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ABSTRACT *
The thesis upon which the present study was based was that a
counsellor’'s level of accurate empathioc underatanding im positively
related to a olient's resulting level of denth of self—expg%ratlon.
A design was constructed in which levels of empathy could be

,systematiocally varted so that a causal relationship could be shown

3 -

to oxiet.
Subjects were instruoted to reabond in writing to two different
written counsellor statementa which had been manipulated az to level
of emp@thy. Oné of the OOunsellorrreeponsén had been rated ;t a high
levei of empathy and one had besen rated at a 10' level. The subject;'
re sponse s we re ﬁhen rated on level of melf—exploration according to
twa difra?§nt procedures as folld(;lf (1) Judges firat rated the
, Tesponses on a scale ranggﬁg;rrom levels of 0-9 in self-ergloratien;
(2) Né£t, Judges selected whjuh of two randomly paired client responses
wasg higher in jevél of 661r;ex§foration. Ona of the pqir was a rasponae
, . . ° -
rto:a high;eipathy oounsellorratatement and the other was A response
to a low empathy counsellor statement.”
"No signifiocant differenoea were ro;;d 1nlsalf~exploratlon 1evels
between subjeotévyé;ponding to high levels of empathy and to low

levale of empathy. Near signifioanoe was obtained, however, for client

responsqe.to one of thg standard:problem atatementd in the paired

’

-



4liualion, A =]jight Lrend wan aleog oos seboan Ut
Tor o clrent raponicoas Lo Wb e S Lhe
. N
\

IO . [T e -
and 1o bolh ol Lhe standard proaliiet leiles
i . . R \ '
Al e el Lie oo R TS IR cLo Ml '
-
Tee DO that tho LA yve annlooses desoyn 0! 8 Wit N
-
AUl Lot Uhees o poemaweia ol i Ul g e, . R
n
»
\ .
A
R
o
~ » A
i .
N "y
; 7
jx
A
: “
A i
. i
.




5

b

ACKNOWIEDGMENRTS

I would like to express sinoere appreciation to Dr. Peter Calder
for the proposal of this research and for his guidance throughout the
COuréo of this study. I would also like to thank Dr. J. B. Van Stolk

and Professor Jack Goldberg who ‘served as the other members of the

a

committee

Cindy Jones, Pat Kooney, Donna Sommer, Eric_ Orimsrud, Alan O°Shea
’ y ’ N ’

and George Blakney served as raters of empathy and self-exploration

l

and were invaluable to this study in so generously giving of their

time and knowledge. A special thanke 1s due to all of them.
, |

. 7 el . )
—~J-would also 11ke to expreas-gratitude to Colin Park whose

mtatistical advioe was indispensable and to Marg Hewson and Mike Pashelka

who helped in s0 many aapects of the study.
. ' ®



TABLE OF CONTENTS .

CHAYTER
I. INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . -
The Hature of the Problem .

Design of the Stud:y_

P

Limitations .

A A o= -~ » - -

'

Definitionas . . A4 . . - -

Overview of the Study - - -

11. REVIEW OF RELATED I ITRRATURE .

Helated Literature on Standardized

Related Litérature on Core Conditions

- o~ oa
P Y

)
-~ A .
A = s
.« a om
A = s

3

Related Literature on Self-Exploration

Related Literature on Written and Oral

5

IIT.  METHODOIOGY. . . . o o & - = -

,Introduct‘lon “ s e e s e s

Standard Client Statements .

Counsellor Besponses . - » - .

Client Besponses . . . . . =

£

= * I
- m oA
- = %
» 7/ -

Training of Raters-of Self-Bxploration

Analysis . ., , . . . . . - =

e o =

-

AY
Prooesdures . . . . 4+ ., o« ¢ o o o « & »

vii

L S
- - = - -
- -~ - - -
- -~ o~ -~ o~
- -~ A -
- ~ - - -
~ - . - 4
= -~ - -

Tnterviews -

- e A s -
N
Hasp(;nsaﬁ
- m = e
- - - - ~
. . s - s
- - - - ‘5
Cee
. s e =
. e e e e

PAE



\

CHAPTRH

Iv

Rgalnbllity of Judges' Hatings of Bmpathy

Ko li1ability of Judges' Hatings of Selt-Exploration

. RESULTS AND pISCUS3ION

Hypothesis Testlng

Discussion

. a

Summary of Results

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

Sumnary -

Conolusions

HRecommendations

SELECTED HRFERENCES

APPENDICES . .

APPENDIX A

PPERDIX B .

APPEBNDIX C .

-

)

- o~

- -

- -

viii

-



G A -

TABLE

L.

Ti,

111,

VI

VII,

B

HELIABILITY OF THE JUDGES* RATINGS OF ACCURATE
BMPATHIC UNDERSTANDING
RELIABILITY OF THER JUDGES* KATINGS OF IEPTH OF

»

SELF-EXPLORAT 10N

-

.,
1.1ST OF TABLES

-

-

-

~

-

»

,

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

=

-

-

-

-

-

SUMMARY OF MRANS AND STANDAKD [EVIATIONS OF MEANS OF

CLTBNT SELF_-EXPLORATION FOR GROUPS HBSPONDING

T0 HIGH AND LOW LEVELS OF COUNSELLOR BMPATHY. .

SUMMARY OF T-TRSTS FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN MEANS IN SELF-EXPLOBATION FOR GROUPS

HESPUKDING ‘“TO HIGH AND LOW LBVELS OF

> COUNSELLOR BMPATHY

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAIRED, RESPONSES AND KATINGS

EXPECTED BY CHANCE

’JUD@S’ 'RATTRGS AND RATINGS EXPECTED BY CHANCE

-

-

-

-

-

»

-

-

-

&

=

-

-

=

-

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROPOKRTIONS:

~

#

FREQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF-EXPLORATION

ON RESPONSES TO HIGH AND LOW COUNSELLOR EMPATHY

STATEMENT 1

ix

-

»

-

-

" PAGE

28

5 30

Y
-~ 33
. 33
. 35

LA



,
/
TABLE - '/ . : PAGE
Vill.  "REQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF_EXPLOKAT 0N -
ON HESPONSES TO H1GH AND LOW COUNSELLOK EMPATHY
SIATEMENT » . . .
IX.  FHEQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF_EXPLOKATION
- B
ON HESPONSES TO HIGH AND LOW GOUNSELLOR KMPATHY i
STATEMENT 1 & 2 . . . . . o o owen it iy
~ o t



CHAPTER I

»

INTRODUCTION .
The Rature of the Problem_

Certain therapist qualities have been identified as be ing

important to the outcome of a therapeutic relatiénship. Rogers (1937)
: x : -

theorized that empathy, along with genuineness and unconditional
positive regard are conditions that are bbth neocessary and sufficlent
for pdsitive personality change. Past research suppérts 5&?5 view, in
that clients whose therapists exhibit these qualities to a high degree
do in fact have a higher improveﬁent rate than clients whose therapists
do not exhibit these quallt;gs or exhibit them to a low degre® (Whii;horn
and Betz, 1954; Carkhufr and Berenson, 1967; Rogers,\Truax, Gendlin, and
Kiesler, 196%; Truax and Cd!khurf, 19672. Generalizing the importance
of these three therapist quﬁlitias, Truax and Carkhuff (1967) cogtend,
"These findings seem tofhold for a wide variety of therapists and
counsellors, rega?dless of their training or theoretic orientation; ;nd
for a:wide varie}ylbf olients or p?ié3h£s.a.. (p. 100)",

The above éfudies jare oarried out in clinical settings in which
it was ndt,poasiﬁié‘io‘bbtain‘oontrql of tﬂe therapisf variables that

o+

were being studiedﬁ‘ Heller (1971) maintains, » ¢

-

g
-



The clinical interview, while an excellent source of research
hypotheses, is 8 poor testing groufid for isolating fact/ors
responsible for behavior change. The varied complexity of the
therapsutic,interaction and the fthability to specify and

control therapeutic operations make it diff‘i’culi to obtain
reliable 1nfomtionfoonoerx}}ng exact agents of ohange (p. l?’(t

’Phe‘deeirat?illty of‘eminiry’i)xperimnta’lly‘ the hypotheses that had
been generated by the clinical research led to the development of a
astudy "by Truax and Carkhuff (1955)'17 whioch the oconditions offered by
the therapist were &nipulat@d. In this etu&y the therapy session wag ’
o d1vided 1m§ three seotions in which the therapist offered high levels
of empathy and warmth during the firat seotion of the interview, lower-
’yle,,\-vels dur’ing the seoond aeot.ion, and again high levels during the
final section of the interview. The clients’ responses to the
therapist's statements were analyzed and it was foum; that high levels
7 of empathy and warmth were followed by high levels of self-exploration,

and low levels of empathy and warmth were followsd by low levels of
self—exploration.' L

:;Althéugh this study pointed to the int}uenoe that the therapist
_has upon the olient's sﬂlf-explox@tlon and thus upon his improvement,
the basic design of the study has been oritioized. First of all, the
study #as based on a very srﬁal::l sample which made it diffiocult to draw
conclusions.. Also, as Beller (1971) pointed out, "...each »e.xperin;éntal
condition was presented by only one‘person. The ‘condition and the
individual presenting it are thus oonfoundsd, a partioularly serious
problem in studie"s in whioch oondit'ions are” themselves ; person’ variablés
(p. 136)". Another "ox_-:;ticiam of this stu&y (ﬁeller, 1971) was that the

lowsring of the conditions during the second part of the interview was
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deﬁnﬁ&ow as the therapist "withholding hig best responae™. This is

o~

. o ’ .
a nebulous definition whioh prevented replication of the study.

1

The bmsent stud_y",‘wgz'g pla.n‘ned to overcome some of the weaknesses

-

of the previous study ﬁhivl% at the same time mtain}ng the -control of
tk;era/piat variables that tbe previous deslign offered. Since the .
helping pr;)feaeioma accept empathy as an important tinerapis‘t_
characteristic, a‘atudy off‘eriné ocontrolled research qn the influence
of empat upon élient self-exploration would be a valuable ac{ditlon

to already existing research.’
A .

The purpose of the study was to éxamin;_ the effeots of dlfﬁ‘eren'tial

. ) o . !

levels of empathy on the levels of oclient .self-exploration in an attempt

to mee df‘hlgh levels of therapist responses generate high levels of

self-exploration on, the part of. the olient. . The importance of this

A

study i1s that it is an attempt to show that the level of olient 301&‘—;,
exploration is not only related to the level of therapié:t:empatby but

is also oontings;nt upon the level of therapist empathy.

’ & . R 4 .

X h

Dosign of the Study
T v : wee

The plan of this study was to offer experimentally manipulated:

levels of empathy in a simulated interview setting. A written format ~

] » H

''was used in whioh the initial client statement was standard --' the

ir .
%
t

L4

exprossion of a typical client atatement. Written counsal]ior re sponses
(:.varied in level of empathy (lfig!_\;;and low) with subjects given one ’

counséllor response ,a% each level. The subjects responded to the L

Py

counsellor statement with a wz-iztt,enf response as if théy were the olients,

! . i S8
1 i .

@,

By



The final olient statements were rbted on level of self-exploration.

L

Acoording to the hypotheais of the study, the final olient statements
should vary direotly iith the type of counsellor statewment offered —
high counsellor empathy should be followed by high client self-exploration
and low oounsellor empathy should be followed by low olient self-
exploration. cot

Obviously, this was not a '"real" oclient-counsellor interaotion
but an experimental analogue ressarch design. A partloulax: agent of
ohange was seleoted and lmolated in an attempt g study ite relationship
to olient self-exploration, Although the setting was pot authentio,
1t "1s thought that{aspeots of it.are in fact apalogous to the authentic
si‘tu&tior{; and 1t is a métnodrt'o experimentally measure those aapeots
by red’ucing the canpleiity of the total interaotion and thus control

for other variables.

&

Limitations

ty =

There vére éEVETgl limitations to this study which are imimed:miely
;-pparenti F‘iirst% of aih; ?na of the goals 1; research 1s generalilzability;
one pr;blam of @logm z;'ggaarch such as tﬁia study ie its:gﬁener&;liz—-
?pility fro; th; exper%mental setting to the‘aotual 1ntarview setting.

As Holler (1971) ‘pointed out, | ' '

L]

"Typically we acoept as valid, findings from experiments that
are in some way representative of the situation occupying our
primary interest, so that as an analogue becomes further
removed from the process of therapy and the conditions of
treatment, the less relevant it will ssem (p. 128).

: . K

Thus, a paradoxical situation éxiqta, since ome advanfage of analogue

o

o~
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ressarch is its ability t3 isolate one variable at a.time in order to
study a part of a complex ihteraction that is otherwise difficult to
8tudy; and at the same time this advantage 1s also a disadvantage in
so far as 1t limits or at leagt questions the ge(‘xeralizablllty of the
study.

A second limitation is whether empathy ocan actually be mael.;red
by rating written responses rat.he: than verbal respofises as 18
traditionally dons. There 1a a ématlon as to whether vital components
of empathy may be missed with the written responses, such aa tone of

I 5

a

voioce, gostures, eye 6om;act. o

Furthermore, there fa" also A q‘uest.ion';i\s to wQetherjl‘atAngs ofl
empathy can in fact be made with r;l“ia,bi;llty az{é; validity. Thus, the
rating of e}npathy 1tself pé)pas a‘no;tl;xex’- limitation. A similar limitation
ox1sts with respect to re'Iffa'b,ility and validity of ratings on the
outcome Variab'lé‘ of self-exploration. - A

The faot that Sﬁlfﬁéipiﬂf‘ati()ﬂ;ﬁﬁ the oniy outoome variable
studied must also be oonsidered as a 11é1t§tivn of this study. It is

possible that high levels of’ émﬁathy%al"ﬁ related to other Joutoome

variables that were not examined.

Definit fong

For the purpose of this study the following definitions were used:

I3

Accurate Empathic Understanding A

-

Tha(t which "is measured by A Scale for the Measurement of Agcurate

Empathy (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). The highést accurate empathic

3



understanding implies that the seocond person fully understands “where
‘the first person is at" and ie able to communicate thisa Q{:deretanding
to the first person. The single term empathy is taken to mean the

same thing as acourate empathic understanding.

Self-Bxploration

That which 1s measured by The Measurement of Depth of Intrapersonal

Exploration soale ('I‘ruﬂx and Carkhuff, 1967). The highest level of
self-exploration implies that the first psrson 1s exploring his feelings

and experiences fully.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I introduces the topic of this study, settiing out its
purpose and importance as well as its 1limitations and definition of
terms. Chapter II is a review of the Aditerature i"eleifant to the
study, 1including especially research on the core oonditions, self-
exploration, and analoguwe designs. Chapter III desoribes in detail the
actual oarrying out of tPg eiperiméﬁt. Chapter IV is an analysis of
the data obtained, and Chapter V oconsists of conclusions and suggesﬁion;s

for further study.



T CHAPTER 1I

L

. " V. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATUKE

]
Co. i
it . e

‘fﬁalat_‘fé}j‘d.ﬁuqrature on Standardized Interviewn

AV
¥ w “p

Other étp‘die;a reviewed in the literature lend supl‘pox“t. to the

.

analogue design which was seleoted for this study in that the_y have

successfully utilized standardized analogue interviews rather than

‘actual interviewd of therapy sessions.

Pope and Siegman (1968) studied interviewer warmth in relation
to interviewee verbal productivity, measured by resistiveness, '

he sitation, and verbal flusncy. In this stucxy aipirm:imating an-initial

-

interview, the interviewer followed a standardized script and aohiaved
the warm or oold manner by prescribed contrasts in expressior\_’ The

xfsults'of the study found interviewer warmth to be associated with
A /
interviewee responsivensss and verbal productivity. Bach subject was

7
7

/ /J

seen twioe, once by a warm interviewer and once by a cold interviewer.
An order effect was observed in that the subject was inhibited in his /

productivity and responsiveness in the warm interview when it had been

A

preoedsd by the cold interview.
Q
Heller, Davis, and Myers (1966) also standardized the interviewer's
behavior. They trained graduate students in spéech and drama to

funotion in four different stylea: active-friendly; active-hostile;

7

&



passive-friendly; passive—hostile. A sgilent 1nter§iewar was also
included in the study. Judges were used to rate the consistency with
which each interviewer was able to oarry out his specified role. On a
9-point friend}lness—hostility scale, judges' ratings for affect in the
active state were clearly defined and nonoverlapping. For the paesive
conditions there wag Judged to be gsome ambiguity. The purpose of the
study was to compare interviewer affect and activity level with the
subjects’ veérbalizations, subject reaction checklist, and content of
areas disocuseed in the interview. Before the fiftden minute interview,
the 120 subjects listened to a tape of a college student disoussing a
problem. During the interviewAthey were asked to recall as much of the
problem as possible, produce a sqlutlon to the problem, and then discuss
how they were similar to and/or different from the person on the tape,
in relation to the problem. Regults of @;ié study indicated t;lat active
interviewers were most sucoessful in getting subjects to verbalize while
sjlent interviewers were 16;ét sucoessfﬂl; Friendly interviewers were
found to be the most likﬂdi‘

Another study afso involved the standardizing of:interviéi roles,
although this time i1t was the role of the élient that wag standardized
'(Heller, Myers, and Kline, 1963) Four actors were trained to be
G¢lients and they saw‘34 therapist-trainees for a 1/2 hé#r 1pterview.
The actors were trained for very apecificiroles, including interview
behavior, problems, feelings to bq expressed, personai histories, and
. family‘baokgrounds. An actor was Judged ready to play his role in the

actual interview after 5 out of 6 Judges rated that he had met the role

definitions. After. the study was completed, 12 other judges listered



-

to segments of tapes from the interviews and rated the actors on control
and affect dimensions in order to determine whether or not they had been
able to maintain their roles during the interviews. It was hypothesized

and confirmed that client friendliness would evoke interviewer
£

friendliness; olient hostility would evoke interviewer hostiMty; olient
ES

dominance would evoke interviewer passivityj olient dependence would

r o

evoke interviewer activity and responsibility. An additional hypothesls

¢ F
which was not confirmed was that client hOstifityfwould result in

A

interviewer anxiety. o ‘ : !

by '

P e

Belated Literature on Core Conditions-

Whitehorn ;nd Betz (1954) in an eaflirstudf of therapist éuéllfiee
examined qualities that appear to be synon&bous with the core bonditiﬁﬁg
of empathy, warmth Sykcondit{onai positive regard), and genuineness, |
although they are not expliocitly defined as suoh. They studied the
records of 100 schizophrenic patients between 1944 and 1952 and found
that patients treated by seven psychiatrists in OGroup A had a 75%
lmprovement rate while those treated by the seven psychiatrists 1n:
Group B had only a 27% improvement ratef( ¥Whitehorn and Betz
attributed thﬁ differences in'the two groups to differences iA ;he ways
the psychiatrists related to thelpatienfa, siddé the two groups of
psychiatrists and pétients were matched on many:other variébles.

They interpreted their findinés to mean that sucocessful thérapy wag
due to therapists relating in an active and personal way to their

patients and developing a truspirg and confidential relationship

with them. : o S’)
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The theoretical work of Rogers (1957) laid the groundwork for

many future studies of Lherupié£ qualitien. Baesed on his clinical

.
experience, Rogers hypothesized that accurate empathic understanding,
warmth, and genuineness are three therapist qualities that are necessary
and sufflcient for constructive changé in the client. Rogers also
hypothesized that the greater the levels of these condgitions present
in t‘k.le therapy session, the greater would be the client's personality
change. Rogers sa; the core conditions as necessary elements in any
type of therapy, regardless of the teohnique employed or the
orientation of the therapist. ‘ ’

A ma jor prdjeot at the University of Wissonsin which was Sonducted
by Hogefe, Truax, Gendlin, and Kiealér (1967) developed directly from
Rogers' hypotheses. The results of this study :ﬁhowed that cllients
who saw theraplsts w:ho were operating at higi] levels of the three oore
conditions improved, while clients who saw therapists who were operating
ﬁt low levela of the donditions did not improve and}iﬁ fact deteriorated:
The trend of increasing cllent salf=exploratioﬁ was observed with
increasing therapist empathy and warmth, but especially empathy.

In another study Halkides (19%8) found that clients rateq most‘ N
successful in therapy had seen thefépists who were judged as being
higher on the levels of the core conditions than clients réted least
successful in therapy. . | . -

In a studj of‘group psyohotherap&, Tru&i'(i961) found empathy,
warmth, and genuineness to be asaooiatgd with %Atient involvement in
therapg‘anﬁ*in patient self_explorationl ,This study was conducted .

. p y L
with three groups of hospitalized mental: patients who attended

L
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approximately 47 hours of group psychotherapy each. Three-minute
samples of tape recorded sessions were selected and mensures of intraper—

sonal exploration and of therapist and group oonditions were tak§n for

each sapple of tape.

Truax, Carkhuff, and Kodman (196%5) studied 40 hospitalized mental
patients who were involved in group therapy over a thrée—month period
of time. Patients whose therapists showsd high levels of empathy J
showed improvement equal to or greater than patients whose therapistas

showed low levels of empathy. Improvement was determined by scores on

.+ thg Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory whioh was administered

before and after therapy.

There have been several studies in which the levels of therapiast-
offered core conditions were manipulatéd (Truax and Carkhuff, 1965;.
Sanfer, Tausch, Bastine, and Nagel, 1§58; Tauach, Eppel, Pittkau, and
Minsel, 1969; Cannon and Plerce, 1968;. Holder, Carkhuff, and Berenson,
19673 Pieget, Berenson, and Carkhuff, 1967). These studies &ll used the
same basic design of dividing the interview into three sections of
experimentally manipulated f.herapist—offared con&‘itions. ;Although
the speocific results of the studies were slightly different, all were
interpreted to show that the therapist, by'nrx‘anipulation of his levels
of oox:e conditions offered, has influenoe upon the level léf,,:self—

"

exploration of the client (or at leas¥of certain types of clia?nts as

two of the studies showed). {

The first of these studies, which was cited previously, {Truax and

Carkhuff, 1965) involved ¢me therapist and three psychotic patients,

. » SR
each of whom was seen by one therapist in & ome hour interview divided
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Into sections of high-low-high therapist-offered conditions. For all
three patients, self-exploration was lowered during the middle section
of the fnterview when the therapiat lowered his levels of empathy and
warnmth. The patients all returned to their previous higher level of
self-exploration when the therapist again offered higher levels of
empathy and warm;ﬂ. Truax and Carkhuff felt that this study showsd
evidence of a causal relationship between the therapist-offered levels
| of empathy and warmth and the client's self-exploration.

‘I};e Truax and Carkhuff study was replicated in West Germany in
& study by Sander, Tausch, Baetlne, and Nagel (1;68) and was reviewed
by Truax and Mitohell (1971). Translated versions of the Truax Qg;}és
of aoccurate empathy and self-exploration were used in this study
(Truax and Carkhuft, 1967), Besulte similar to those of Truax and
Carkhutt (1965) were found; whenﬁiParap1at ompathy was at a high level,
client s8]l f-exploration was at a high level; and when therapist empathy
wag at a 10w!level, client Belfsexploration was at a low leve]. :

Another study by Tausoch, Eppel, Fittkau, and Minge) (1969), also
conducted in West Oermany and reviewed by Truax and Mitchell (1971),
showsd a shnilar relationship, \\

iCannon and Pleroce (1968) oo;duoted an erperlﬁentalkstudy in whioch

two groupa of schizophrenic patients saw .the same therapist for a 45—

minute,lnterview. The three patients in Group I were offered high-low~
high conditions in the same three-section design. The three Group II
patients were offered low-high-low levels of therapist conditions,

In all caees patient self—exploration was slgnlfmantly higher during |

A

the periods of high levels of therapigt—offered conditions than during
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periods of low levels. "

4

A study: by Holder, Carkhuff, and Berenson (1961) showed that
clients who were high-funotioning on the variables of empathy, respect,
genuineness, and conoreteness were not affected by the therapists' lower

levels of the conditions during the middle section of a high-low-high

n

level interview, although clients who were low-funotioning were

affected by the therapists’ lower levels of the oonditions in that

they exhibited lower levels of self-exploration during this pefiipd of
. T e

time. The study oonaietod of elx olients who saw one therapiﬂt for a
%»
period of one hour each.
Piaget, Berenspn, and Carkhuff (1967) oonducted a study whioch

oconsisted of two-therapists, one high-functioning and one moderately;

funotioning on the facilitative oconditions of empathy, positive

’ =
regard, genuineness, oonoretenssd, and self-disclosure; and eight
olients, four high—funotioning and four low-fundtioning on these same

conditions. The threefsactions of the -interview wére‘aédin in the:

ﬁ!

higbalci;high.%iﬁor. High-funotioning subjects in théa stady wore alao
%\‘ ' b R

!to maintnin high levels of self-exploration durigg thb middle

1on of the interview with the high-funotioning thaﬁﬁpipt.,,?hs

q ”

self-exploration level of low-functioning olients, howevér,'gga found
to vary directly with the therapist's level dé the oond{tions. When

the olients were interviewed by the moderately-functioning therapist,

+ v

levels of self-exploration for all clients were lowered during the

middle sectior® of the 1nter§igw. And with this therapist, the
client's level of self-exploration continued to lower, even during the

"

third section when the therapiat was again offering high levels of
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the condi tions.

I
)

y

Related Literature on Self-Exploration

Self-exploration on the part of the cllent is generally-apcepted

in the therapeutic field’ as being an indication that therapy 1s moving

in a

view,

positive direotion. Literature in the field has supported this

In the words of Truax and Carkhuff (1967),

In sucoessful psychotherapy, both individual and group,

the patient spends mub? of his time in self-exploration —
attempting to understand and define his own beliefs, values,
motives, and actions — while the therapist, by reason of

his training and knowledge, is attempting to facilitate

this procesa.... Thie central role of the client‘'s self—
exploration and verbal revelation, although more structured, /
1s seen in virtually all forms of psychotherapy, including '
behavior therapy. (p. 189) ’

A study conducted by Peres (1947) found that in later pesaions

of group oounselling, olients who had sucoessful Qutcomes made

,signlfioantly more referenoes to personal problema than 4id clients

who did not have successful outodmes. In the early stages of group

therapy, references to personal problems were equal for clients of

both

successful and unsucoessful eiontuél outcomes,

Steele (1948) compared more and less successful cases of

individual client-oentered counselling and found that more sucocessful

. olients explored their problems increasingly duriﬁg the course of

E

counselling while less sucocessful clients explored their problems

lass

[

as counselling continued.

In an early study foousing on an examination of the processes
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ocourring in nondirective therapy, Seeman (1949) studied attitudes of
clients &r%d the content of client statements. As therapy progressed

¢ s
he romd?!xMt clients' attitudes inoreased in positiveness and they

i .
oonoont;‘étod more on eelf aa opposed to others. The clients also
1ncm§gd on a category labelled "insight and understand;'lng". ‘Phése / )
findilngs are interpreted to mean that as therapy progresses, the
plignt focuses more on mmselor and is involved in a prooess of
aelf'—;explomtlon.

Tomlineon and Hart (1962) conduotgd a study on the validation of

the Proocess S8cale, developed by Walker, Rablen, and Rogers (1960), whioh

is an instrument for man&im prooesss ohange in pasychotherapy on a
s’e%n—stage, seven—category scale and is esesntially the same as the
dogoéptlor pself-exploration. Ten oames were selected and dividedrinto
tw6 &roups 1abo}led more sugoessful and less successful. Two-minute
mégﬁnta of ta‘;‘)ed interviews were eelected and rated on the Prooess
_Sgigi ﬁy jmi}:;'lsﬁ trained in ihe use Jof the scale. Those cases which '\\’
wore \niom sucoessful showed a higher level on tho scale than those
cases whioh were less sucoessful. Thers was also greater ﬁro&as
ch{ange ‘during therapy on the p&u;t, of the more suooeqsful group than

ofx, ,the ;;art of the less su;)oeeeful group.

Rogers and Truax (1962) found that the DePth of Intrapersonal

Fxploration 30&19, tho merienoinﬁr Soale and the Problem Bxpression

»

' Soale hrs prodiotiva of readiness for halp and theroforp f,ysuooeea

in thorady. This study also found that sucoessful outcome cases
£ ; ¢

shond aignifioantly more pslf-exploration as aarly as the second

mtanviaﬁ;, the correlation be tween oolf—oxplomtion in tho second

g
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interview and suooeesfulr outcame being .70.

In a previocusly cited study ca‘rrlied out by Tausch, Eppel,/ﬂ“ittkau,
and Minsal (1969) therapist aooﬁrat,e empathy was found to be related to
both client eelf-exploration and client improvement. When h IR 1evels
of therapist empathy were offered, clients were rated at high levels of
qslf~exploratlon, and they also showed greater dognees of 1mprovement
For this study the Truax scales for acourate empathid undaratanding
and ealf—exploratlon -era ;aed for rating therapist and client
variables (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967).

Truax and Carkhuff (1964) in aratudy_whioh involved 1nd}vidual
psychotherapy with sohitophronxoa, found that patients who engaged in
self-exploration to a high degree also showed slgnificantly greater
personality change during the course of therapy than patients who-

engagéd in self-exploraltion to a low degree. For this study, self—

exploration was rated on the Dipth of Intrapersonal Bxploration Soale

(Truax and Carkhuff, 1967).

In several related studies involving findings on self-exploration
in group therapy, it was found that outpat;ents,hnd hoapitalized 1
patients who had sucocessful outcome in therapy, erigaga in greater

N

self-exploration t7an patients who had less successful outoome. ‘The
.evidence was strongar for hospitaligzed pntionts than for outpatlents‘

13

(Truax, Wargo, B Qarkhuff, 1966; Truax and Whrgo,”1966 b), Ina

eimilar'stuqv with juvenile delinquents, selt—éxplqrfstion was not

found to be critiocal for outcome (Truax and Wargo, 1}966 a).

Carkhuff (1969) outlined two phases that he feels must take
~place in suoce#sful therapy. Thege are the "downward ‘shase" whibh '

!



involves self-exploration, and the "upward phase" which involves

agt.ion toward msolving the prdbleme. In the words of Carkhuff (1969),

N\

There 1s no basis in the erperienoe of either the helper or

the helpee for helping until the helpse has thoroughly explored
his past, present, or future difficulties. Helpee self-
exploration, then, may lead to improved self-understanding and/or
the improved capacity for constructive action, initially one
before the other, ultimately both simul taneously (p. 37).

Related Literature on Written and Oral Re sponses

- Two unpubliehed reoo;u‘oh studies oarried out at the State
Unxvsrgity oi; New YorK at Buffalo have dealt "Givth the validify of
using written responses. as c;pposed to verbal responses. Greenberg (1968)
found olose relationships among three variabless responding 1r; writirg’
t? r standard olient sta’tem?&t, responding verbally to a standard
olient statement, and responding in an actual helping role. I,n .
evaluating this study, Carkhuff (1969) ooptpnd.erd, "This research
established that both wrlmten and verbal re;ponses to helpee stimulus -
axpres;sioﬁs are valid iddsms, of assessments of the counsellor in \tﬁ
actual helping role (p. 108).".

In a related study, Ar;tdnuazo’ and Kratochvil (1968) found a close
. e

3hd

il

relationship between written responses to verbal or tape rec

olient statements and written responses to written olient ;tatements.

Both of these studies foungl discrepancies between hiéh; and low-
level counsellors, the’ high;levpl oo}unaellor being conaiaient for all
i-ndsxes,' and tho jiow-lqva,l odgnsellora'varyiﬁgv with high levels on one
index and low levels on anogher.

-

In summary, tho‘ related literaty oited above tends to support
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studies of this nature. Past 1itefa;ure has given a definite
lmportante to accurate empathic understanding as a therapist variéble
that 18 related to pomitive therapsutic outcome and to the client
variable of eélf—expleration whioh 1qlseen as an indioation of and a pre- ,
diction of po,itive outoome. Many studies have been clted whioh relate
high levels of therapigt empathy to high levels of olient self-
exploration. There are also preqedentsﬁin research for the
hnplemehtatlon‘of analogue 1ﬁtervlow; rather than actual interviews

As well as the use of written responses rather than oral responses.
/ L}



CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Three different standard client statements were made up and
typed on a aingle sheet of paper. Following each cllient statemsnt
there was a written counsellor response whioh had been obtained by
asking graduate students in a gounuolllng pfogram to write Po;ponaoa
to the standard ollent statemsnts. TheQe counse]llor responses were

then rated for acocurate empathioc undsrstanding on A Scale for the

Moasurement of Acourate Bmpathy (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). Those

responses that were seieotod for use in the study varied in level of
acourate empathio understanding with oﬁo half at a high 1ev§1 of
empathy and one half at a low 1evaf of empathy.

Subjects in tke study were undergraduate students in an educational
paychology class who wa;; asked to respond i; writing to the counssellor
responses as if they were each ‘of the three separate olients. The
oliéntrresfﬁnses were then rﬁtéd;on The 3§aeuremant of Depth of

{ 5

Tntraperaonal:Exploration scale (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967).

'Statiatioal analysis was used to test whether high oounsellor
6mpathy was followed by high ollent self-exploration and whether

low counsell#r empathy was followed by low oliént aelf—expforation.

19
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Is

‘Y8tmnts were made up to be typical olient
iy

. ";\’hme etaltomel%n-ts are those that were used

initial statements made by three

. +
different cl lengs. ;

N .
+

#1 CLTENT: T guess I just don't like to spend time alone anymore.
I used to but lately it's like I have to keep myself so
busy with other people so I won't have to be alone. It's
11ke I'm just going, golng, going all the time,

#2 CLIENT: I just oan’t deem to conocentrate on anything anymore.
1 study for a few minutes and then 1 start to daydream.
Or I think of pomething elee to do. And T juet can't
make myself stiok with it. What do You think wil]
happen to me? ' ’

#3 CLTENT: . I guess 1 Just don‘t have confidence in myself anymore.
It's 11ke I'm afraid to open my mouth beoause somebody : B
might tell me ['m wrong. So I just don't eay mych of
anything at all.

The thres client sta nts were typed on a single sheet of paper

with ppace left after esgoch ‘statement for a counsellor response to be

written (Appendix A).

Counsellor Responses

The sheets consisting of the three individual olient B'tatement‘.s
were then given to };raduate students at the University of Alberta who
were enrolled in an educational psychology program and were
specializing in the area of oounnelling{. The following instructions

were givens °



Write a response to each of these statements as if you
were the counsellor of each of the three individual clients.

' ~

63 students each completed three counsellor risyonsesnﬁxakxng a
total of 189 individual counsellor responses. The she;e,t.s wore then
separated so that'all of the counsellor reaponses for each standard
Olient atatement could be grouped together. For example, all of the
#1 standard olient statementa and all of the #1 counsellor responsss
were put i1nto one group as were all #2 standard olient statements
and #2 counsellor responses and all #3 standard ol lent statements and
#3 ocounsellor responses.

! These counsellor responses were the;x rated indepandentlj by three
Judges as to‘their level of accurate empathic understanding according

to the prooedures described by Truax and Carkhuff (1967).— The
reliability of the empathy scale as roparted by Truax and Carkhuff (1967)
has ranged previously from .43 to .95 for 28 available reliability
cosffioclents.

Three counsellor responses to standard #1 and #3 client stdtements
whioh the three mter; had agreed were of a high level of emp&th‘y and
three counsellor responses to standard # and #3 client statemaé%s
which the raters had agreed were of a low level of empathy were randomly
sel‘ected f‘romra larger group of ‘counsellor responses meeting the rating
criteria level. For the purpose of this study high ﬁaponsaa were
defined as level 6 and above and low responses were ‘defined é.s level 2
and below. At this time and for the remainder of the study standard

client statement #2 was eliminated from further use due to an insuffiocient

number of ocounsellor responses rated at high levels of empathy. For

@



convenience, standard olient statement #3 wasa renumbered and for the
rest of the study is referred to as standard client statement A7,
Sheets that were made up now consisted of the two standard
client statements and following each of .thess, one of the randoml y
selected counsellor responmes. Six different sheets were made up,
three of whioh consisted of one of the threg high rated counsellor
responses to standard olient statement #1 and one of the three low
rated ocounsellor responses to ;tandard olient statement A2 (Appendix B).
The other three sheets were made up to be just the opposite and
oonaleted of one of the three low rated oounsellor responses io
etandard olient statement #1 and one of the three high rated counsellor

responses to standard olient statement #2 (Appondlx c).

Client Responses

The six different sheets in final form now oconaisted of the two
standard olient statements, each followed by a high or a low counsellor
response with space left after each of th; counse llor risponsés for
anether oclient reaponse to be written by the subjects.

Clients for the'atudy (aubjectp) were 98 undergraduate students
enrolled in an educational psychology class at the University of
Alberta. The prepared sheets were distributed to the subjects with

the following instructions:
, e

Pretend that you are really each of these two clients and
are talking to a counsellor. Read what has already been
.said by the client (you) and by your counsellor. How
would you respond to what the counsellor has just said?
Write a response that shows what you would say next.




Remember that there are two diffeient olients represented

on the sheet. ,Pretend to be each oclient.

The responses of the subjects were then separated from the
qinltlal standard client atatementa and from the counsellor responses.
They were rated separately for depth of self-exploration by three
Judges who were trained in the use of The Measurement 2!.5?2&5 of

Intrapersonal Exploration scale (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967).

Training of Raters of Self-Bxploration

In two training seesions the raters were taught the levels of
the Truax soale for self-exploration. They role—-played all examples
included i1n the scale description, discussed the experts' ratings
and reasons why dlfferept excerpts had been rated at the varxoua:
levels. The raters praoticed seleotln@sﬁh1cq*of two examples of
client rasponséa was higher in self-exploration. They also assigned

‘& soale level to excerpts similar to those used in the etudy.

Analysis

G 7
A ons-way analysis of varianoe was used to test the null

hypothesis thats Cﬁ}

There is no signifiocant difference in levels of self-exploration

.

between olients’' statemente responding to high levels of counsellor
L4 .

~stated empathy and low levels of oounsellor stated empathy.
. .

4y

3
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Procedures
The study was conducted using the following procedural ordercs

1. lnitial client statements were developed and typed on &

single sheet of paper.

<. (Uraduate counselling students were asked to respond in

writing to these client statements As if they were the counsellors.

"

”

3. Counsellor responses were separated into three groups
(Client #1, #2, and #3 initia) etdtements with responses) and rated

for level of empathy.

4. The ratings of each counsellor response were put into levels
of high and low empathy in all oases in whioch they fit a criterion
that was established.

*

5. For two of 'the olient atatements, three randomi& selected
responses were chosen at high levels of empathy and three at low levels.

The third client statement was disocarded at this point.

6. OSix different sheets were made up consisting of the two
initial olient statements, followed by a high or a low counsellor

response for each, with space left for a final client response.

7. The sheets were distributed in random order to a class of
undergraduate educational psyohology students who were asked to
respond in writing as if they were the clients. All subjeots responded

X
to both a high and a 1qw empathy statement, the order of which was

v
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reversed for one half of the subjeots (H/L and L/H order).

8. These responses were separated from the inltial standard

client statements and from the counsellor responses.

9. The oclient responses were rated for level of self-exploration.

.

»

10. A one-way analysis of varianoe was used to spee if level of

[

client self-exploration varied direotly with level of counsellor
: . /

.- /
offered empathy,. ;
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CHAPTER IV
HESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of thle'eiudy was to see if high and low Jevels of
oounse llor acourate empathic understanding generated differential
levels of client depth of self-exploration.

Written counsellor responses to two initial olient stimulus
statemsnts were randomly selected at high and low levels of aococurate
empathic understanding. 98 cllent subjects responded in writing to
thess counsellor statements, and tﬂair responses ware: then rated as
to level of self-exploration.

Resulting levels of olient selfwexploration were compared to level
of counsellor ;mpathj' to determine 1f the level of Balf—aiploratio:n
was in faot contingent upon the I:vel of counsellor empathy. In

. oarrying out the analysia, & omm—way analysls of variance was used to

it
4

gee if ithere were signifiocant differences in self-exploration between
groups of subjects responding to high empathsr and to low empathy
counsellor MBtatemer®s.

The null hypothesis is reported below as well as tables sumarizing
the results. A .05 1961 of signifiocance was deemed neoessary for the

rejection of the null hypothesis.

v B 5 26
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Reliability of Judges' Ratings of Empathy

Rach of the three trained judges rated 63 counsellor responses to
each of the two initial standard client statements according to the
scale developed by Truax (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). Table I lists

the reliability of the judges’ Tatings. The m]iab?lty score is an
intraclass correlation and was computed according to proocedures

desoribed by Winer (1962, Pp. 124-132) utilizing analysis of varianoe.

TABLE I

HELIABILITY OF THER JUDGRS* RATINGS OF

ACCURATE EMPATHIC UNDERSTANDING

i ~ .. F
Counsellor Besponses to Reliabllity

Standard Statemsnt

1 Statement 1 -68418

’ . :
Statement 2 .68469
Statements 1 and 2 ) .66758

Intraclass correlations were found to range from .66-.68. This

“level of reliability was felt to be adequate to proceed with further

analysis.



Keliability of Judges' HRatings of Self-EBxploration

Each of three judges trained in the rating of depth of self-
exploration according to the Truax scale (Truax and Carkhuff, 1967)
rated 196 client subject responses to the counsellor statements. 98
responses were rated for each of the two different initial standard
! ] .
dlient statements. Table Il }ists the reliability of the judges’

I
ttatlngs, again utilizing prooedures deecribed by Winer (1962, Pp, 124-132).
|
TABLE 11
RELTABILITY OF THE JUDGES* RATINGS OF

IEPTH OF SELF_EXPLOKATION

Client Responses to Heliability

Standard Statement

- Statement 1 , 7 ' 18173
Statemsnt 2 ? .83298
Statements 1 ahd 2 ) L 19970

The above intraolass correlations ranged from .78-.83 and were

falt t“o be sufficiently reliable to continue with the analysis.

i
h



Analysis for Order Efre&ta and for Differences in Counsellor Statements

Sinoce one half of the client Qubjoota responded first to a high

empathy counsellor statement and next to a low empathy counsellor - \
. e :

statement, and one half responded to oounsellor statements in the

reverse order, it was necessary to determine whether or not the order

~of the counsellor statements had affected the subjecta'’ resvponooa.

It was also neoessary to determine whether or not the three
different ‘oouneellor statements at a high level of empathy were
signiflioantly different from each other and whether or not the three
counssllor statements at a low 1evali‘of empathy were signifiocantly
different from each other. If significanoce were found among the
above factors, separate analysis of the salf-exploration responses
would be necesaary. |

Two-way analysis &f variance was used to test for differences.
'X'h;e order effect and the statement effeot were both found to be

P
non significant. -

Hypothesis Testing
The null hypothesis was stated as followss There is no
signifidant difference betwoe‘n groups in melf-exploration responding '
to high levels of oounsellcir empathy and to low levels |of empathy.
One-way analysis of w;érianoo was used to test the null hypothesis
of no signifioant dirfererioa; The results are reported in Tables III

apd IV, The obtained values were not statistically significant at

the .05 level.
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TABLE 111

SUMMARY OF MEBANS AND STANDARD IEVIATIONS OF MEAN
OF CLIENT SRLF-BXPLORATION FOR GROUPS RESPONDING

TO HIGH AND LOW LEVELS OF COUNSELLOR EMPATHY

Group Responspes to Mean Standard
Deviation

High Bmpathy - Statement ) 4.82 1.49

Low Bmpathy - Statement 1 4.88 1.35

High Bmpathy - Statement 2 4.42 1.2%

Low Bmpathy - Statement 2 4.33 ' 1.50

High Empathy — Statement 1 & 2 4.61 131 |

L(;' Empathy - Statement 1 & 2 4.60 1.44




31

N

TABLE TV

SUMMARY OF T-TESTS FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFEHENCES BETWEEN

MRANS TN SELF_EXPLORATION FOR GROUPS RESPONDINO TO HIGH

AND LOW LEVELS OF COUNSELLOR EMPATHY

Group Responseas to % ar P

High Bmpathy - St. }

.220 96 .8259
Low Empathy - St. 1
High Empathy - St. 2 : ’
' <315 96 -T931
Low Bmpathy - St, 2 :
High Bmpathy ~ St, 1 & 2 .
094 97 <9255

" Low Bmpathy - St. 1 & 2




et

é
The null hypothesis of no difference between groups in level of
-

self-exploration was not re jected. It was concluded that the level of

.
'

counsellor empathy had no effect on the level of client solf-exploration.

Discussion

The null hypothesis wae not rejected indicating that olients’

leve] of self-exploration was not ocontingent upon counsellors' level

‘of empathy. A alight trend in the predioted direotion was noted for

subject responses to Statemsnt ? and to Statement 1 and 2 combined.
However, a alight trend in the opposite direction was noted for re sponses
to Statement 1.

The fai}lure torrﬁjpot the null hypothesis led to anlﬂdditlonal
me thod of analysis ﬂ;ioh 1s reported below. The same three judges
ﬁrev}oualy trained to rate level of:self~exp10ratlon ;2 the 10-point
Truax soale, ;‘3126(1 the level of salf%xp'loration in a manner different
from the above. In this ocase they simply selectéd which of two r;ndorhly
paired olient naspon;ea wag hig’héf in leve] of salf;éiplzrﬁtjon. One
(;f the palr was a response to a high%jlével courx;oilcr amp&ihy statement
and the other was a response to a low level oounsellégi‘ ém&athy state—

ment. On one half of the pairs, the client response to the high

) ompathy statement was firat and on one half of the pairs, the client

( "
response to the low empathy statement was first. i
To establish reliabilit.y for this type of rating, the signifioance
of the differanoe betwsen proportions was oompu?d acoording to .

prooednroa dasoribed by Ferguson (1971, Pp. 160-162) Table V

, ,a.nd ’I'ablo VI sumarige the results. . . ‘



TABLE V

JUDGES* RATINGS OF PAIRED RESPONSES

P

Client

Re aponsea to

Total Pairs

of Responeesn

3 Judges 1in

Agreement

Agreement

by Chance

-

Statemesnt 1 6: 2

Statement 1 49 30 12.2%
Statement 2 49 28 12.79
Statement 1 & 2 98 58 24 .50
TABIE VI
SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PROPORTIONS:
JUDOBS - RATINGS -4ND RATINGS EXPECTED BY CHANCE
— — — - i —
~ Client z P
Re sponses to i
Statemsnt 1 3.68 .00016
Statement 2 1.04 -14690
4.88

.00001

33
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The obtained reliabilities were deemed pufficient to proceed
with further analysis on the comparison betiween counsellor amp;thy
and client self-exploration levels.

A chi square analysis was used io see 1f subjecis' responses
differed in level] of’self—exploration from what oould be expected by
chanoe alons.

Tables VII, VIII, and TX summarize the chi square frequencies on
self-exploration levels for initial olient Statement 1, Statement 2,
and Statements 1 and 2 ocombined.

The obtainsd chi square vaiuoa were not atatistically significant

at the .05 level.



TABLE VII

FREQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF_EXPLOKRATION ON KESPONSES

TO HIGH AND LOW COUNSBLLOR EMPATHY -STATEMENT 1

High Self- Low Self-
Bxploration Bxploration
High Bmpathy 29 20
Low Bmpathy 20 29
Total 49 49

\

—
A~ 3.30, n.s.
af = 1
P <.075



TABLE VII1

[

FREQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF-EXPLORATION ON RESPONSES

’13 HIGH AND LOW COUNSELLOR EMPATHY-STATEMENT 2

High Self- Low Self-
Exploration Exploration
High Empathy 24 25
Low BEmpathy 25 24
Total ; 49 49

 §
X - .0408, n.s. : : ,
ar = 1 .
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TABLE 1X

FREQUENCY OF HIGH AND LOW CLIENT SELF-EXPLORATION ON RESPONSES

TO HIGH AND LOW COUNSELLOR EMPATHY — STATEMENTS } & »

1

, S . E—
High Self- 'Lo;v Self-
EBxploration Exploration

High Empathy 53 45

Low Empathy 45 53

Total 98~ 98~

%
X" = 1.31, n.s.
PP

p <.2%

37



38

The null hypothesis 6t no difference in self-exploration be tween
groups of subjects responding to high or low levels of counsellor
empathy was not rejected by thlb analysis. 1t was conoluded that the
level of ocounsellor empathy had no effeot on the level of cllent
self-exploration Aa judged by the paired statement situation. ﬁowevor,
it should be noted that noarrsignifioinoe was reached in ohl square
aﬁnlpsls for Statemsnt 1. There was & definite trend for high counsellor
empathy to be assooiated with high olient pelf-exploration and for low

counsellor smpathy to be associated with Jow oljent selT-exploration.

Summary of Reaulte

)

The null hypothesis was tested using two different statistioal
procedures and the following results were obtaineds

Client level of self-exploration was not found to be contingent

=

upon level of counsellor empathy on the basis of the obtained data.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND HRCOMMENDATIONS
Summarty

The thesis upon which this study was based was that a oounsellor's
leve]l of acourate empathioc understanding is positively related to a
client's resulting level of depth of self-exploration. A design was
construoted in which levels of empathy oould be systematiocally varied
éo that a ocausal rather than a correlational relationship oould be
shown to exia£.

Subjectas were instructed to respond in writing to two differént
written counsellor statemesnts wmch had been manipulated as to level of

empathy. Oms of the counsellor responses had been rated at a high

~ level of empathy and one had been rated at a low level. The subjeota*

re‘sponmm woere then rated on level of self-exploration. The soaleé
selected for ratings of both empathy and aelfaexﬁioratlon were those
developed by Truax (Truax ana éarkhuff, 19675.

Analysis of variance was used t? determine if there was a
sigplfioant differsnce in self-exploration between groups of subjeots
vreaponding t6 hig;h and to low empathy .oounaol‘llor statements.

Subjeocts’ ré-ponaos.‘wre* also paired (i'o’sponse; to one high and

ons low empathy counsellor statement) and raters selected one of the
A »
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pair as being high in self-exploration. Chi square analysis was

used to test whether the frequency of choosing as high in self-

exploration the statement that had been preceded by a high empathy

oounsellor statement was greater than would be expected by chance alone.
Nop s1gnificant differences were fould in self-exploration level

of subjects reasponding to high levels of counsellor empathy and to low

levele of empathy.

Conoclusions

The following conclusion was drawn from the data collected in
this studys No elgnifiocant relationship between counsellor level of
empathy and client level of self-exploration was found to exist. Henoe ,
within this study, high empathy levels on the part of the c;unaellor
cannot be saild to have generated high levels of self-exploration on

% the part of the client, and lév levels of empathy o;nnot be said to
have generated low levels of aai?—aiplqration_ However, near
slgnificance wag obtained Yo reject thof\null hypothesis in the paired
statement situation with Statement 1 (P<.079. In another ;ituatxon
utilizing self-exploration ratings on the 10—point Truax scalse, a
slight trend in the predioted direction was noted, although this trﬁnd
did not approach signifiocance.

Thus, the thesis propésed by this study was not supported at a
statistically significant level. Several factors in the study emerged
ae‘possiblo reagons for the failure to obtain aignifioan;o.

One explanation for the lack of significant results could be one

that was offered by a number of the subjects themselves. At the end



a1

{

of the study some of the subjects said that they had tried harder to

J

clarify their problem when responding to the low empathy counsellor
because they felt that he did4 not understand. Thus, their responses to

theee specifioc counsellor statementis might have been As high as or

]
higher in level of self-exploration than their responsesa to high

ﬁis

empathy oounsellors whom they felt already understood them.

possible that this was a general trend in the study and could in part

account for lack of signifiocant results.

;
/

Another explanation could be that sinoce this was & written analogue

experiment, the subjects failed to identify with the olilent stimuluse
atatemsnt and also did not feel that the counsellor's responses were
reral]y relevant to them. Thus, they perhaps respondsd in a manner
that would be uncharaoteristio of them in a real counselling situation.

As woll, isubjoota were asksd to respond to only one counssellor
statement which also would not be ch&rwtoxfistic of an actual
counselling eituation. Several of the raters o; smpathy expressed
distress at rating on the basis of ons exosrpt only; 1t may also
have been the cass that subjeots found it diffiocult to reapond
meaningfully-on the basis of one interchange only.

VI't is also possible that the nature of the subjeots themselves,
undergraduates not speocifically concerned with being olients at the
time of the experiment, gave rise to a lack of committment abotﬂxt:

responding as they would 1T they ware actually involved in counselling

with the specifiio counsellor to whom they were responding.
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Recommendations for Further Research

Further research is needed in the development of designas in which
levels of empathy can be aucocessfully manipulated in analogue settings.
Analogus research has many strong points aa opposed to ressarch
oonduoted in olinical set.tin;a, ae previously di:;cuaeod, and should

be further developed to deal with variables such as those included

In this study.

Constderation of the following déatlons might provide possible
starting points for further investigation. "

1. Would significant differences have been found Af a me & sure

other than the Truax 10-point scale had been used to determine levels

of uel fwxplaWion?

2. Would significant differences have been found if an outcome

measure other than sslf-exploration had been used? -

3. Woudd Bigﬂifioaht affemnoes have been found if the oclient
‘and counsellor stimulus exoerpts had been longer, and if there had
been a greater number of 1nterobangevs between the standard cl ieni and
the ocounssellor so that the selections came oloser to approximating

an agtual counseslling interview?

1;. 'mlld signiﬁéa.nt differenoée have been found if\those
counselior responses that ere used had been also previously rated
in a pilot study by olients (as well as by trainod raters of empathy)
to see if they perceived the responses as being high or low in accurate

—

empathic understanding?
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5. Would significant differsnces have been found if the stimulus
excerpts of bothlolient and counsellor had been verbally presented by
-
actors trained lt‘o‘r this purpose enabling the subjects to identify
more easily with the client's problem and to fee]l concerned with the

counsellor's responses?

n
.
6. Would significant differences have been found 1if clients

already involved in 6ouneelling had been used as subjects rathé;-
AN
than undergraduates?

In the opinion of the writer, answers to the above questions
would eerve to strengthen research related to the present study
making the analogue setting more aimilar to the real counselling
situation so that subjeots’ responses would be more gﬁneralizaﬁle.

This type. of research would, however, oontinue t¢ retain the

advantages of the analogue setting.
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APPERDIX A

INITIAL STANDARD CLIBNT STATEMENTS
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#1 CLIENT;

COUNSELLOK 3

#2 CLIENT:

COUNSELLOK 3

#3 CLIENT:

COUNSELLOK 3

I guess I just don't like to spend time alone anymore.
I ussd to but lately it's like I have to keep myself so
busy with other people so I won't have to be alone.
Tt's like I'm just going, going, going all the time.

I just can't seem to conocentrate on anything anymore.
I etudy for a few minutes and then I start to daydream.
Or 1 think of something elese to do. And 1 juet can't
make myself stiok with 1t. What do you think will

happen to me?

I guess I just don't have oonfidenoce in myself anymore.
It's 1ike I'm afraid to open my mouth because somebody
might tell me I'm wrong. 8o I just don't say much of
anything at all.

: {

i
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APPENDIX B
INITIAL STANDARD CLIENT STATEMENTS,
SELECTED COUNSELIOR HESPONSES - -

HIGH/LOW ORDER

T
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INSTRUCTIONS;

¢
Pretend that you are really each of these two c]ienta}and are talking
to a counpellor. HRead what has already been said by the client (you)
and by your counsellor. How would you respond to what the counsellor
has just sald? Write a response that shows what you would say next.
Remember that there are two different olients represented on the sheet.

Pretend to be sach client.

#1 CLIBNT, I guess I just don't like to spend time alone anymore.
I used to but lately it'a like I have to keep myself so
busy with other people soc 1 won't have to be alone. It's

like I'm just golng, going, golng, all the time.

COUNSELLOKs You just can't seem to feel at eass with yourself alone
anymore. You find that being with other people helps
You feel more secure but only temporarily.

CLTENT s

#2 CLIERT: I guess I just don't have confidence in myself anymore.
I[t*s 1ike I'm afraid to open my mouth because somebody
might tell me I'm wrong. So 1 just don't say much of
anything at all.

COUNSELLOR: Most people don't seem very friendly ~ they're jﬁet out
to make themselves look good.

CLIENT:



A
S

'

BlPﬁretond to be each client.
‘s

#1 CLIBNT: T guess I juat

.,
A%

INSTHUCTIONS:

Pretend that you are really each of these two ollents and are talki
to a counsellor. Read what has already been said by the client (yo:‘g
and by your ocounsellor. How would you respond to what the counsellor
has just said? Write a response that shows what you would say next.
Remember that there are two different olients represented on the sheet.

't 1ike to spend time alone anymore.
I used to but lafely 1it‘'s like I have to keep mysslf so
bugy with other people 8o 1 won't have to be alone. It'se
like I'm just gofng, going, going, all the time.

COUNSELLOK: Alone—-time is n the thoughts you try to keep in the
back of your mipd oome out to the foreground. And right
now you‘re finding 1t pretty hard to accept some of these
thoughta —— and make som® deciesions about them.

CLIENT:

#2 CLIENTs I guess I just don't have confidence in myself anymore.
It's 11ke I'm afraid to open my mouth beocause somebody
might tell me I'm wrong, 30 1 just don‘t say much of
anything at all.

COUNSELLORs When did you first begin to lose confidenoce in yourself?

4
£ I

CLIBRNT
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INSTRUCTIONS:

Pretend that you are really each of thess two clients and are talk ing
to a counsellor. Read what has already been said by the client (you)
and by your counsellor. How would you respond to what the counsellor
has just sa1d? Write a response that ghows what you would say next.
Remember that there are two different clients represented on the sheet.

Pretend to be each client.

#1 CLIBNT1 I guess 1 just don't like to spend time alone anymore .
I used to but lately it's like I have to keep myeelf so

buay with other people sp I won't have to be alone, It's
like I'm just going, going, going, all the time.

COUNSELLOR: Being alone would mean facing some things that are pretty
painful and frightening for you to look at right now....

And yet, this oonstant ‘going’ doesn't really seem to
" solve anything either...or to satisfy you muoch.

CLIENT:

#2 CLIENT: I guwess 1 just don‘'t have confidence in myself ANymore .
It's J1ike I'm afraid to open my mouth becauss somebody
might tell me 1'm wrong. So I just don't say much of
anything at all,

7 COUNSELLOR: Could you tell me more?

CLIENT:



APPENDIX C
INTTTAL STANDARD CLIENT STATEMENTS,
SELECTED COUNSRLLOR RESPONSES _ —

LOW/HIOH ORIER

T



INSTRUCTIONS:

pp

Pretend that you are really each of these two clients and are talki
to a counsellor. Head what has already been paid by the client (yo’xﬁ
and by your counsel}lor. How would you respond to what the counsellor
hae just said? Write a response that ehows what you would say next.

Homember that there are two different olients represented on the sheet.

Pretend to be each client.

]

#1 CLIENT:

COUNSELIOR

CLIENT:

#2 CLIENT:

COUNSELLOR 3

CLIENT:

I guess I just don't like to spend time alone anymore.
I ueed to but lately it's like I have to keep myself so
busy with other people so I won't have to be alone. It‘'s

like I'm just going, going, going, all the time.

You used to like being by yourselfl a lot more than you do
now. How do you spend your time now? Can you be more

specitic?

X guess 1 Just don't have oonfidence 1n myself anymore.
It's like I'm afraid to open my mouth beocauss somebody
might tell me I'm wrong. So I just don't say much of
anything at all.

You'd rathér not take -the risk of being criticized: to
make you feel even more unsure than you feel already.

o



INSTRUCTIONS:

Pretend that you are really each of theee two clients and are talking ,;
to a counsellor. Read what has already been said by the olient (yoﬁ?
and by your counsellor. How would you respond to what the counsellor
has just said? Write a response that shows what you would say next.
Remsmber that there are two different olients represented on the sheet.

Pretend to be each oclient.
)

#1 CLIENT: I sees I jJust don‘t like to spend time alone,anymore.’
I used to but lately it's like I have to keep mysell eo
buey with other people so 1 won't have to be alone. It's

like l'm just going, going, going, aAll the time.
#

COUNSELIORs You feel that you are so busy these days with oiher people
that you don't get any time to yourself.

CLIENT:

#2 CLIENTs I guess I just don't have oonfidence in myself anymore..
It's like I'm afraid to open my mouth because somebody
might tell me I'm wrong. 3o I Jjust don't say much of
anything at all.

COUNSELLH: You don't want to risk being hurt by others' reactions to
you, .80 you avoid drawing attention ¢o yourself.

CLIENT:



R .

INSTRUCTIONS s

Pretend that you are really each of these two clients and are talki
10 a counsellor. Head what has already been said by the olient (yofg
and by your oounsellor. How would you respond to what the oounsellor
has just said? Write a response that shows what you would say next.
Bemember that there are two different olients represented on the sheet.

Pretend to be each client.

#) CLIENT: I guess I just don‘'t like to spend time alone anymore .
[ used to but lately it's like I have to keep myself so
,busy with other people so I won't have to be alone. It's

‘l1ike I['m just going, going, going, all the tims.

COUNSELLOK: Mpm. Mnmv. So you think you like the present kind of
experienoce? Tell me what has brought about thise change?

CLIENT:

#2 CLIEBNT; I guess 1 just don't have confidenoe in myself anymore .
It's like I'm afraid to open my mouth because somebody
might tell me I'm wrong. So I just don't say much of
anything at all.

COUNSELLOE:. Like hiding in a corner because :it's safer and you won't
get hurt...but it's so lonely there too....

CLIRNT;



