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‘ ﬂgviewed the same film. those Ss in Group r were informed that they

Y T L4 L N i - -

AL 'ABSTRACT I
This study was designed to evaluqte the . ef?ects of - professional

"ji' titfe on rated counselor effectiveﬂdts izo education students were

I/

' randomly assigned to one of three treatment groups Although all Ss.

{

' would be watching a film of a dbunseling interview conducted by 2

'i‘Psychiatrist. the Ss in Group Il that’the interview was conducted by

”*f?? : a Psychologist..and the Ss in Group III that the interview was con-.

E‘du;ted by a- §Bc1al ﬂorker ?he counseling intervew. used was the
first ten minutes of the interview of -Dr. Carl Rogems taken from

'Trree Approaches to Psychotherapy (1965) f \~\ - )'
After viewing the film the Ss were asked to complete the

_l:andﬁghe Rating Scale of Counselor Effectiveness (Ivéy. 1967), and
-fﬁtwo adgibional questiqns designed to examine the area oﬁ referral
| "{with respect to the three treatment categories '

A one-way analysis of variance was carried out on the‘;cores

7'-srof the~€ounseling Evaluation Inventory and the Rating Scale of

..

ffCounselor Effectivenessl Chi- square tests were used to analyze .the

‘results of the Ss responses to the referral. questions Hith respéct

'pto the Counseling Evaluation Inventory and Rating Scale of Counselor '

I .
Effec*iveness ne sggnificant differences were found between the ﬁ'

+ l

,T%#

K

| Counseling £valuation ‘Invenfﬁry (Linden, Stone & Shertzgrk1968)

_?‘..,

three treatment groups There-was however, with respect to’the Ss% ‘“

preferred choice fBr r&ferral, a 51gmificant difference (p- <L 01) -
N : f -‘:,

] i
‘F‘ . -~ 4
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-which was independent of the treatment groups. and withim which the

professions were ranked in the following order:. syc logist:.

cPsychiatrist. Social Norker * L .o

)

| The results of this research do riot indicate a relationship '
A & between professiona'l titlerand rated counseHng effectiveness
| There was. however, support for s1gnificant differences 1n preferred

)h .
source of referral
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> INTRODUCTION' . .
@ ' - 5?5? TRy
1ntmu%;o the Problem L "' o

Much of the research in the area of counseling psychology has |
attempted to delineate those characteristics of the ¢ounselor whicn
enhance his probabiiity of helping the client. The purpose of this
reseafcn is to examine one'of the cnaracteristics of the counselor
which reiates to the éffectiveness ot the- counseling process. The
particular focus is on fhe relationship petween the credibility of
“the counselor (as defined by his professional title) and his rated

 therapeutic ei’fectivenesjs More specificalll, it deals with the
question of wnether potential ciients tend to give higher ratings .

of- counseior effectiveness to therapists of certain professions than

) to_thenapistgkpf’nther professions, and nnetberwthey prefer a .- )

particular professional group as a choice for referral.

BackgAfund to the Problen

In recent years psychotherapy or counseiing has gained in-
creasing popularity as a means of achieving a "healthy adjustment”,
. and concomitantiy.vthere has been~an increasing demand for thera-
| peutic services - a demand which has been difficult to fulfill
because of the lack of quaiified personnel (Reisman, 1963). For

example, in Edmonton the period a prospective client may have to



Lo L-m ) . ‘ e
LI S v “ A o &
" e " IR . ’

) ‘ - ) § \ | ,1.‘_-1 ‘/’ y ,’ ’
w& to ue e &mmd psychietrist on an outyltunt besfs‘&ng
fr& !bur cd tw‘lvmks. and vecencies on the psnhiewic\‘ﬁits d{ LT
s generel he&phﬂ‘hre rare. Becd\ase of their uediqn\tuminq. ..,:., &

pi;ch‘letrist: en able to evaluate m_physiologiqgl as well as the’ § g e
psyc{uologﬂ:n state of client Hawever. when physiolochpy »,‘,;‘ ) - B |
fectov‘s can be. ruled out and verba) therepy or counsel ing is the . - L

-

lldor conside’retion. it 1s the opinion of thegthor thet thgre %ﬁ’lg

’

' " a: breerence for psychiatric services as ?osed to thoﬁ of T
’:‘~ psychplogists (social workers. ln wt. this prefenence my be A s 2
. accmted for ﬂl tems of the creﬁbﬂit@ at.tr'lbuted to. psycMatrists '
by prospecttve cHents In othefw;o:&s. Whiqtﬂﬂs lre perceiveg‘
.- as having wmore expertise than psychologisfs or social woﬁzers. mnd " o
are therefcre seen as more effective coun'elors. ‘ R -

. - The theoretical foundations for the above can be fowid in. - @1’
.’; ‘counseling and social psychology Ue.wite differing vi-ews of the -
_nature of hn and of the structure of . the therapeutic process.. o g, ’
onm to the outcone ‘of most all types of: counseling is the |
assmtion of changes in the. th‘lnking. fee11ng and behavfor of the
client (Haley. 1963; ‘Rogers, 19515 Truax & Carkhuff, 1967).. The:
research based on the theori‘es of Feﬂi‘hger (1957),. and Hoveland. .-’ .

~ Janis and Kelley (1953) eansize the inportence of the cowunicator Y _
2 1

P

or counsglor’ s perceived credibﬂity in influenc*ng this beluwior'i

v
A‘é‘ -

"change (Aronson Tumer & Carlsmith 1963; Bockner & Insko. 1966, e‘”’

wigts

. Zimbardo, 1960). Strong (1970) m support of the above, states .

g

s
‘gf_

Nk
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"The clieng's perception of the counselor's expertness 1S one ofv
the factors which moderates the degree to which the client will
change his wviews to those of the cpunse]or rathér than discredit
the counselor” (p. 81).

[t would seem that(d¥ient;'are more likely to seek out the
most highly credible or expert counselors available. Simon (1973)

emphasizes the importance of client preferences, «nd suggests that

the strength of the client's preference for a partinsular therapist
influences .the effectiveness of therapy. He goes fgn ts state,
“Three variables that patient's can usually assess iately,
either before or during the first session, are the therapist's
age, sex and title" (p. 146). |
The Problem

This study is designed'to_eva1uate whether the credibility of
the counselof (specificalfy the credibili .y associated with pro-
fessional titles) influences the rated effectiveness of that par-
ticular counselor. It is based on fhe premise that the rated
effectiveness of the counselor varies as a function of the
counselor's professigpal title. '

Specifically, the following quéstions were asked:
1. Do Ss rate therapists/counselors'of certain profession§ as more

effective than therapists/counselors of other professions

as measured by the-Counseling Evaluation Inventory and the

Rating Scale of Counselor Effectiveness (see Appendix B)?



(2RO

_ R 2 A .
2. Do Ss prefer a particular professi&%&ldaroup (Psychiatrist,
Psychologist, Social Worker) a§ a choice for reférra]. '

Definition of Terms

1. Counselor Credibility: -For the pufposes of this study credi-
bility or expertness is defjned exc]usiyg]y by professional
title, specifically the title; of Psychiatrist, Psychologist
-and Social Worker. Strong ang Schmidt (1970) found that
perception of a counselor as an expert is influencéd by
objective evidencé of specialized training such &s titles.

2. Counseling Effectiveness: This has been determined by the

e

measurements obtained from the Counseling Evaluation In-

~ventory (Linden, Stone & Shertzef, 1968), and the Rating :

'

Scale of Counselor Effectiveness (Ivey, 1967).

<3

3. Pr‘red Referral Choice: This will be measured by the Ss
responses to the foilowing questions which were devised by
the author; '

" a. Would the S refer a relatdve to the therapist
viewed on the film?
¢ b.. Which professional-would thé S choose’ as
therapist for the client viewed on the filﬁ
from the choiceé of Psychiat;}e{, Psychologist
or Social Worker?
Limifations

1. The population sampled consisted of Education students at



the University of Alberta. Generalization of the findings to
, .

-

other groups should be made carefu]ly “p

2 The-Ss  viewed.a film o an interv1ew and may perceive the
effectiveness of the counselor differently than they would if they
were ‘the client being counseTed - | ) . |

3. Since this is an analogue study, it is posswb]e that in a
real life situation where a client is under stress and seeking .
immediate relief the'professional title. of the counseigr may not
affect the client's perceptipntof the counseior's effectiveness.

4. The counseling technique pbserved b}‘the S's is-Rogerian,
or Client- Centered therapy The results of this study may not
apply to other Rogerian- therapists and/or therapeutic techniques

5. The client observed in the fiim presented wvth a general
personal prob]em The results of this-study may not apply when the
client presents with a problem of a different nature (i e a
psychotic disgrder). Because the client is generally seen as being[
mildly neurotic perhaps the referral to a Psychiatrist would have"

&

been inappropriate.
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" REVJEW OF THE LITERATURE . | \\-

The theoretical and’ emp1r1ca] foundetions of this reseerCh dray \\\
heavily- frdh both counseling and social psychology The research i\\\
generated_xnvthese areas hes estabtished that somg of the counse1or |
characteristics which influence counseling effect1veness are the

- counselor's number of, years experience,vreputatiOn as, an expert,
" use of technica1 ianguage and professional title (Aronson; Turner
| & Carlsmith, 1963 Atkinson & Carskaddon, 1975; Bochner & -Insko, -

'. 1966 Di Nardo, 1975; Hartley, 1969; Schmidt & Strong, 1970;
Strong. 1968). There has been considerab]e research done in the

!

areas of counse11ng outcome and the reductwon of cognitive dis-
sonance, however, it is only peripher;11y re1ated to this topic,
Therefore only thé literature which dea]s spec1f1ca11y with the
effects of the aforementioned characteris ;ics will be dealt with inf
- the following review. '. P

Much of the research done 1n’th1s area has concerned 1tse1f ’
with the effects of commun1cator credibility on- op1n1on change
Aronson, " Turner and Car]sm1th.(1963) ca;r1ed out a study in which
the Ss (female co]lége students) were exbosed-to a persuas1ve

commun1cat1on which was 1dent1ca1 for a11 groups except for the

; extent of d1screpancy befween the op1n1ons of the Ss and the s



'. -,' , g . . . ] I ;

.opinions of the communicator. and differences in tne credibiiity hbl
of the communicator Discrepancy ws assigned three Tevels (smail‘

: medium and large), and communicatorccredibiiity two levels (high

and mi]d) They found that the highly credibie communiCator (an

expert on poetry) induced more opinion change than the mildﬂy

credible communicatorlca student)loxer all levels of discrepancy.

Bochner and Insko (1966) reportedlsimilar results in_a;study in .

. which three variables were manipulated;: discrepancy (nine levels),

source credibitity (high or medium), and ordenbof;opinion dis-" S
paragement‘(twovlevels) The nigh credibility sourte was described )
' jas a Nobel prize winning phySiologist, and the medium credibiiity‘
,source as the director of a Y.M.C.A. The Ss were students in’ '
introductory psychology and educaticn courses. Thefauthors reﬁégted :
, that ‘medium and high credibi]ity sources do not differ at the: moderate
discrepancy 1eveis but that high credibiii\y sources are superior !
at extreme discrepancy 1eveis Strong and Schmidt (1970) carried
-out a study imiwhich expertness of_the counseYor (as‘defined by

introductiOn and role) was'Variedfat two ‘levels, expert (a !

” ! : -
psycho]ogist) and inexpert (a student) . The Ss (male university-\\<\§<\;¥is‘
students) initialiy comp]eted the Edwards PergSiN Preference /i 5\1;

inexpert«counseior. Foi]OWing the interView the Ss again comp]eted
the EPPS, and qukstionnaires rating the expertness of tne counse]or,

and the Ss‘.reactkpn.to the interview. §ignificant differences were

B
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; found in the Ss changes inxseif ratings in the expert condition. ;
. / ! . .

In brief, there'dOes seem to be support'for the influence pf
counselor credibility on 0p1n10n change 6. 1-“‘ .
There is'aiso some ev1dence in the literature to suggest that
| percedved credibility is’ re]ated to role 1ntroduction Hartley -"'
| 11969) manipulated counse]or credibility using introductions '
'\'-which described pertinent information regarding profe551ona1 quaii-

fications and experience The 1ntroductions used described the . g

‘counselor as being highly credibie (a qua]ified and experienced “-_,, ‘

‘profe551ona1). or mi]dly credibie (a graduate student w1th limited
: experience) The Ss (fifth grade strdents) were counseled in '
45 minute ses51ons tw1ce weekly over a period of 5 weeks. Prior .
'to the beginning of eounseling and 1mmediate1y after the second
session each week the Ss were asked to rate the counselor on the ';.
Counselor Rating Scale (CRS) It was.found that by manipulating }
'the counselor s credibility by means of 1ntroductions which de-
scribed certain information regarding his prqfe551ona1 qualifications
'_“‘.and experience 51gn1f1cant differences cou]d bu progucéd 1n the
”.perceived credibility of the counseior In other words,,the
”qualified and experienced counselor received significantly higher
ratings on the CRS thanzthe graduate student counseior Aithough
- counseling. 1nteraction resulted in 51gn1f1cant changes in ‘the
perceived_credibility of the,counse]or, the 1nttiai differences

persisted throughout the experiment.



15 minute videotapes 1n which ‘the counselors were 1ntro¢uced as a

PhD‘counseling psychologist who has been in pr1vate,pra?t1ce for
four years: or a first yeac graduate student ttaining to.be a- -
counselor. T::)cfiterion instrument employed was a semantic dif- -

ferential que orinaire des1gned to measure -the fo]]ow1ng five

I - ®

concepts (a)- The counse]or s know]edge of psycho]ogy. (b) the
; counselor 3 abi]1ty to help the c11ent. (c) the~counse1or s‘w1117
1ngness to help the c11ent. (d) the oounselor's'comprehensionhfﬁ
; of the c]1ent.s prob]ems. (e).lthe counse]of on the-Vidiotape as‘_‘
someone S wou]d go to see if "l had a prob]em“' ‘They concluded

that 1nd1viduals perce1ve a counselor as a more cred1b1e source of
a;‘ass1stance ‘heq\\a is. 1ntroduced as i’hlgh]y prest1g1ous profess1dna1

*Ymgn when he is ass1gned a Tow 1eve1 of expertness

i

4

-

There 15 houever lfttle ‘evidence 1n the 11terature to support

a c11ent iﬁireferehée for any ong partlcular profess1ona1 .group. -

‘ i his Ss (graduate students in c11n1ca1 psycho]ogy)
diagnoSeli f ‘ Ya’hter seeing a videotape ,The Ss were then in- -
"formeqcof t:t‘1“1e'¢r'l'"f $'on the same patient which were done by a ?

-
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psychiatrist or psycho]ogist, and asked 0 re-rate the patient

. He: concluded that in’ the area of diagnosti assessment the’ graduate

Students gave significantiy more weight to the opinions of the
psychiatrists than to the opinions of psyrhoiogists Simon (1973)

asked college students and members of an adult; education class to ~°

..

u,assume that they had a personai prob]em and that six therapists

‘ had been equally highly reconnmnded to them. The;oniy_differences
betweén these therapists were their titles. The Ss were asked to
;:rank the'therapists from one they would‘be most likely to‘consult
(a'ranh‘of 1) to the one they would be ‘least iikely:to &onsult (a i
rahk of 6). The order of preference indicated by these Ss was;

1) Psychiatrist 2) Psycho]ogist 3): Psychoanalyst 4) "Emotionai

S

Counselor" [undefined], 5) BehaViorai,Consu]tant-and p) Social
Worker. a ,
fn summary, there is some evidence in previous research for

" the’ 1nf1uence of various indices of codnSuior credibiiity on opinion

change, and the infiuence of role IHtFOdULt10n on perceived credi-

bi]ity A]though Di Nardo (]975){1nd1cates that more weight is - !

given to the 0p1n10n of psychiatnists as opposed ta psychoiogists

innthe area of diagnosis, there is no ev1dence‘to suggest that the
| . ‘ _ % et ‘

: i
professional title of the counselor is related to rated effective-
‘ness. It is the purpose of. this research to evaluate whether_a
counselor‘s professional title influences his rated,effectiveness,

- and mhether there are any preferences for referring to a'particular

'profession in line with the findings of éimon*(1973).

10
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CHAPTER I1I

T

' METHOD

|
Procedure

. ; b
”The counSe1ing inter;iew used fon this research'project heg :
been teken fron.the Cerl ROgens eegment of the fi]h Three‘Approaches-
to'Psychotherapy (1965). The first ten minutee of(Rogers'ninter-
view with Fhe'c1ient: Gloria, was shown to the Ss. The initial
~sixty seconds during which Rogers introdu:es himselfxas
.Dr Carl Rogers has been deleted. Prtor to ‘the breeentation of
the film the Ss were given.a handout whwch they were asked to
read The cover sheets for these handouts are divided into three
different groups (see Appendlxﬁ The Group I cover sheets: in-
troduce the theraplst as a "fully qua11f1ed Psych1atr1st", the
Group II cover sheets 1ntroduce .the therap1st~as a "fully qua11f1ed
Syeholog1st", and the Group III cover sheets introduce the
therapist”as a "tu]iy qué]iffed Socia] Worker". The‘rest bf'the’f’
" handout was comprised of the Counse11ng Evaluation Inventory,
.Rat1ng Scale of Counselor Effectiveness and four add1t10na1 in-
.formatigna] questions (see Appendix B) which the Ss were asked to
' complete‘éfter viewingith Film. The handolts were passed out to

- the Ss in a random order.

o

n



Appendix R).

SUb.[éCtS ” Y . '
The subJects for th1s study cons1sted of students enrol]ed 1n

Educat1ona1 Psycho]ogy 411 at the University of A]berta. Edmonton.

A
Four different sect1ons of the Ed Psych 411 were used resu]ting

, ina total of 138 Ss. However, e1ght of the evaluat1on forms were

1ncomplete and ten of the Ss recognized Dr Rogers. therefbre these

i

were om1tted from the analys1s For the ‘purposes of analys1s the

totd] N = 120; Group I = 40, Group 11 = 39, and Group 11T = 41.

Criterion Instruments I

Immediately after viewing the film the Se were asked to com-

| plete a nedified version of the short fOrmkof the Counée]ing Evalu-
';_‘ation Inventory (CEI),Me Rating Scale of Counselor Effectiveness

developed by Ivey (1967) and four additional questions (see | -“"

’ The'21-itea CEI questiohnaire consisfs of three factors eaeh
rated on a f1ve po1nt Likere scale (i.e. aIWays, often somet1mes,
rarely, never). The three i!ctors include (a) counse11ng c11mate, °
(b) counseTor comfort, and (c) elient'safisfaefﬁon These factors

have been found to be correlated with pos1t1ve counse11ng outcome

_(Rickabaugh, Heaps & F1n1ey. 1972). Two 1tems of ﬁhe or1g1na1 form

‘,have'been deleted (reducihg'the quest1onna1re to 19 items) because

they refer to psycho]og:ca] test1ng which is not d1scussed dur1ng

the f1]med 1nterv1ew The term "client" has been substituted for.

. "I" because the Ss aré not ra;ing a counselor who they have attua]]y

12
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\ ~ A : ' .
seen. The terms "Psychiatrist", "Psychologist" and "Social Worker":
have been substituted for the tep “counselor” in the appropriaté
'treatment groups. This instrument was developed by Linden, Stone
and Shertzer (1968). They found thatlthe median test-retest |
reliability coefficient computed among all the scale scores or total
score indices for the CEI was .72. Using counselor candidates |

" practicum grades as a criterion, congruent or discriminative valtgity

at or beyand the .05 level was demonstrated for the factor scales and

1

total scores of the 21-item CEI.
The Ratlng'Scale of Counse!or Effectiveness developed by

Ivey (1967) consists of 25 pa1rs of descr1pt1ve items Nthh are

rated on a f1ve po1nt cont inuum. At th1s t1me no information on

the rel1ab11ity or validity of this scale was: found It was 1ne1uded‘
in the present study in the hope that it would prov1de 1nformat1on |
.about areas not covered by o CEI. Quest1ons 45 and 46 on page

three of the handout were designed to examine the area of referrah ‘-d\
.w1th respect to the three treatment groups Quest1ons 47 and 48 -
. were des1gned to screen out any Ss who recogn1zed the therap1st ,
. and/or mjsunderstood'the d1rectﬁons on the cover sheet.
Design | | |

:,1 The. mean scores for the totaI\and three factors of the CEI .
(counse11ng qj1mate, counselor comfort cllent,satlsfact1on). and
the mean scores for the total and the" 25 items of the Rating Scale
.of Counselor Effect1vegessﬂwere analyzed using a one-way analysis

of variance (Ferguson, 1971). A Chi-Square test has been used to o J;)



14

a

analyze the results of questions 45 and 46. While there is some

support for the hypothesis that psychi;trists might be more highly

rated than either psychologists or social workers (Simon. 1973).

a directional hypothesis has not been stated because variabies in .

the area of counseling research have shown considerable fiuctuation

(Fiske, 1975). Therefore, the nuli hypothesis, which asserts that

no differences exist between treatment. means was stated, and a .

two tailed or nondirectional test has been used The significancei

level has been set at 05 | |

Hypotheses - , | '

Hypothesi:‘l" There will .be no differences between occupational .'
(or profe551ona1) treatment means (psychiatrist psychologist,
social worker) for the total score and the three factor scores
of the CEI . o | : o

"Hypothesis II " ‘There will be no differences between occupationa]

(or profeSSionai) treatment means for the total score and

25 items of the Rating Scaie of Counse]or Effectiveness
w

'HypotheSis I1I: There will be no differences between the occupationa] :

\
treatment gr0ups in their response to question 44 (Would you

refer a relative to this therapist7)

Hypothesis IV: There will be no differences between the occupatibna]
treatment groups in their response to question 46 (If given a
choice.'I would refer a,ciientesuch as Gloria to a...

1. Psychiatrist, 9. Psychologist, 3. Social Worker).

3
o
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-
- | L
[ i .
. \ \

_ Hypothests V: There will be no.'significant differences in the

«r

;';4a7bverall Ss reférral choice as 1nd15ated by their response

' to question 46.

et

L]
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CHAPTER 1V |

RESULTS

Description of the Population - | ;
A total of 138'Educationa1 Psych61ogy 411 students were tested.
. Of these 8 quostionnaires were left incomplete, and 10 Ss ‘Indicated
that they recognized the therapist..reducinq the tota] N to 120. I
the Psychiatrist group, Group X, there were 26 females and 14 maIes,
for a total qfv40‘ in tne Psychologist group, Group 11, there weré

21 females and 18 ma1es fOr a total of 39. And, in the Social Morker

group, Group I1I, there were 26 females and 15 males for a totlﬁ of |
4. AlthOUgh there were more women than men this was consistently +
true ?cross'all thnig graups: Table I provides a summary of the )
sex breakdown, and qﬁvés the mean age for each group. A one-way ' it:

ANOVA carried out on the mean ages indicated that there were ng
--significant dif{ferences between the three ghdups (see Appendi} ¢).

Results of Couhseliqg Evaluation Inventory

_ A one-way analysis of variance was carrie& out to test the
differences between the means of the three groups on the scores of
the three factors (Client Sétisfaction. Counselor Comfort, Counseling
Climate), and the total store.of the Counseling Evaluqtioh InVenthry.
A summary of these means is presented in Table II. The null hypg-

.

o . .
thesis was assumed, i.e. that there would be no significant differences

16



TABL

E 1 )

o7 SEX AND AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THREE .
. TREATMENT GROUPS

>

17

“Grour Femalds Males Total N Mean Age
I - Psychiatrist 26 14 40 23.65
[I*® - Psychologist 21 18 : 39 24.05
I1I - Social Worker 26 15 4 22.05
Total 73 47 120 23.23
TABLE 11
MEAN COUNSELING EVALUATION INVENTORY SCORES
Client Counselor Counseling Total
Treatment Satisfaction Comfort . Climate CEI
Group I ©15.23 20.08 38.25 73.55
Group I1 15.18 19.38 38.08 '72.64
Group 11T 16.66 20.95  38.90 76.51
TABLE III

‘SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR' COUNSELING
EVALUATION INVENTORY

Variable OF MS F P
Client Satisfaction 2 28.63 - 2.4) 0.094
Counselor Comfort 2 24.69 1.68 0.191
Counseling Climate 2 7.66 0.24 0.787
Total CEI 2 165.16 1.31 0.274
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betwéen the means of these four scores for the three groups. The
results are summarized in Table [II.

There were no sighificant differences between the three groups
on the mean scores for the three factors of Client Satisfaction,

v
Counselor Comfort or Counseling Climate, or on the total score of

the CEI.

In sum, Hypothesis I was not rejected.
/

Results of Ratigg Scale of Counselor Effectiveness

A one-way analysis of variance was carried out to test the
differences between the mean scores of each item, and the total
.score of the Rating Scale of Co&nselor Effectiveness. A summary
of these means is présented in Table IV; The null hypothesis was
‘assumed. The results of this test are summarized in Table V.

There were no significant'differenceé between the mean scores
ot the three groups for any of the items or the: total score of the
Rating Scale of Counselor Effectiveness.

In sum, Hypothesis 11 was not rejected:

It might be noted that on the Réting'Sca]e of Counselor
Effectiveness the therapist was rated consistently lower on some
items, and consistently higher on other items. For example, for
the descriptor "colorless" the th;rapist received a mean score -f
2.45, for‘“boring" a means score of 2.82, and.for "du¥1" a mean
score of 2.85. On the other hand, the therapist received a mean

score above 4.00 on the following descriptors; careful (4.03),



TABLE IV
MEAN RATING SCALE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS SCORES -

i

i Variance ~ Group I Group I 4 Grqup'III
sensitive -;insensitive 3.76 3.95 ° 4.02
relevant - irrelevant ' 3.55 3.79 ©3.93
nervous - calm ' 4.40 4.08 - 4.32
confident - hesitant 3.53 3.74 3.59
skilled - unskilled 3.82 4.00 3.98
attentive - unattentive 4.60 ' 4.56 4.61
comfortable - uncomfortable 4.08 - 3.90 4.17
interesting - dull - 2.65 2.87 . 3.02
confused - sensible ;370 3.82 3.93
confident - doubts his ability 3.80 3.92 3.78
gloomy - cheerful 3.05 313 3.34
cdim - jittery 4.33 4.18 4,37
intelligent - unintelligent 3.8 4.13 Q.OO
irresponsible - responsiblé - 3.98 4.05 4.28
sincere - insincere ~4.33 4.10 4.34 .
apathetic - enthusiastic 3.23 3.20 ©3.37
tense - relaxed ! 3.98 3.85 4.15
colorful - colorless . 2.50 2.26 2.59
boring ¢ interesting 1 2.83 2.62 ' 3.00
formed - formless ) 3.10\ 3.31 3.27
unreal - real 3.82 372 "3.95
sociable - unsociable " 3,55 3.82 . 3.95
shallow - deep 3.3 3.05 3,39
careless - careful 4.00 4.0€ 402
polite - rude 4.70 4.33 451
Taotal Score 92.20 102.5¢4 95.5€
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TABLE: V.

, - ’~SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR -RATING
f ~ SCALE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS

v

o

o
b=

~ Variable S F .

—

.66 0.86 0.427
.48 1.64 0.198
nl 1.13  0.328
50 .0.37  0.689
.36 0.37 0.691
.02 0.05'  0.949
77 .0.88  0.419
43 1067 0.336
.52 0.58° 0.561
24 Q.21 0.811
.92 1.16 - - 0.319
.38 - 0.5] 0.604
.77 . 0.94 0.394
78 11 0.334
.70 0.96 0.385
31 0.37 . 0.694
91 099 0.374
16 5 1.39 7 0.253
48" 1.46 . 0.238
.48 .70.52. 0.593 -
.55 0.58  0.560
69 5, .71 01185
.28 1.32 - 0.272
.06 - 0.07 0.931
.33 2.18° - 0.118~

sensitive - insensitivgtf
relevant - irrelevant
neryous - calm |
confident - hesitant
skilled .- unskilled

" attentive - unattentive
‘comﬁortgbfe - uncomfortable
" interesting - dull

confused - sensible _
confident - ddubts his ability
gloomy °-, cheerful |

ca]m - jiftery -
inteiligent - unintelligent
irresponsible - responsible
sincere - insincere . '
'apathetic - enthuSiaStic.i
tense - relaxed

colorful - coTorless

boring - interesting

- formed - formless

unreel - real

" sociable - unsociable
4sha110w - deép

careless - careful

NN N NN N R N DN RO NN NN D D DN N f\}*”"f\) N DN
—- O a4 B O~ - 00 0000000 40O - —O

polite - rude

1096.00  0.65 ~  0.525

N

Total Score
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comfortab]e (4. 05). respons1b1e (4 09), calm (4. 26), 51ncere (4.26),
- ] ]

calm (4 29)£fp011te (4. 51), and attent1ve (4.59).

~

Results of Quest1on 45 o9

" A chi- square test of goodness of fit, and a ch1 square test
’ of 1ndependence were carr1ed out to ana]yze ‘the Ss responses to

question 45 - fwou]d you~refer a relative tq.this therapist?" - A

’ / . . -
breakdown of the Ss responses are presented in Table VI. -The; null
) 1

hypothesis was assumed. o ' o

| Summing.across the three treatment groups (goodness of f1t)

AN

I

no 51gn1ficant differences were found in the Ss responses to '

question 45 (Xl = 2. 70 10(2‘4 20). No s1gn1f1cant d1fferences

were found between the proportions of the three groups (1ndependence)

in the1r responses to quest1on 45 (X = 0.16; 90<p_< 80). |
In‘sum, Hypothes is, II{_was not rejected. . LA

Resu]ts of Question 46 ' , ' j ':. v o

E,)h1 square test of goodness of f1t and a chi- square test of
. 1ndependence were carried out to ana]yze the Ss responses to
quest1on 46 - "If g1ven a cho1ce, I would refer a c11ent ‘such as‘
Gloria to a... Psych1atr1st Psycholog1sg or Soc1a1 worker." ‘A,
breakdown of the Ss responses are presented in Tab]e VII The

nu1] hypothe51s was assumed .

o Summ1ng acrossrthe three treatment»groups (gobdness of fit) .

s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found in the Ss responses to quest1on

46 (X ='31. 26 Q_<: 0]) The significance of the chi- -square-can o
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S TABLE VI
e A SUMMARY OF THE_RESPONSES,
OF THREE TREATMENT GROUPS TO QUESTION 45
~ Choice L Treatment |
Group 1 ‘Group IT Group IIT. Total
| T . . —
Yes 22 23 24 69 .
No 18 16 7 51
T {
o ! : ‘
Tota) 40 c 39, a2
! ’ : .
. o
-
! - b
Y
j - f
; 3 TABLE. VII - |
' A SUMMARY OF THE RESPONSES
"OF THREE TREATMENT GROUPS TO QUESTION 46
; . IR '
- Choice - - Treatment _ '
Group 1 'Group 11 Group ITI
7 Psychiatrist_ 15 LI R 14, 49
Psychologist 18 24 23 65
Social Worker 7 Ca 4 15
Total 20 A : 41 120

- 22



" be accounted for pr1mar11y byrthe large proport1od ef Ss who choose

| Psycho1og1st ahd the small proportion of Ss- who choose Soc1a1 Norker

These’d1fferences are mndependent of the treatment s’ no s1gn1f1—
i i
cant d1fferences were found between the proportions of the three

groups (1ndependence ;fn their responses to question 46 (X‘ ='2 80,

703 E-(. 50). -~
In sum, hypothes1s IV is not reJected On the'other hand,

! . ) S
'Q,Hypothes1s v 15 reJected o ﬁ_J

Corre]at1ona} Ana]ys1s

“A 32 x 32 corre]at1on matrix was computed that 1nc1uded all
n Ty
‘the data re]evant to th1s study ' Presented in Tah]e VIIE are, in
/
the author's op1n1on. the five most re]evant 1nd1ces It should be

noted that there IS a great: ‘deal of corre]at1on between the three
factors of the CEI. Mpreover, there were slgn1f1cant pos1t1ve
correlat1ons between the Rat1ng Sca]e of Counselor Effect1veness

and the factors and total score of the CEI
S umm arz' o S I
i ) :

There were Nno- s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between the three
i f

treatment groups on the Counse11ng Eva]uat1on Inventory. the Rat1ng
: Scale of Counselor Effect1veness and quest1ons 45 and 46.- However,
, B
: w1th respect to the Ss’ preferred cho1ce for referral, what d1d emerge

was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference (summed across the groups), w1th1n ' '_

which the professions were'ranked in the fo]]oang order:
o

Psycho]oQJst Psych1atrlst Soc1a1 Worker. !
Imp11cat1ons are d1scussed in Chapter V . i\
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| U TABLE VIII '
'A SUMMARY OF THE CORRELATIONS
" BETWEEN SELECTED VARTABLES
v . - o "
o . |
L -1 2 3. 4 5
1. Client Satisfaction 1.0 - ,.54%  .56¢  .77%  .33*
2. Counselor Comfort’ ‘ r 1.0 .14 .88* . 36* "
3. Counseljing Climate .~~~ - 1.0 L92% L 37 .
i . . ) ) i o o -‘s_‘l
4. Total CEI [1+2+3]- = o 1.0 .ax
5. Total Rating Scale of | o B
Counseling Effectiveness - A , 1.0
| . ‘ .
,:'

*p & .00, "N =120
‘ . [ ;
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 CHAPTER V ©

"DISCUSSION AND tONCLUSIONS' } .
|

The purpose of'this stddy'has to exaﬁihe‘one of the cdunse]or .
characterdstics; professiona] tiﬁle, whiCh_prior research has in-
dicated is related to counse]or effectheness,(Schmidt’&'Strong.
1970; Strong, 1968); The Specific questions which were asked were °
'a'l)‘Do individua]s tendvto giVe higher ratingé or counse}or offectiver
_ness to thel ap1sts of certain profess1ons, and 2) Do in 1vidua1$
prefer a part1cu1ar profess1ona1 group as a cho1ce for rvferra17

\
A
‘Any d1scuss1on of the resu1ts and conclusupns of this research

..must be: exam1ned w1th1n the context of. the ]1m*tat1ons mentioned

in Chapter 1. The, popu]at1on samp]ed was' restr1cted to Educat1ona1
Psychology students, the counselor was a’ ma]e and ‘used a C11ent-
Centered approach and the Ss were not act1ve1y 1nvo]ved with the.

o

counse]or but ‘rather v1ewed the 1nterv1ew on film. Tak1ng ‘into

'account the or1g1na1 purpose - and above 11m1tat1ons ‘the f0110w1ng

' conc]us1ons'have been drawn ,

ProfeSSIOnal T1t1e - Counse]or Effect1veness

,'.The resu]ts of the analys1s of variance showed no s1gn1f1cant

d Aferences between the means of the three occupat10na1 treatment

groups for either the Counse]ing'Evaluation Inventory, or the
. ! ' : ] )
Rating Scale of Counseling Effectiveness. On the basis of the



-and h1s rated effect1veness

stud1es rev1ewed in Chapter II For examp]e, Atkinson and.

e S$
"

resultséof:thfs“study; there -is no evidence to suggest that~therel~~

gl

s a relationship between the!professional title of a'counselor

‘#.
O l
‘These resu]ts shou]d be viewed in. 1lght of the results of the

r

Carskaddon (1975) conc]uded that the more prest1g1ous ﬂ‘toductwn

_,resu1ted 1nah1gher ratings of counselor effect1veness Th: f1nd1ngs
~of this study are not cons1stent w1th that conoJusion -However,

'Atkinson et al. used only one profess1ona1 group, Psycho]og1st

andhvaried'not only: title (Dr and Mr.) but also number of years

ot experience and use of psycho]oofcal Jargon. 'The'present-study:W
Was‘different'in that it examined the eftegtsdof only onebof the :
variables ment1oned above profe551ona1 t1t1e, us1ng three dlst1nct

profess1ons Group I was 1nformed that the counse]or was an M. D

however he was never addressed as Or. No mentton was made'of the

counselor s years of experlence, and use of psycholog1ca] jargon

t

. wWas held constant ‘as all groups viewed the same counse]or Therefore,

‘ although the f1nd1ngs of the present study are not cons1stent with

those of Atkinson et al., the focus of the two studies was somewhatv

different. SR » g v g

‘ {
In: another re]ated study, Di Nardo (1975) found that more
we1gh was g1ven to the op1n1on of a Psych1atr1st than to the -

opinion of a PSycho]og1st in the area of d1agnost1c assessmentf He -

i . .
concluded that the greater'weight-of»the psych1atrist‘s‘opinion

’
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f.retlects the hlgherrstatus'ot psychiatrhsts I[f, as Di Nardo
suggests psych1atr1sts have a higher status than;mythplog1sts.
it seemed l1kely that they would be rated as more effect1ve
counselors. The fact that in the present study no d1fferences
were found in the rated effect1veness of the psych1atr1st and the

ps ycholog1st suggests that Di Nardo s conclus1on .may be limited

>

to the area of d1agnost1c steggment ' i o '7

In sum, this suggests that while experience may be a cr%t1cal

i

© véiriable w1th1n a given profe551on, that across professwons the &

!

d1fferent1at1on of be1ng an M.D. with a res1dency in Psych1atry

- as opposed to havnng completed graduate tra1n1ng in Psychology or

' Social work does not produce d1ffeHent results in terms of rated
effect1veness. But, more 1mportant, the f1nd1ngs of th1s study
.suggest that rated effectjveness inicounseling may-not be related'*
ol professional title. . U | o

| One of the implications of the above results for further

research mayfoe that neutral.raters’of counseling effectlrenessl
will not oe’lnfluenced'in their ratings by the professional title
('of the'counselor ‘they haye‘been asked to‘rate Further speculat1on

on these results suggests, with- respect to counsel1ng Serv1ces,

that the profess1onal t1tles of the counselors may not bre a major

factor 1n determ1n1ng the client's sat1sfact1on with the service.

In other words, knowledge of the professxonal t1tle of the counselor,

may not make-a d1fference in how the service provided is evaluated

=~ ’

N~



by the cliént.

Preferred Referral Choice o "' P Lo e
No significant differences'existed\between the .three treatment |

"grgups'for referraf choice., However when the tota]s were summed

across the groups .on quest1on 46 a def1n1te rank1ng of the three

‘profe551ons emerged Psychu]oglsts were the most preferred‘with

a tota1 of 65 out of 120, Psych1atr15ts were next wwth a tota] of

" 40 out of 120, and Soc1a1 Workers .were last with a total of 15 gut

of 120. These results are similar to those of Simon :(1973) except .

'that the order of preference o%‘Psychologist and'Psychiatrist are

reversed. Th1s reversal may in part be accounted for by the fact

that the popu]atlon samp]ed consisted of Educat1on undergrﬁduates

h : /

.-enrolled in an 1ntroductor>\<ounse}qng course,

/

I
The 11m1tat1on of ‘the populat1on to Education students-in ?
'1tse1f suggests an 1mp11cat1on for Soc1a1 Norkers, and, to a ,‘

1esser extent Psych1atr1sts. Teachers are frequently consulted in
. l t \

regards to the referral of students with. emot1ona1 prob]ems If v

e

‘”the re5u1ts of th1s study are'a ref]ect1on of teacher att1tudes
tren f?”1s 11ke1y that Psycho]og1sts w1ll be their preference : \{\P

. Specu]at1ng further af1e1d there is one additional 1mp11cat10n
of these resu]ts wh1ch perta1ns to the area of counsel1nc services.
The f1nd1ngs of this study suggest that know]edge of a counse]or S

title may not influence his rated,effect1veness. ‘However, 1ndependent

" v , @ ° o . .
of treatment-coviditions, the Ss have indicated definite preferences -

~

&-8 .
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for one profession over anpther. Therefore, while the counselor's
title may not 1nf1uehce the evaluation of ®%he counseling provided
at a particular service it may be of considerable 1mport&hce in
determinihg the pre of service a prospective client initie]]y |

approaches for an appointment.

- Criterion Instruments

_As there was ro information available on the reliability and

‘validity of the Rating Scale of Counseling Efféctiveness. and there

)

» /

is some question as to the reliability and validity of the CEI, it

is poss1ble 'this contr1buted to the 1ns1gn1f1cant findings. However,
the reliability coeff1c1ents reportee"for the CEI are generally

~in line with those of other process and outcome measureS'reported

in the 1iterature (Cartwright, K1rtner & Fiske, 1063)

Imp]iéati for Further Research

1. A larger sample drawh\Irom the general population should

be used to determine to what ex eht these resdlts can be'genera1izeds

It might be of fnterest to~study\specific popu1atiohs such as arts

'; or sciehce students, medical studehts, hurses_pr hospipa1{zed
‘patiehts in order to-examine the eifferences proquced by educational
#or1entat1on and/or exper1ences 4 ' ] L [

“32. A rep11cat1on of th1s Study using different types of
therapy- (i.e. Gesta1t Behav1or Mod1f1cat1on, Rat1ona1 - Emot1ve)
m1ght be carr1ed out to determ1ne whether the results of this

study can be generallzed to cover the areas of counseling or therapy
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in general.
3. Furthen"esearch which more diréctly addresses the quésiion'
of individu?l preférences for referriqg to pakticu]ar professions
-is indicated. If one can rule out efféctiveness as the source of |
preferring one profession over another, then what is it that is
associated with professional titles that results in one being
preferred over another? | |
4. The titles of Psychiatrist, Psychologist and Social Worker
were used in this study becadse they are ieen by the author.as being
the_tﬁree major brofess{ons involge{ in the mentél health field.
Hoﬁéyer, tﬁere are other. groups (j.e.\clergymen. psychiatric nurses,
la};counselors) involved in counseling, and it might be of interest
to include these groups in any sjmi}ar research done on this topic.
’ 5. One of thé questions arising fr&m the results of the present
study_re]ates_to the Ss' ability to'qifferentiéte between the
specific roles of gach of the ‘three proféssiona1 categofiés studied.
For e&ample; it wau'suspected ihat the bartiéﬁiék populatipn used
heréQ because of their eduéationa1 experience, might have more
ujnfofmation about the role o} a Psychologist than of the roles of-
“Psychiatrist or Social Worker. As it seems likely that the amount
of information possessed by the Ss about these rd1es will vary, and
that this might affect choice for referral, further résearch.sﬁou]d B
investigate this variable more fullyl ; |
r : . 3 v

» \
» {
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Conc1usiohs
The results of this research'do not ndicate any re]ationship

between professional titles and rated the“apeutic'effectiveneSSJ

There;was, however, support for significant differences in preferred

choice for referral.
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APPENDIX A

1

|

What you are about. to see is the first ten minutes’ of a

counseling interview. The COunseior,‘or therapist in this-case,

is a fully QUalified,Psychiat#ist. That is, he has completed his

medical training incTuding,a residency in Psychiatry. The client

has been‘seleéted.from the people who have kequgsted-appointments
o . . - ' ' ! :

from a clinic. : L !

_After the film you will be'asked to complete the following -

pages of this handout. .You might read over the questions at this

time in ordér to have a better idea of the type of iﬁformatiOn/ b

- - . - . .
you will need to complete them. (If you have any questions at

this time, blease raise your hand.

[ »

i i . . . P «
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!

‘time, please raisé your hand.

what you are about to see is. the first ten m1nutes of a
counse11ng 1nterv1ew The counse]on, or therap1st in this case,
1s a fully qua11f1ed Psycholog1st That,1s, he has successfu]]y
comp]eted a graduate program’ in. Psychoﬁogyk and is a certi%ied

P.sycholo’gistE The c11ent has been se]ected from the peop]e who '

have requested appo1ntments from a clinic.

After the f11m you w111 be asked to tomplete thé fo]low1ng
pages of this handout You m1ght read over the questlons at th1s
t1me in order to have a better 1dea of the type of 1nformat1on you

will need to comp1ete them. If you have any quest1ons at this ..

T T
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APPENDIX  A- (cont'd)

é : | : IR . ' o
What you are. about to see is the first ten minutes of a
: coupse]ing 1nterv1ew The counSelor orftherapist {h'this case,
1s a fully qualified Soc1a1 worker That is, ‘he has successfu]]y

|
comp]eted a graduate program in Soc1a1 ﬁork and 1s a cert1f1ed

1
- Social Norker. The client has been selected from the people’ ‘who

: have requested appo1ntments from a c11n1c T

After th1s f11m you will be asked to complete the foi]ow1ng

_pages of this handout -You m1ght read over~@he questions at th1s

t1me in order to’ have a better 1dea of the ‘type-. of 1nformat1on you '

‘will need to comp]ete them If you haye any quest1ons at this

" time, p]ease ra1se_your hand. '
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w  APPENDIX .B |

COUNSELING EVALUATION INVENJORY

Al

|

. v . o ,
:The client distrusted the psychiatrist..

@

2.*** The psychiatrist gave the impression of

10.

1.

2.
3.
14.

15.

Ckkk

Fhk

*k.

sk

* kK

“fee11ng at ease" ‘ol

‘The psychiatrist. accepted the cl1ent as

an individual.

a | 1

The client appeared to fee] at ease with

the psych1atr1§t

- In open1ng ‘the ccnversat1on, the psych1atr1st

was relaxed and at ease.

The psych1atr1st acted as if he had a: Job to
do and d1d not care how he accompllshed it.

The psych1atr1st acted uncertaln'of himself.

The psychiatrist acted cold and-distant.

The psychiatrist was very patieht

Thefpsxch1atr1st was 'awkward in start1ng

“the 1nterv1ews

The psych1atr1st s comments he]ped the client

see more c]ear]y what he ineeds to do to gain

.his objectives in ]1fe

The c11ent appeared to feel comfortable in
his 1nterv1ews with the psychaatr1st

’

The'psych1atr1st seemed restless wh11e

'ta1k1ng to ‘the client. C e

The psych1atr1st 1ns1sted on be1ng right .
always. ' .

The psychiatrist acted as though he thought

“ the client's concerns and prob]ems were -

1mportant to him.

> > > >

o O o o
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APPENDIX . B (Cont'd)

i ~

122
16.*** Other people cou1d be helped by ta1k1ng
- _;wazh this psych1atr1st :

17, *1 belﬁeve the psych1atrast had a genuine
‘ des1re to be of serv1ce to ‘the c11ent g

18. * The psych1atr1st acted as if he were
better than the client.

19, ** The client seemed to fee] satisfied as.a

result of his talks with the psychiatrist.

~*Counseling Climate ~ **Client Satisfaction

***Couhse1br'Comfort .

Items are answered accord1ng to the fo]1ow1ng categor1es

A]ways, Often, Sbmet1mes, Rare]x, Never : -

v
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. APPENDIX B (Cont'd)
- COUNSELING EVALUATION INVENTORY

The client distrusted the'psychologist'

The psycho]og1st gave the impression of

"feeling at ease".

The psychologist accepted the c11ent as an -

individual.

The c11ent appeared to feel at- ease with

the psychologist.

In open1ng the conversatzon. the psycholog1st

was relaxed and at ease

The psycholog1st acted as 1f he had a job to |

do and d1d not care how he accompl1shed it.

The,psychoTongt‘acted,uucerta1n of h\mse]f._

'Thelpsychb1dgist’acted_cold and distant.

The'psycholoﬁist was Verx‘patient

The psycholog1st was - awkward in start1ng
the interviews.

" The psycho]og1st s comments helped the
client see more clearly what he néeds to do

to gain his objectives in 1ife.

‘The client appeared. to feel comfortable in

his interviews with the psychologist. .

The psycholog1st seemed restless while

‘talking to the c]ient

The psycholog1st 1ns1sted on be1ng r1ght
a]ways

The psycholog1st acted as though ‘he thought

the client's concerns and problems were
important to him. ‘

o

© © o o

7 Y RY SV
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APPENDIX B (Cont‘d)

' 16.%** Other people could be helped by talking

with this psychologist. A 0O S RN
17. .*'I be11eve the psycho]og1st had a genuine .
desire ,to be of service to the client. A0 S/ R N
18: * The psychologist'actedxas if he were better
- than the client. \ . A0 S RN
< 19, % The client seemed to feel sat1sf1ed as a
: result of his talks with the psychologist A 0 S RN

!

¢

*Counseling Climate - W**Client Satisfaction . w**Counseor Comfort

Ve
oo, - Voo . g . .
9 Items are ?nswered according to the following categories:

Always, Often, Sometimes, Rarely, Never

J



12, **

]3.t*t

4, *

15, *

The client distrusted the social Worker' A
The social worker gave the 1mpres§ﬁon of
"feeling at ease" ,
The social worker accepted the client as :
an individual. A
The client appeared to feel at ease with " f
~ the social worker ’ ;A
@
'In opening the conversation, the social worker !
was relaxed and'at ease. ,JA
The. social worker. acted as if he had a job -to i
- do and did not care how he accomplished it. A
. |
‘The social worker acted uncertain of himself. A
* The social worker acted cold and distant. A
¥
The sacial workew was very patient 3
;
The social worker was awkward in start1ng 3'
the 1nterv1¢ws ‘A
The sbcial worker's comments helped the client -
see more clearly what he needs to do to gain
his objectives in life. i
The client appeared to feel comfortable in j
his interviews with the social worker. aA
The sacial worker seemed restless while 1
ta1k1ng to the client. 4A
The social worker 1n51sted on being r1ght éé
always. . : . A
. RS
“The social worker acted as though he thought "
the client's concerns and problems were <}
important to him. * o1 A
b

'" APPENDIX B (Cont'd)
" COUNSELING EVALUATION INVENTORY
i
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APPENDIX "B (Cont'd)
16 *** Other people could be he]ped by talking w1th ﬁ“ .
. this social worker.: - _ 'fA“ 0 S R N
f]. * be]ieve the socia] worker had a genuine ‘
‘desire to be of service to the client. A Qx S RN
18. * The social worker acted as 1f he' were better .
than thé c11ent ) « - A 0-S .R N
19, ** The c11ent seemed fo-ﬁee1.satisfiéd as a

" result of his talks with the social worker. . A 0'S R N

*Counse]fng Climate **Client Satisfaction ***Counse]or Comfort
Items are answered according to the following categories:

Always, Often, Sometimes, Rarely, Never
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v RATING SCALE OF COUNSELOR EFFECTIVENESS

insensitive >~

irrelevant

calm

hesitant

unskilled

unattentive

uncomfortable

dull

sensible

doubts his ability

cheerful

Jittery

' 20. sensitive
21. relevant
22. nérvohs
23. . confident
24. | - skilled
25 attentivg
26. . comfortable
27-. interéstiﬁg
28. . “confuéed

- 29. ‘ coﬁfi&en}
30. 'gloomy
31, - ca]m;
32.‘A 'intél]igeét

33. irresponsible’

unintelligent

responsible

insingere

enthusiastic

relaxed

gblorlessl'

interesting

34.-“»  »"sfncere-”
35. apathetic
36, ‘tense
37. colorful
38. : boring
o

. 39.. . ' formed

formless

40. + unreal

1
i

real
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1. sociable : T : : ___unsociable’
42. , sha}]ow‘ : R U deep

43. ’ ;]careless : S B careful
44. polite : S rude

|

Place a check (V') in the slot which most appropriately describes
the therapist's behavior. _
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/

A-1 - A-2
!
45. Would you refer a relative to ‘this
therapist? : ’ . Yes: = No:
46. If given a choice, I would refer a client such as Gloria to
a... ' . , _
A-1 for Psychiatrist
(fill,in) A-2 for Psychologist
. e Tor T3JERRlRYLal
A-3. for Social Worker
1
N A-1 A-2
. . */J’. . .
47. Do you recognize the therapist? -“ﬁﬁ ﬂes: No:

P . ’ . .o ' !
£l X VA

48; _ fhe person I viewed on the film was a:

1

A-1- for Psychiatrist

(£i11 in) - A-2 for' Psychologist -

Vet
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|
 ( |
sumw OF ONE-WAY ANOVA OF TREATMENT 4 .
! GROUPS MEAN AGES l o
' i } : !
- »
Source OF M5 F
Age (years) 2. - 45.28 1.88




