1961-1962 with
31 beginning counselors. It was found that 12 perceptual variables
were significantly correlated (p>.01) with counselor-effectiveness.
Effectiveness was evaluated by those professors who had primary re-
sponsibility for supervision of the students. The perceptual vari-
ables included: (1) internal frame of reference; {2) people orienta-
tion; (3) sees people as able; (4) sees people as dependable; (5)
sees people as friendly; (6) sees people as worthy; (7) sees self
as identified; (8) sees self as enough; (9) sees self as revealing;
(10) sees purpose as freeing; (11) sees purpose altruistically; and
(12) sees purpose in larger meanings. \

Although there appears to be a theoretical difference between
relationship as defined by Tyler (1969), Jourard (1971), Adler (1924),

and Combs (1969), and the operational definition submitted by Truax
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(1961, 1962a, 1962b) and Carkhuff (1969), current research reflects
no such distinction. High levels of counselor-offered, facilitative
variables have become empirically equated with sound interpersonal

relationships.
Summary

The reluctant client has been jntroduced as a person who is un-
able or unwilling for whatever reason to enter into a therapeutic
relationship with the counselor. Research on reluctancy is sparse,
and is directed mainly toward counseling techniques rather than coun-
selor characteristics.

The facilitative characteristics of respect and genuineness, and
the hypothesized facilitative characteristic of internality have been
discussed as they relate to counseling effectiveness. Effectiveness
has also been shown to correlate with the therapeutic use of the

counselor's person in the developing interaction with the client.



CHAPTER III
INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The first section of this chapter is a presentation of the tests
used in this research, i.e., the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Con-
trol and the Carkhuff scales for the measurement of genuineness and
respect. The discussion covers test construction, reliability, val-
idity, and norm data. Section two presents the method and procedures
used in conducting this study. Subject selection, role-playing cli-
ent, procedures involved in training judges, administering the
Nowicki-Strickland, and the taping and rating of the counseling ses-
sions is presented. A discussion of the statistical treatment of
data concludes this chapter.

The purpose of/fhis research is to test the relationship between
the counselor-offered facilitative conditions of genuineness and re-

spect and the counselor's internality.
Instrumentation

Nowicki-Strickland

The Adult Nowicki-Strickland Internal-External Control Scale
(ANS-IE) (MNowicki and Duke, 1972) is suitable for use with college

and non-college populations. It is a 40 item paper and pencil test

31
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requiring yes and no responses. The items were derived through alter-
ation of the Children's NS-IE (Nowicki and Strickland, 1971); Modifi-
cation consisted mainly of changing the tense of some statements (N=5)
to make them more appropriate for adults, and substituting the word
"adult" for the word "children" in six items. The scale is scored

in the external direction with the possible scores ranging from 0 to
40. Therefore, the higher the score, the greater the measured exter-

nality of locus.

Reliability. The test was originally presented by Nowicki and
Duke (1974) to 158 college students and 33 adults from the general
community. Internal consistency via the split-half methods was re-
ported to range from .75 to .86 for four samples. In addition, Now-
icki and Duke (1978) report that Anderson reported KR20 of .39 for a
college female sample (N=40) and .69 for a college male sample (N=40).

Test-retest reliability for college subjects (N=48) over a six
week period was reported .83 (Nowicki and Duke, 1974). Chandler
(1976) reported .65 with a college sample (N=70) over a seven week
period. For community college students (N=854), Mink (1976) reported

a test-retest re]iabiiity of .56 over one year.

Va]iditx. Non-significant correlations were reported by Nowicki
and Duke (1978) between the ANS-IE scale and the Marlow-Crowne So-
cial Desirability Scale (r=.10, N=48, r=.06, N=68) for two groups of
college students.

A significant relation between ANS-IE and Anomie scores was re-
ported by Remainis (1976). Mink (1976) reported significant correla-

tion with three scales constructed by Levinson: Internal scale
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(r=-.24, N=1195, p<.01); Chance (r=+40, N=1195, p<.01); and Powerful
Others (r=+.24, N=1196, p<.01).

In the area of psychopathology, social learning theorists have
found that psychological maladjustment is related to externality
(Rotter, Chance, and Phares, 1972). In support of this, Nowicki
and Duke (1974) reported ANS-IE measures of externality to be sig-
‘nificantly correlated to anxiety scores as measured by the Taylor
Manifest Anxiety Scale (males, r=.34, N-36, p<.10; and females,
r=.40, N=47, p<.05) and to higher neuroticism scores on Eysenck's
scale {males, r=.36, N=36, p<.05; and females, r=.32, N=47, p<.05).
In addition, Chandler (1976) found that externals had a lower self-
concept, lower self-acceptance, and a larger self-ideal descrepancy
as measured by the Index of Adjustment and Value.

In the area of personality correlates, Mink (1976) reported in-
ternality related to lower Debilitating Anxiety scores (r=.25, N=826,
p<.Q1). Duke and Nowicki (1971) concluded that externals show more
interpersonal distance. Nemec (1973) correlated externality with

authoritarianism.

Carkhuff Scales

The facilitative dimensions offered by the counselor-candidates
during the tape recorded counseling session were measured by the
Carkhuff (1969) scales of "Facilitative Genuineness in Interpersonal
~ Processes" and of the "Communication of Respect in Interpersonal
Processes."

Each of these scales is set along a five-point continuum from

negative (low) to positive (high). Level 1 is indicative of a
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retarding therapist; 2 indicates the moderately retarding therapist;
Tevel 3 describes the counselor who is functioning neutrally, neither
adding nor detracting from the client's communication; this is the
minimally effective level. Level 4 indiates the more potent thera-
pist who relates well interpersona11y and offers a climate conducive
to growth. Level 5 indicates optimal interpersonal functioning.
Specific to the scales of respect and genuineness are the following
brief descriptions. Respect: (1) counselor communicates a clear
lack of regard; (2) counselor communicates 1ittle respect; (3) coun-
selor communicates positive respect and concern; (4) clearly communi-
cates deep fespect, (5) deepest respect for a client's worth is commun-
icated. Genuineness: (1) counselor's verbalizations are clearly
unrelated to what he is feeling; (2) counselor's verbalizations are
slightly unrelated to what he is feeling; (3) counselor provides no
negative cues and no positive cues; (4) counselor presents some posi-
tive cues indicating a genuine response; (5) counselor is deeply and
freely himself. (See Appendix A for complete nonfacilitative and fa-
cilitative response descriptions.)

The scale for the measurement of "Facilitative Genuineness in In-
terpersonal Processes" (Carkhuff, 1969) was derived from a compila-
tion of "A Tentative Scale for the Measurement of Therapist Genuine-
ness or Self-Congruence" (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967) and from an
earlier multi-dimensional model described by Carkhuff and Berenson
(1967). The scale for the measurement of the "Communication of Re-
spect in Interpersonal Processes" (Carkhuff, 1969) was derived from
a compilation of "A Tentative Scale for the Measurement of Uncondi-

tional Positive Regard" (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967) and from the earlier



35

work discussed by Carkhuff and Berenson (1967). Both of the present
scales were developed in an attempt to reduce ambiguity and increase

reliability.

Reliability. The consideration of reliability (can you get
repeated measures that are closely related?) was addressed by Truax
and Carkhuff (1967) through a review of 28 studies. The review en-
compassed screening interviews, individual therapy, and group pro-
cess. The reliability data reported for the scales of Respect and
Genuineness during regular one-to-one counseling (except as indicated
by notes 1 and 2) is presented in Table I. Range of coefficients for
respect was .48 to .86. Genuineness coefficients ranged from .40 to
.83. Truax and Carkhuff (1967) concluded that "Most often a moder-

ate to high degree of reliability is obtained with the scales" (p. 44).

Validity. The question of validity (do the scales measure what
they are designed to measure?) has traditionally been addressed from
the point of view that the scales are capable of significant differen-
tiation between 1eveis measured (Truax, 1967).

Truax, Wargo, Frank, Imber, Battle, Hoehn-Saric, Nash, and Stone
(1966) analyzed tape recordings of 40 patients randomly assigned to
two psychiatrists for screening interviews. The Findings indicated
that the two therapists differed significantly from each other on
self-congruence (genuineness; p<.01). Similar analysis was carried
out after the patients had been randomly assigned to four different
psychiatrists for therapy. Findings indicated that the different
therapists offered different levels of nonpossessive warmth (respect;

p<.05) and genuineness (p<.001).



TABLE I

RELTABILITY REPORTS OF RATING SCALES FOR

RESPECT AND GENUINENESS

Study Samples Clients Therapists Respect Genuineness Statistic
n= n= n=

Truax (1961) 384 8 7 .50 .40 Pearson
Wargo (1962) 297 14 10 .50 Pearson
Truax (1962) 104 26 1 .55 .40 Pearson
Truax and Carkhuff (1963) 297 14 10 .50 .40 Pearson
Truax and Carkhuff (1963) 112 28 24 .55 Pearson
Truax and Carkhuff (1963) 64 8 8 .62 .45 Pearson
Truax and Carkhuff (1965) 45 3 1 .70 .83 Ebel
Carkhuff and Truax (1965) 151 70 28 .48 .62 Pearson
Truax, Wargo, Frank, Imber,

Battle, Nash, Hoehn-Saric,

and Stone (1966) 182 40 4 .59 .60 Ebel
Truax, Wargo, Frank, Imber, 1

Battle, Nash, Hoehn-Saric, 80 40 2 .57 .55 Pearson

and Stone (1966) 182 40 4 .59 .60 Ebel
Truax (1966) 283 63 1 .86 .81 Ebel
Truax (1966) 502 5 5 .84 Pearson

50 5 5 .81 Pearson

1Screening Interview

2Edited

9¢



37

Carkhuff, Piaget, and Pierce (1967) discuss three studies in
which the levels of functioning of college freshmen, college senior
psychology majors, and beginning graduate students in clinical and
counseling psychology were assessed. Beginning college students'
mean interpersonal functioning level was 1.5 overall. Senior psy-
chology majors were found to be functioning at 1.9 overall, signif-
icantly above the freshmen. The psychology graduate students were
functioning at a level significantly higher than the seniors (X=
2.3 overall).

Carkhuff and Truax (1965) rated and compared a group of 15
prominent therapists, a group of 12 graduate students in clinical
psychology, and a group of five lay hospital personnel. The respect
ratings of the three groups were consistently rank-ordered by level
of experience: (a) the practicing therapists; (b) the graduate stu-
dents; and (c) the Tay personnel. Therapist self-congruence (Truax,

1962b) ratings were likewise rank-ordered by experience.

Methodology

Population

Subjects for this research were 31 counselor-candidates enrolled
in their first experiential course, the Laboratory Experience in
Counse]iné or pre-practicum. This course is customarily taken in
the first semester of the graduate program at Oklahoma State Uni-
versity. Ohe subject was dropped from the study because of previous
relationship with the coached client. Therefore, a total of 30 coun-

selor-candidates were the subjects for this study.
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Procedure

Training of Judges. In accordance with the guidelines set

forth by Carkhuff (1969) a 12 hour Discrimination Training Program

~ was designed for the three Counseling Psychology doctoral candidates
who served as raters. The format included a didactic session, paper-
work exercises, video-taping rating, and discussion in three areas:
gross discrimination, respect discrimination, and genuineness dis-
crimination. (See Appendix A for copies of written exercises and
handouts.) Interjudge re]iébi]ity was assessed during the training
period by means of a simple proportion of pairwise agreements. Actual
data was not rated until mean reliability for each dimension rated

reached a minimum of .60.

Administration of Nowicki-Strickland. In order that data col-

lected during the counseling sessions not be contaminated by a pos-
sible counselor "set," the internality measure was administered
during a regularly scheduled didactic class period approximately two

weeks prior to video-taping of counseling sessions.

Role-Playing Client. A female, upper-level drama major served

as a role-playing, reluctant client in this research. The concern
was defined as relationship in nature; specifically, a roommate prob-
lem. The coached client was provided with a 1ist of indicators of
reluctance which were appropriate to her role. The 1ist included:
(1) arguing; (2) vague answers td counselor questions; (3) hostile
attitude toward counselor; (4) questioning the competence of the
counselor; (5) vituperative language; (6) fist-pounding; and (7) si-

Tence.
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In addition, the coached client was provided with a 1ist of sug-
-gested remarks: (1) You counselors are all alike; (2) Nobody's going
to tell me how to Tive my 1ife; (3) I don't know what you're talking
about; (4) That's not what I meant; (5) I'm trying to explain this to
you, but you just don't seem to understand; (6) Maybe we should just
forget this whole thing; (7) I don't really want to be here. My room-
mate and I were supposed to do this together but she didn't show up;
(8) Why do you keep interrupting me?; (9) I just said that; (10) Don't
hand me any of that counselor junk; and (11) That's a stupid question.

How do you think I felt?

Taping. One week prior to mid-term exams, each counselor-
candidate made a 10 to 12 minute video tape with the coached client.
The candidates were informed that this was a research project, that
the client was role-playing, and that this experience was designed
to provide them with additional practice in building a relationship

with an unfamiliar client.

/

Rating. Each of the 30 counselor-candidates' video-tapes was
assessed according to the Respect and Genuineness measured by each of
the three judges. Each tape was rated on both measures simultan-
eously once every two minutes for a total of five times. This yielded
five ratings per measure per judge per subject. Thus, each subject :
received a total of 15 separate ratings on the Respect measure and
15 separate ratings on the Genuineness measure. Each set of 15 rat-
ings was then averaged in order to obtain a single score per subject

per dimension,



Interjudge Relijability. Interjudge reliability was assessed

during the Discrimination Training Program by means of a K-Index,
K being equq] to the number of observed pairwise agreements divided
by theAnumber of possible pairwise agreements.

Snedecor's adaption of Fisher's intraclass coefficient (Ebel,
1951) was used to assess interjudge re]iabi11ty.once actual data
ratings began. The intraclass coefficient provides a reliability
estimate of the average of judges' ratings. Scott's Pi Coefficient-
Extended (Whitney and Enger, 1975) was used to provide a functional
analysis of pairwise agreements. Pi-Extended yields the proportion
of pairwise agreements above that which can be expected by chance,

given the marginal frequencies of category usage.

Statistical Treatment. Relationships between respect, genuine-
ness, and internality were determined by multiple regression (Kerlin
ger and Pedhazur, 1973). F ratios were computed to ascertain the

significance of the relationships.
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CHAPTER . IV
RESULTS

Chapter IV presents the results of all statistics used in this
study. Interjudge reliability was assessed by means of a simple pro-
portion, herein designated as the K-Index, and Snedecor's adaption of
Fisher's intraclass correlation (Ebel, 1951). Scott's Pi-Coefficient-
Extended {Whitney and Enger, 1975) was used to evaluate pairwise agree-
ments. Experimental hypotheses were analyzed by multiple regression

(Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973).
Interjudge Reliability

During the Discrimination Training Program (see Appendix A), pro-
portion of possible pairwise agreements was determined through the use
of a K-Index. K equaled the observed pairwise agreements of judges'
ratings divided by the total pairwise agreements possible. Results are .
presented in Table II. Reliability coefficents computed on each of
five samples for the respect dimension ranged from .46 to 1.0, with a
mean of .73. Reliability coefficients computed on each of five samples
for genuineness ranged from .33 to .86, with a mean of .62.

Reliability of the three judges' ratings of actual data was deter-
~ mined by using Snedecor's adaption of the Fisher intraclass correlation
(Ebel, 1951). Snedecor's formula is designed to yield a reliability co-

efficient of the average ratings. Results are presented in Table III.
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Reliability for the averages of three judges' ratings was .60 on the

respect dimension and .72 on the genuineness dimension.

TABLE 11

INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY COMPUTED WITH K-INDEX

DURING DISCRIMINATION TRAINING

Sample 1  Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 Sample 5 Mean

Respect .73 .46 .73 .73 1.0 .73
Genuineness .86 .67 .83 .33 .40 .62
TABLE III

INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY COMPUTED
VIA SNEDECOR

YABC
Respect .60
Genuineness 72

Reliability of judges' ratings of actual data was also assessed

by means of Scott's Pi-Coefficient-Extended (Whitney and Enger, 1975).

This statistic incorporates an adjustment for chance agreements. It
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yields the proportion of pairwise agreements above that which can be
expected by chance, given the marginal frequencies of category usage.
Results are presented in Table IV. Reliability coefficients were com-
puted for each two minute segment (N=30). Coefficients for respect
ranged from .09 to .34, with a mean of .19. Coefficients for genuine-
ness ranged from .02 to .19, with a mean of .10. Marginal frequency

of category usage is reported in Table V.

TABLE 1V

INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY COMPUTED WITH
SCOTT'S PI-EXTENDED

Segment Segment  Segment  Segment = Segment Mean
1 2 3 4 5
Respect .26 .20 .34 .09 .04 .19
Genuineness .15 .19 .05 .02 .08 .10
Table V

MARGINAL FREQUENCIES OF CATEGORY USAGE

Category Category Category Category Category
1 2 3 4 5

Respect 90 204 142 14 0
Genuineness 110 204 118 18 0
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For purpose of comparison, Table VI presents the reliability
figures on the actual data assessed by means of the K-index. Reli-
ability coefficients for five segments (N=30) on the respect dimen-
sion ranged from .37 to .54, with a mean of .48. Coefficients for
the same five segments (N=30) on the genuineness dimension ranged

from .31 to .49, with a mean of .40.

TABLE VI

INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY COMPUTED ON
ACTUAL DATA WITH K-INDEX

Segment  Segment Segment Segment  Segment Mean

1 2
Respect .57 .50 .54 .37 41 .48
Genuineness .49 .44 .40 .36 .31 .40

Table VII presents a comparison of interjudge reliability coeffi-
cients obtained by the three different methods. Reliability of the
average of the three judges' ratings was .50 for respect and .72 for
genuineness when computed via Snedecor (Ebel, 1951). Mean reliability
of the K-Index coefficients was .48 for respect and .46 for genuine-
ness. Scott's Pi mean of coefficients for respect was .19 and for

genuineness was .10.
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TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF INTERJUDGE RELIABILITY
COEFFICIENTS
Snedecor Pi K
Respect .60 .19 .48
Genuineness .72 .10 .40

Analysis of Experimental Hypotheses

The three null hypotheses of this research considered the relation-
ships between respect, genuineness, and internality by means of multi-
ple regression. F ratios were computed to test the significance of

the relationships.

Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one is restafed in null form: There is no relation-
ship between counselor-candidates' scores on the facilitative dimen-
sions of respect and genuiness and counselor-candidates' scores of
internality when relating to reluctant clients. An alpha level of
.05 was specified as necessary to reject the hypothesis. An F ratio
of 3.33 with two and 27 degrees of freedom was necessary to reach the
.05 Tevel of confidence. Data pertaining to the first hypothesis is
presented in Table VIII. Inspection of the data reveals an F ratio
of 0.35, not large enough to conclude a statistically significant re-

lationship. Therfore, null hypothesis one was not rejected.
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TABLE VIII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE
LINEAR REGRESSION

Source of Variation df SS ms . F
Respect and Genuineness 2 11.06242 5.53121 0.35
Residual 27 426.13757 15.78287

Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis two is restated: There is no fe]ationship between
counselor-candidates' scores on the facilitative dimension of respect
and counse]or-candidates' scores of internality when relating to re-
luctant clients. Data is presented in Tab]é IX. The partial correla-
tion coefficient between respect and internality, with genuineness
removed, was -0.1589. With 27 degrees of freedom, the probability
that this relationship is significant is 0.205. The F value was less
than 1.0, and therefore was not statistically significant. Null hy-

pothesis two was not rejected.

Hypothesis Three

Hypothesis three is restated: - There is no relationship between
the counselor-candidates' scores on the facilitative dimension of
genuineness and counselor-candidates' scores of internality when re-

lating to reluctant clients. Data is presented in Table X. The
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partial correlation coefficient between genuineness and internality
was 0.1505. With 27 degrees of freedom, the probability of this re-
lationship being significant is 0.218. The F value was less than
1.0, and therefore was not statistically significant. Hypothesis

three was not rejected.

TABLE. IX

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENT RESPECT
WITH INTERNALITY

Respect df P
Locus of Control -0.1589 27 0.205
TABLE X

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENT GENUINE-
NESS WITH INTERNALITY.

Genuineness df p

Locus of Control 0.1505 27 0.218




Summary

Based upon the results of the multiple R, the writer failed to
reject all hypotheses. However, results need to be evaluated in
Tight of the interjudge reliability coefficients which affected two

of the three variables in the multiple regression equation.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationships be-
tween the facilitative variables of respect and genuineness and the hy-
pothesized facilitative variable of interna]ity. Subjects were 30
beginning counselor-candidates in their first experiential course at
Oklahoma State University. Subjects made a 10 to 12 minute video'tape
of a counseling session with a client coached to demonstrate reluctance
to entering a counseling relationship. Given that the stress of deal-
ing with a reluctant client in this counseling situation minimized be-
ginning counselor-candidates' use of newly learned responses, candi-
dates were allowed to demonstrate those relationship-facilitating
skills which they had previously internalized.

The 30 video tapes were rated on the facilitative dimensions of
respect and genuineness, according to the Carkhuff rating scales, by
three counseling psychology doctoral candidates. Ratings were taken
every two minutes for a total of five ratings per judge per dimension.
The raters participated in 12 hours of Discrimination Training (see
Appendix A) on the use of the scales. The hypothesized facilitative
dimension of internality for each counselor-candidate was assessed by

the Adult Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale.
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No statistically significant relationships were found between the
facilitative variables of respect and genuineness and the hypothesized
facilitative variable of internality. However, the multiple regression
data was confounded by Tow interjudge reliability.

During the Discrimination Training Program, interjudge reliability
coefficients were obtained with the use of the K-Index, K being the pro-
portion yielded by dividing the observed pairwise agreements by the
total possible pairwise agreements. Total possible pairwise agreements
at this stage of the study was 15 per subject per dimension. Training
reliability on the respect dimension ranged from .46 to 1.0, with a mean
of .73 and a median of .73. Genuineness coefficients ranged from .33
to .86, with a mean of .62 and a median of .67.

Snedecor's (Ebel, 1951) intraclass coefficient was used to obtain
interjudge reliability on actual video taped data. This statistic is
designed to yield a reliability coefficient based upon the average rat-
ings of two or more judges. Reliability of the average of the three
judges' ratings for respect was .60; reliability of average ratings on
the genuineness dimension was .72. It was expected that some diécrimin—
atory data had been lost, and since interjudge'reliability was crucial
to the va]fdity of the regression equation, Scott's Pi Coefficient-
Extended (Whitney and Enger, 1975) was computed to examine patterns of
agreement more closely.

Pi-Extended is designed to yield reliability coefficients which
indicate the proportion of pairwise agreements above that which can be
expected by chance, given the marginal frequencies of category usage by

the judges. Total possible pairwise agreements at the data-rating stage
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of the research was .90. Mathematically, the Pi-Extended will always
be equal to or less than the K-Index used for training. Mean relia-
bility coefficients on video tape rating were .19 on the respect dimen-
sion and .10 on the genuineness dimension, Medians were .20 for
réspect and .08 for genuineness. K reliabilities were also computed

on the actual data; mean$ were .48 and .40 for respect and genuine-
ness, respectively. (See Table VII for comparison of interjudge re-

1iability estimates.)
Conclusions

Since no significant relationships between respect, genuineness,
and internality can be concluded based upon this research, several
areas are open to inquiry in an effort toward explanation and under-
standing.

~ 1. The research questions posed in this study, although explor-
atory in nature, may have been i1l formulated. Although over a thou-
sand studies address either locus of control or levels of interpersonal
functioning, the literature bearing upon the relationship of these
variables is sparse. Those studies which have dealt with the issue
(Martin and Shepel, 1974; Drasgow, Palau, Taibi, and Drasgow, 1974;
Loesch, Crane, and Rucker, 1978) offer 1little support for a significant
correlation.

The Martin and Shepel research (1974; see Chapter II), although “
it supports a relationship between internality and interpersonal func-
tioning, does so from an observational point of view. In other words,

Ss of their research were not required to demonstrate levels of
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interpersonal functioning, but only to recognize them. This writer
hesitates to generalize from the cognitive awareness of effective
interpersonal functioning required in the aforementioned research to
the behavioral demonstration of interpersonal effectiveness required
of the subjects in the current study.
| The Drasgow et al. research (1974; see Chapter II) concluded
no significant differences between internality and interpersonal
functioning, and additionally, reported a -.54 correlation between
the varjables for the groups studied. Counselors were not among the
groups studied; nor were the subjects asked to demonstrate relation-
ship facilitating dimensions. Also, the writer questions these con-
clusions on the basis of the brevity of the measuring instruments:
six Rotter I-E (1966) items and three interpersonal functioning items
from Carkhuff's {1969) standardized 1ist.

Interpersonal functioning was measured quife differently in the
Loesch et al. study (1978, see Chapter II). The variable was labeled
"effectiveness," the subjects were counselor-candidates, and the in-
strument was the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale (Myrick and Kelly,
1971). The intérna]ity measure was the Rotter I-E. No significant
correlation was observed between counseling effectiveness and.internal-
ity. The results of this research can be questioned on the basis of
several factor-analytic studies of the Rotter I-E in which 1ittle men-
tion is made of internal control in interaction with other persons.
Factor I of the Rotter scale was characterized as "a belief concerning
felt-mastery over the course of one's 1ife" (Mirels, 1970, p. 227§

Abrahamson, 1973, p. 320; MacDonald and Tseng, 1973). These same writers
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described Factor II as "a belief concerning the extent to which the
individual citizen is deemed capable of exerting an impact on politi-
cal institutions." Dixon, McKee, and McRae {1976) identify Factor

I as "control of world-political affairs," Factor II as "control of
personal mastery" for males and "control of academic/career success"
for females, and Factor III as "control of leadership success"

(p. 316). Factor III encompassed an interpersonal dimensions for
males only.

It would appear that the current study is the first to attempt
correlation of the variables of respect and genuineness, as indices
of interperéona] functioning in counse]or—candidafés, with an inter-
nality instrument which indicates a primary factor for "interaction
with others" (Dixon, McKee, and McRae, 1976, p. 317). It is possible
that no significant correlation exists. .

2. The results of this research may have been invalidated by
interjudge reliability. The Snedecor statistic yields a reliability
of the average ratings for two or more judges. In this'research,
three judges each rated a single subject five times; these five rat-
ings were averaged before the formula was applied. Therefore, the
Snedecor coefficient in this research is actually the reliability of
the average of the averages. It was suspected that sohe discrimin-
atory data had been lost. Therefore, based upon the longstanding
concern regarding interjudge reliability estimates (Fisher, 1964;
Horst, 1949; Ebel, 1951; Whitney and Enger, 1975), a second formula
was applied. The Scott's Pi-Extended allowed functional interpreta-

tion of the relationship in this instance because it is based upon
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pairwise agreement. Pi-Extended is designed to yield the percent of
total agreement above that which can be expected by chance given the
marginal frequencies of category}usage. As expected, percent of
agreement above chance was low. Marginal frequencies clustered in
categories two and three for respect, with occasional use of category
one, infrequent use of cétegory four, and no use of category five.

For genuineness, marginal frequencies clustered in categofy two, with
less frequent use of categories one and three, infrequent use of four,
and no usage of category five (see Chapter IV, Tab1e‘V). Thus, re-
stricted range was a limiting factor in the reliability of the ratings.
However, the K-Index, a simple proportion of pairwise agreements,
showed estimates only slightly above those indicated by Pi.

3. The assumption upon which the data-gathering process rested
may have been invalid. The assumption is restated: Given that the
stress ofidealing with a reluctant élient in this counseling situa-
tion minimized beginning counselor-candidates' use of newly learned
responses, candidates were allowed to demonstrate those relationship-
facilitating skills which they had previously internalized. Rationale
rests with Spence (1958) and Taylor's (1956) review of the Hullian
explanation of the Yerkes/Dodson Law (1908): high anxiety is bene-
ficial to the achievement of easy tasks; difficult tasks are best done
under low anxiety; In addition, Phillips, Martin, and Meyers (1972)
state that, "Generally, it is found that anxiety will debilitate
performance early in learning, whereas later in learning anxiety is
less likely to hinder performance. . . ." (p. 435). The difficulty

of counseling with a reluctant client has been previously documented
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in this study (Chapter II). Thus, the stress level engendered by
this situation, a video taped interview with a client coached to
reluctance, should have resulted in increased difficulty in accomp-
lishing the task of remembering and using newly learned counseling
responses. However, this assumption can be challenged by optimal-
level theories (Arkes and Garske, 1977) which are interactionistic
fn nature and state that characteristics of both the environment and
the individual must be taken into account. Each person preférs his
or her own level of optimal stimulation and functions best when that
internal level of preference is matched by the environment. It is
possible that subjects of this research had a variety of organismic
preferences for high/low levels of psychological complexity. No at-
tempt was made to control for this possibility.

4. The method used to collect respect and genuineness ratings
may have been inappropriate. Each two minute segment was rated on
both the respect and genuineness dimensions. Thus, each subject was
rated on each dimension five fimes by each Qf three judges. The
fifteen judges' ratings per dimension were averaged for each subject
to yield a mean score for entrance into the regression equation. If
this research had been designed to address changes within the coun-
seling relationship, then ratings which reflected transitions across
each two minute period would have been hecessary and appropriate.
However, this research addressed overall levels of interpersonal
functioning on the two dimensions of respect and genuineness. Per—'
haps the judges should have been allowed full ten minute perusal and

requested to make a single, overall rating. It is possible that
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every two-minute ratings intensified judges' concern for the process
of discrimination rather than discrimination itself.

5. The Discrimination Training Program developed for and used
in this study may have been inadequate for purposes of maximizing
reliability. The training was undertaken by the volunteer judges
for the expressed purpose of agreement. During the written exer-
cises and practice tapes, ratings and rationale were freely discussed
(this did not occur during reliability checks, however). Training
for agreement resulted in use of a limited range, restricting vari-
ability and consequently all correlational measures. Training which
is undertaken for the purpose of sensitivity is based upon a different
premise, namely discrimination across the full range of the scale. It
is this difference which affected reliability. Perhaps it is only
with lengthy and intensive training in sensitive discrimination that
agreement can beraised significantly above the level of chance.

6. Interjudge reliability is particular susceptible to instru-
mentation effects. Drew (1976, p. 215) states that instrumentation
can be defined as the "threat to internal validity that occurs when
changes in the calibration of a measuring instrument result in alter-
ation of the scores that are recorded" or "changes in calibration in
human observers that may result as a function of systematic differen-
ces in the way they judge and record observations." It is the latter
half of the definition which particularly applies to interjudge
reliability.

Interjudge reliability is essentially a function in the use of

observational instruments; the reason being that an observational
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instrument, such as the Carkhuff scales of Respect and Genuineness

are designed to be, is only as valid as the observer. In effect,

the scales serve as guidelines and the judges become the measuring
instrument. The process is this: (1) observation and selection--the
judge sees and hears certain behaviors; (2) perception--the judge de-
fines and interprets those behaviors; (3) judgment--the judge compares
his/her perception to the guideline; and (4) categorization--the judge
rates the behavior. The instrument can be in error at any of the four
steps in the process.

When the instrument, in this case the judge, reacts systematically
to any variable other than the one being measured, it is in error.
Human instrumentation is particularly susceptible to extraneous influ-
ences. Maturational factors such as hunger and fatigue affect the
instrument. History, as a specific event, can intervene at any point
and change the calibration of the instrument. Testing influence ap-
pears in the human instrument as increased facilitation or perhaps
boredom with the process.

Any variable whfch systematically produces change in the instru-
ment also systematically introduces change in the measurements
yielded by that instrument. Thus, the respect and genuineness scores
collected in this research could have been affected at any of the
four steps in the rating process by the previously mentioned or any
other extraneous variables. This study made no attempt to control

for such variables.
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Recommendations

Based upon the investigation undertaken in this study, the
writer recommends the following plan of research:

1. The issue of training judges to rate levels of interpersonal
functioning needs to be addressed. The design of separate studies to
investigate different programs of discrimination training and their
effects on interjudge»re]iabi]ity is suggested. Consideration should
be given to: (a) the desirability of training separate judges to
rate separate dimensions of functioning; (b) the behavioral components
involved at each level of functionihg; (c) the effects of a priori
construct definition on judges' ratings; and (d) the length of train-
ing.

2. Literature pertaining to the measurement of interjudge reli-
ability (product-moment correlation, multiple-regression, simple pro-
portion, intraclass coefficients, pairwise agreement, etc.) needs to
be compiled and re-assessed in order to make available to those per-
sons involved in behavioral research a basis for informed decision-
making.

3. The development of an instrument for the measurement of locus
of control in interpersonal situations requires consideration. It is
possible that compilation of those items of the Nowicki-Strickland,
Rotter, and James I-E which load on the factor of interaction-with-
others may be a beginning in this area.

4, The present study should not be replicated, but rather re-

7 designed to include: (a) training for sensitive discrimination of

all Tevels of functioning that results in maximization of interjudge
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reliability; (b) use of a single statistic which effectively measures
interjudge reliability at all stages of the research; (c) periodic
checks on reliability as rating progresses; (d) a locus of control
instrument adequate for measurement of internality in interaction
with others; (e) control of the data-rating process to minimize in-
ternal threat to validity by instrumentation effects; (f) use of
subjects' optimal-Tlevel of psychological complexity as a moderator
variable; and (g) a single, overall rating on each dimension for each
subject by each judge.

The writer also recommends further investigation into the issue
of non-cognitive variables as additional selection criteria for coun-

selor education programs.
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Respect
Level 1

The behavioral and verbal expressions of the counselor communi-

cate negative regard or a clear lack of respect.

Example. The counselor may try to impose his own beliefs and
values onto the client, may focus attention on himself by dominat-
ing the interchange, may challenge the accuracy of the client's
perceptions, or devalue the worth of the client by indicating that
the client is not capable of functioning properly on his own. The
counselor may become the focus of evaluation.

These responses leave the client wishing he had not talked to

the counselor, and will probably lead to termination.

Level 2

The counselor responds in a way that communicates very littie

respect for the experiences, feelings, or potential of the client.

Example. The counselor may respond in a mechanical or casual
way, and may ignore what the client is feeling or saying. The coun-
selor withholds himself from involvement in the relationship.

Such responses tend to terminate the interaction.
Level 3

The counselor communicates a positive respect and concern for

the client's experiences, feelings, and potentials.
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Example. The counselor suspends acting on his judgment of the
client, and communicates an awareness of the client's ability to ex-
press himself and to constructive]y handle his situation. The coun-
selor communicates an openness or willingness to enter the thera-
peutic relationship.

These responses constitute the minimally facilitative level of

~interpersonal functioning.
Level 4

The counselor communicates a deep respect and concern fer the

client.

Example. The counselor communicates a clear recognition of the
client as a person of worth, free to be himself, capable of thinking
and expressing himself, and able to act constructively.

These responses enable the client to experience being valued as

an individual and also tend to stimulate deeper interaction.
Level 5

The counselor communicates the very deepest respect for the cli-
ent's potential as a free individual as well as for his worth as a

person.

Example. The counselor shows deep concern for the human poten-
tial of the client and communicates a commitment to helping the client

actualize that potential.



72

These responses tend to deepen the client's awareness of his

worthiness as a human being.

Key Words
Level 5 - Committed, Valuing
Level 4 - Involved
Level 3 - Open
Level 2 - Withholds, Mechanical
Level 1 - Imposes, Devaluates

Respect: Written Exercises

Situation One. Student teacher to another: "If I had done it
my way instead of listening to my supervisor, the girl's mother
wouldn't be mad at me now."

Responses:

1. Who is your supervisor?

2. You're mad at yourself for depending on her opinion instead
of doing what you thought was right.

3. That's nothing. My supervisor does that to me all the time.
4. That's hard to take. Want to talk about it?

5. Maybe she's not really as mad as you think. Why don't you
call her and explain?

6. You didn't follow your own good judgment, and got into
trouble because of it. '

Situation Two. Thirteen year old girl to parent: "Please. All
my friends are going."

Responses:

1. A1l your friends are NOT going.

2. It'11 be hard to explain to your friends if you can't go,
won't it?

3. Sounds important to you; let's talk about it.
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. Wash your hands and set the table. We'll talk about it when
your father gets home.

. I really wish you could go, but I'm short of money this month.
Do you suppose you could earn half the money by babysitting?

. Hey, Little Friend; sounds 1like you're pretty uptight about
this business. Sit down and we'll rap.

Situation Three. High school boy to science teacher: "How come

you gave everyone else an 'A' on the project and not me? That's not

Responses:

. You're angry because you think I've singied you out unfa1r1y
I think we need to talk this out.

. How do you know you're the only one who didn't get an 'A'?
. You know the grading policy in this class.

. Sounds 1like you're uncertain about why you didn't get an 'A’;
and think maybe I'm picking on you. You'd better come in
sometime so we can clear this up.

5. How dare you call me unfair?

. You feel that I've mistreated you. I have to go to class

right now. But, come on back in an hour and we'll talk about
it.

Situation Four. Student to counselor: "You don't know what its

1ike to have everyone laughing at you behind your back."

Responses:

. Everyone?
Its pretty painful to be made fun of.

3. I know its hard for you to accept right now. But, that sort

of thing happens to everyone sooner or later.

Its not going to be easy to talk about; but if you want to
tell me some of the details, I'1l Tisten.

Why would anyone do that?

. I guess there are two kinds of people in the world: some
make fun of others and some don't.
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Genuineness
Level 1

The counselor's only genuine responses are negative in regard to
the client and appear to have a destructive effect upon the client.
Or, the counselor's verbalizations are obviously unrelated to his

present feelings.

Example. The counselor may be defensive in his interaction. De-
fensiveness can be displayed through word content, voice quality, or
physical discomfort. The counselor attempts to hide his feelings
or uses them to punish the client.

In summary, there is considerable evidence of a wide discrep-
ancy between the counselor's verbalization and his inner experience.
Where no discrepancy exists, the counselor's reactions are employed

in a destructive manner.
Level 2

The counselor's words are slightly unrelated to his feelings.
Or, his genuine responses are negative and he is unable to use them

for constructive inquiry into the relationship.

Example. The counselor responds according to a preconceived
role. His manner may have a rehearsed.quality. His responses are
congruent with the role he is playing, but incongruent with his own

feelings.
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Level 3

The counselor offers no "negative cues" that would indicate a
discrepancy between what he appears to be feeling and what he is
saying; nor does he provide any positive cues that would indicate
a really authentic response to the client. The absence of incon-

gruence.

Example. The counselor listens and follows the client, thereby
communicating a willingness to further involvement. Responses are
appropriate and do not‘appear insincere.

These responses constitute the minimally facilitative level of

interpersonal functioning.
Level 4

The counselor's response (whether positive or negative) is com-
municated in a nondestrictive manner and is consistent with what he
is feeling. Responses at this level form a basis for further inquiry

into the relationship.

Example. The counselor responds with many of his own feelings,
and there is no doubt that he means what he says. Feelings, communi-
cated in this way, strengthen the relationship. Though the counse-
lor's verbal expressions are congruent with what he is feeling, he
may be hesitant to express them fully. A controlled expression of

feeling.
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Level 5

The counselor is freely and completely himself in a nonexploita-

tive relationship with the client.

Example. The counselor is clearly being himself, spontaneous
in his interactions, and open to both pleasant and hurtful aspects of
the experience. His responses are genuine, and employed in a con-

structive manner that is facilitative to the relationship.

Key Words
Level 5 - Congruent, Spontaneous
Level 4 - Controlled Expression
Level 3 - Sincere Openness to Involvement
Level 2 - Roleplayed, Mechanical, Cop-Out
Level 1 - Phony, Punishing, Defensive

Genuineness: Written Exercises

Situation One. Seventh grade boy to teacher who has just moved
across the room to quiet some students: "You must be nervous about
the principal coming to visit our class this afternoon.”

Responses:
1. Jeff, this is a day just like any other.
2. Yes, I'm nervous. I hope I can count on you to help me.
3. If you would behave yourselves, I wouldn't have to be nervous.
4. Most people would be nervous in this situation.
5, 0Of course not; he's just another person like you or me.
6. What are you worried about me for? Mind your own business.
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Situation Two. Tenth grade boy to student teacher: '"Hey, I like
you. Want to go to a party with me Saturday night?"

Responses:

. It's against the rules for teachers to date students.
. That really surprises me; you asking me for a date.

1
2
3. Better ask someone your own age. I don't date kids.
4. I have a boyfriend already.

5

. Thanks. I'm glas you like me; but I just don't know how to
answer that.

6. I feel flattered that I'm important to you. But, I think I'd
feel too uptight about the difference in our ages.

Situation Three. Pam, a fourth grader who has 'forgotten' her
homework for the third day: "I'm sorry. I won't do it again. 1I'11
bring it tomorrow, I promise."

Responses:

1. You're all alike--just trying to see how much you can get
away with. Well, enough is enough. Go to the office.

2. A teacher can't allow a student to keep putting off her work.
It's time you brought in your assignments.

3. You're having trouble remembering your homework; and I'm
having trouble being patient.

4, If you don't bring it tbmorrow, I'TT have to call your mother.

5. Pam, that's the samething you said yesterday and the day be-
fore. I want to believe you, but it's getting harder every
day.

Situation Four. Student to Counselor: "You're just Tike all the
rest. Nobody cares what's important to me. Just so I follow your
dumb rules."

Responses:

1. Rules are vules. And the sooner you learn that the better
off you'll be.

2. There's something about what you're saying that makes me
feel really angry. I'm not sure, but I think maybe I'm mad
about not being given a chance to speak for myself.

3. I'mwilling to listen if you want to tell me what is impor-
tant to you.
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. I think you're trying to make me mad so that I will behave
toward you the way everyone else does.

. With an attitude 1ike that, it's no wonder you get into
trouble.

. I'11 let you work out the rule violations with the assistant
principal. But while you're here with me, let's see what we
can do to make you a little more happy.



TABLE XI
DISCRIMINATION TRAINING RATINGS,

RESPECT
Subjects Judge A Judge B Judge C
1 344:3-2-2 3:2:2:2-2 3:2:2-2°2
2 3:3:3:3-4 3:3-2°4-4 1:2-2°4+4
3 1°1-1-1-4 1-1-1-1-3 2°1-1-1-3
4 3-3-2:2-2 302232 3-3:2+3°2
5 3-2:2°2°2 3:2°2:2:2 3:2:2+2-2
TABLE XII
DISCRIMINATION TRAINING RATINGS,
GENUINENESS
Subjects Judge A Judge B Judge C
1 3:3-2-3-3 3:3:2:3-2 3:3-2-3-2
2 3:2:2:2-1 2:2:2:2-2 3:2:2-2-3
3 202222 3:2-2-2-2 3:2:2-2-2
4 4°4°4-4-4 3°3°4-3°3 3°3°3°3°4
5 4-4-3-3-4 3-4-2-3-3 3:4-3-2-2
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TABLE XIII
RATINGS OF DATA

Respect Genuineness

Subjects Judge A Judge B Judge C Judge A Judge B Judge C
1 3:2:1+1-2 3:2:2:2°2 2:2:1+1-1 3:2:1+1-1 3:2:2-1-1 2:2+1+1-2
2 2:2:2:3-3 2:2:2+2°3 2:3:2:2:2 2°2+3:3+3 3:2:2-2-2 2:3:2:2°1
3 3:2:2:3°2 1:2-1-2-1 1:1-1:1-2 3:3:2-3-2 1-2-1-1-1 1:2:1-1-2
4 2:2:2:2°1 2:22°1°1 2:2°1-1-1 3:2-2+3°1 2:°2:21-2 T+1-1-1-1
5 3:344-3-3 3:3-3-3-3 2:2+2+2+2 3-3-4-3-4 3:3:2:2°2 2:1-1-1-1
6 3:4-3-3-2 203:3:2-2 244322 3:4:4-3-3 23222 2°4-3-2-2
7 2:2:3:2-3 2:2:2:2-2 3:2-2-2-1 2:2:3:3°3 2:2+2+2+2 T-1-1-1-1
8 3:3:3:23 3-3-3-3:3 3:4-3-4-4 23334 23223 34344
9 3:3-2-2-3 3:2-3-1-2 2:2°2°1°1 3:3:2:3°3 3:2°2°2°2 21111
10 2:2+1-2-2 3:3:2-3-2 202232 2:2+1+2+3 2:2+2°2°2 2°2°2°3.2
11 3:3:2:2-3 3:3-2:2-2 3+2+3-2-3 3-3-2-2-3 3:3:2-2-2 3:3:3-2-2
12 3:2:1-2-3 2:2-1+2-2 Te1+1-1-1 4:2:1-2-3 2:2-12-2 T+1-1-1-1
13 2:2+1+2-3 3:2+3-2-2 2:1+2-1-1 3:2+2+2+3 3:2:2-3-2 3¢1-1-1-1
14 2034223 2:33-2-2 1:2:2:3-1 2:3:2:2°3 2:2+2+2+2 1:1:2:3-2
15 3:3:2-2-2 4:3-2:3:3 4+2:2:2:2 . 3:3:2:2-2 3+3:2+3-2 3:1-1-2-1
16 2:1+2-3.2 2:2+2-2-1 2-2-2-2-1 21+2-3-2 2:2+1-1-1 2:2-1-17-1
17 3.3:3-3-3 2:3:2+2°2 2:2:1:1-2 3.3:3:2-3 2:2:2:2+2 2-1+1-1-2
18 3.3.3.4.3 3:2-3-2-1 2:3:2+3°1 3:4:3:4-3 2°2°2°2°2 1°2°2°3°1
19 2+3+3:2-2 3:3:1:2.2 2:3-1+1-2 2:3:3:3-2 0 3+2:2:1-2 3:2-1-1-1
20 3:.2:4-3-3 3:2:1:2:2 3.2.1.2.2 3.3.4.3.3 3.2.1.2.2 3.2.2.2.2
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TABLE XIII (Continued)

Respect Genuineness

Subjects Judge A Judge B Judge C Judge A Judge B Judge C
21 2+3:2+2-2 242424242 2:2:2:2+2 2:2:2:2:2 3:2-2-2-2 1:2:2:2-1
22 2:1:2-3-4 3:2:2-3:3 2:2:2+2°2 2+1:2+3:3 2:2:2:2-3 2:2:2:2+2
23 3:3:1-2-4 3:3-3-3-2 3:2:1-2°3 3-3-1-3-3 3:3-2-2-2 2:3:2:2°3
24 2:2-1-1-1 2:2-1-1-1 2:2+1-1-2 2:2:1-1-1 2:2:1°1-1 2:1+1+1-2
25 3:2:71+1°1 2:2:1°1+1 2:1-1-241 3:2:1-2°1 2:°1+1-1-1 2-1-1-2-1
26 2+3°4-3-3 3:1-2:1-2 3:3:2°2°3 2:3°4:4-3 3:2:2°1-2 3-3-1-2-3
27 2:3:4-3-3 203:3:2-2 2:3+3-3°3 3:3-4:3-3 2:3:3-2:2 2°3:3:3°3
28 2:12-2-1 1-1-21-2 1:1:2-1+2 o 2:1-2-2-1 1:1:2:2-2 2:1:2-1-2
- 29 3:4+4-3-3 3:2:71-1-1 3:1+1-1-1 3-4-4-3-3 3:2-2-2-2 3:1-1-2-1
30 2:22+2-1 2:1-1:2:2 1:2:1:2¢1 2+2:2:2+1 2°1-1-1+1 1+1-1-1-1
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Snedecor's Intraclass Coefficient
M--M
ra = X
1 M;+ (k-1) M
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TABLE XIV
DATA RATING MEANS

Respect Genuineness
Subjects Judge A Judge B Judge C Judge A Judge B Judge C
1 1.8 2.2 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.6
2 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.6 2.2 2.0
3 2.4 1.4 1.2 2.6 1.2 1.4
4 1.8 1.6 1.4 2.2 1.8 1.0
5 3.2 3.0 2.0 3.4 2.4 1.2
6 3.0 2.4 2.6 3.4 2.2 2.6
7 2.4 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.0 1.0
8 2.8 3.0 3.6 3.0 2.4 3.6
9 2.6 2.2 1.6 2.6 2.2 1.2
10 1.8 2.6 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.0
11 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.6
12 2.2 1.8 1.0 2.4 1.8 1.0
13 2.0 2.4 1.4 2.4 2.4 1.4
14 2.4 2.4 1.8 2.4 2.0 1.8
15 2.4 3.0 2.4 2.4 2.6 1.6
16 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.4 1.6
17 3.0 2.2 1.6 2.8 2.0 1.4
18 3.2 2.2 2.2 3.4 2.0 1.8
19 2.4 2.2 1.8 2.6 2.0 1.6
20 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.2 2.0 2.2

a8



Scott's Pi-Coefficient-Extended

c S c
£ e f 2 e f
j=1 k=1 * jkT - rs j=1
r(r-1)s (rs)?
c
e f . 2
1 - j:] e J .
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Respect - Segment 1

Nos.

Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2) Agree
1 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
2 3 (9) 3
3 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
4 3 (9) 3
5 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
6 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
7 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
8 3 (9) .3
9 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
10 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
11 3 (9) 3
12 1 () 1 (1) 1 M 0
13 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
14 1 Q) 2 (4) 1
15 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
16 3 (9) 3
17 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
18 1) 2 (4) 1
19 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
20 3 (9) 3
21 3 (9) 3
22 (4 1 (1) 1
23 3 (9) 3
24 3 (9) 3
25 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
26 1 (1) 2 (4) ]
27 3 (9) 3
28 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
29 3 (9) 3
30 1 (1) 2 (4) 1

o e e e - e L1y e o - - o’ )y - - - - - - = - -

Total 7 (49) 42 (1764) 39 (1521) 2 (4) 51
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Genuineness - Segment 1

Nos.

Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 {2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2) Agree
1 2 (4 1 (1) 1
2 2 ) 1 () 1
3 2 (4) 1 (1) ' 1
4 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 1)
5 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
6 2 (&) 1 (1) 1
7 1 Q) 2 (4) 1
8 2 (4 1 (1) 1
9 T M 2 (4) 1
10 3 (9) 3
11 3 (9) 3
12 1 (1) 1 () 1 (1)
13 3 (9) 3
14 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
15 3 (9) 3
16 3 (9) 3
17 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
18 1 (1) 1 1) 1 (1)
19 1 (1) 2 (4)
20 3 (9) 3
21 1 (1Y 1 () 1o (1)
22 3 (9) 3
23 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
24 3 (9) 3
25 2 (4) v (1) 1
26 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
27 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
28 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
29 3 (9) 3
30 1 (1) 2 (4) ]

Total 10 (100) 43 (1849) 36 (1296) 1 (1) 44
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Respect - Segment 2

_ Nos.

Pairs

Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2) Agree
1 3 (9) 3
2 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
3 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
4 3 (9) 3
5 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
6 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
7 3 (9) 2
8 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
9 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
10 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
11 T () 2 (4) 1
12 1 (1) 2 (&) 1
13 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
14 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
15 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
16 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
17 1T (1) (4) 1
18 1 (1) (4) 1
19 (9) 3
20 3 (9) 3
21 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
22 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
23 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
24 "3 (9) 3
25 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
26 1 (1) 2 4) 1
27 3 (9) 3
28 3 (9) 3

29 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

30 )2 A )
Total 12 (144) 45 (2025) 29 (841) 4 (16) 45
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Genuineness - Segment 2

Nos.

Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4  (2) 5 (2) Agree
1 3 (9) 3
2 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
3 2 (4 1 () 1
4 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
5 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
6 (1 2 (4 1
7 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
8 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
9 1 (1) 1 )y 1 ()
10 3 (9) 3
11 3 (9) 3
12 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
131 () 2 (4) 1
14 1 (1) v ) 1 Q)
15 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
16 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
17 1 (1) 1 )y 1 (1)
18 2 (4) T (1) 1
19 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
20 2 (4 1 (1) 1
21 3 (9) 3
2 1 (1) 2 (W) 1
23 3 (9) 3
24 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
25 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
26 T )y 2 (4) 1
27 (9) 3
28 3 (9) 3
29 1 (1) T () 1 (1)
30 2 (4) 1 (1) ]

- — - ——— — ———————— - . = A = A e . S = S D N = R = G . . ———

Total 20 (400) 36 (1296) 29 (841) 5 (25) 40
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Respect - Segment 3

Nos.
: Pairs

Sss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2) Agree
T 2 (4 1 (1) 1
2 3 (9) 3
32 @ 1 () 1
4 M 2 (4 1
5 T 1 (1 1 )
6 3 (9) 3
7 2 (4 1v (1) 1
8 3 (9) 3
9 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
10 1 (1) 2 (4) : 1
1 2 (4 1 (1) 1
12 3 (9) 3
131 () 1 () 1 1)
14 2 (4 1 (1) 1
15 3 (9) 3
16 3 (9)
17 1 (M) 1 (M 1 1)
18 T () 2 (4) 1
19 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
20 2 (4) T (M) 1
21 3 (9) 3
22 3 (9) 3
23 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
24 (9) 3
25 (9) 3
26 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
27 4 1 (1) 1
28 9) 3
29 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
30 2 (4) 1 (1) 1

- - ——————— ———— - " = - — - e T e - - - e G . e . G = - - - A . S = me = -

Total 26 (676) 36 (1296) 23 (529) 5 (25) 49




Genuineness - Segment 3
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Nos.
Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2) (2) Agree
1 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
2 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
3 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
4 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
5 1 (1) 1 () 1 1)
6 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
7 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
8 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
9 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
10 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
11 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
12 3 (9) 3
13 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
14 3 (9) 3
15 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
16 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
7 1 () 1 (1) 1 (1)
18 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
19 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
20 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
21 3 (9) 3
22 3 (9) 3
23 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
24 3 (9) 3
25 3 (9) 3
26 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
27 2 (8) 1 (1) 1
28 3 (9) | 3
29 1 (m 1 (1) 1 (1)
302 () () 1
Total 29 (841) 44 (1936) 11 (121) 6 (36) 36
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Respect - Segment 4

Nos.

Pairs

Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (20 5 (2 Agree
1T 2 4 1 (1) 1
2 2 (4 1 (1) 1
31T M 1 M 1 (1

4 2 () 1 1) 1
5 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
6 2 (4) (1) 1
7 3 (9) 3
8 1T (1) 1 () 1 (1)

9 2 (4 1 (1) 1
10 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
1 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
12 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
13 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
14 2 (4 1 (1) 1
15 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
16 2 &) 1 (1) 1
17 1 () 1 () 1 (1)

18 1T () 1 @) 1 (1)

19 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
20 2 (4 1 (1) 1
21 3 (9) 3
22 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
23 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
26 3 {9) 3
25 2 (&) 1 (1) 1
26 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)

27 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
28 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
29 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
30 3 8 3
Total 21 (441) 45 (2025) 22 (484) 2 (4) 33
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Genuineness - Segment 4

Nos.

Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2 Agree
1 3 (9) | 3
2 2 (4 1 1) 1
3 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
4 2 (4) 1 () 1
5 1 () 1 (1) 1 ()
6 2 (@) 1 M 1
7 1 () 1 @M 1 @)
8 T )y 1 @M 1
9 1 (1) 2 (&) 1
10 2 (4 1 (1) 1
N 3 (9) 3
12 1 (1 2 (4) 1
13 1 (1 1 () 1 (1)
14 2 (4 1 (1) 1
15 2 (4 1 (1) 1
16 2 (4 1 (1) 1
17 1 (1 2 (4) 1
18 1T (1) 1 () 1 (1)
19 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
20 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
21 3 (9) 3
22 2 (8 1 (1) 1
23 2 () 1 M 1
24 3 (9) 3
25 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
26 1 (1) 1 (1) 1T (1)
27 1 () 2 (4) 1
28 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
29 2 (4 1 M 1
30 2 (&) 1 1) 1

Total 25 (625) 42 (1764) 20 (400) 3 (9) 32
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Respect - Segment 5

Nos.
Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 {2) 3 (2) 4 (2) 5 (2) Agree
1 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
2 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
3 1T 1) 2 (4) 1
4 3 (9) 3
5 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
6 3 (9) 3
7 1 (1) 1 o)y 1 (1)
8 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
9 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) '
10 3 (9) 3
11 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
12 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
13 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
1“1 (1) 1 M 1 ()
15 2 (4) 1T (1) 1
16 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
17 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
18 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
19 3 (9) 3
20 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
21 3 (9) 3
22 1 (1) (4) 1
23 1T (1) (4) 1
24 (4) 1 (1) 1
25 3
26 1 (1) (4) 1
27 1 (1) (4) 1
28 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
29 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
302 (8 N ) 1
Total 24 (576) 36 (1296) 29 (841) 1 (1) 37
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Genuineness - Segment 5

Nos.

Pairs
Ss 1 (2) 2 (20 3 (20 4 {2 5 (2) Agree
1 2 @) 1 (1) 1
2 1 1) 1 @ 1 (M
3 1 (1) 2 (4 1
4 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
5 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 1)
6 2 4 1 () 1
7 1 {1 1 1)y 1 (@)
8 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
9 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
10 2 (4 1 (1) 1
1 2 (4 1 (1) 1
12 1 (1) 1 )y 1 (1) '
13 1 (1) 1 (1 1 (1)
14 2 {8 1 (1) 1
15 1 () 2 (4) 1
16 2 {4) 1 (1) 1
17 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
18 1 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
19 1 () 2 (4) 1
20 2 (4) 1 (1) 1
21 3 (9) 3
22 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
23 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
24 @) 1 () 1
25 (9) 3
26 1T (1) 2 (4) 1
27 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
28 1 (1) 2 (4) 1
29 1 (1) 1 @)y 1 (1)
30 3 (9) 3

Total 26 (676) 39 (1521) 22 (484) 3 (9) 28
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Sex (circle) M F
Age (years)
Name

“This is not a test. We are trying to find out how people think about certain things. Some
questions are going to be asked to see how you feel about these things. There are no right
or wrong answers to these questions. Some people say "Yes" and some say "No." When you
read a question, if you think your answer should be yes, or mostly yes, fill in the oval
under the column marked "YES". If you think your answer should be no, fill in the oval
under the column marked "NO". Remember, different people give different answers and there
is no right or wrong answer, Just fil1l in the oval for "YES" or "NQ", depending on how
you think the question should be answered.

. YES NO
1. Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves if you
Just don't fool with them? ) () ()
2. Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching a cold? () ()
3. Are some people just born lucky? () ()
4, Most of the time do you feel that getting good grades meant a :
great deal to you? () ()
5. Are you often blamed for things that just aren't your fault? () ()
6. Do you believe that if somebody studies hard enough he or she
can pass any subject? () ()
7. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try hard
because things never turn out right anyway? () ()
8. Do you feel that if things start out well in the morning that
it's going to be a good day no matter what you do? () ()
9. Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what their
children have to say? () ()
10. Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen? () ()
11. When you get punished does it usually seem its for no good '
reason at all? ‘ () ()
12. Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's
(mind) opinion? () ()
13. Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team to win? () ()
14. Did you feel that it was nearly impossible to change your parent's
mind about anything? - () ()
15. Do you believe that parents should allow children to make most
of their own decisions? () ()
16. Do you feel that when you do something wrong there is very
little you can do to make it right? () ()
17. Do you believe that most people are just born good at sports?’ ' () ()
18. Are most of the other people your age stronger than you are? () ()

19. Do you feel that one of the best ways to handle most problems is
© Just not to think about them? () ()

20. Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding whom your
friends are? () ()



21.

22.

23.

24,
25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe that it might
bring you good Tuck?

Did you often feel that whether or not you did your homework
had much to do with what kind of grades you got?

Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you,
there's little you can do to stop him or her?

Have you ever had a good luck charm?

Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends
on how you act?

Did your parents usually help you if you asked them to?

Have you felt that when people were angry with you it was
usually for no reason at all?

Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what might
happen tomorrow by what you do today?

Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen they
Jjust are going to happen no matter what you try to do to stop
them?

Do you think that people can get their own way if they just
keep trying?

Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get your own
way at home?

Do you feel that when good things happen they happen because
of hard work?

Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be your
enemy there's little you can do to change matters?

Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do what you want
them to do?

Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what you
get to eat at home?

Do you feel that when someone doesn't 1ike you there's 1ittle
you can do about it?

Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try in school

because most other children were just plain smarter than you are?

Are you the kind of person who believes that planning ahead
makes things turn out better?

Most of the time, do you feel that you have little to say about
what your family decides to do?

Do you think it's better to be smart than to be Tucky?

99

YES NO
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
() )
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Internality Scores

Subject Score Subject Score
1 6 16 9
2 5 17 4
3 11 18 9
4 7 19 5
5 7 20 3
6 7 21 4
7 9 22 6
8 10 23 7
9 14 24 4

10 10 25 6
11 19 26 4
12 16 27 7
13 9 28 11
14 1 29 7
15 4 30 7
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