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rate the coun=selor on each of six commonly-used counselor
effectiveness instruments, three drawn from social influence theory
and three fromsm other theoretical viewpoints. High concurrent validity
was found for social influence instruments, however high discriminant
validity coefXficients betwesen the expertness, attractiveness, and
trustworthinesss subscales indicates that these subscales may not
measure distimmct constructs. Also, considerable construct overlap was
found between social influence and comparison instruments. Social
influence ins®truments discriminated between the counselor role
conditions as might be expected based on social influence theory.
Implications #Eor measurement of counselor effectiveness were
discussed. (Awmmathor)
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Abstract
Comurrent and construct -ﬂsalidity of six instruments designed to
assss counselor effective=ness was studied. Participants
incided 139, male and fermale, undergraduate general studies and

edintion majors. Consist®ent with social influence theor four

J Y
vikotaped counselor role conditions (non-expert, not-attractive,
nontrustworthy, and not-eficient) were created. . Participants
wer randomly assigned to <view one of the four counseling roles
andto rate the counselor on each of six commonly-used counselor
effetiveness instruments, three drawn from social influence
thery and three from othe=r theoretical viewpoints. High
contirrent’ validity was fo=und for social influence instruments,
howver high discriminant ~~wvalidity coefficients between tha
expiatness, attractiveness , and trustworthiness subscales
indleates that these subsc—ales may not measure distinctiss
comstructs, Also, conside—Trable construct overlap was found
beten social influence amnd comparison instruments. Social
inflience instruments disc=riminated between the counselor role
coniitions as might be expe=cted based on social influence theory.
Implications for measuremermt of counselor effectiveness were

disussed.
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Evaluations of Videotaped Counselors

on a Variety of Counselor Assessment Scales

There were two primary objectives of this investigation:

(a) to determine the differential evaluations of observers of

cits in expertness,

'_l\-
n

Videotaped counselors who displayed def
attractiveness, or trustworthiness and (b) to explore the
concurrent validity of six scales for measuring counselor
effectiveness.

One primary focus of this study centered on the guestion:

o
H

What i=s the effect of differences in counselor social luence

behavior on scores yielded by instruments designed to measure

o)
el

counselor effectiveness: articipants viewed videotapes in which
the counselecr displayed deficits in one of the social influence
variables (i.e., expertness, attractiveness, or trustworthiness)
and rated the observed counselor on each of these variables with
three different instruments created to measure the social
influence process. 1In additio on, the study explored the extent to
which instruments not specifically created to measure the 5aéiél

influence process would be sensitive to the differences ir

[lm

counselor style displayed in the v eotapes. Finally, because

measurement characteristics of the three social influence
measures have not been explored in a single subject pool, data
collected in this study were used to assess the concurrent and

discriminant validity of the three social influence instruments.
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A recent study (Yager, Heilman, & Melchior, 1984)

demonstrated, through a set of related experiments, that suk : ~ta
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who had never been tr ed as cou
discriminate between a videotaped counselor who expressed Frag:
levels of empathy from a counselor who expressed no empathy. ..
follow-up on this study (Beck & Yager, 1986) provided evidence
that observers who had been clients themselves rated empathic
communication more positively than content-only responses during
the first part of a counseling interaction. If a behavior as
central to counseling as the presence or absence of empathy
(e.g., Anthony & Drasgow, 1978, Carkhuff, 1969a, 1969b, 1972) is
not clearly identified as a dimension of diffe rentiation between
two counselors, would other aspects of counselor behavior be more
likely to be perceived by an untrained observer of a counseling
videotape?

One set of counselor behavicrs that has beeh well
investigated over recent Years has been the social influence
behaviors originally addressed by Strong (1968). Corrigan, Dell,
Lewis, and Schmidt (1980) review extensive research related to
the perceived reactions of observers and/or clients to counselors
with differing levels of the three social influence behaviors:
expertness, attractiveness and trustworthiness. None of the
studies reviewed, however, had attempted to investigate observer
reactions to differences in all three social influence behaviors

within the same studv and with the same illustrative client. 1In
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fact, Beutler, Crago and Arizmendi (19%6) have indg icated that
"deriving discriminative definitions of these cConc=epts has been a
major concern for psychotherapy researchers' (p. 279).
Therefore, the present investigation ws designed -to include
assessment of observer reactions to cunselor beha—~iors
representing each of the social influgmce areas.

Although the major counselor effutiveness rating scales
have been evaluated individually by awriety of imvestigators,
concurrent studies of scale performanc have been =rery rare
(Ponterotto & Furlong, 1985). Since documenting the
effectiveness of the counseling proces is crucial to counseling
and counseling training, Ponterotto an Furlong (1<85)
recommended a continued effort be diregted toward e=xploring the
validity of the most commonly used effetiveness ramting scales.

Thus, one of *i:he ourposes of the present study was +to address

this question: To what extent do the si¥ most comm-only used

t
m

counselor rating scales tend to assessthe same coumselor

attributes? -

Methods

FParticipants in this study were undergraduate sstudents in
their early twenties (M = 21.82, 8D = 598) recruite=d from the
two-year University College program andthe four-ye==ar teacher
education program in the College of Eduation, Unive=rsity of

Cincinnati. The sample consisted of 10)women and =7 men, of
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which 115 were White, 22 were Black, and 2 were Drientali All of
the University College students and about two-thirds of the
College of Education students were in their first two §ea:s of

ol

H\

2ge.

Since the study focused on rating counselor effectiveness,
each participant was asked to indicate prior experience with
educational-vocational or personal-social counseling. Nearly all
the participants had participated in educational-vocational

counseling during high school (94%) and half had obtained

2ducational-vocational counseling subsequent to high school
(50%) A minority of the students had discussed personal-social

concerns with a high school eounselor {(40%) and fewer still had
received personal-social counselin ng in any other context (30%).

A tally of the number of persons participating in each of
the treatment conditions revealed a slight imbalance. In an
attempt to increase the sensitivity of the sta‘“istical analyses
and to minimize distortions (Pedhazur, 1982), three persons were
randemly selected for exclusion frem the over-represented
condition.

Instruments

The primary counselor effectiveness variables measured in
this study were the three social influence variables:

expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. To measure
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(CERS, Atkinson &

the Counselor Effectiveness Rating Sc=

Carskaddon, 1975), the Counselor R: ti orm (CRF, Barak &

LaCrosse, 1975), and the Counselor ting Form - Short Form (CRF-

S, Corrigan & Schmidt, 1983). In ad&idition, three other
commonly-used counselor effectiveness . instruments were included

as comparison measures:

Inventory (BLRI, Barrett-Lennard, 196:-2),

r Evaluation

(CEI, Linden, Stone, & Sher—tzer, 1965), and the

2ness Scale (CES, Iwwey & Authier, 1978). An

extensive review of %he measurement cEnaracteristics of these

scales has been reported by Ponterott— and Furlong (1985).

A client role-play was developed to be maxin
the undergraduate student participant==. The client on the
videotape was a freshman who had cCime to the university to be
with a boyfriend from her home. She z&=nd her boyfriend were now

rowing apart, and she was feeling depm=ressed and alone. A seript

W

for the role-playing Rwas not prepared; the client was given a

detailed description of the role-playe-d concerns and the feelings

nderlying those concerns. Four unreh=earsed, 7-minute counseling

g

essions were carried out with the same= male counselor who varied

0

his counseling responses from one videeotape to another.

During one of the interviews, the non-deficient counselor

condition (EAT -- i.e., expert, attrac®&=ive, and trustworthy), the

counselor demonstrated high levels of =11 three targeted social

Q
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influence variables. In each of the remaining three videotapes,
one counselor characteristic was intentionally lowered through
direct behavioral evidence. For the low expertness counselor
role (AT E -- attractive and trustworthy but not expert), the

ounselor indicated he was an intern rather than a psychologist;

o]
=

he did not recognize the name of a residence hall on campus; and
he was confused at client's reference to the word "ecatharsis."®
For the low attractiveness role (ET A -- expert and trustworthy
but not attractive), the counselor wore blue jeans, had uncombed
hair, chewed gum, blew his nose, and fidgeted uncomfortably.
Finally, in the low trustworthiness role (EA"T -- expert and
attractive but not trustworthy), the counselor offhandedly
revealed the name of another student he had seen with similar

blems; he described his schedule as so busy that the client
might not be able to see him as scheduled each week; and he
indicated his intention to contact the client's parents about her
difficulties at school.

group of 13 doctoral studenis with experience in

counseling were asked to view each of the four videotapes in a
random order and to rate each counselor on one item scales
representing expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness.
The EAT tape was rated highest on all three scales, and each
videotape that had been intended to be deficient in one area was

rated significantly lower than any of the three other videotapes
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n the scale assegihg t_hat area. Tese data pros—rided content
validity for the fur vi deotapes.

Although the ldeot.apes differd on the dimer—asion of the
social influence chract=eristics, il other aspect=s of the tapesg
Were intended to beis iedentical as possible. Unl_ike soma
previous studies wiwe t@he counselo's role was "t—oo exaggerated
to permit generaljstion +to counseling practice" (T Corrigan, pell,
Lewis & Schmidt, 1M, p—~ 406), thecounselor on t—he present
videotapes contipweto rmake empathic responses di_rected to the
client's concerns lieacka of the For counselor ro-les.
Brocedures

Recruits wareiven a brief Qecription of th.e purposes of
the study and askadto sE. gn a subjet consent form . Each
participant was rapmly assigned toview one of t¥Ehe four
counselor role condltions=. While witching the vide=otape, the
participant was endirage=d to "vievthe counselor TFfrom the
perspective of the dient-— .Y As soonas the viewineg was completa,
the observers wexe mked —to "rate the counselor as if you were
the client and wanedto —talk to thecounselor abot=xt something
that really mattareito yee—u." To cunterbalance corder effects,
the six counselor gfficti™=reness ratigy scales were Presented to
the participant ip mdon—ized order,

Rezults
The focus of thstucay was two fold. Counseleo x

effectiveness vas hmalpul=ated through the use of vi=deotaped

10
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counselor roles to fadlitatite study ofthe construct validity of
the social influence pmsurces. Additina 11y, simultaneous
.administratign of thext ofdf counselotef Fectiveness scales was
~mployed to permit exjratifion of tnewn<current validity of the

three social influencireasxires (CRF, ®F—S, and CERS) and to

effectiveness instrumgts (BSLRY, cRY, nd CEI). The second of

these two directions o focuus wWill be wnsidered first.

To investigate tuconcrzurrent andliscriminant validity of
the three social inflwice ix nstruments a multitrait-mnultimethod
matrix (Campbell & Fisp, 192 59) was costr—ucted. Pearson
product-moment correlatin coosfficient: veere computed and

arranged to display thicorreelations aung pairs of instruments

Hh

or each of the three gial influencewariables. Table 1
contains these correlatin ccwefficientsianad normative data for
each social influyence mle.

The concurrent valldity coefficiens, coefficients computed
by pairing different mmuresss of the smMe <onstruct, were |
generally high (range: §2 tc> .89; medln: .85). Between
instrument correlationh rngesss for each of +he variables were:
expertness, .82 to -85 ittramctivenass, 8= to -89; and
trustworthiness, .83 t.86. All werasigraificant at p < .001.
Under social influwme tizheory, thethr—ee social influence

variables are expected i ba independen neasures of counselor

A1
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effectiveness, Accordingly, they should yield low discriminant
validity coefficients. In the present study, however,
discriminant validities were also relatively high. When the
measures of expertness were correlated with the measures of
attractiveness, the correlations ranged from .57 to .70 (median:
-66) . The expertness/trustworthiness combination yielded

discriminant validity coefficients ranging from .53 to .73

(median: .65). Finally, the attractiveness/tru

tworthiness

L}

pairing yielded discriminant coefficients of .66 to .75 (median:

.71) .

Because of the high concurrent validity among instruments
for each of the three social influence scales, the scale metric
was equated by converting all 9 social influence scales to z=
scores. A composite score for each social influence variable
(i.e., expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness) was
computed by averaging z-scores across the three social influence
instruments (i.e., CRF, CRF-S, and CERS),

Examination of the between scale correlations among the
other instruments revealed that the two Ivey and Authier (1978)

scales (CES=1 and CES-2) were also very highly correlated, r =

o

4, and, therefore, these two scales were also equated for

metric and averaged tc pProduce a composite score.

12
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Before exploring hypotheses concerning the effects of the
counselor role conditions on measures of counselor effectiveness,
a multivariate analysis was conducted to determine whether the
two populations sampled for this study (i.e., the University
College and the College of Education) differed across the full
set of dependent variables. The multivariate analysis of variance
revealed there was no significant difference between the two
populations sampled [T? = 0.19, F(13, 122) = 1.79, p > .05]. The
popuiations were combined in all subsequent analyses.
ole Stimuli

Effect of Counseling R

To test the effect of the four counselor roles on
participant ratings of counselor social influence, a multivariate
analysisqef variance was completed. This analysis featured one
betwezn-subjects factor, counselor role, with four levels. Three
levels involved a form of counselor deficiency, not-expert
(AT E), not-trustworthy (EA"T), and not-attractive (ET"A), while
the fourth level portrayed a counselor with no specific
deficiency (EAT). Thirteen dependent variables were employed,
including the three standardized and averaged social influence
variables, five BLRI scales, the average of the two standardized
CES scales, three CEI scales and the CERS-Utility scale. Means
and standard deviations for all scales and counselor role

conditions are presented in Table 2.
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A significant multivariate difference was found for the
comparison of the four videotapes [I2 = 1.30, F(39,356) = 3.97, b
< .001]. To explore the specific ways in which the variables
discriminated between the counselor stimuli, univariate analyses
of variance with Tukey post hoc contrasts were conducted. 1In
addition to pair-wise comparisons of counselor roles, a planned
contrast between the non=-deficient counselor role (EAT) and the
average of the deficient counselor roles (EA"T, ET A, and AT'E)
was computed. The results of the univariate analyses of variance
and planned contrasts between the non-deficient counselor and the
pooled deficient counselors are presented in Table 3, and the
results of the Tukey pair-wise comparisons are presented in Table

4-

influence variables proved useful in discriminating between the
counselor role conditions. For the standardized composite

expertness variable, the non-deficient (EAT) counseling role was
rated at nearly .5 sd above the mean, the non-trustworthy (EA™T)

and the non-expert (AT E) roles scored at or slightly below the

14
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mean (.0 sd and =-.1 sd, respectively), and the non-attractive

-

€ scored more than -.4 sd beiow the mean. Both the

=

(ET"A) ro

omnibus test [F(3,132) 6.45, p < .05] and the planned contrast

between the non-deficient and deficient counselor roles [E(132)
3.68, p < .05] yielded significance. Tukey pair-wise comparisons

‘evealed that although the non-deficient counselor was perceivead
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counselor (p < .05) none of the other pair-wise comparisons
achieved significance,

Ratings on the attractiveness variable suggested that the
non-expert (AT E) and non-deficient (EAT) counselor roles were
viewed somewhat positively (.3 sd and .2 gd, respectively) while
the non-trustworthy (EA"T) and non-attractive (ET"A) rcles were

viewed more negatively (-.2 sd and -.4 sd). Attractiveness

[E(3,132) = 4.65, p < .004], but the test between non-deficient
and pooled deficient counselor roles was not significant, t(132)
= 1.71, p > .05. Both the non-expert and the non-deficient
counselors were perceived to be significantly more attractive
than the non-attractive counselor (B < .05). However, none of
the other pair-wise comparisons achieved significance.

Finally, on the trustworthiness scale, the non-deficient
(EAT) and the non-expert' (AT E) counselor roles were grouped at
-6 £d and .5 sd above the mean while the non-attractive (ET"A)

and the non-trustworthy (EA"T) counselor roles clustered below

15
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the mean at about -.5 sd. A significant difference between

differences between counselor roles [E(3,132) 17.86, p < .001]
and for the planned contrast between deficient ard non-deficient
counselor roles [E(132) = 4.67, p < .001]. When compared by
pairs, the non-expert counselor did not differ from the non-
deficient counselor, nor did the non-trustworthy differ from the
non-attractive counselor. However, both the non-deficient and
non-expert counselors were perceived to be significantly more

trustworthy than either the non-trustworthy or the non-attractive

Barrett-lLennard Scales. Four of the five Barrett-Lennard

scales showed a strong positive relationship to the nine social
influence scales. Specifically, the social influence variables
had a moderately strong, direct relationship with the Barrett-
Lennard Level of Regard (BLRI-R) (range: .53 to .80), Empathic
Understanding (BLRI-E) (range: .44 to .70), Congruence (BLRI-C)
(range: .54 to .70), and Willingness to be Known (BLRI-W) (range:
-44 to .69). Unconditionality of Regard (BLRI-U) was generally
unrelated to the social influence variables (range: .03 to .20)
yielding its highest correlations with the CRF-S expertness,
attractiveness and trustworthiness variables (range: .17 to .20).

These correlations are presented in Table 5.
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Insert Table 5 about here.

Four of the five BLRI scales (BLRI-R, BLRI-E, BLRI-C, and
BLRI-W) significantly discriminated between the four counselor
role conditions. The non-deficient counselor was judged to have
greater empathic understanding (BLRI-E) and more congruence
(BLRI-C) than the pooled deficient counselors. Further, the non-
deficient counselor was viewed as having a greater level of
regard (BLRI-R) than the non-attractive counselor, greater
empathic unﬂérgtanding (BLRI-E) than the non-trustworthy
counselor, and greater congruence (BLRI-C) than either the non-
attractive or non-trustworthy counselors. The non=expert
counselor was viewed as having greater empathic understanding
(BLRI-E) than the non-trustworthy counselor and as having a
greater level of regard (BLRI-R) and being more willing to be
known (BLRI-W) than either the non-trustworthy or the not-
attractive counselor.

ffectiveness Scales. The composite Counselor

Counselor

Effectiveness Scale (zZAVG-CES) was highly related to all three

social influence variables: expertness (range: .78 to .87},

ttractiveness (range: .78 to .80), and trustworthiness (range:

vl

.76 to .80). The omnibus test of this variable discriminated
significantly between the counselor role conditions. 1In

addition, the non-deficient counselor scored higher than the
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pooled deficient counselors [£(132) = 3.83, p < :05])]. Pair-wise
comparisons revealed that the non-deficient counsrlor was
perceived more positively than either the non-aitractive or the
non-trustworthy counselor (p < .05). Finally, the non-expert
counselor was perceived more positively than the non-attractive
counselor.

tion Inventor

Counselor Evalua

111S

Counseling Climate (CEI-CLI), Counselor Comfort (CEI-COM), and
Client Satisfaction (CEI-SAT) showed the greatest degree of
independence (range: .29 to -35). ©Only the scale measuring
counseling climate (CEI-CLI) yielded a consistent, modest,

elationship with the social influence variables:

positive i

H

expertness (range: .32 to -34), attractiveness {(range: .39 to

-41), and trustworthiness (range: .35 to .37). Additionally,
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between the counselor role conditions [E(3, 132) = 3.03, p <
-05]. The non-deficient counselor scored significantly higher on
CEI-CLI than the pooled deficient counselors [£(132) = 2.29, p <
.08] aﬁd higher than the non-trustworthy counselor (p < .05).
unselor Effectiveness Rating Scale includes

Utility. The Cou

a one item scale reported to measure counselor utility (CERS-U).

This scale correlated remarkably highly with the social influence
variables, irrespective of instrument employed (range: .57 to
-70). It, too, was a significant discriminator of the four

counselor role conditions [F(3,132) = 4.19, P < .05] and the non-
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deficient counselor was perceived to have higher utility than the

three deficient counselors [E(132) = 2.97, p < .05]. 1In
addition 2 non-deficient counselor was rated more highly than
the non-attractive counselor (p < .05).
Discussion
The results of this study have provided more evidence that
the three instruments [i.e., the Counselor Rating Form (CRF), the

Counselor Rating Form -~ Short Version (CRF-8), and the Counselor

m

ffectiveness Rating Scale (CERS) ] designed to assess social

b=

influence dimensions (i.e., expertness, attractiveness, and

[

trustworthiness) are, in fact, measuring the same phenomenon.

The concurrent validities between subscales are very high.

11 on a discriminant

[

However, the subscales do not fare we
validity test: the correlations between different subscales
(e.g., between expertness and trustworthiness) are nearly as high
as are the concurrent validities. Also, when correlated with
instruments designed to assess other aspects of counseler
effectiveness, the social influence variables tend to yield high
relationships. Uncorrelated scales included only the Barrett-
Lennard Unconditionality of Regard scale and the Counselor

ient Satisfaction

[ -]

Evaluation Inventory's Counselor Comfort and C

M

Scales. Such remarkable consistency between ratings of differing
scales appears to indicate that there is likely a common,
underlying general evaluation factor that is important to any

observer evaluation of a counselor.

i)
(e
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Beyond the psychometric issues, this study has also

established +that untrained observers of counseling videotapes are

le to discriminate between counselors who differ on the social
influence variables of expertness, attractiveness, and
trustworthiness. The demonstration of this ability serves as
both a content validation test of the counselor videctapes
employed and a construct validation of the three combined scales
that were used to measure expertness, attractiveness, and
trustworthiness (i.e., CRF, CRF-S, and CERS). In the specific
case of each of the illustration videotapes, the observers rated
the deficient counselors lower than a non-deficient counselor on
the specific scale which had been the intended area of
deficiency.

The counselor videotape which incorporated all three
dimensions was rated consistently higher, both on scales designed
to assess the three dimensions manipulated and on scales that had
been developed for ratings on other dimensions of the counselor's
performance [i.e., the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory
(BLRI), Counselor Evaluation Inventory (CEI), and the Counselor
Effectiveness Scale (CES)].

Although earlier reviews (Corrigan et al., 1980; Heppner &
Dixon, 1981) have suggested that the counselor's expertness was

the most powerful of thééthraé source varizbles, the results of

the present study do not lend support to this conclusion. 1In

fact, the non-expert videotape was rated as essentially similar

20
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to the non-deficient videotape on all but one of the ten
evaluative =scales used in the study. The one exception, of
course, was the combined expertness scale. On every other scale
(including attractiveness, trustworthiness, four BLRI scales, and
CES, CEI, and CERS scales), the observers rated the non expert
counselor nearly as high as the non-deficient counselor.

The non-trustworthy and non-attractive counselors, on the
cther hand, were rated significa ntly below the non-deficient and
nor-expert counselors in many of the scales: trustworthiness,
BLRI Level of Regard, BLRI Congruence, and the Counselor
Effectiveness Scale.

Do the consistently poorer ratings of the counselors
deficient in trustworthiness and attractiveness indicate that
these dimensions are more powerful factors than expertness? Not
necessarily. Since this was an analogue study, reactions of
observers may be somewhat different from those of actual clients,
Although the absence of trustworthiness and attractiveness wffect
the scale ratings more dramatically than the absence of
expertness, in actual counseling, the expertness may be the
factor critical to influencing client change. Further research
is needed to address this issue.
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The avai ity of content valid counselor videotapes
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counselor with the same client who varies from one
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0 the next on presence or absence of the social influence
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dimensions also creates a number of additional research
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questions. For example, will differing observer population
react similarly in their evaluations of these counselor
deficiencies (e.g., males vs. fenales,; those with counseling
experience vs. those without, clients with differing cultucal
backgrounds, older vs. younger observers)? These and other
similar questions may now be addressed with the ready

availability of the videotapes prepared for this investigation.
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Means, Standard. Deviations, and Qorrelation Coefficients for
Social Influence Variables (n = 136) from. thhe Counselor Ratirg

Form (CRF), the Counselor Rating Form - Short Version (CRFS), and
the Counselor Effegtlvsﬁess Ratind,SSEle (CERS)

- B ) E¥p2r£ 7 7 Aﬁﬁ?a;ti?e o T?ustwgrthy
CRF CRFS& CERS CRF CRFS CERS CRF CRFS CERS
Expert i T ’ )
CRF-E -
CRFS~E 282% -
CERS-E +85% ,85% -
Attractive
CRF-A +70% .57% ,66% -
CRFS-A -70% .63% ,67% .89k ~—
CERS-A -70*% .61% .66%  ,83*% ,88% -
Trustworthy
CRF-T .68*% ,55% ,63%* .76% .66% _g7% -
CRF5-T :73% .64% ,68% L73% .73% _71% 284% —=
CERS-T -68% .53*% _g5% L73% .71% _70%* -83% .86% —=
NafEaéi?e Dataﬁ T T ) B
M 40.4 11.0 9.4 39,0 11.3 8.7 47.4 14.8 11.1
=d l4.6 5.3 4.1 12.4 5.6 4.2 13.0 5.1 4.7

* p < ,001

Note: Concurrent validity coefficients are underscored.
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Table 2

Cx::uns;zlc:sr Role céﬁit;éﬂé; B
EA™] ET A _AT'E —EAT _

= _ —_— == ==

St;c:.al :;nfluem:e So;ales = Averaged z sz;sarési

E-:perl: 0.05 0.98 =-0.45 0.60 =0.09 0.85 0.49 1.07
Attractive =-0.21 0.88 -0.36 0.61  0.34 0.97 0.23  1.14
Trustworthy -0.52° 0.96 -0.49 0.56  0.45 0.83 0.56  0.83

Barrett-Lennard Relationship Imrantt::y Scales

25 =12.68 17.31 8.44 20.52 3.06 20.00
=7.35 12.27 =0.94 13.72 -0.62 12.60
Congruence =7.41 15.5 -6.94 12.47 -0.82 16.56 2.29 11.94
Unendtnl. 3.03 13.09 8.09 12.32 5.56 12.368 9,15 13.17
Willingness -4.79 14.02 -3.47 8.59  4.35 11.70 1.88 9.81
Counselor Effact:.veness Scale ) ) o o

~}
[
[~
v

Regard -7.4

L

b
!

=

(o]

Lo
[

|

3]

W

o

‘U'N
e

z-score  -0.69 1.00 -0.60 0.57  0.14 0.86 0.52  1.11

En:vmassla: E‘valuat:.r;n Inventory

Climate 8.29 2.59  8.56 1.99  9.59 2.50 10.12  3.74
Co. Comfort 3.79 2.08  4.26 1.56  4.29 2.11 4.44 1.7
Cl. satfctn. 5.15 1.42  5.23 1.61  5.50 2.03 5.35 1.72
Counselor Effectiveness Rating Scale S )

[T N

Utility ~ 1.73 1.33  1.23 0.43  1.88 1.53 247  2.02
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Table 3

Tests of CoOmnibus Univariate Differences béﬁ-.reerl Counselor

C!mn;}:us Test Aﬁ:ft:és Non-Deficient
Counselor Role Groups C::u_nselar Role

Pooled Daflczlent
Cgunselar Et:les

8ocial Inf_Jiuence Sr;ales - ﬁvaraged 5 scores
Expert 5.15 0.80 6.45 .001%* 3
Attractive 3.92 0.84 4.65 -004*% 1.71 .08
TE;EtWDfﬂ]E 11. 65 D 65 7 17. SS .('2)015'E 4.67 .DOl*
Barrett-Lerrmnard Relat;ensh;.p Invente:qr Scales

Regard 3155.42 427.29 7.38 .001* 1.70 .09]
Empathy 797.73 166.17 4,80 .003% 2.20 . D20
Congruencs 765.75 203.41 3.76 .012% 2.60 L 010
Unendinl.. 254.46  162.32 1.56 .200 1.42 .15
Willjgﬁﬁgg 640.22 125.86 5.09 . 002% 1.43 .15
Counselor éffeatlveness Sc—'ala, 7 o
z-score 7.32  0.82 8.86 .001* 3,83 00
Gﬁmselar Zvaluatlan Invaitary 7 7 -
Climate 25.05 8.27 3 .
Co. Comfort— 2.67 3.62 0.74 .531
Cl. Satfctres . 0.79 2.93 0.2
Emmselﬁr Effé,{:tlvaaass Rat:.ng S«;ale

ﬁtll%tg - 8.79 2.10 4.19 .007% 2.97 . 003
*p< .05 T S |

g
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Table 4
Tukey Post-Hoc : Comparisons for (a) a Planned Contrast between
the Non-Deficiesent Counselor Videotape and the _Averade of the

Deficient Couns=selor Videotapes (NON-DEF > DFCT), and (b)

FEﬂjart,, Attra:ftlve and 'I‘rustwcsrﬂw (EAT) . Expert and Attrat:tlve
not Trustworths=y (EA'T), Expert and Trustworthy not Attractive

T > AT:E> AT E > EAT > EAT > EAT >
ETA EA"T EIA EAT FETA ATE

Social Influenc—e Variables - Z-score averagés )
Expert * - - - -
Attractive - = - * -
Trustworthy =* = * * *
Barrett-Lennarc= Relationship Inventory Scales
Regard - - * % - * =
Empathy
Uncndtnlty. - - - - - - -
W;llmgnass - - * * - - -
Counselor Effe&ﬂveness 8Scale ' ' "

. Z-score ave. ¥ - - * * * -

Counselor Evalu;aﬁan Inventory
Climate = - - - * - -

1% ok %
|

*
*

Co. Comfort - - - - - - -
C‘l Satff:tn - - - - - - -

G@Lmselt:r E:Efec&lvenéss Rating Scale
Utility % - - - - * -

* p < .05.
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CRE- .6B% L62% .61% AL .51% .87 .34% —.02 —.13 . Ge

CRFSf 53% _44% ,54% -}33 44% [78% .25% —-,07 =.12 .&7*

CERST  .61% .54k .56% .05 .48% .82% .32% —.04 —.14 .70%
Attractive

QﬁFsA :80% ,70% ,67% .0 ,50% _79% 4l* =, 056 =.10 .é68%

CRFS-A -75% .59% ,62% .03 .66% .79% .40% ~.06 =.09 .70%
CERS-A -70* .55% .58* .06 .58% .80* ,39% —.,09 —.06 .68%

Trustwothy
CRF-T -76% .68% .70% .20 .67*% ,79% .35% =,02 -—.11 .57%
CRFsT «74% .63% .69*% .17 .63*% ,80% .37% -.03 =.18 .60%

CERS <77% .66% .67% .18 .65% ,77% ,35% .02 ~.10 .62%

o]

Néﬁnaﬁive Data
M 2.2 -4.8 =31.2 6.4 =0.5 0.0 9.1 4.2 5.3 1.8
gd  22.1 13.4 14.7 12,8 1.7 1.0 2.9 ’ 1

—_—

*% p < 001

BIX = Barrett-Lennard Rel%tmnslnp Inventﬁz:% (ufncluaés
subscales: R -—— Congruence,
Uim_ Ul)‘lcandltlgna_llw of R%ga:d % -— ﬁhll;_rxg-ﬁess to be’

CWTL

CE = Counselor Effectivenesss Scale

CIl = Counselor Evaluation Inventory (includes simbscales:
CLL —~ Counseling Clim=ate, COM — Counselor Comfeort, SaT

__ = Client Satisfaction) .

CHS = Counselor Effectiveress Rat'

ales: U - Utility, E ]
Attrac:tlvenass T = E‘rustWEr!:hm S ) .

CR = Counselor Rat;.ng Form (includes subscales: E —-—

oertness, A —-— Attraactiveness, T —- Trustw=orthiness)

CHS = Counselor Rating Form - Short Versmn (inc= Jdudes
subscales: E — ertness, A -- Attractivemess, T --
Trustworthiness)

Scale (incl_udes
rtness, A. ——
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