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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this investigation was to study the
verbal behavior of counselors ecultted in response to differ-
ent emotional dispostions of clients. Aggreséive and
submissive client “stimuli" were the focus of study., Both
aggresslveness and submlsslveness are major 1lssues in
adolescent development and are frequently encountered in
the work relationships of counselors with college student

counselees,

Review of Literature

A number of researchers have positedlan "eliclitation
model"” of client-counselor interaction, The basic idea of
such a model is thalt each participant tends to evoke par-
‘ticular kinds of behaviors from the other, and that the
behavior of each is thus a function, not only of his own
personality, but also of the characteristics and behavior of
the "other participant,”

Various theoretical conceptions have been employed in

studies presenting this general model of interaction. The

11



work of Kopplin (1965)% ana several others has been based
upon social learning or reinforcement theory, The concept
of "interpersonal response pull' underlies the work of
Leary (1957)% and Heller, Myers and Kline (1963)3, ‘Moos end
Clemes (196?)4 suggest that the patient-therapist interaction
constitutes a "system" in which there are mutuwal, changing,
elicitation effects, _

The methods employed in studies of such dyadic inter-
actions have been varied, and have included counseling ana-
logue and actual counseling sessions, experimental and con-

tent analysis designs, (Pool, 195935 Auld and White, 1959;6

1 .
David A, Kopplin, Ellciting responses in client-thera-
pist interaction: A content analysis of 1initlal psychothera-
peutic interviews, Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Michigan State University, 1965,

2 .
Timotvhy Leary, Interrparsonal diagnosis of personality.
New York: Ronald Press, 1957,

Kenneth Heller, Roger A, Myers, and Linda V, Klilne,
Interviewer behavior as a function of standardized client
roles, Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1963, 27, 117-122,

i
Rudolf H, Moos and Stanley R, Clemes, Multlvarilate
study of the patient-therapist system, Journal of Consulting

Psychology, 1967, 31 (2), 119~130,

5 Ithiel de Sola Pool, Trends in content analysis today:
A summary, In Ithiel de Sola Pool (Ed,), Trends in content
analysis., Urbana, Illinols: Unliversity of Illinois Press,
1959, Chapter 7,

_6 Frank Auld, Jr, and Alice Marsden White, Sequentlal
dependenclies in psychotherapy, Journal of Abnormal and
Soclal Psychology, 1959, 58, 100-104,

12




Bandura, Lipsher, and Miller (1960);1 Frank and Sweetland
(1962):2 Berzins and Seidnman, (1969).3

O0f particular relevance hére,are studies of the
eliciting effects of dependent and aggressive behavior from
clients, Heller, Myers and Kline (1963)4 found that coun-
selors responded to submissive oclients with significantly
nore "dominance" than characterized their behavior with
*dominant” clients, Warkentin and Leland.5 in one of a
series of tape~recorded presentations by practicing psycho-
therapists, suggest that the therapist working with an
"oral-dependent” patlient resvonds in a "parental" manner to

"the helpless baby sitting in front of him." In two studiles

1 Albert Bandura, Donaid H, Lipsher, and Paula B,

' Miller, Psychotherapists' approach-avoldance reactions to

ratients' expressions of hostility., Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1960, 24, 1-8, '

2 George H, Frank and Andérs Sweetland, A study of the
process of psychotherapy: The verbal interaction, Journal
of Consulting Psychology, 1962, 26, 135-138,

3 Jurlis I, Berzins and Edward Seldman, Differentizl
therapeutic responding of A and B quasi-therapists to
schizoid and neurotic communications, Journal of Consulting

and Clinical Psychology, 1969, 33, 279--286,

b ..Heller, Myers and Kline, Journal of_ Consult ng
PS&OhOlOE ’ 19639 27' 117“1220

5 John Warkentin and Tom Leland, Human character
traits, American Academy of Psychotherapists Tape Library,
Volume #4,

19



(1965, 1967)1? Bohn reported that a dopendent olient evoked
more directive verbal responses than did a "typlcal" or a
Yhostile" client, Dependent emotional demeanor in female
cilents tends to evoke a sense of fallure or of "not feeling
good"” in female therapists, according to a study by Howard,
Orlinsky, and Hill (1959).3 These researchers were investi-
gating self~reported feelings of therapists concerning their
Interaction with their patients,

Russell (1961)” and Russell and Sauyder (1963)5 suggested
that hostile client behavior produces more anxlety in thera-
pists than does friendly client behavior, Counselors are
nore likely to respond in a hostiie way to a hostile client

than to a friendly or nonhostile c¢lient, according to the

1 Martin J., Bohn, Jr,, Counselor behavior as a function
of counselor dominance, counselor experlence, and client
type,  Journal of Couns3ling Psychology, 1965, 12 (4), 346-
352,

2 Martin J, Bohn, Jr,, Theraplst responses to hostility

and dependency as a function of training, Journal of Con-
sulting Psychology, 1967, 31 (2), 195-198,

3 Kenneth I, Howard, David E, Orlinsky, and Jaues A,
Hill, The theraplst's feelings in the therapeutic process,
Journal of Clinical Psycholegy, 1969, 25 (1), 83-93,

b Peter D, Russell, Counselor anxiety in relation to
clinical experience and hostile or friendly cllients, Unpub-
lizhed doctoral dissertation, Pennsylvania State University,
1961,

5 Peter D, Russell and William U, Snyder, Counselor
anxiety in relation to amount of clinical experience and quali-
ty of affect demonstrated by clients, Journal of Consulting

Psychology, 1963, 22, 358-363,

O ' 14




‘ work of Heller, Myers and Kline (1963),%

Carson, Harden and Shows (19611»)2 found evicence of an
.1nteractiona1 function of "quasi-therapists'" A~B typing
based on the Strong Vocational Interest Blank test items
comprising the A~-B Scale and, on the other hand, certain
patlient characteristics, The latter included different
styles 6f handling stress and anger, Subjects with a high
A-type score tende& to respond with greater ﬁdepthudirected-
ness," 1,e,, depth-oriented interpretation, to patient
Ystimuli" which were extrapunitive, There were no signifi-
cant "main effects;" that i1s, differences between therapists
became evident only when the intra-~ or extrzpunitive tend-~
encies of the "other person" were considered,

Berzins and Seldman (1968)3 found that subjects with

- high A ratings on the A~B type scale experienced greater
subjective satisfaction concerning their responses to a
"schizoid" patient tape-recorded presentation, in which the
latter patlent tended to turn anger outward, while subjects
with high B ratings felt more satisfactlon responding to a

neurcotic intrapunitive patient,

1 Heller, Myers and Kline, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1963, 27, 117-122,

2 Robert C, Carson, Judith A, Harden, and W, Derek Shows,
. A~B distinctiion and behavior in quasi-therapeutic situations,
Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1964, 28, 426-433,

3 Juris I, Rerzins and Edward Seidman, Subjective reac~
tlons of A and B quasi-therapists to schizold and neurotic
conmunications: A replication and extension., Journal of Con-
sulting and Clinical Psychology, 1968, 32, 342-347,




In a subsequent study, Berzins and Seidman (1969)1

- found that "when A's were palred with the schizold patient,

and B's with the neurotic patient, their "helpful" responses'
were significantly longer, more declarative (as versus ques-
tioning), more emotionally positive, and were regar&ed as
"more satisfying and helpful by S's themselyes than were the
responses of A's and B's who ﬁere oppositely paired,"

In a more recent projecv, Berzins, Seldman and Welch
(19?0)2 tested what they call a "complementarity hypothesis”
concerning the interaction of individuals with A and B "typing”
with patients who have different characteristic styles of
handling anger, as well as different "dlagnoses,” While only
B subjects behaved differently with the intra- vs, the extra-
punitive patient "stimuli," both A's and B's felt more satis~
faction with the complementary patient types,

The focus or object of a.client's aggressiveness or sub-
missiveness has been studied to some extent, Bandura, Lipsher
and Miller (1960)3 found that the direction of a client's
hostllity airoused different reactions in counselors. Hostility

toward the therapist did not 2licit as many "approach"

1 Berzins and Seidman, Journal. of Consultiing and Clinical
Psychology, 1969, 33, 279-286, (Page 27)

2 Juris I, Berzins, Edward Seildman, and Robert D, Welch,
A-B therapist "types" and responses to patient-communicated
hostility, Journal of Consulting end Clinical Psychology,
1970, 3% (1), 27-32,

3 Bandura, Lipsher and Miller, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1960, 24, 1-8. .

18



responses és did hostility aimed &t someone elie, This
recaction is particularly significant because several studies
have 1ndiqafed that theraplsts' approach and avoidance re-
sponses are related to subsequent responses on the part of

the client, |

Gamsky and Farwell (1966)1 explored counselors® responses
to hostile clients in an experimental counseling analogue
study, Their findings support those of Heller, Myers and
Kline; counselors interviewing hostile clients expressed dis-~
approval and antagonism, especlally when hostility is directed
‘at themselves, Results of the Gamsky and Farwell research
also agreed with those reported by Bandura, Lipsher, and
Miller; counsel&rs avoided hostility focused on themselves
~ more than hostility directed at others,
These researchers also found a significant increase in

the use of reassurance, suggestions énd information-giving

in counselors’ verbal behavior when faced with hostility
directed at themselves, This may suggest a relationship
between some "acceptable" directive counselor reactions to
difficult client behavior and, on the other hand, the less

generally acceptable use of "avoildance" and hostility,

1 Neal R, Gamsky and Gail F, rarwell, Counselor verbal
. behavior as a function of client hostility., Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 1966, 13, 184-190,

Q o - 1 07




Winder, Ahmad, Bandura and Rau (1962)1 and Schuldt (1966)2
reported that counselors "approach" client dependency directed
at the counselor more frequently than dependency related to
other persons, Snyder (1963),3 in a hook of case studies of
therapy with dependent clients, stated that the therapist used
supportive techniques at ~ higher rate than usual when the
client's dependency was directed at him, and at a lower rate
than usual when the client's dependency was focused on other
individuals,

The most general findings thus far seem to be that sub=-
missive clients tend to eliclt "dominant” and "directive”
behaviors from counselors, and that hostile or aggressive
clients seem to arouse hostility and, less conclusively,
anxiety, in people 1nteracting with them, Further, counselors
tend to respond more positively and actively to dependency
directed at themselves than at others, vhile they tend to
avold hostility focused upon themselves more than hostility

toward others.

Purpose of the Present Study

The present investigation explored the effects of tuo

1 ¢, L. Winder, Farrukh Z. Ahmad, Albert Bandura, and

Lucy C. Rau, Dependency of patients, psychotherapists' re-

sponses, and aspects of psychotherapy, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1962, 26, 129-134,

2 W. John Schuldt, Psychotheraplists* approach-avoidance
responses and clients' expression of dependency, Journal of
Counseling Psychology, 1966, 13 (2), 178-183,

3 Williar U, Snyder, Dependency in psychotherapy., New
York: Macmillan, 1963,
15




“1966, 13, 18

.

client variables upon counselor verbal behévior. Different
kinds of client emotlional disposition, aggressivcnéss and
submissiveness, constitute the varlable of "client demeanor”
or "oclient types,” The focus of the cllent's aggressiveness
or submissiveness, elther the counselor or other people as
objects of his emotional expression, was the secondary topic
of study, |

By this time, a small body of research has been.built
up concerning these variables; as has been illustrated, 1In
the development of any scientific fleld, varlous investiga~
tions must be linked with one another in order to confirm
and enlarge the information cach 1is able to offer, As the
body of findings in this area developé, theoretical inmplica-
tions about interpersonal processes between counselors and
student-clients, and practical implications for training
counselors and for optimal student-counselor interaction
should become more clear.

The basic design of this study, a counseling analogue
in which a sample of counselors interviewed the same client-
actors portraying standardized roles, most closely resembles
the studies of Heller, Myers and Kline (1963)} ana Gamsky
and Farwell (1966).2

4

Like Gamsky's woxk, this study explored the effects of

1 Heller, Myers and Kline, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1963, 27, 1i7-122,

2 Gamskf and Farwell, ggﬁ;ggl“gf Counseling Psychol.ogy,
-190, ‘

19



10,

counselor-~ vs, other-directed olient host.lity upon counselc
verbal responses, The measure of counselor behavior employe
1s substantially the same as that of Gamsky and Faruell,
Thus, this fesearch is a partisl repliqatlon of thelr work,
and its findings can possibly provide a comparison,

On the other hand, this study differs in two ways which
may provide significant contrasts or additions to Gamsky
and Farwell's study., In tho design of these researchers,
client-actors were instructed to foous hostile expression oh ‘
parents and others for one period of the interview, and
then in a subsequent periecd to focus hostility on the coun~
selor, Thus counselor response was studled for two separate
and global segments of the interview, The design of the
present study was based on having thé aggressive ciient-aotor
~ focus negative attitudes on the counselor as well as others
throughout the interview, This study therefore analyzed
counselor responses dlrected at variébly-distributed and
specific client statements aimed at the counselor or toward
other persons,

A second contrast with Gamsky end Farwell was the addi-
tion in this study of a submissive client~-type seen by the
same counselor sample, Thus the mode of analyzing counselor
varbal behavior which was applied by the previous researchers
to client hostility and friendliness was here used to study

reactions to client dependency as well,

§
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The intervliew data of this study were originally col-
lected for the study by Heller, Myers and Kline (1963).1
This investigation has dealt with baslcally the same ques-
tion of effects of standardized client roles (dominant-
hostile, 1.,e,, "aggressive," and dependent—ffiendly, l.,e,,
"submissive") upon counselor behavior, Heller, Myers and
Kline used a rating system based upon Leary's (195?)2 Inter-
personal Checklist to evaluate counselor behavior by observa-
tion of the ongolng interviews, Their results were in terms
of global "dominant and submissive,” "hostile and friendly"”
tendencies evoked in counselors,

This study links the Heller, Myers and Kline findings
with those of other researchers by studying counselor responses

In terms of a more specific repertoire of verbval behaviors,

Hypotheses of the Present Study

There were two basic hypotheses 1n this investigation,
stated as follows in the form of null hypotheses:

Hypothesis I

There is no difference in counselor verbal behavior in

-Interaction with aggressive vs, submlssive Interviewees,

1 Heller, Myers and Kline, Journal‘of Consvlting
Psychology, 1963, 27, 117-122,

2

Leary, Interpersonal dlagnosis of personality,

01
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There is no difference in counselor verbal behavior
in response to aggressive or submissive intervievee state-
ments focused upon the counselor vs, such statements

focused upon others,



‘13

CHAPTER II

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Design of the Study

Variables

The counselors’ interview encounters with each of two
"olient'types," aggressive and submissive, constituted the
two conditions of the main independent variable, "client
emotional disposition,”

The second independent variable was object of client
response, Client aggressive remarks and client submissive
remarks which werg directed specifiocally at the counselor
or specifically at other individusls were identified and
analyzed for their effect upon the counselors' verbal
behavior,

The dependent variable, counselor response, wWas measured
by en interview content analysis, A revision of Bales' Sys-
tem of Interacti&n Process Analysis (1950)1 was the main
source used in developing the system of categories, A
description of the development and content of the version
'used in this study will be presented later in this chapter,

The basic design of the research involved a counseling -
analogue in which aotors, in the roles of an aggressive and

a submissive olient, respectively, were seen in half-hour

1 Rovert F. Bales, Interaction process analysis, Can-
Q bridge, Mussachusetts: Addison-t¥esley Press, 1950,

99
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int,erviews by thirty-one counselors, who served as subjects
in this project, Each session was tape-recorded and sub--

sequently analyzed to describe the counselors' behavior,

Procedures of Data Collection

The "clients" in this study were members of a& university
drama group, who were trained to play the roles of an aggres-
sive (dominant and hostile) and a submissive (dependent and
nonhostile) olient, respectively, The aggressive client's
interview behavior was generally assertive, critical and sar-~
ecastic, The submissive client role was characterized by
docility, a desire to depend upon others, timidity, anxiety,
and agreeableness, Judges’ ratings of the demcanor of the
interviewees in tape-rccorded interactions indicated that the
actors'! portrayals were consistent with their assigned roles,
(Heller, Myers and Kline, 1963)1

The counselors, in tralning at & university counseling
oenter, were asked to participate in a study dealing with the
appropriateness of certain time limits for 1£1t1a1 interviews,
They viere requested to use thelr own preferred approaches in
helping the ollents with thelr problems during the half-hour
and to make recomnendations for subsegquent disposition of the
'oaee. Thus, the counselors understood the olients po be real,
and also believed they ocould be of help to them, The design
of the study counterbdalanced the order in whieh individusl

1 Heller, Myers and Xline, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1963, 27, 117-122,
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coupselors saw each type of client,

Content Analysls Measures

Preliminary Research

As part of the pilot work in preparation for this study,
literature concerning content analysis of counseling behavior
vas explored, Although there are many different llsts of
categories representing types of counselor verbal behavior,
three major types of content analysis systems for studying
client-therapist interaction seemed of particular interest
in relation to the present research., These may be labeled
“Directive~-nondircotive,* "Approach-avoidance, ™ and “Role-
behavior" systems,

Directive-nondirective is a central dimension related
originally to the work of Carl Rogers (1942, 1951)1’2 and
incorporated into research measures first by Porter (19143)3
and Snyder (19&5).“

Direotive benaviors by a ocounselor arec aoctive efforts to

1 car R. Rogers, Counseling and psychotherapy, Boston:
Houghton-Mifflin, 1942, .

2 Carl R, Rogers, Client-centered therapy, Bostoni
Houghton-¥ifflin, 1951,

3 Elias H, Porter, Jr,, The development and evaluation of
a measure of counseling interview proccdures, Educational
and Psychological Measurciient, 1943, 3, 105-126,

b Willian U, Snyder, An investigation of the nature of
nondireotive psychotherapy, Journal of General Psychology,

19"5' 33| 193"2230

D
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1nf1uence'whét another ﬁerson'says or does; while "non-
direcfive" behaviors are acknowledging and facllitative,
without purposefully determining the nature of a client's
behavior, Since the early work on clieut-centered therapy
and theory, more recent research has suggested that even
supposcdly nondirective counsellng behavior has specifiable
deterninative effects upon client responses, Also, sincé
the work of Rogers began, there is less of a tendencj to
simplistically value nondirectiveness positively and directive
~ behavlors negatively,

Although this construct is more complicated than had
been indicated in earlier wérk. the directive~nondirective
dimension is still considered a meaniﬁgful one for describing
interpersonal behavior,

The use of the "approach-avoidance" dimension in thera-
poutic activity is derived from neo-behavioristic learning
theories VLeginning with the work of Dollard and Miller (1950).1
Bandura et al, (1960)2 and Winder et al, (1962)3 have developed
oontent analysis systems in vhioh this is the primary fector

in desoribing therapists' behavior,

1 5ohn Dollard and Neal E, Miller, Personality and
psychotherapy, New York: MeGraw-Hill, 1950,

2 Bandura, Llpsher and Millevr, Journal of Consulting
Paychology, 1960, 24,1-8,

3 Winder, Ahmad, Bandura, and Rau. Journal of Con~
sulting Psychology, 1962. 26, 129 134,

26
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' "Approach" responses are verbalizations intended to eli-
cit further expression or elaboratioh of the other person's
Immediately preceding responses, "Avoidance" behaviors are
those intended to inhibit, discourage or divert further ex-
pression of the kind of response In the previous statements
of the other person, (Kopplin, 1966).1

Baslcally, avolidance responses are non-acknowledging or
negatively evaluative, while approach responses acknowledge
or actually exhress positive evaluation of the other person's
preceding response,

The third major type of content analysie system which
has been used in studies of counselor verbal responses is
that involving "role behaviors,” According to Tomeczyk (1965).2
whose dissertation was in the tradition of Danskin (1955)3
* and Hoffman (1959).b s, ocounselor verbal role refers to a
type, or a consistent pattern, of verbal behavior that a
counselor may use in counseling,” Bales' Interaction Process
Analysis system (1950)5 1s a major and early example of this
third kind of content analys!s approach,

S——

! Kopplin, Unpublished dootoral dissertation, Miohigan
State University, 196s, '

2 John R, Tomozyk, Client peroeptions of counselor verbal
roles as related to diagnostic categories. Unpublished doc=
toral dissertstion, University or Tllinois, 1965.

3 David G. Danskin, ldoles played by counselors in their
interviews, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1955, 2, 22-27,

4 A, E, Hoffman, An analysis of counselor sub-roles,
Journal of Counsedins Fsycholeny, 1959, 6, 61-67,
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' The content analysis categories which were used in this
study were drawn mainly from the revision of the Bales IPA
systen which was developed by Gamsky (1965).l This cholce was
made for two reasons) (1) Gamsky's research was very similar
in content and design to the present investigation; use of a
similar content analysis procedure would facilitate comparlson
of resultsy and (2) the Bales-Gamsky categories seem to incor-
porate both the directive-nondirective and approach-avoidance
dimensions, in addition to providing ladbels for most of the
kinds of counseling interaction behaviors wﬁich have been in-

cluded in the other category systems,

Development of Content Anulysis Categories for the Present Studi

g}assificatibn of Counselor Responses, The investigator

decided to make the original set of counselor response cate-
gories for this study relatively numerous and detaliled, in
order to permit as much as possible of the variety of coun-
selor behavior identified by previous researchers to become
evident, It was expected that where frequencies of particular
kinds of responses turned out to be low, ocategories could pe
combined for analysis, _

This rationale underlay alterations of the Gamsky-Bales
'list of counselor responses, Sore of the original twenty-one

variables used in this study were formed by subdividing

1 Neal Richard Gansky, The effect of olient domeaﬁor and
foocus of hostility upon the responses of school counselors,
Unpudblished doctoral dissexrtation, University of Wisconsin,

1965,

24
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Gamsﬁy‘s categorles on the basls of other content analysis
and theoretlical systems,

The lists of Bales' original categoriéé and of Gémsky‘s
‘revised set are presented in Appendices A and B,

The fellowing table presents the original twenty-one

categories of counselor behavior used in this study:

Table 1

Categories of Counsclor Verbal Behavior

- B A L e e e e e . v . Py
b Py

1, Reassurance 11..Request for elaboration

2. Approval 12, Reflection

3, Tension release 13, Nondirective lead

4, Suggestion ;h. Simple‘Acceptance

5, Persucsion 15, Sllence

6. Structuring 16, Expression.of tension

?7. Opinion 17, Mislabelingimisunderstanding
8, Information 18, Avoldance

9, Interpretation 19, Disagreementidisapproval

10, Request for information 20, Antagonism

21, Unolassifiable

The manual of definitions and examples of these coun-
selor response categories may be found in Appendix C, A
table in whioh caterories of the Bales, Gamsky and present
study content annlyslis systems are juxtnpdsed so that they

may be comﬁarcd i1s presented in Appendix D,
. qq‘
L Y
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+  The ways in which these categories represent altera-
tions of the Gamsky system are as follows:

(a) Gansky's category, “Gives.suggestions" was, for the
purposes of this stuvdy, divided into three aspects: "Sug-
gestions"” given by the counselor, plus "Structuring” of the
interview and "Persuvasion," Gamsky's definition of "Gives
suggestions' specifically includes responses which "structure
the interview." It seemed to this researcher worthwhile to
distingulish this kind of counselor behavior from other
responscs which propose courses of action, Thus, "Structuring®
was designated a separate category. ILikewise, persuasive
behavior is included within the “Gives suggestions" descrip-
tion in Gamsky's list; it seemed of possible value to dis-
tinguish different intensities of adviseument, and such dis-
tinoctions have been made by other researchers (e,g.,, Steiber,
1967), 1

(b) There happened to be no category in the Gamsky list
vwhich explioitly.and centrally labeled expression by the
counselor of his own views, apart from interpretations of
olient behavior or from information-giving, GCamsky's

*Reflocts" category inoludes this as wWell as restatemoents

~or olarifications of client remarks by the counselor, It

seemed appropriate to make a distinotion between these kinds
of verbal behavior, so a separate category entited "Opinion®

("Gilves opinion") was desigrated,

1 Juasth K., Steiber, Counselor anxicty and intexrview
behavior, Unpudblished dootoral dissertation; Teachers College,
Colundbia University, 1967,

aN
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(c) Nondirective lead, a kind of counselor bzhavior
éommonly used in content analyses emphasizing the dirgctive-'
ness~nondirectiveness continuum, is closely related to "Asks
for elaboration," one of Gamsky's categorles, The iatter
includes both “open-ended questions and general leads; ques-
tions designed to encourage thne client to explain further"
and “requests for elaboration of how the client feels," For
purposes of exploration, this rather subtle difference in
degree of counselor activity was the basls for separating
the two categories, Thus, in the present study, "Nondirective
lead" is defined as “"unpressuring open-cnded general 'lead’
questions to encourage the client to explain further or
delve more deeply in to the feelings he or she had Just ex-
pressed," while "Request for Elaboration" is defined in a
way that involves more active or direct requests,

(d) The labvel “Simple Acceptance" vas used instead of
Gamsk&'s term, "Agrees, Understands," since the definition
of the latter category is the same as one contained in the
content analysis systems emphasizing the directive-nondirective
dimension (e,g., Snydor, 19135).1 This change was made in
order to estadblish the conneotion with those systems mea-
suring this lead=taking continuum,

(e) Inocluded within Gansky's "Avoids, Shows tension"

223 1 gnyder, Journal of General Psychology, 1945, 33, 193-

21
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category 1s "long silence," Sllence usually appears as a
separate category in approach-avoidance content analysis
research, and it secmed of possible value to include it as
such in thié study. To make the ratings in this investiga-
tion, "Silence" responses were defined as silence lasting

at least ten seconds, This declslion was based on information
from research by Auld and White (1956).1 who found that an
average sentence could be considered equivalent to five
seconds,

(£) In defininé,h1quategory,_?Avoids. shows tension,"
Gansky actually makes a clear separation between the two
aspects of the label, It seemed potentially worthwhile to
emphasize both kinds of behavior by presenting-them as
separate categofies. The category "Avolds” includes beha~

_ viors labeled "Avoidance recactions” in other content analysis
systems based upon the approach-avoidance dimension,

(g) Gamsky's 1list combined "Diségrees" and "Misunder-
stands," These were designated separated categories in the
praesent study.

Scoring of Counselor Responses, The contextual unit in

this content analysis was the total verbalization of the
oounselor plus tho »vreceding e;ient response, The scoring
unit was the sentence, The purpose of designating this unit
of classification was to permit weighting related to length

or repetitiveness of counselor verdbal dbehavior., The total

1 prank 2u1d end Alioce M, White, Rules for subdividing
;g;e;gicws into sentences, Jovxnal of Psycholosw, 1956, 42,
- 1.

R/
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minber of sentence units scored in each interview was desig-

nated as the variable, "Number of sentence units, " In addi-~

tion, the number of total verbalizations (i.e,, the number

of times the counselor spoke, in between speeches by the

élient. regardless of duration) was calculated for each

interview and referred to es "Number of total responses,”
Fach interview ylelded scores for cwch type of counselor

verbal behavior, The number of sentence units scored in

each category per interview was designated the "frequency

score"” for that type of counselor response,

Classification of Client Submissive and Agaressive

Responses and Objects of Client Responses. The subsidiary

aspect of the content analysis was designed to yleld scores
for each of the céunselor verbal behavior categoriés in
terms of the frequency with which they follow cach of four
kinds of oclient behavior:

(1) Submissiveness toward the counselori

(2) Submissivenuss toward othersy

(3) Aggressiveness toward the counselori

(4) Aggressivencss toward others,

(n) Classification of Subnissive and Aggressive

lient Responses, The teris "submissiveness" and "aggres-

L — >

siveness" here used are intended to incorporate two dimensions
of behavior vhich have received considerable attention in

the study of olicnt-counselor internqtion. The first is the
dimension of "Control," which involves the continuvum "Dominant.

Subnissive"” (or -nordominant); the other is the dimension of
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"Affection, " represented by the continuun, "Hostile~Friendly"
- (or =nonhostile), The stuéy by Heller, Myers and Kline (1963)1
combines the two dimensions in the four possible ways, repre-

sented by four different client-actor roles, Thus, in thie
study, the "aggressive™ client demeanor tends to be dominant
and hostile (or unfriendly)s; the "submissive"” client behavior
tends o be dependent and nonhostile,

Each Interview with the subnissive olient was rated.for
dependent responses by the client, For aggreésive client
interviews, responses which expressed negative or hostile
attitudes toward others were coded as such., The definitions
for aggressive and submissive'behavior which were used were
derived from the work of Bandura, Lipsher and Miller (1960)2
on hostility and the work of Winder et al. (1962)° on depend-
ency. Sumnary definitions, as found in the dlssertation of
Kopplin (1965),1’L arc presented here,

Hostility statements Include description or expression

of unfavorahle, critical, sarcastlic, depreciatory

remarks; oppositional attitudes; antagonism, argument,
expression of dislike, disagrecment, resentment,
resistance, irritation, annoyance, anger; expression of
aggression and punitive behavior, and gggressive dor

tion, Hostility which the client directs against h°
self is not scored as hostility,

1 Heller, Myers and Kline, Journal of Consulting

2 Bandura, Lipsher and Miller, Journal of Consulti:
Psychology, 1960, 24, 1-8B,

3 Winder, Ahmad, Bandura and Rau, Journzl of Consu:
Psychology, 1962, 26, 129-13%,

b Kopplin, Unpublished dbctdral dissertation; MNich?
State University, 1965, :

24
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Dependency statenents include expressions of necd to
depend on someone, to let somcone else take the initi..
ative in conversation or action, to be told what to do,
to bes holped, to be cured by an ouislde agenty descrip-
tion of dependent behavior (in slituation outside coun-
seling session); approval~seseking and concern about
disapprovals dependent (excessively passive) agreeument
with others; umaking personal security contingent upon
anotheiy expression of concern about parental plans and
expectations regarding oneself; expression of need to
confide in, write to, or communilcate with parental
figures; discussion of relationship between oneself and
therapist (in terus of nurturance),

(b) Classification of Objects of Client Responses., As

deperndent or aggressive client responscs were identifled for
the designated seguents of each intervicw, each was evaluated
for the object person to which the submissiveness or hostility
referred, Dependen®t or aggressive client remarks which Qo
not refer to any object, "Counselor" or "Other," were not
included in the ‘scoring, The categories of object originally
adopted for use in this project, and also derived from the
" work of Bandura and his colleagues, were as follows:
Counselor (or counseling) Other
Client®s parents
Client's peers
Client's professors
Client's spouse
Client's employers
Others; others~in-general
Although the experimenter's ratings were made in terms
of these categorles, 1t was thought likely, even beforehand,
that frequencies vould be low for the subcategbries in par-
ticular, and that, therefore, only the global comparison of

“Counselor vs Other Persons" would be possible to report,

Scoring of Counselor Responses to Client Responses Dirvected

e

Q at Objecct-Persons, For each interview, frequency scores were

20
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were calculated for each category of counselor response foi~
lowing a client aggressive or submlssive response focussed
on some object person, For thls analysls, as In the main
analysis or the study, the "Number of sentence uniis” and
"Number of total responses’ were also tallied for cach Inter-

VieWc

Treatment of the Recorded Interviews
Typecripts. fypescripts were prepared from tape-
recordings of each of the sixty-two Interviews in this study,
for use by the raters in conjunction with the audlo-tapes,
Segmentation, Considerable pillot work was done to
determmine an adequate length of tlme and action of interviews

to be coded, Comparison of the frequencies of responses

yielded by an analysis of 5, 10 and 15 mimute segments sug-~

- gested that 15 minutes of Interview interaction would provide

a sufficlent sample of responses for study., Since each coun-
selor had been Instructed to begin the interview with an
explanation of the apparatus in the counseling rooms, coun-
seling procedures and sinilar naterlal, it was declded to
begin the segment to be coded when the 1nterv1ew'was fully
undervay, The pilot work interviews Iindicated that, after
presenting the introductory remarks to the client, each
counselor had hls own way of suggesting that tﬁe Iriterview
proper should bvegin, It was decided to seck this ending of
introduction-beginning of interview proper and to consider
this the initlial counsclor statement, The fifteen minute

segment to be coded for this study extended from five minutes

26
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folloulng this 1n1t1a1 ;ounseior response.'i.e.. from the
beginning of the sixth minute, to the end of the twentlieth
minute of the interview, The typescripts were markedvfor
these two polints in the intervicw,

Ratine Sheets, In the course of pilotl rating of Iinter-
views, the experimenter developed a rating sheet on whinh
the counselor responses, client rcsﬁonses, and the object of
client responses could he conveniently recorded, A cbpy of

| this rating sheet 1z found in Appendix E, To facllitate
recording codes on the rating‘sheets. scoring symbols ox

abbreviations were developed, Examples of these are found

on the sample rating sheet,

Statistical Proccdures’

As has been mentioned earlier, for each interview the
followlng frequency scores were tabulated:

(a) Number of each type of counselor responses per
interview sample;

(b) Number of sentence units and of total responses per
interview sample;

(¢c) Number of unclassifiable responses per interview
sample:_

(d) Within each intervicw sample, number of counselor
responses of each type whilch follow asgpressive cllent responses
(in aggressive client interviews) or submissive client re-
sponses (in submlssive client interviews);-

Q (e) Number of sentence units and of totzl responses

X7
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emitted by counselor in response to aggressive or submisslve

client responses,

These‘frequency scores were punched on IBM cards, so

that each counselor was represented by slx cards:

Frequency of each category of

1.

2.

3

I,
5

6.

in total submissive client
in total aggressive client
to submissive responses by
counselor;

to submissive responses by
to aggressive responses by
counselory

to mggressive responses by

counselor responsest
interview scgieent (15 nin,)
interview segnenty

the client toward the

the client toward others;
the client toward the

the client toward others,

The first outputs by the computer were a tally of fre-~

quency scores, in terms of *he six groups listed above, and

calculatlons of means and standaxd deviations for eazh of

the counselor response categorles, for all counselors, Since

the nature of nelther thc frequencies nor the frequency dis-

tributions could be known beforehand, it was decided to

determine the need for combining categories, as well as the

appropriate further statlstical procedures, on the basls of

this inltial computational output,

Frequency scores are presented in the following chapter

in terms of the original twenty-~one counselor response vari-

ables, along with description and explanation of the combina-

tion of these categories for the purpose of analyéing the

data of this study,

The next statistical procedure employed in this investi-

gatlon was the calculation of "differernce scores™ for each

counselor~-subject,

For each counselor, differences were cal-

culated, for each type of counselor verbal response including

28
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nunber of sentences and total.responses, bétween the submis-
sive and the aggressive client interview scgments (Cards 1

\£H 2), between counselor behavior following subuissive client
responses focussed on the counselor vs, others (Cards 3 vs, 4),
and between counselor behaviors following aggressive client
responges focussed on the counselor vs, others (Cards 5 vs, 6),
Thus, for each counselor-subject, threc difference scores

were calculoted, These comprised the sunmary data td be used
in trsting Hypotheslis I and the two aspects of Hypothesls II,.
The statistlc employed in testing the hypotheses was the t

test for differences between correlated means,

Relliabllity Test Procégures

The test of rcliabllity was provided by having a relia-
bility test judge, a school counselor with about three ycars
of experience, independently rate a sample of approximately
209 of the experimental interviews, Random sampling was
used to select from the set of interviews six which were to
be used in the reliabllity test procedure,

Interviews from the Psychologlcal Consultation Center
counsellng practica at Teachers College, Colﬁmbia University,
from the American Academy of Psychotherapists Tape Library,
and four randomly selected interview protocols from the
present study had been selected for use in pilot work and
practice of rating prior to the actual rellabdbility test

Judgments,

29
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In pilot work, the experimenter had nade efforts to note
categories which werc easily confused with othefs or other-
wise unclear and to include clarification of these in the
manual of definitions,

Approximately eight hours were spent in'training the
reliability test judge in classifying the tapes using the
analylical systems of this study, First, the rater was in-
fored of the basic counseling analogue paradlgm.‘ She was
told that the intervieuws involved various counselors speaking
with two actors, but neither the research toplc nor the fact
that the actor roles were designated "aggresslve” and "Sub-
missive, " respectively, were included in the description,

The practice session then involved presentation of the
manual of definitions, with discussion and clarification of
the categories, It proceeded with coding of one interview
followed by comparing and discussing the two ratings, then
continuing with rating another interview, and so forth, Just
as did vhe experimenter, the reliability test Judge used
typeseripts along with thé tape-~recordings, and wrote the
coding symbols on the rating sheets designed for that purpése.

To avold contamination in scoring, each judgc scored each

‘responsé before listening to the following response,

The judge was then given the twelve intexviews which
had been selected for use in the reliabllity test, along

with other necessary materials; she independently rated these

a0
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interviews over the next several days,

The reliability test procedurc vas designed to‘include
an indication of the reliability of ratings of Interviews
with differoent "elient-~types"” and the reliabllity of ratings
made over a period of time, For each of the six sampled
interview numbers, both the aggressive and submlissive inter-
views were included in the reliability test procedure, The
experimenter rated approximately one-third of the interview
tapes in each of three time periods: July, 1968, January,
1969, and February, 1969, This permitted analysis of the
effect of time span on reliability of ratings, |

Reliability enalysis consisted of comparing each sentence
unit classification by the experimenter with the corresponding
sentence unit coded by the reliability test judge, and tallying

" "Agreement” or "Disagreement," The percent of responses for
which there was agreement between the two ratings divided by
the total number of sentence units constituted the reliability
index for each interview, .

When disagrecment was based upon elther the experimenter
or judge scoring an extra unit not scored by the other, this
was tallled as "Disagreement" and added to the total number of
units for the interview, The procedure thus included testing
for agréement in determination of sentence units, as well as
agreement in rating content of the responses,

The mean percents of agreement are presented as reliabiiity

indices In Chapter Three,

n
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Since only the experimenter rated all sixty-two inter. .

views, resecarch analyscs were made on the basis of her

coding,
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CHAPTER ITII

ANALYSIS OF 7THE DAMA

Reliabllity Test of Counselor Response Ratings

Combination of Counselor Response Categories

The initlal phase of data analysis was the calcﬁlation
of frequency scores for counselor responses to the aggreésive
and submissive client, respectively. The means gnd standard
deviations of these scores for the thirty-one counselors
are presented in Table 2,

It will be noted that many of tﬁe categories of coun-
selor verbal behavior were expressed with only low frequency,
In fact, fifteen of the twenty'response categories had a
frequency of less than five, Because the low frequency
would tend to make interprctation and reliability rather
weak, it was decided to combine categories before analysis
of that data was undertaken,

One striking contrast whiéh may be noted here, with
refefence to Table 2, 1s In the total amount of respopses'
emitted by counselors to the tuo different‘client "gtimuli."
There is a clear tendency to emit more "sentence units” and
“total responses" In sessions with the aggressive cllient,
(For "sentence units,"” t = -4,41, 30 4.f,, p<,01; for

"total responses," t = 3,37, 30 d.f., p <.01.)

a3
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Table 2

Frequency of Twenty-one Kinds of Counselor Responses

in Interviews with a Submissive and an Aggressive Client-Actor

(N = 31)
Counselor .tesponse Submnissive Interview Aggresslve Interview
Category Mean SD Mean SD
Reassurance 2,7 2.4 0,8 1.4
Approval 0.4 0,7 0.2 0.5%
Tension Relcase 0.7 1,1 0.5 1,0
Suggestion 3.2 3.0 - 2,3 3.1
Persuasion 0.4 0,8 0,4 1.1 o
Structuring 0.7 11,0 1,0 1,3
Opinion 2,1 2,8 1.5 1,8
Information 2,8 3.9 2.5 2,4
Interpretation 7.3 4,1 11,7 5,6
Request for Information 5.4 k,2 6,0 5.1
Request for Elaboration 4.9 3.3 5,6 3,0
Reflection 5.8 4,6 4,0 3.1
Nondirective Lead 0.2 0,6 - O 4 1,1
Simple Acceptance 6,6 5,7 14,1 11,6
Silence h,3 4,6 11,6 9.9
Expression of Tension 1.1 1,5 3.6 4,0
Misunderstanding 0.2 0,6 0.3 0.7
Avolidance 1.3 1,7 1,2 1,8
Disapproval, disagreement 0,5 0,8 1,9 2,3
Antagonism 1.6 9,0 0.3 0,8
Unclassifiable Responses 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0
Number of Sentence Units 50,7 13,8 69,5 20,4
Number of Total Responses 30.3 9,3 39,4 13.5




Rationale for Combining Categorles

Most of the low frequency categories were originally
formed, as noted in Chapter II, by subdividing Gamsky's list
of counselor responscs on the basis of the work of other
researchers and theorists, Thus, the "collapsing” of categories
in most cases involved recombining subcategories into a format
nore like Gansky's content analysis system, This accounts
for the following categories

(a) Suggestion-Persuasion-Structuring (henceforth to be
referred to as "Suggestion'}i

(b) Request for Information-Request for Elaborat16n~
Nondirecctive Leadj

(¢} Expression of Tension-Avoidance,

. .The arrangement of types of counselor verbal behavior
adopted as the basls for analysis in thls study is presented
in Table 3,

First of all, "Reassurance," QShows Approval,"” and
"Tension Release" are combined for the purposes of this study,
Gamsky used thése as separate kinds of behavior, but relates
them in terms of thelr order of appearance in both his conteﬁt
analysis system and that of Bales, All three méy be seen as
ways throvgh which a person may try to provide comfort and eas;ng
of tenslion for another person,

While "Gives Information" was origlnally a Gamsky category,

"Gives Opinion" was "partialled out" of Gawsky's definition of

Q [15




Table 3

Combined Categories of the Content Analysis System

of Counselor Verbal Behavior

—
— e Lo p —~tane ——— e - T — - —

(1) Reassurance; Approval; Tension Release,
(2) Suggestion; Persuasion; Structuring,
(3) Opinion; Information,

(&) Interpretation,

(5) Request for Information; Regquest for Elaboration;
Nondirectlve Lead,

(6) Reflection,
(7) Simplec Acceptance,
(8) silence,

(9) Expression of Tensiong Misundc1stand1ng; Avoldance}
Disapproval; Antagonlsn,

4 4 B 8 B 8 R o# K 4 E 4K &N

(10) Unoclassifiable responses,
(11) Number of Sentence Units,
(12) Number of Total Responses (verbalizations),

RIN
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‘"Beflection,“ as explained in Chapter IXI, This brings the defi-
nition of "Béflection“ closer to the common usage of the term
(e.g., Snyder, 1945;% Bandura et al,, 1960;% Kopplin, 19653).
It seems appropriate to use "Gives Information" and "Gives
Opinion" as one broad category of activity by the counselor,
since both are verbalizations based upon naterial which con-
stitutes his own gencral knowledge, "objective" and "subjective,"
The use of "Expression of Tension" and "Avoids" in
combination with "Misunderstanding," "Disapproval,"” and
"Antagonism” 1s based upon the use of these categories under
the general rubric, “Avoidance" by neo-bechavioral rescearchers
(e.g., Bandura et al,, 1960;2 Winder et al,, 1962:“ Kopplin,
1965;3 Caracena, 1965).5 |

Method and Results of Reliablility Test of Counselor Response

o e -

Ratings
The method used for testing the reliability of all aspects

of the content analysis system used in this study was the determi-

e ~ -

1 snyder, Journal of Genera) Psychology, 1945, 33, 193-223,

2 Bandura, Lipsher and Miller, Journal of Consulting
wo.ho‘];‘g&l‘ 1960' 24. 1“8. o

3 Kopplin, Unpublished doctoral disscortation, Michigan
State University, 1965,

4 Winder, Ahmad, Bandura and Rau, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1962, 26, 129-13h4,

5 Philip F. Caracena, Ellcitation of dependency cxpres-
sions 1n the initial stagc of psychotherapy, Journal of
o Counseling_gggghologx, 1965, 12, 260-274,

11 bay
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nation of the "frequency of agreement" between the ratings
of interview data by the experimenter and corresponding
independent ratings by a person whr served as “reliability
test judge,”" The reliability test was done employing the
combined set of counselor response categorles, The pfo—
cedure has been explalined in detall in Chapter II.

The results of the 1relladblllity test for rating coun~

selor responsces are presented in the following table:
Table 4
Percent of Agreement between Ratings

by Experimenter and Rellablility Test Judge

of CounseloXr Responses in Twelve Interviews

Period of Mean

Rating by Submiss, Client Aggress, Client Percent
Experimenter Interviews Intervieus Agrecement
# 3 # 3
Early 61 78 Mean Early =,70
(July 1968) ne #19 oo
#11 ' #11 .
Middle 71 73 MHean Mid, = ,78
{Jan, 1969) #26 .81 #26 .85
#13 /13
Lato +90 163 Mean Late » .46
(Feb, 1969) #16 ,69 #16 .83

Mean Subm, =_,2%4 Mean Aggx, = 25
grond_Fean Fereent of Amreenent = ,75

I\
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As indicated in Table 4, the percent of agreenent between
ratings of counseling responses ranges from .61 through ,90, -
The overail mean of ,75 indlcates that these ratings are
rellable enough te provide & basis for analysls of fhe coun-
selors' verbal behavior in the experimental interviews,

In order to determine whether the reliabillity of rating
counselor responses using this content analysis system is
affected by the lapsc of time over which the scoring is done,
an analysis of variance was performed, A second purpose of
this test was to find out if the reliability of coding of
submissive and aggressive c¢lient Interviews differs in
degree,

The results arce as follous:

Table 5
Analysis of Varlancei

Effects of Tline Period and Client Type
upon Reliability Test Results

Pty i,

Source arf Mean Square F ratio
Time Period 2 . 006l 58 62 n,s,
Client Type 1 000675 .06 n,s,
Time x Client 2 +0usli2s 52 n,8,
Error 6 010408
Total 11
@  h.s, Not significent at the ,05 level,

39
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The above report of the resulis of the analysis of
variance indicatec that nsither tine period of rating nor
the type of client deneanor had significant effects uhon the

reliablility of content analysls scores,

Test of Hypothesis T

The basic hypothesls of thls study 1s that counsclors
tend to respond differentially to clients characterized by
different emotional dispositions, Specifically, differences
were predicted between counselor responses in interaction
with a submissive client and an aggressive client,

The procedure used to test this hypothesis vias the t
test, According to Boncau (1960),1 "It would appear that the
L test is functionnlly a distribution~frec test, providing
the sauple sizes arc sufficiently large (say, 30, for cx-
trenme violations) and equal,"

Table 6 presents means, standard deviations and resulis
of £ tests of differences between means of counselor responses
emitted in interviews with the submissive and aggressive
olient-actors, Eight of the eleven £ values are signiflcantly
high, On this basis we nay reject the nmull hypothesis and
conclude that alternative Hypothesis I is confirmed,

The substantive findings inileated by this analysis are
that the counselors tended to respond with "Heassurance"

(including giving approval anq attenpting to relicve tenslton)

L R Y AT Y P e L et X
¥

) Alan C, Boncau, The effects of \iulbtlons of nssumptions
underlying he t test, Peycholegicrd, Iwidletin, 1960, 57, 49-0h,

te s
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Tetle 6
Frequency of Different Counselor Responses in
Inter#iews vith & Subnissive and an Aggressive Client-Actor

(N = 31)

— — S
— s B A S A 8 ¥ P & A ) 2 B - -

Counselor Responsce Subniss,Interview Aggress,Interview

Category Hean 39 Mean SD 39
Beuséurance 3,9 3,0 1.5 1.8 3,86 %%
Suggestion h,2 3,2 3.7 42 0,52 n,s,
Opinion/Information 5,0 5,2 L,o 3,2 0.98 n,s,
Interpretation 7.3 4,0 11.7 5.6 =3,66 ##
Request for Info/ '

Elaboration 10,5 6,7 1.4 7.0 -1,09 n,s,
Reflcetion ' 58 4,6 4,0 3,1 2,26 %
Sinple Acceptance 6,6 5,7 M, 11,6 <4,11 #=
S1lence 4,3 4,6 21,6 9,9 ~h,82 &
Avoidance 3.2 3.3 ' 7.2 5,0 4,60 @
No, of Sentence Units 50,7 13,8 69,5 20,4 b4, 41 ws
No. of Totnl Responses 30.3 9.3 39.b' 13,5 «3,37 &=

P ey -y e -~ smsna

8 frwo-tulled tests, Posltive t ratlos indlcate a greater fre. -
quency of responaes in the subnmissive client iInterviews) negative
t ratios indlcate more responses occurrcd in the ageressive client

intervieus,
* p<.05
(- X p<.01

n.,8, Not significant at the ,05 level,




moxre often in interaction with the submissive client than
with the aggressive client, Also, reflection of feclings or
close restatement of the client's expression was a more com-
mon response of the counselors to the subnissive person, On
the other hand, the counselors responded wvith greater fre-
quency to the aggressive intervicwee in termé of "Silence,”
"Sinmple Acceptarice," YAvoldance," and "Interpretation."” In
the egnressive client condition, the counselors emitted sig-
nificantly more total responses and statements, Actually,
since it may be seen that silences and simple acceptance
comnents, e,g.» "Hu-hmn," accounted for many of the coun-
sclors' responses in the aggressive client interview, we may
conclude that the counselors did not actually spcak more
often or say more, bul took up more of the interview with more

passive responses,

Reliabildity Test for Client Response Ratings

Definitions and rating procedures for elicnt responses
vere presented in Chapter IXI, The reliébility testing con~
sigtled of threc espectsp the first vas percent of agrecement
betveen ratings of submissive or egércssive client remarks,

As disousscd carlicr, only thone subuissive and aggressive
statenentr which vere alncd at particuler "object persons®
wéfé‘féfed.

The 1esulis of the reliability £est for this first aspcct

of c¢licnt response ratings ore pecionted in Tadle 7,

o)

b }
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Table 7

Percent of Agreement between Ratings
by Experimenter and Reliability Test Judge

of Client Responses in Twelve Interviews

-——— e ] - it
— —— - 4 . p—— e Y ——

Period of Mean
Raling by Submins, Client Aggress, Client Percent
Experlmenter Responses Responscs Agrecement
£ 5 # 3
Early 169 77 Mean Early :,71
(July 1968) #19 .72 #19 .67
#11 #11
Niddle 67 '75  MNean Mid, = .69
(Jan, 1969) #26 67 #26 67
N3 67 A3 93

Mean Late = ,65

“reb. 1969)
Fedb, 19
#6 9 #16 5o

~— - - - -

Mean Suba, = ,69 Mean Ager, s 08

Grand Mcon Percent of Agrcenent = ,69

(= P
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The mean percent of sgreenent on the ratings of client
submissive and aggressive respounses, ,69, is indiecative of
moderate reliebility, In this rescarch project, low fre-
quencies of these client responses in the interview samples
was probably the main factor in impeding high reliability in
these ratings, For instance, in Interview #16 (Counsclor #16)
only two aggressive responses focussed upon specific persons
were emitted by the elient-actor, An exrror in rating one of
these resulted in a reliability index of .50,

The test of reliability presented in Table 8 involves the
ratings of the objects of client responses, those 1ndi§iduals
upon whom the subblssive or aggressive remarks were focussed,
Although the original ratings were made in terms of several
qubcategories of persons otherthan the counsecloxr, the low
frequencics found in analyzing the interviecwus indicated the
appropriatencss of using simply “Counselor" and "Others" as
the cutegoriecs of object.persons,

The results of this reliability test are dependent in
part upon the redizbility of ratings for clicent ugmressive
and subilesive respunses, lostl of the disagrecuents in objcct
ratings vwere due to omisslon of eny reting beecnuse one or the
othexr of the raters disapreed as to whether the client e~
sponse should be regarded ns scoradle in Lerns of "aggressive-
nesa" or "sulumissivencss,”" To understand the interdependence

of Lthe ratings of client response ard object of client response,

=T
bonld



Table 8

Percent of Agreement between Ratings
by Experimenter and Rellability Test Judgé
of Objects of Submissive and Aggressive Client Responses

in Twelve Interviews

P, A S~ ey e ® W AP Y e B S EINAPL D N W e 450 P 8 & ot Bhd S € A Gy | AR S W A S e . roedhg SRS & T
e o € Y s S g & T A S B My WY 4§ T A B Y e LAt s o ¥ @ et § M L e WL e TS AL 4 e 4 S § S L8 Sk

Period of “Couns, vs, Others” "Couns, vs, Others" kean
Rating by Objectis of Objects of Percent
Experimentcr  Subm, Responses Ager, Responses Agreement

G ot & e, e & . APt ——— - ——

# 3 # 3

Early W75 181 Mean Eorly =,73 |
11 11
hddle # .78 AL 75 ean Nid, = .72
Jan, 1
(Jan, 1969) 426 6 426 e
#13 #13
Lageb ¢ 167 +73 Mean Jlate = ,65
(Feb, 1909) #16 71 16 ' 50

-

Hean Sulim, = ,71

—

1
—l

Nean Ammr, =, 69



6

and to achieve an estimate of the rellability of rating object
persons, pér se, enother analysds was nade, Table 9 presents
the results of a test of reliability only for those cliént
responses which both raters agreced were scoradble, One may
note that, given agreement on the scorabllity of the client
cmotional response, the 1reliebility of rating object persons
is very high, As long as raters agree on the ratings of
client submissive or aggressive responses, it is highly likely
that the ratings of the object of the responsc will be in

agreement,

est_of Hypothesis 1I

e -

Deternination of Subsamples for Analysis of Hypothesis IX

[P ) At s n et BB

The second hypothesis of this investigation was that there
18 no difference in counsclor verbal behavior in respense to
aggressive or submissive interviewce statements foecused upon
the counseclor vs, such statemente focused uvpon others,

Low Frequency of Client Amrressive srd Subrissive Responses.

ey - v— ——

Table 10 summeiizes tne frequencdes of ecach type of rated
client response for the 31 interviews in the submissive and
aggressive client conddtlons, respectively,

One may note from Table 10 that the catcgories of client
subrissiveness tovward persons other than the counselor and of
client apgreseive.ess focused upon the counselor are especianlly
low in frequenoy of emission, This scers to coincide with

realedife elient behavior, cvidenced by data In tho vork of

“h
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Table 9

Percent of Agreement betucen Ratings
by Experimenter and Reliability Test Judgg'
of Objeet of Client Response,

when there is Inter-rater Agrecment on the Client Response

- — — . o i - —— - oo = o—
Bt L A - AAE & B el S - . Gt " b e S s o o - - . e e b ——

Perlod of Objects of Objects of Mean
Rating by "Reliadble" "Reliable” Percent
Experiuenter Subm, Responses Aggr, Responses Agrcement
. # 31,00 #3 86 -
Early : Mcan Early =,95
(July 1968) 9 g 19 1,00
#11 1,00 #11 1 00
Middle : Mzan Mid, =1,00
(Jan, 1969) #26 3 00 #26 1 00
#13 1,00 #13 1,00
Late Mean Late =1,00
(Feb, 1969) #16 4 00 #16 1,00
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Table 10

Mean Frequencles of

Submissive or Aggressive Client Responses, pev Interview

(N = 31)
Object of Submissive Aggrensive
Client Responses _ Clicent Responses Client Responses
Mean SD Mean 8D
Counselor 5.5 3.9 1,3 1.5
Other Persons 2,5 1,7 5.5 3.9
Vean Totals 7.9 4,5 6.7 4.7

Bandura, Lipsher and lMiller (1960).1 Thelr research report
concerned hostile behavior from clients in the course of

actual psychotherapy; thelir data, 8lso, secemed to indicate

this discrepancy in freguency of occurrence between ciient
hostility toward the counselor and hostility directed at others,
Four of the twelve covnselor-subjJects had no iInterviews which
included any hostility dirécted at them, but all counselors'
intervieuws included client hostility focused on_other ingivi-

: 2
duals, Data presented by Winder and his colleagucs (1962)

— -

1 Bandura, Lipsher and Miller, Jcurnral of Consulting
Psychclogy, 1960, 24, 1-8,

< Winder, Ahnad, Pandura and Rau, Jourwsl of Consulting
Psychology, 1962, 26, 129-13k,

-
s
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indlcate a clear tendency for real-life cllients to focus
dependent verbal behavior more freyuently on the therapist
than on others, Of all the responses in that study'’s sample
of interviews which vwere rated "dependent responses,” 821
were ratcd as directed at the therapists, while 307 were
evaeluated to be directed at other persons in the clients’
lives,

Thus, in the prescent study, we have actors, without
specific instructions to control output of thelr aggressive
or submissive remarks, who nevertheless may have spontancous-
ly emitted emotlional responses with relative frequencies
simllar to those of actual clicnts in the course of counscling
intervieus, Howéver. we are still left, so far as thils data
analyéis is concerned, with the dilcemma of analyzing the
effect upon counsoclor responses of such client bechavior, with
. relatively 1ittle data avallable,

Cases with Miniwal hunmber of Relevant Responses, It was

- St

decided to focus, for the purposes of this analysis, on those
cases in which the counselor enltted a minimum of three re-

sponses to éggresslve or subnissive client verbal behavior.‘
The frequencies of the cases fitting these reqﬁlrements were

as follovis



Table 11

Numbe» of Intervieus with Three or More Counsclor Responses

to Submissive or Aggressive Client Behavior.

B It ] - -
- -~ e s M e S P S e b Mg, A A & A Nl et

Type of Client Response - Number of Interviews
Submissive toward the Counselor 27
Submissive toward Other Persons 19
Aggressive toward the Counselor 10
Aggressive toward Other Persons 25

For the purpose of statistical analysis, it was desirable
to determine the number of interviews in which the minimal
nunnber of counselor responses occurred in both object person
conditions, i1.e,, submissive or aggressive client responses
to the.counselor as well as to other persons., There turned
out to be eighteen such interviews for the submlssive client'

condltion and eight for the aggressive client condition.

Method and Results of Test for Hypotheslis JI

Stated in the form of a null hypothesis, the second prec-
diction of this study was that therc are nov differences beti~
ween counselor responses to aggressive or submissive ciient
behavior directed at the counselor vs, directed at other per-
sons, . |

For thils analysis, as for Hypothesisil. L tests for dif-

£0
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fercnces between correlated mesns were calculated, The means
“and t values arc presented in Table 12,

Thirteen of the tuenty--tvo t values ore significantly
high, lore specifically, eight of the eleven kinds of coun-
selor behéviors arc cnitted with significantly different fre-
quency in responsc to clicent submissiveness focused on the
counseloxr than in response to such behavior directed at other
persons, Five of the elcven counsclor response calegorices
are enitted with such discrepancies in the aggressive cllent
condition, On this basis vwe may reject the null hypothesis
and conclude that alternative Hypothesls 11 1s confirmed,

The substantive findlngs indlcated by this analysls gre
that, when client submissiveness wés focused on the counsclors,
the latter tended to respond with "Reassurance” (including
‘giving approval and attempting to relieve tension), "Sug-
gestions” (including persuvasion or strongly urged advice and
structuring of the interview), "Opinlons snd Infornation,"
2s well as "Requests for Information or Elaboration® from the
client, Also, client submissiveness focused on the counselor
elicited significantly more YAvoldance" behaviors, On the
other hand, when the client's subuissivencss concerned indivi-
duals other_than the theraplst; counselors tendpd to employ
"Reflection” of the client's feelings more frequently,

When client aggressiveness was focused on people other

than the counselor; the latter fended to make more "Requests

(9

-~




Table 12

Frequency of Different Counselor Responses to
Client Subuissivencess and Aggressiveness

Directed at the Counselor vs, Other Persons

Bamtimn oo P " . .- — —
e — . P et - S e s 0 i 8 el . Sl B & 1. A .

- -

Submiss, Interview Aggress, Interviocw
Couns, Others Couns, Others

Counsclor Response (N = 18) a (N = 8) a

Category Mean  Mean r . Mean  Mean hY
Reassurance 1,9 0.1 3, 6%+ 0.4 0.0 2.1
Suggestion 1,6 0,2 3,2%% 0.3 0.9 «1.7
Opinion/Information 1.9 0,3 2,3% 0,6 0,0 2,4
Interpretotion 1.5 1.3 0.5 1,0 2,5 =1,7
Request for Info/ :

" Elaboration 1.9 0,6 3, 3% 0,8 2,5 =l 8%
Reflection 0.5 1,1 =2,)% 0,4 0,9 =1,5
Simplc Acceptance 1,2 1,1 0,4 0.8 2,3 =~2,6%
Silence 0.7 0,3 1.3 1.4 3,0 -1.,4
Avoldance 1."" 003 3- 2% 103 1'1"’ "013
No, of Sentence Units 12,7 5.3 4, 3% 6,8 1h,5 b, 8w
No, of Total Hesponses 6,3 3.3 3, h#x 3.4 8,0 ~UL,6u%

e i At ey

&  ryo-tailed tests, Positive t ratios indicate a greater fre-

gquency of responses by the counsclor to the client's counseclor-
directed emotional behavior; negative t ratios indicate more
counselor responses to c¢lient emotional behavior di;ectpd at
other persons, :

#  p<,05
¥ p«x,0l
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for Information or Elaboration" froin the client, This kind
of bechavior 2lso tended to elleit more "Simple Acceptance”
than aid aggressiveness to therapisis,  UWhen the client was
ageressive toward the counselors themsélves. the latter
tended to give more "Opinions or Information." Contrary to
expzactations perhaps, therc werc no significant differences
in "Avoidance" behaviors among the counselors in this study,
in relation to whether the client was aggressive toward the

theraplst or toward others,

Further Analysis of the Counselor Response Data

The manner in which counsclor behavior has been analyzed
in the previous sectiens has been in relation. to the hypothescs
of this study, Both of the hypotheses involved cowparison
of counselors’ responses in interviewing one "client type"
with their responses in interviewing the other "client type"”
under consideration, It secemns appropriate to an understanding
of what counseclors actually do In interaction with aggressive
and submlssive individuals to view the patterns of responses
within each interview condition, apart from whether the
behaviors differ from those in the other situat;on.

Table 13 presents a summnary of the relative frequencles
of each kind of counselor response to the submissive and

aggressive clients, respeclively.

&



Table 13
RBankcd Mean I'requency per Interview
of Differcnt Cownselor Hesponses

in Interviews with a Subnissive and an Aggressive Client

Subnissive Client (N = 31) Agpressive Clicnt (N = 31)
Simple Accoptance 14,1
- w~~~'f;;{;orpretatigﬁ | 11,7
Silence 11,6
Request for Informa-
tion/Elabvoration 11,4
Request for Informa-— - T
tion/Flaboration 10,5
Interpretation 2.3 Avoidance 742
Simple Acceptance 6.6 - -
Reflcction 5.8
Opinion/Information 5.0
Silence ‘ T 4,3 Opinion/Information Lo
Suggestion 4,2 Reflection 4,0
Reassurance 39 Suggestion 3,7
Avoldance . 3.2
- Reassurance 1.5
Mean Total No,
Of Sentence Units 50,7 69,5




There seem to be sindilarities in counsclorsz' patterns
of responding, in eddition to differences related to the
different client cqpﬁitipns.‘ - o

In both interviews, counselors tended to request iInforma-
tion and claboration, offexr interpretations of the client's
sitvotion, and respond with simple acceptance with consider-
able frequency, Iu addltion, "approach" responses fur oute
number "avoldance" behaviors, A combinatlon of "dlrective"
(e.g8.s "Ainterpretations”) and "nondirective" responses arc
enployed, wlth the greatexr emphasis on the latter, so far as

frequencles of sentence units are concerncd,
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CHAPTER TV

INTERPLRETATION AND D1SCUSSION OF WHE RESULTS

Relationship between Present Study and Previouvs Research

- -

[0 e rh-ohed sl W £ NI

Counsclox Responses to Sulmissive ve, Aggressive Clients.
The data analyzed in thls study have indicated the counselors
respond to a submissive clicent in ways which differ signifi-
cantly from thelr reactions to an aggressive person, In
interaction wlth a submlssive person, the counseclors in this
experiment tended to respond with more reassurence, glving
approval and trying to relleve tenslon, snd with reflection or
restatement of the élient's feelings., Aggresslveness cvoked
gilence, simple acceptance, avoldance behaviors and interprcta-
tions to a much greater extent., Basically, the differential
reactions of the counselors may be exprcssed in the following
way, that submiSine poople tend to evoke more “parental" and
"understanding" behavior froim counselors, vwhile aggressive
people arc morc frequently reacted to with quiet pussivity and
wvith disapproving or even antagonistic feellings,

Rethionqhip of Hypothesis I to Findings of Previous Research

The resulis stated above are in basic agreement with the
findings of previous studies exploring Lhe interaction of coun-

selors with dependent or hostile people,

6



When refereing to the behaviors which the subaisalve

¢lient in particular tended to cvoke in the counselors, it

seemed apvropriate to use the vord, "parental," as did ¥arkentin
and ieiand.l iﬁ-dcécribing the "oral-dependent” person, Bohn's
(1965)2 finding that the dependent client "stimulus" elicited
more "dominant" responses than did the "typical" or "hostile"
client is corroborated by the data in this study, Bohn's
definition of "dominant” behavior was based upoen Snyder's (19/5)
categorics of "Réassurance,“ "Persuasion,” "Direct Question,"
and "Forcing the Topic,"” These types of behavior are sinilar

to the pattern which‘the counselors in this study exhivitcd to
a8 greater extent with the submlssive client than with the
aggressive client,

The study by Gamsky and Farwell (1966)“ provides the most
bomplete set of data which may be compared with this study of
counselors interacting with an agegressive client, In Table 14
the findings of Ganmsky and Farwell are presented along with

those of the present study,

P A —

1 jonn Warkentin and Tom Leland, Human characﬁer tralts,

(RO

Anerican Academy of Psychotlherapists Tape Library, Volume /i

2 Martin J, Bohn, Jr, Counselor behavior as & function of
counselor dominance, counselor experience, and client type,
Journal of Counselins Psychiology, 1965, 12 (4), 346-352,

3 Willian U, Snyﬁer. An Investigation of the nature of
nondirective psychotherapy., Journal of General Psychology,
1945, 33, 193-223,

4 Neal R, Gamsky and Gaill ¥, Farwell, Counse” T verbal be-
havieor as a function of clisnt hostility, Journ ' _of Councelinn
Psychology, 1966, 13, 184-190, et
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Table 14
Conparison of Significant ¥indings

Iin Two Studics of Counselor VerlLal Responses to Clients

> EETTpT B LT L T VS AT o s NS ST P St B ST A g
ottt a b ARG PRI ool it —— i e g—e D R ek o ]

Gamsky and l'aruwell Present Study
Hostile | Asgressive
Reflcction
Asks for InfTor:ation
Silence
Sinple Acceptance
Interpretation
¥  Avoldance/Disugreement Avoldance
# Total No, of Responses No, of Sentcnce Units
Friendly ~ Submissive
Givns Information
Reflection
%  Approval : Reassurance
No Diffexences No_Differences
Interpretation
Agreement
Opinion/Information
# Asks for Elaboration Request for Inforantion/
Elaboration
&  Suggestion Suvgeestion

—- I s et - roel

* Agvecnient between data of Gamsky and Farizell and of present
study., Categories which exre presonted on the sane line are
equivalent or overlappineg in definition, oven though the
titles used in the respective studies are not the sanme,
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The fihdings of the present study agree with those pre-
sented by Gamsky and Farwell to a conslilderable degree, although
not completely, PRoth studies found that aggressive clients
elicit more toltal responses and wmore avoldance behavior, than
do nonhostile clients, Both found that counselors offered nore
support (reassurance/approval) to the nonhostile client, In
both stvdics, there was no significant difference in counselor
use of suggestiong or requests for elaboration in talking with
the aggressive vs, the npnaggrcssive person,

On the other hand, there was dlsagreemnent bvetween the
studics in the findings concerning rcflection, interpretation,
giving information, and asking fcrlinfqrmation. ¥hile there
was a slightly greater frequency of Agrecment in response fo
the hostile c¢lient of the Gamsky and Farwéll study than fo the
friendly client, This differencé i1s not nearly as striking as
that involving "sinmple aceeptance" in the preécnt study,
Finally, there uwas no category of "silence," per se, in the
Gamsky rating procedure,

Russell and Snyder (1963)1 found greater anxiety in coun-
selor reaction to a hostile oclient than to a friendly porson,
This result is supported by the findings of this study,

Referring to our data in teruws of the original tuenty~one cate-

1 Peter D, Russell and ¥William U, Snyder, Counselor anxioty
in relation to the amount of clinjenl experience and quality of
affeot demonsirated by the ellent, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1963, 22, 358-363,

rg
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gorics (Table 1), the analysis of "Avoldance" behaviors emitted
by counsclors may be scen in Table 15,
Table 15

Avoldance Behaviors Emitted by Counselors

in the Present Study

(N = 31)
Subinissive Client Agpressive Client

Mecan ‘ Mean
Antagonlsn 1,6 Expression of Tension 3,6
Avoldance 1.3 Disapproval 1,9
Expression of Tension 1,1  Avoldance 1.2
Disapproval 0;5 Misunderstanding 0.3
Misunderstanding 0,2 Antagonism 0.3

No., of Sentence Units No, of Sentence Units
per Intexview 50,7 per Intexview 69,5

oy . -

The preceding table enables us to examine more closely
the specific kinds of avoildance bechaviors emitted by counselors
in the experimental 1hterv1ewé of this study. Counselors
expressed mare tension in interactine with the aggressive
olient, Thus, the present siudy concurs with éhat of Russell

and Snyder, While the counselors express more dishpproval o

/()
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disagrecument In telking with The aggressive client, they wvere
more openly critical with the submlissive cllent, to whom they

made more antagonlistic remarks,

Results of Hypothesis 11

Counsclox Responscs to Submissive Client Remarks TFocused

on_the Counselor vs, Others. The resulls of data analysis in

2Le

this study indicated that the counseclors emitied more recessur-
ance, suggestions, opinions and information, and requested

more information and elaboration when client submisslveness

vas directed at themseclves, This personal focus of dependency
also evoiied more avoldence from counselors than did submis-
siveness to other persons, When the client expressed dependency
necds involving others, the counselors tried more often to

reflecot the olient's feeclings,

P et o S e e e

Previous Res.arch, Snyder (1963) suggeste that counsclors

give more support when dependency is directed at themselves
than vhen it is direoted at others, This is supported in the
present study by the greater frequency of reassurance, inocluding

giving approval and attempts to relieve tension,

Counselor Responses to rearessive Client Remarks focused

on the Counselor vs, Others, In this study, the counselors

tended to give opinions and information more frequently when

1 Willian U, Snyder, peyenden_x_in psychotherapy., New
Yorkt: Macmillan, 1963,
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clients were aggressive Lo themselves rather than toward otheyn
'persons. In the latter situation, counsciors showec wore

simple acceptance and requests for elaboration end information,

Relationship of Hypothesis II (Ageressive Client) data to

——

Previous Research, The results on this aspeet of the present
study arc shown along with those of Gamsky and Farwell in
Table 16,

Table 16

Comparison of Counselor Responses to Aggressiveness/Hostility

Directed at Different Object Persons

- - -
>~ v B e an 2 0o

GAMSKY AND FARWELL PRESENT STUDY
Hostility to Counscloxr Agepressiveness to Counselor
Opinion/Information
Reassu.ance
Sugpgestion

Asks for Elaboration
Asks for Information

Hostility to Others Aggressiveness_to Others
Reflection
Interpretation

Gives Information
Request for Information/
Elaboration

*  Agreement Sinple Acceptance

*+ Agreement between data of Gamsky and Farwell and of present
study, Categories which are presented on the same line are
equlvalent or overlapping in definition, even though the
titles used in the respeotive studies are not the samu,
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As may be secen above, both studies_indicate siuple
"acceptance (or "sgreement") is more often a responsc to hosti~
11ty directed at others than to hostillty toward counselors
themselves, However, other findings are in conflilct,

The low frequencles in this aspect of the present study,
l.e.y analysis of counselor rcsponses to aggreséiveness directed
at spécific object persons, demsnd a reserved attitudc about
accepting the results as relliable information, In addition
to this, differences in the deslgn of the Gamsky study and that
of the present investigation are likely to be a factor in
explaining the differences }n these results, Gansky asked
the client-actors io emphasize hostility to "thelr parentsﬁ
and "others~in-general' in the first ten minutes of the experi-
mental interview, and then to switch to emphasizing hostility
‘toward the counselor and the counseling process in the last
ten ninutes, When the phase of rating the counselor responses
took place, the raters were told to rate all the counsclor
responses for the two 10-minute segments, The findings uhich
Gamsky presents in terms of "Counselor responses to oclient
hostility focused on different objects," are based upon all
the counselor responses in the second 10-minute segument com-
pared with qll the counselor}responses in the first 10-minute
segment, Gamsky did not have the roters select only those
counselor responses which imnedlately followed speoifically

hostile remarks Ly the olient»aotois, as was done in this

study,

73
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It is hard to say exactly why the results arec different,
but it probably has something to do with both the low fre-
quencies we found and the differences in design for producing '

the deta which were used in the analyses,

Implications of the Results of the Present Study

Theoxeticad, Implications

- o

This investigation has reaffirmed the suggestion of
previous reclated studies thate clients with different ecmotlon-
al characteristics tend to elicit different rcactions in the
person with them in a counseling dyad, This group of studies
supports the model of client~counsélor.1nteractions as rela-
tionships involving mutual elicitation effects, in which not
only the patient, but the therapist as weil, is influenced

by the real stimulus qualities of the other person,

There 1s no clear sense yet of the relati&e influence of
role expectations, personality and situatlional variables upon
behavior in interpersonal interaotions, or specifically in
counseling dyads, Social paychological role theory (e.g.,
Rommetvelt, 1955;1 Newcomb, Turner and Converse, 19652) sug-
gesls that while the professional person's role expcotations

constitute a major factor upon which he or she has been trained

1 R. Rommetvelt, Sooial norms and_rolesi Explorations in
the psychology of enduring pressures,  Minneapolis:i University
of Minncasota Press, 1955,

2 Theodore M, Newéomb, Ralph M. Turner, and Philip E,
Converse, Social psychology. HNew Yorir Holt, Rinehart and

Winston, 1965,

O

(2]
i




65

to base his behavior, personality tendencies or the stimull
of the sitqation provide "pulls® which influence actual be-
havior as well, The effects of these Influences tend te be
more noticeable the more salicnt or powerful the perceived
inner or external stimuli are,

The factor of degree of sallence or extremity of the
emotional stinuli provided by the client's beﬁavior may
account for the discrepancy between findings of the studies
by Bandura, Lipsher and Miller (1960)1 and those of Heller and
his collcqgues. The Bandura study found signiflcant effects
on therapists® behavior of certain ratings of personal charac-
teristics as well as client hostility, Myers, Heller, Logue
and Paddock (1962)2 found no evidence of the influence of per-
sonality on counselors' interview behavior. They had tested
this by caleulating correlations between resuldts of the Minne-
sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory and other paper and
pencil measures taken by the subjects of the study with observer
vatings of the counselors' intervliew behavior, based upon the
Leary Interpersonal Checklist, While part of the explanation i
may be in terms of the differences in personality variables

and the measures used, another explanatory factor may be that

T s e o Mo e MO 1015

in the NMyers, Heller, et al, research, the oclient stimull were
provided by aotors instructed spccifically to communicate hos~

tility, rathsr than by real 1n-thorapy patients as in the

St o

1 Bandura, Iipshor and Miller, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1960, 24, 1-8,

2 Roger A, Myers, Xemaeth lieller, Patrick E, Logue, and
Jere D, Paddook, Personality corzelatcs of cvolked interviewer
5mhavior. Unpudblished nanuscript, 1962,
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Bandura study, The actors' behavior nay huave been less miti-
gated by other stimulus tendencles than the behavior of the
real clients, The actors may thus have provided aggresslve

stimli of greater salience than that of the real clients, so

"that personality variations of the therapists were outwelghed

by the effects of the sltuational variable,

Practical Implications

Counselor Behavior and_Counseling Practice. It has been

-

suggested by scveral studies of approach and avoildance charac~
{teristics of counselor behavior (Bandura et al,, 1960;1 Winder
et al,, 1962:2 Caracena, 1965:3 Schuldt, 19664) that avoidance
reactions from therapists tend to inhibit fuxrther expression

of the preceding kinds of behavior on the part of the client,
Avoldance falls to communicate to the other person that verbal
expression of such feelings is appropriate, acceptable, and safe,
The "avolided" emotional behaviors may dbecome less accessidle

to expioration by the client or the counselor,

In this study, counselor bechaviors in response to aggres.

1 Bandura, Lipsher and Miller, Journal of Consulting
MGIIOL%x. 1960. 215. 1"8.

2 Winder, Ahmad, Bandura and Rauw, Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 1962, 26, 129-134, ,

268 zguCara¢ena. Journal of Counsel:.ng Psychology, 1965, 12,

4 Sochuldt, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1966, 13,
178-183,
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sive and submissive Individuvals, to a significant degree,
parallel the common interpersonal response patterns ir welation-
ships with such people., As various theorists and researchers
have suggested (e,g., Leary, 195?|1 Bandura and Walters, ].963),2
dependent people tend to evoke comforting and care-taking
responses, while aggressive 1nd1v1duals tend éo evoke passive
or active avoldance responses fron others,

Sometimes the psychologist cxperiencing these comuon
response "pulls" can put them to therapeutic use, Houever,
some negative possibilitles exist, Counselors may contribute
to the naintenance of unhealthy behavior in the counseling situ-
ation, They may be gratifying neurotic needs to be infantile
or to be rejected as do others in the client's personal environ-
ment,

‘ The tendency of counselors to respond to subnissive and
aggressive olients in ways similar to the average person is
exaoerbated vhen the client's enotional behavior is specifically
directed at the counselors themsélves. Neweonmdb, Turner and
Converse (1965)3 suggoat that "reward (begets) reward" or
"aistress (begels) distress" sequences in interpersonal inter-
aotions ere more likely to osour vhen "one person perceives the

other's responses ag being an implied evaluation of himself or

1 Leary, Interpersonal diagnosis of personality.

2 Alvort Bandura and Richard M, Walters, Soocial learning
and_personality development, New Yorki Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1965,

3 Newconb, Turner and Converse, Soeial psychology.
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his cherished valves,” An implicatlon which may follow from
'kthe results of this study is that gratification or recjection
of the client is more likely td be evoked when the latter's
submissive or aggressive emotlonzl responses arc focused on
the therapist, just as occurs in other kinds of dyads,

In an article concerning interpersonal influence in coun-
seling and therapy relationships, Heller (1963)1 suggested
that counseclors "mﬁst decide whether they will encourage or
inhibit a patient's defensive maneuvers to pull counter-
responses from then," in terms of desired behavior change geals,
In the light of the previous discussion of the interaction of
role values with othexr deternining factors, such efforts to
function on the basis of role values are probably often modi-
ficd Ly personality tendenclies and cultural and iInstitutional
‘pressures,
| As suggestcd earlier, another inplication of the data in
this study may be that counselors tend to respond to aggressive=-
ness and submlissiveness in some ways which are similar to the
responses given to these emotiohal behaviors by the general
opulation, |

On the other hand, analysis of counselor responses in this
investigation has also indicated that there is considerable
agreement in kinds of counselor behaviors aorosﬁ different in-

terview oconditions, With btoth the submissive and the aggrea-

1 Kenneth Heller, Experimental analogues of psychotherapyn

The elinlesl relevance ¢of laboratory findings on soscial infiuv-

ﬁngc. Journal of Nervous and i‘ental Discases, 1963, 137, 420~
26, -
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sive clients, the subjcc£s in this study expfessed Trequent
requests for information and elaboration, simple acceptance,
and interpretive comuments concerning the c¢lient, Approach
responses greatly outrunbered avoldance responses, The thera-
pists used both active oxr "directive® technlques, suvch as
interpretation, and nore receptive, nondirective responses,
but leaned toward use of the latter,

The finding of considerable consistency in counseior be
haviors with different kinds of clients sugpests the existence
of a pattern which nay be referred to as "general interviewer
or counseclor behavior," The nature of the sessions conducted
in this project were half-hour iniﬁial ”disposition" interviecws,
Thus it may be more accurate to hypothésize that the kinds of
behavior pattern desceribed here may constitute at least s
general counseling style for initial contacts with clients,

Implications for Connselor Training, Previous rescarchers

(c.g., Gamsky, 19651) have suggosted that counsclors in train-
ing might benefit firom practice with clients, selected in
terms of their emotional demeanor, Gamsky suggested that
experience In counseling interaction with hostile people could i
be gained by using tape-rcocordings or client actors, as well '
as actual patients, .

There already have baen progrens developed based upon id:2as

of this nature (e.g., Bohn, 1967),%2 "It is possible that the .

(3 -

1 Gamsky, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Misconsin, 19065,

2 Bohn, Journel_of Consulblna Psycholosy, 1967, 31, 195-198,
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value of such learning experiences could enhénced, the more
explicit and drganized the opportunity for analysis of the
client-situational factors on the trainee's functioning,

Gamsky (1965)1 suggested three counselor training tech-
niques directly related to the procedures of this study:

(a) Encounters wiih clients characterized by different
kinds of emotlonal demeanor;

(b) Practice in explicit analysls of one's ovn and other
counselors' responses by content analysis of tape-recorded
Interviews, using a scoring manual such as the one developed
for this investigation

(¢) Sessions in which client-actors give feedback to
counselors, '

In the course of clinical training, students on their oun
as well as with prauticum supervisors have commonly tried to
become aware of particular patient characteristics which arouse
emotional responses, especlially uncomfortable ones, in them-
" selves, Perhaps one source of decision-making concerning the
kinds of "elient types'" to select for this kind of training
'céuld be the self-knowledge and expressed needs%of the coun-
selors in training., Another source may be research such as

2
that of Howard, Orlinsky and Hill (1969) who reported that

1 Gamsky, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Unlversity 6f
Wisconsin, 1965,

2 Kenneth I, Howard, David E, Orlinsky, ahd Janes A. Hill,
The theraplist's feelings 1n the therapeutic process, Journal
of Clinicel Psycholosy, 1969, 25 (1), 83-93,
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male theraplsts expressed consigerable disconfort with femntle
- patients who behaved erotically toward them, and that fewmale
therapists expressed‘anxious feellings when relating to female
clients characterized by considerable depend-ncy,

There is & need.for expliclit study of the interpersonal
response pulls of different kinds of emotional behavior, with
the purpose of focusing, for the therapist in training, on the
possibilities for abpropriate and inappropriate responses,
Theorists even predating Freud have deécribed types of patients.v
individual case historles, and the reactions of the actual thera-
pist or of therapists in gencral, Scatfered throughout psycho-
therapy literature are views on how to respond to particular
¥inds of patient behavior ih therapeutic ways, in termns of the
theory of the writers, However, in psychology training as
well as in the fleld generally, there does not seem to be a
'systématic focv . on effects of cllent.behaviors-of various
specific "types" on counselors' functioning,

To some extent, the learning process concerning thera-
peutic responses to the emotional “pulls” of different kinds
of people may be specific, rather than readily geﬁeralizable.
Bohn (196?)1 found that, after training sessions involving
practice with a client-actress, subjects became less directive
in response to hostllé client stimuli but did n&t change sig-
nificantly in this regard toward dependent client stimuli, One

1 Bohn, Journal of Conshlting#Psychology, 1967, 31, 195-198,
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reason Tor thils may be that dependent indlvidvals, au sueh,
" have a stronger tendency to eliclt dominant responses fronm
others, However, another possibllity may have to do with the
nature of the tralining, _

The two client~actresses who participeted in Bohn's
training procedures were described as "chronically delinguent”

in reiation to certain college rmles, It may be that the

client stimull they provided the student subjects thus tended

to resemble the hostile kind of client wore than the dependent
client, Tnus, it 1is possible that the greater change in be-
havior toward the hostlle client may be partly due to more
effective transfer of training because of greater simllarity
between the training and the hostile client experimental
stimull, 1If this is accurate, it suggests a need for exposure
 to a variety of different kinds of "client types," since the

transfer of training may be specific rather than general,

Limitations of the Present Study

Most of the limitations of the project are fairly typical
faults in clinlcal research, especlally studlies which attempt
a "naturalistic" approach involving actual counselors or
clients, or both._ The commonness of course does not diminish
the serlousness of the fault, put 1s indicative of the diffi-
culty of doing such résearch.

For one thing, the fact thaf this is a counseling “ana-

logue" 1is a limitation, if one wishes to study and relate in-
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formation to “"real life," The researcher is called upon to
make cholces in the compromise between control of relevant
variables and the complexity of actual situations,

. Second, it 1s difficult to select therapists randomiy
in a study such as reported here, A student group availahle
to volunteer 1s often the source of subjects.' In the sample
of counselors participating in this project, only a rather
narrow range of training experlence 1s represented, While
a few subjects had considerable counseling experience, the
rest were near the end of a master's or doctofal program
vhich included the assoclate fleld work, Thus, the variable
of length of experience cannot be clearly accounted for here,

Only a moderate level of reliability was achleved in

rating the content analysis varlables, In this irvestlgation,

thévmost stringent technlque, item by item sgreement, was used

to arrive at rellabllity indices, In many studies, the coef-
ficients reported are based upon less exact procedures, such
as rank correlation over total interviews, and thus appear

to have higher levels of relliability,

In the opinton of this researcher, a very serious limita-

tion of this research design is its fallure to include a vari-
able which represents quality.of the outcome of the counselor-

client interaction or competence of the counselors,

Suggestions for Further Research

The last critiiclism of this study suggests & need for

another 1nvest1gation which incorporates indices of counselor
, -
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competence and/or the relationship of counselor behavior vis-
a=vis submissive and aggressive clients to the achlevement
of de¢sirable behavior change in the persons involved,

There seems Lo be & need for and potential value to be
gained from further exploration of the client-counselor inter-
action using other client "stimulus characteristics," 1In a
study of counselor responses to dependent clients, Schuldt
(1966)1 suggested that "transference manifestations, " "indices
of independence," and "alfcct expressions" might be valuable
foci of future research,

Self-report studies such as that of Howafd, Orlinsky and
Hill (1969)2 which present cllent and counselor descripﬁions
of feelings following therapy sessions may be sources of kinds
of client stimulil which have strong response pull effects on
thgraﬁists and shovld be the subject of more specific and
detailed study, |

The questlon of psychologlsts in terms of "personal” vs,
"professional” behavioral determination might be an interesting
issue to explore in further research related to fhe present
‘_study. Basicaily, the purpose would dbe to explore further the
factor of pérceived role expectatlons or the effects of pron.
fessional-training on the reactions of people to differenf
kinds of ;nterpersonal stimuli, A possibdble éxperimental design

might involve, not only client actors representing individuals

o 1 Schuldt, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1966, 13, 178~
183, '

2 Howaxrd, Oflinsky, and Hill, Journal of Clinical Psychology,
1969, 25 (1), 83-93,

"




75

with different emotionalldemeaﬁor, but also éystematic vari-
ation of the role expectations of the 1nterviewers. In “he
pr~sent study, all the counselors weré requested'to take on
the function c¢f counselors, doing intake interviews as adjuncts
to the college counseling center, In another study, the
researcher might request one group of subjects to relate tp
hostile and submissive individuals as "friends," and anothex
group to relate as "counselors," This design should iﬁvolve
"matched pairsf of" subjects, with explicit knowledge of other
subject characteristics which might be of major relevance,

Another variable has been mentioned as possibly relevant
in explaining the relative effects of the multiple factors
which determine counselor responses, This was the degree of
salience or extremity of client emotional characteristics, It
might be of value to sfudy whether and how counselors respond
differently to mild, noderate and extreme hostility, submis-
slveness and other emotional stimuli. One purpose might be to
test thq suggestion made earlier that counselor behavior is
more likely to be determined by client response "pulls" the
more extreme the behavior emitted by the client,

If counselor subjects were requested to indicate, using
a shécklist or some other device, their conception of appropri-
ate counselor demeanor prior to the experimental sessions, it
would be possible to test whether their actuwal interview be-
havior conforms more to descriptions of comﬁon effects of. |

different types of client stimuli dr.to their own description
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of thelr r&le expectallons, Another hypothesls which could

be tested in such a study uight be that milder cllient «motiona)
expresslon would evoke a greater varlety of theraplst reSponses.
while extreme cllient behavilor would be related to less vari-
ance in counselor reactions,

Another suggestion made earlier by this researcher vas
that training or experience with emotional stimuli of a par-
ticular "client type" might generallize only rather narrowly,
so that change in therapist behaviors would be found to a
greater degree with similar clients, Hoffmén (1959)1 reported
that, although personality measures were not found to be sig-
nificantly related to counselors' use of particular kinds of
responses, their previous role experience (as ieachers, resi-
dence hall counselors, etc,) didlhave sigﬁificant relation-
ship to thelr present interview behaviors. A related study
might involve counselors who have, for a considerabie'time.
had experlience mainly wlth particular types of pétients, €eZ0y
so-~-called Juvenile delinquents or prisoners, or chronically
hospitalized individuals, The deéign would assume or test for
relatively consistent emotional differences in the client
stimuli which characterized the work experience of different
theraplst groups, Would theraplists experlienced in relating
to supposedly aggressive, or passive~dependent, etc, "client

types" tend to respond differently to that kiud of person than

1 A, B, BHoffman, An analysils o6f counselor sub-roles,
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1959, 6, 61-67,
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 other therapists with diffefené experience? 'How would thera--
pists used to working with one type of client tend to reipond
to rather different client stimuli? |
In the opinion of this researcher, therec is a need for
nore descriptive data on the nature of counselors' behavior
‘1n interactions with different kinds of clients, Even in
doctoral dissertations, which are usually lengthy and filléd
with data presentations, the researchers have rarely ihcluded
basic data such as frequency distributions of counselor
responses, apart fromn the spec;fic calculations involved in

testing the hypotheses of their studies,
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

"he purpose of this investigation was to stuvdy the
verbal behavior of counselors emltted in response to different
cnwotionnld dlepositions of clients. Aggressive and sub-
niggive client "stimuli" were the focus of study.

Two wmcnbiers of a college drama group, trained in the
role of A gsubamissive and an aggresslive client, respectively,
vere Iinterviewed by thirty~oné counselors, who had been
requested to conduct intake or "dlsposition" intervlews wlth
theoe "stndents on the college counseling center waiting
list,"

The holfl-hour tape~recorded iInterviews were analyzed
fox'gounselcrs' verbal behavior using a revision of Bales'
(1959)1 Interaction Process Analysis system, developed by
Gansky (1965).2 The major hypotheses of this study were that
differencecs would be found between counselors' responsésvto
clients with these different emotional dlspositions, aggressive
and -submlssive, as well as to sucﬁ client behavior aimed at
tnenselves as contrasted with such responses directed at
othexr people, ‘

For each interview, rating scores indicated the.frequency

1 Robert F, Bales, Interaction process analysls, Canm~
bridge, Massachusetts: Addison-Vesley Press, 1950,

2 Neal R. Gamsky,; The effect of client demeanor and focus
of hostility vpon the responses of school counselors, gub-
1ished doctoral dissertatjon, University of Wisconsin, 1965

G




of cach of a serics of different kluds of counselor verbal
behaviors, The statistical proccdure used An testing the
hypotheses was the U test,

fhe results of the data analysis iIndicated tha£ coun-
selors do emit significantiy differént verbal behavlor in
response to aggressive vs, -submissive client behavior, as
vell aé fo such beha&ior alned at themselves :ather then
toward others, Submissive Individuals elicit vcomforting"
reactions and reflections of thelr feellngs significantiy
more than do aggressive 1nd1viduais. The latter, on the
other hand, tend to evoke more passivity, more avoldance,
and more active interpretive responses frow counseloré. The
two "cllent types" elicited no significant differences in
tvounselors' glving of opinions,-informétion or suggestions,
rnor ln requests for information or elahorations from the
client,

When clients focus sggressiveness on counselors, the
latter respond with more information or opinions, than when
client aggressiveness 1s directed toward others, The second
conditlon tended to evoke more simple acceptance ("Mm--hmm's")
and requests for information or elaboration,

Submissiveness aimed at the counselors evoked more
reassurance, suggestlions, information- and opinion-giving,
as vell as more avoldance responses, than did submissiieness

directed toward others. When. ¢lients expressed dependency

a0
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. eoncerning other people, counselors emitted more reflection

of feellings,
Discussion of the resuvlts of the study 1nc1uded'some
suggestions concerning the implications of these findings,

as well as ideas for further research,
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APPENDIX"A

Bales Interaction Process Analysis Categories

Category
No, Interaction Process Analysis Definition -

1 lows solidarity, raises otlicr's status, °
gives help, reward,

2 Shows tension yelease, Jokes, laughs,
shows satisfaction,

3 Agrees, shows passive acceptance, under-
stands, corcurs, complies,

4 Gives sugpestion, dircction, implying
autonony for other,

5 Gives opinion, evaluation, analysis,
: expresses feeling, wish,

6 _ Gives orientation, information, repeats,
clarifies, confirms,

7 "~ Asks for orientation, information, repe-
tition, confirmation,

8 Asks for opinion, evaluation, anﬁlysis,
expression of feeling,

9 Asks for suggestion, direction, possible
ways of action,

i0 Disagrees, shows passive rejection,
formality, withholds help,

11 ) Shows tension, asks‘for help, withdraws
~out of field,

12 Shows antaponien, deflates other's status,
defends or asserts self,




Rater _ Counsclor No,

APPENDIX B

Rating Porm for Counselor Bzhavior Categories

Client- ' _ Footage: Start End

Counselor Behavior Categorics

Catepiory Response Prequency

1,
2,
3.
4,
Se
6,
7,
8,
9
10,
11,

12,.

13,
14,

response according to the Counselor Dehavior Analysis categories

Gives reassuraunce

Shows approval

Shows tension release . P

Agrees, understands

Gives suggestion

Gives interpretation

Ref lects

Gives information

Asks for information

Asks for elaboration

Disagrees, misunderstands -

Avoids, shows tension -

Shoys disapproval

Shows antagonisn

JInstructions to Ravers

In scoring the interview segrent, code each counselor
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listed below, The response wnit to be scored is the smallest
discriminable segnent of verbal bebavior to which you can
assign a classification using the given catepories, Every
response must be assigned to a category, but no responsc may
be assigned to more than one category, The smallest possible
context is to be used in assigning a response to a category,
That is, a single response should be vieyed as an isolated
unit rather than yithin the general context of the interview,
Lach response should be scored on “"face value' rather than
imputing "hidden" meaning to it, Finally, in situations in-
volving classification dilemmas, the 1ater should favor the
category more distant from the middle,

Bxplanation of Dehavior Categorics

1, Gives reassurence.--The counsclor attempts to restore
. ¢Tent¥s confidence or self-esteem, Includes:
promises or guarantees that things will turn out
all right; attempts to dispel fear, suspicion,
anxiely, depression, uncertainty, etc, by creating
a feeling of sccurily; efforts to praise, comfort,
reassure, or support the client, .
Bxanples:
"I'm sure everything will turn out OX,Y
"You'll be gble to find the ansyer,"
"I know you'll get the information,"
"I'm confident you'll make the right decision,"
“"Belicve me, there's no rcason to be suspicious,"
"You've thought it through caref-1lly,"
“No one's trying to trick you,"
"I understand how you must feel,"

2o Shows approval,~~The counsclor cxpresses explicit
approval of the client's remarks, behavior or
feelings, Includes: approval of something the
client has sald or done; indications that the
counselor considers specific remarks or actions
of the client as good, satisfactory, or appropriate;
. confirmation of the client's course of action,
Bxamples:
"Good," "That's fine," 'That's a good point,"
"You've nade the right decision,"
(Noter At tines it may be difficult to decide whether
a renark such as, '"You're on the right track" should
be scored in catcgory 1 or calegory 2, 1If the coun-
sclor seens to be using it to reassure or confort the
client, it should be scored in category I, If, however,
he seems to be simply indicating that, in his opinion,

the client's renmarks, feelings, or behavior are correct
or "right," it should be scored in category 2, The
latter catepory is used when the counselor's response

o
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cvaluateg the client's remarks, feelings, or
behavior in such a way as to indicate the coun-
selor approves of ther,)

3. Shoys tension release,--The cousclor aftempts to relicve
tension by laighing, chuckling, or joking, (Note
that a response should be scored in this category
only if there is an element of pleasure or satis«
faction with the client, If the response contains
sarcasm, cynicism, aggression, etc,, it should be
scored in category 12, )

4, Shows agreement, understanding,-~The counselor indicates
simple agrcerent, understanding, or acceptance of
client's remarks (includes passive acceptance--
short silence),-

Bxamgles:
"Uh huh," “Mo-hm,™ "I see," "I understand,"
"Yes," “You're right," “That's true," (Note
that in this category the counselor's response is
simply agreement or understanding of what the client
is saying, If the counsclor indicates he approves
of the client's remarks, it should be scored in
category 2, Also, depending on the counselor's
tone of voice, comuents such as "um hn" may nean
approval, disagreement, criticism, etc, )

S. Gives suggestions,--The counselor proposes a course of
action or "structures" the interview, Includes:
All responses that sugpest ways of attaining a
desirced goal by attacking or modifying the outer
situation, or by adapting to 3t; proposing & solu-
tion; suggesting where to start, what to do, how to
cope with the problen; advice; attempts to guide
the client; persuading or urging some activity;
relating experiences of the counselor as exanples
for the client to follow,

6, Gives interpretation,--The counsclor states something
that can be inferred frot what the client has said
or done, but which the client has not specifically
mentioned, Includes: all attenpts at interpreting,
analyzing, inferring, rcasoning, musing; expressing
an opinfon; attempts to understand, diagnose, or
interpret what the client is saying, (Note
responses in this category are distinguished from
those in category 7 in that the counselor is naking
an inference or interpretation rather then restating
or reflecting weci(ic renarks of the client,
Category 6 also includcs tentative a nalysis, That
is, the counselor presents a new approach to the
probiem being discussed, but leaves the client

g8
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free to re ject, accept, or modify the idea, This
is typically used after the client lists several
factors he sees in a situation, and the counselor,
thinking of another possible aspect, asks the
client if he has thought of it, )

7, Reflects,--The counselor repeats, restates, clarifies
clicnt's remarks, Includes: all attenptsZto
encourage theflow of comnunication by explaining,
summarizing, or clarifying client's remarks; indi.
cating understanding vhat client has said by
repeating or restating client's rematksy rephrasia,
or clarifying feelingz expressed by client; expres-
sions of the counselor's own thought or feelings,

8, Gives information,~~The counselor supplics the client
with factual information,
Bxamples:
"You nced 10 credits," "The field is listed in
the DOT," "You can get the book at the library,"
(Note: Bz careful not to confusec this category with
No, 5, If the counselor is guggesting a course of
action, the response should be scored in category 5,)

9. Asks for information,-~-The counsclur asks factual questions,
Includes all requests for informution that generally
require a factual answdr, (Note: this category differs
from No, 10 in that the counselor.states the question
in sucih a way that the client pencrally must give a factual
ansyer, vhereas in category 10 the counsclor asks for further
elaboration or detailing of the client's remarks, )

10, Aska for claboration,-«~The counselor asks for further
elaboration of client's remarks or feelings, Includes:
open.ended questions or general "leads'; questions
designed to encourage the client to explain further

or to delve nmore deeply into the problem; requests
for elaboration of how the client feels,

Bxanples:

"How do you fcel about it?"

"what do they think about it?"

"Could you explain that further?"

"Tell me nmore about it,"

"Is there anything else you want to discuss?"

11, Digaprecs, misunderstands,~-The counselor indicates
disagreement of lack of understanding of clicnt's
~ renmarks, .
Exanples: :
"Nog'" '"You're wrong," "That's incorrect," 'I don't

understand, " 'What?"

(Notes A distinction should Le made between categorics
10 and 1% in regard to lack of understanding, If the
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counselor's response is designed to "draw out" the client
further, it should be scored in category 10, If the

counse lor ncrely asks the client to repeat what. 1< Hiy

said (asks for confirmation, expresses uncertainiy or

lack of understanding) or misunderstands what the client js
saying, it should be scored in category 11, The distinction
lies in the counselor's attempting to get the client to
explore. the topic further on the one hand and on the other,
the counselor simply wants to clarify what the client has
already strted, If the counsclor mislabels obvious feelings,
it should we scored in category 13, ) -

¢t s v .

tainty, insecarity by retreati
obvious feclings,

" Tension inclwmles: indications that the counselor is nervous,
tense, insccure, startled, dismayed, perturbed, worried,

concerned, apprehensive, fearful, embarrassed, flustered,
sheeplsh; "hesitation, biqcking, stuttering in speech;
admission of lack of training, experience, or nowledges

is apologetic, contrite, self-critical, self-reproachful,
self.degrading; blames others for lack of knowledge o
inadequacy; shifts responsibility to others; asks client

for forbearance, understanding; acts hurt or injured; tells
of nisfortune, }ate, failure of othexs, hardship vith in. -
tention of arousing client's synpathy; is despairing, help-
less, scll-pitying; withdraus by appearing bored, tired;
indicates client should leave (not overtly rejecting, other-
wise score in category 14 ); indicntions that the counselor
is dissatisfied, '

Avoids includes: ignoring requests for help, couplaints,

or strong feelings by evasion, equivocation, hedging, chang-
ing the subject; attenpts to thwart, frustrate, or divert the
cilent's feelings; changes discussion fron expression of
feelings to a topical level; responds tu content of remarks,
but ignores obvious feelings; mislabéls obvious feelings
client expresses; long silences; is cold, distant, detached,
indifferent, alcof, formal, unsocial, reserved, unapproacie
able, dublous, cautions, hesitant, .

ng or withdrawing fron

13, Disapproves,-~The counselor indicates that he disnpproves of
of the client's remorks, feelings, or behavior, Inclucdes:

disapproval of something the client has said or donej indi-
cation that he regards something the client has said or done

as bad, wusatisfactory or inappropriate; objections to or
rejection of the clien’ s suggestions; skeptical or dublous
about client's actions or propusalts, (Note: This category
includes disapproval only if very mild and in reference

to the client's statenents rather than values, feeclings,
attdtudes, If it scens that the counselox disapproves of
the client as a person, it should be scored in category 14,)
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14, Shows antaconisn,~-Counsclor is aggressive, antagonistic,

sarcastic, cynical, defensive, rejecting, Includes:
attempts to override the client in gpeaking; interfering

~with client's speaking; finishiug remarks for him; insist-

ing on finishing his statements; warding off interruption
by client; implications of inferiority or incompetence of
client; contemptuous, belittling, depreciating, discourte.-
ous remarks, trying to minimize feelings; laughing at
client; blaning, browbeating, deriding, dominating, sub.

-~ duing, cocrecing, comnanding, directing, badgering,

harrassing client; being overbearing, dogmatic, assertive,
inconsiderate, negativistic; shocked, appalied, offended,
insulted, affronted, irate, pompous, self.rightcous;
defending self against assault, criticism, blame; dimplying
client has no frecdom of choice ox action,

101,
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APPENDIX C

SCORING MANUAL

Introduction

Tne context for scoring counselor and clicnt rcsponses will
be cach pair of veibalizations in which the client talks and the
counselor responds,

" The precise unit yhich will be scored for the Counsélor will
be each sentence within his total verbalization following the
client's remarks, Bach counsclor speech will be nuubexed; the
preceding client speech will be given the same numbey on the
typescript, Thus you give a classification to each sentence in
the counsclor speech, using as context just this verbalization
plus that of the client which just precedes it,

The client coding is nore global, i,e,, involves an overall
rating of the client's entire verbalization rather than of cach
sentence, Code those client verbalizations vhich scem clearly
aggressive or hostile (e,g,, critical, sarcastic) toward one or
more particular individuals as AGGR,, and then record the namc of
the person who is the '"object" of the aggressive response, Simi-

- larly, record "“SUBM," yhen a client response is quite clearly
dependent or subnissive toward one or more particular individuals
and writc the type of “object-person™ next to it,

When a client response is lengthy, cmphasize the last sen-
tence or two in the verbalization when trying to arrive at an
evaluation and coding of it, Make a Judgment concerning how the
person iistening would hear the client remark, i,e,, as aggressive,
critical and sarcastic, or dependent-.subnissive, or rather
neutral,

. Categories and Codes for Counsclor Verbal Behavior

1, Reassurance (RS) o1, Nondirective lead (ND)
2, Approval (APP) 12, Expression of Tenslon (Bxpr,Tens,)
3, Tension Release (Tens,Rel,) 13, Misunderstanding (MIS)
4, Suggesticn (SUGG) 14, Avoidance (AYO1D)
5, Persuasion (IS) 15, Disagreement/Disapproval (DIS)
6, Structuring (STRICT) 16, Antagonism (ANTAG)
7. Opinion (OPIN) 17, Simple Acceptance (SA)
\(o 1692
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Information (INFQ) 18, Reflection (REEL)
Request for Information (RI) 19, Interpretation (INIERP)
Request for Blaboration (RE) 20, Silence (SIL)

21, Unclassifiable (UNCL,)

REASSURANGE (RS)

Definition: Counselor tries to restore clicent's confidence and
self-esteen, Includes promiscs that things will turn
out ve1l; nminimization of client's problem; assur-
ance that yhat is true of the client is common and
normaly efforts to comfort and support the client,
by cteating a feeling of security, Statements which
inply sympathy,

Bxamples: CLIENT: "I was hoping this is the right place to
talk over my problem,"
COUNS,: "Fine, You know, this problem isn't unique
with you, I'm sure,"

CLIENT: "I want to talk things over,"
COUNS,t "Yes, it'1l get them of( your chest,"

2, APPROVAL (APP)

pefinitiont Counsclor gives explicit approval of client's remarks,
behavior or feelings, Confirnmation of client's
course of action or idea; indications that the coun-
selor considers specific remarks or actions by the
ciient as good,

Bxamples: CLIBNT: "I suppose if you knew the material end liked
it, you should be pretty successful at it,"
COUNS,: "That would seewn to me pretty logical,"

COUNS,: "I don't smoke, but you are certainly welcome
too " *

COINS, s 'Go right abead,"

3, TENSION RBLIEASB (TSNS, RBL,)

befinitions Making jJoke or small talk Letween counsclor himseif
and the ciient to make thonm feel at ease, (Note:
Be sure it's not a tensc or inappropriate laugh
which should be scored "Fxpression of Tension,")
Dircctly neetiry a client necd or bedng frank, in
order to get Leyord tunsioen,
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Bxarples: COUNS,: “Ch, no thanks, X'm smoking too much,”

(Client looking for matchs)
COUNS,: "lere you are; here's some matches,"

4, SUGGESTION (SUGG)

Dzfinition: Counsclor attempts to advise or propose a course
of action; attempts to imply that the client
should ‘have a certain viewpoint, attitude, or
action, or change from what he is now doing,

All responses wyhich suggest ways of attaining a
desired goal, propose solutions, suggest what

to do, wherc to start, how to cope -~ in secssion
or other situations, Includes counsclor giving
own expericnces as cxamples for client to follow,

Examples: COUNS,: '"Have you tried spcnking with your profes-
sors?" .

COUNS,: "A summer job might give you the experience
you feel you need,"

5, PERSUASION (DS)

Definition: Quite strong statements in yhich the counsclor is
trying to suggest a point of view or.course of
action, If counsclor is repetitive about a sug.
gestion, code the second, etc, repetitions "PS"
if it seems that the counselor is using this
response to push his point harder,

Bxanples: COUNS,:(“You say that you have no problem,) Yet
you're thinking of transferring to another
school away from here,"

COUNS,: "That would make you fecel better, but your
problem would stitl be there, wouldn't it?"

6, STRUCTURING (STRUCT)
pefinition: Remarks which define the counseling situation;
stating what is appropriate to do or expect in.

counseling, purposes of the interview; setting
time and limits of the interview,
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Bxamples:
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COUNS,: '"This is your period to talk and tell
what you think,"

COUNS,: "That's onc thing, uh, here we don't take
sides between you and your teachers,”

7, OPINION (OPIN)

Definition:

Examples:

Coungelor states his viewpoint, Differs from
"Interpretation' and "Gives information' in that
it (1) is not about client's behavior or responscs;
(2) is more personal or non-facival than what
would be considered "information," Includes all
remarks by counselor in which he tells about him.
self or what he is doing,

CLIBNT: "I want to féel I know what I'm doing
when I'decide,"
COUN3,: 'Well, X don't think you can know cvery.
thing before you have to make the decision,
-most of the time, anyway,"

COUNS,: "If you go on to 'school, that mecans you can
put off the decision about a job for much
longer, as I see it,"

8, INFORMATION (INEO)

Definition:

Ixamples:

Counselor states factual information or explains
what he means, tells client what he has just said
to help clicent understand it better, when client
indicates he does not understand and asks for
clarification, '

COUNS,: " x x x x Xx,"

CLIENT: What do you mean?"

COUNS,: "You were talking about wanting to have stu-
dents bring up theiyx own ideas,"

COUNS,: "I can put you on Dr, M--'s waiting list -=
as you know, it's quite long,"

9, REQUEST IFOR INFORMATION (RI)

Definition:

Counselor asks client more or less factual questions;

initiates discussion of a topic, as opposed to
“"drawing the client out" to speak further on the
same topic, Not necessarily in question format,
it may be "Tell ne about X, "
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10, REQUIST FOR LBIABURATION (RE)

11,

12,

Dafinition:

Bxamples:

NONDIRECTIVE

Definition:

Bxamples:

96

Ihe counselor asks for further elaboration of the
client's remarks or feclings, Incl 'des open.cnded
questions or general “lead' questions designed to
encourage the client to explain further or to
delve nore dacply into the problem; requests for
claboration of how the client feels,

COUN3,: "Is there anything else you'd like to
discuss?"

CQUNS,: "It secms you feel this is some decision
that you're being..goiug to have to make,
and you'r¢ wondering if you're capable of
making it, X mcaun, is that how you're

fccliggzg
LIAD . (ND)

The counselor attenpts to encourage the client to
claborate his statements or feelings further,

without narrowing the topic, and in a tone which

indicates that the client is free to accept the
suggestion or not,

COUNS,: 'Would you care to cxplain more?"

CLIENT: “I've been fecling very anxious,"
COUNS,: "Anxious?"

EXPRESSION OF TiNSION (EXPR, OF TANS,)

Pefinition:

Examples:

Jundications that the counselor is nervous, insecure,
cinbarrassed, flustered; apologetic, self-degrading;
asks client for forbearance or understanding; with-
draws by oppearing bored or tired; hesitates, blocks,
stutters in specech making a notably inconplecte
sentence,

COUNS,: "These fellows could sort of . uh,,. Vell,
you said that you,.,"

CLIENT: '"Somebody back there behind that one.way
mirror 2" ' ‘ ‘

COUNS,: “Uh- I don't know, maybe yes, maybe not,,
(coughs), (COUGH would be coded as Tension,)

| 1(;6 , | |




13,

14,

15,
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MYSUNDERSTANDING/MISEABELING  (MIS)

Definition: The counscloy indicates lack of understanding of
client's preceding remarks, by saying so, or by
making a response which is quite clearly a misu
interypretation of what the client said,

Exanmple: CLIENT: "I live with a couplc of guys ... I hardly
pay attention to what they're doing,"

COUNS,: "You're Jiving with a nice bunch of fellas
then, huh?"

AYOIDANCHE (AVOID,)

Definition: The cownselor ignores requests for help, complaints,
or strong f¢elings by evasion, hedging, changing
the subject, asking a factual question which does
not respond to the client's feelings; attempts to
divert or frustrate the client's expression of .
feclings; cold, distant, aloof, formal, cautious,
dubious; ignores feclings; changes topics,

Bxamples: ~ CLJRBNI: X despexately need her. Won't you help
me?"
COUNS,: "Well, uh, I think if we explore this a
little bit more,.,"

COUNS,: 'Well, I would like to help, but, uh, - I'm
not too sure my experience would be the saue
as yours,"

DISAGREEMENT/DISAPPROVAL  (DIS)

Def inition: The counselor indicates that he disapproves of the
clieunt's remarks, fecelings, or behavior, Includes
disapproval of something the client has said or done;
indication that he regards something the client has
said or done as inappropriate, unsatisfactory or mis-
taken; skeptical or dubious about the client's
statemenls, actions, or proposals,

Exanplcs:  CLIENT: "I really hope we can come to some decision
here,."

COUNS,: "It really would be too much to expect to
do that,"

COUNS,: "You ihink it will solve the whole situation
to come doym here, huh?"
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16, ANTAGONISM (ANT/AG)

Daf initiong

Dxampleg

Counselor Is aggressive, sarcastic, defensive <y
rejecting, 1ncludes attenpts to override the
client in speating; Implications of inferiority or
incompetence in the clicent; belittling, depreci-
ating, contemptuous; blaming, deriding, browbecating,
doninating and badgering the clicnt; beinsz over-
bearing, dopmatic, inconsiderate, negativistic,
self.righicous,

CLU'NT: "I really don't have any problen botnering
X me.ll
COUNS,: "Well, you want to just sit here for the
rest of the interview?"

17, SIMPLE ACCEPTANCE (S,A,)

Dcfiﬁition:

]
RN

- Examples:

18, REFLECTION

Definition:

Exanples:

Siuple expression of understanding and acceptance
of what the client has sald, If approval is strongly
implied, this would be Reassurance or Approval,

COUNS,: "I sce,"

RN ) A A

CUOUNS,: “Mm-him,,."

LE}

(REFL)

Include in this category only counselor statener s
raking very close rephrasing or restatement of what
the client sadd, -3 . 7w 0

Statements of "You mentioned X,,.,." are to be
considered Interpretations, not reflections, since
they involve active selection bv the counselor of
oconcthing the client had talked of earlier which
the counselor wishes to focus on,

Include within 'reflection" finishing the client's
sentence yhen the counselor seems to be accurate in
following what the client is trying to express,
Include restatement or clarification of client's
feclings vhen the counsclor makes a very close
rephrasing of those feclings,

CLIENT: "Time is going, and I just have to decide."
COUNS,: "You fecl there isn't much tine, and you
fecl pressured to make the decision,"

CLIENT: "I don't know what I'm going to do when X
get through this year, my senior year, I
can't make up nmy nind,"
COUNS,: "You're worried, you can't make up your nind,"
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190, INTERPRETATION (INIKRP)

Definitions The counselor states something which can be inferred

Examples:

from what the client has said or done, but which
the client has not specifically said.or done,
Includes all attempts at analyzing, inferring,
reasoning, musing about the client, what hc has
said or his actions; atteupts to diagnose, under.
stand or analyze the client's responses,

CLIENT: "X couldn't tcll you who my childhood
friends were,"

COUNS,s "You don't recall too much about your
early life,"

CLIENT: "lousy tecacher - well, that's it,"
COUNS,: "And this just began recently, no trouble
before, "

20, SILENCE (SIL)

Pefinition: Each ten-second period of sileﬁce on the part of

the counselor is coded as another Silence response,
When you hear silence on the tape, pick up a watch
with a second hand and start noting. the number of
ten sccond units which intervene before the next
words are spoken,

The number of silence units in a counselor verbali-
zation may vary from none, to one, to any number,

21, UNCIASSIFIABLE (UNCL,)

Definition:

Inciude any sentence or expression verbalized by
the counselor which can not be classified in any
of the above verbal behavioy categoriesy If
possible, howevér, use one of the preceding
classifications,
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APPENDIX D

2.00

Comparison of Bales, Gamsky and Greene

Ununscloyr Behavlor Categories

BALES

Shows solidarlity
(Agrees)

Shouis tension
release

Gives suggestion

Glves orlentation

Asks Tor opinion
Asks for orientation

Asks fox suggestion

(Agfees)

Shows tension

Disagrees

Shows antagonism

GAMSKY

Glves reassurance
Shows approval

Shows tension
release

Glves suggestion

Glves informatlon
Gives Ainterpretation

Asks for .
information

Asks for elaboration

Reflection

Agrees,
understands

Avolds, shows
tension

Disagrees,
disapproval,
misunderstands

Shows antagonisnm
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GREENE
Reassurance

Approval
Tension release

“Suggestion

Persuasion
Structuring
Opinlon
Information
Interpretation

Request for
information

Request for
elaboration

'Reflection

Nondirective lead

Simple
acceptance

Silence
Avoldance

Expression of
tension

Disagreement,
disapproval

Misunderstanding

Antagonism
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APPENDIX K Int, #_$-1
: Date__ .
TABUIATION SHEET . Coding of Counsclor/Client Responses Rater EFG

OBJECT of
R-# CLIENT R's __Client R's R-# _ COUNSLLCR RESPONSES

126 ' ' 126

e wr

2..27

27
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328 5 K

4 29 4 29

5 30_ 5 30

6 31 6 31

732 ' 7.32

8 33 : 8 33 .

9 34 9 34 .

10 35 10 35 .

11 36 L 11 36

12 37 12 37

13 38 13 38

14 39 14 39

15 40 15 40

: (Beg, of

16 41 ' Min, /6316 41  Ref1

17 42 17 42 Interp

18 43 ' _ ' 18 43 Refl

19 44 Asks Info Coung, ' 19 44  Info

| 20 45 20 45 SA

21 46 _ 21 46  Interp _

22 47  Auer ‘Couns, 22.47 ETchIntefp/Interp/ETens

23 48 . . - 23 48 $il/Sil

24 49 - 24 49 JTens/Info/Elens/ETens
Q 25 50 Aspr Couns, 25 50 Info
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