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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN COUNSELOR-TRAINEES' PERCEPTIONS
OF FILMED CLIENT-PERCEPTS AND THEIR COUNSELING
INTERVIEW BEHAVIOR WITH SPECIFIC CLIENTS

by Jack D. Thorsen

The purpose of this investigation was to develop an
instrument for measuring counselor-trainee perceptions of
filmed client-percepts and to study the relationship
between counselor-trainees' perceptions - of the filmed
client-percepts and these counselor-trainees’ subsequent
counseling interview behavior with particular clients by:
(1) creating a set of filmed counseling segments,

(2) developing an objective means for tabulating counselor-
trainee perceptions of filmed client-percepts using a
semantic differential format, (3) taping samples of
counselor-trainee interview behavior, and (4) comparing
statistically counselor-trainee perceptions of the filmed
client-percepts with selected interview behavior,

The subjects in this study were thirty graduate
students enrolled in the 1965-66 academic year guidance and
counseling institute at Michigan State University (Group I)
and thirty graduate students enrolled in the 1966 summer

practicum at Michigan State University (Group II). For all
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analyses of the data Group I was considered the experimental
group and Group II the replicating group.

The Person Perception Test (PPT), developed
specifically for this study, was used as the independent
variable. The PPT consisted of five filmed counseling
segments judged on a thirty scale graphic semantic differ-
ential. Factor analysis of the thirty scales revealed four
judgmental dimensions: (1) evaluative, (2) emotional,

(3) potency, and (4) evaluative-activity. Each scale was
assigned a factor and the scale positions were numbered
1 through 7.

Test-retest reliability estimates ranging from .55
to .80 were computed by product-moment (r). Average
absolute deviations of less than one scale unit for each of
the four factors were found.

The Counselor Response System (CRS) was used as the
dependent variable. Three judges, working independently and
from interview tapes, rated the counselor-trainees'
responses along the following dichotomous dimensions (inter-
judge reliability estimates in parentheses): (1) Content:
Follow-Shift (.95), (2) Control: Expansive-Restrictive
(.92), (3) Referent: Client-Other (.73), and
(4) Reinforcing-Nonreinforcing (.94).

Hypotheses tested for this study were grouped under
two headings: (1) Person Perception Test hypotheses and

(2) validity hypotheses. The first set of hypotheses tested
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the internal consistency of factor items with total factor
scores and with client-percept factor scores; the differences
among client-percept factor scores; and the theoretical
notion of the perceiver's ''generalized meaning.'" The second
set of hypotheses tested the validity of the PPT by

analyzing its relationships with the CRS dimensions.

Major Findings

The following were the major findings of the study:

1. The data collected for this study did not support
the validity hypotheses and, therefore; did not
support the predicted relationship between
counselor-tfainees?>perceptions of filmed client-
percepts and their subsequent interview behavior
with a specific client.

2. Counselor-trainees judge clients along several
dimensions with an evaluative dimension being
the most dominant, followed by emotional and
potency dimensions.

3. Counselor-trainees value more highly those
clients who: are most active as evidenced by the
dependence of the activity factor on the
evaluative factor for Group I and by its
coalescence with the evaluative factor for
Group II.

4, The PPT is an objective means for tabulating

counselor-trainee perceptions of filmed client-
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percepts as evidenced by the ease with which
various scoring procedures can be applied.

The PPT total factor scores represent counselor-
trainees' generalized meaning for the client-
percepts as evidenced by the positive relation-
ships found between client-percept factor scores
and total factor scores.

If a perceiver's comparative particular judgment
of a person percept were known, the perceiver's
total judgment of the person percept could be
predicted. But his comparative total judgment
of people in general could not.

If a perceiver's comparative total judgment of a
person percept were known, the perceiver's
comparative total judgment of person percepts in
general could be predicted. But his comparative
total judgment of another person percept could
not.

The PPT needs further refinement (before
discarding it or the theory upon which it was
based) in an attempt to bring out better

possible relationships.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

This study was designed to explore the relationship
between person perception and behavior in the counseling
activity. More specifically, it focused upon the
relationship between the generalized "meaning" a counselor-
trainee attached to client-percepts and the interview
behavior he displayed with a particular client. The
possibility of predifting counselor-trainee interview
behavior-from that relationship should be explored, since
a measure of person perception might be one effective
criterion for selecting prospective counselor-trainees.

Counselor educators today recognize that present
counselor selection procedures are inadequate..1 Selection
methods currently practiced by graduate schools are based
primarily upon the applicant's intelligence and his general
ability to do didactic graduate work.

In a questionnaire study Santavicca found that 85
per cent of 170 responding colleges and universities used

an applicant's undergraduate record and a measure of

15. p. Linden, S. C. Stone, and B. Shertzer, '"'The
Development and Evaluation of an Inventory for Rating
Counseling," Personnel and Guidance Journal, 44:267.




scholastic aptitude as the main criteria for selecting
counselor-trainees.2 Similarly, Hill found that eligibility
and potential competence for graduate training was currently
the chief counselor-trainee selection criterion.3 He noted
that some schools gave a variety of non-academic tests but
that there was little evidence that thcy were used for
selection., Patterson, in his survey of the most commonly
used counselor-trainee selection methods, found that two-
thirds of the schools he studied used undergraduate grade
point average as the most general requirement for entrance.?
Yet, even though a certain level of intelligence is
needed to be an effective counselor, intelligence, per_se,
and counselor effectiveness do not appear to be linearly
related. As Stoughton wrote, '"Good scholarship is impbrtant
but does not guarantee good counseling ability."5

Because academic ability alone is not a sufficient

ingredient for counselor success, some other selection

26, G. Santavicca, ''Supervised Experience and
Selection of Counselor Trainees,'" Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 38:195-197.

36. W. Hill, '"The Selection of School Counselors,'
Personnel and Guidance Journal, 39:357-358.

4c, H. Patterson, '"'Selection of Rehabilitation
Counseling Students,'" Personnel and Guidance Journal,
41:318-320.

SR. W. Stoughton, '"The Preparation of Counselors
and Personnel Workers,'" Review of Educational Research,
27:175.




criterion should be used in addition to the applicant's
academic ability.

Recent literature supported the notion that the best
predictor of counselor effectiveness is a measure of
counselor-trainee perception of client communication. Davitz
wrote that when he was a graduate student, he was encouraged
to be '"sensitive,' to "empathize,'" to '"understand'" how the
other person felt, to listen with his 'third ear," to "let
himself go," to react 'spontaneously and intuitively,'" and
finally to undergo psychbanalysis.6 He wrote further that
when he became a counseling supervisor, he found himself
echoing these same phrases to his students.

In his research on the '"Ideal Therapeutic Relation-
ship," Fiedler referred to the therapist's ability to
communicate with and understand the client.7 He generalized
that the effective ''therapist is able to participate
completely in the patient's communication."

Rogers reported that clarity of communications and
clarity of perceptions are functions of the personal
characteristics of speaker and listener:

The more that Y (the counselor) experiences the

communication of X (the client) as a congruence of

experience, awareness, and communication, the more

the ensuing relationship will involve: a tendency
toward more mutually accurate understanding of the

63, R. Davitz (ed.), The Communication of Emotional
Meaning (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 2.

7F. Fiedler, '""The Concept of Ideal Therapeutic
Relationship,' Journal of Consulting Psychology, 14:242,




communications; improved psychological adjustment
and functions in both parties; and mutual
satisfaction in the relationship.8
Stating that the communication of ideas, feelings, and
facts is of primary importance in the counseling process,
Rank concluded that the perception of client communication
is directly related to effectiveness of counseling.9

In Counseling: Content and Process, Fullmer and

Bernard cited a research project by Combs which indicated
that good teachers could be differentiated from poor
teachers by their perception of youngsters, even though
they could not be distinguished by what they knew about
teaching. '"It (perceptual ability) may be the most helpful
criterion we have ever had,'" concluded Fullmer and Bernard,
"for selecting and training candidates for teaching and
counseling."10
If the perceptual ability of the counselor is

important, then an instrument which measures counselor-

trainee perception could be a useful selection tool.

8c. R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person (Boston:
Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1961), pp. 344-345.

9r. c. Rank, '"Counseling Competence and Perception,"
Personnel and Guidance Journal, 45:359-365.

10p, w. Fullmer and H. W. Bernard, Counseling:
Content and Process (Chicago: Science Research Associates,
1964), p. 128




PURPOSE

The purpose of this investigation was two-fold:

(1) to develop an instrument for measuring counselor-trainee
perceptions of filmed client-percepts and (2) to study the
relationship between counselor-trainees*® perceptions of
filmed client-percepts and these counselor-trainees' subse-
quent counseling interview behavior with particular clients
by:

a. creating a set of filmed counseling segments,

b. developing an objective means for tabulating
counselor-trainee perceptions of filmed client-percepts
using a semantic differential format,

c. taping samples of counselor-trainee interview
behavior, and

d. comparing statistically counselor-trainee
perceptions of the filmed client-percepts with selected
interview behavior,

Recently, Whiteley pleaded for shifts in research from
the global studies of effective versus ineffective counselors
to the studies that focused on "what a counselor does and
how he is to behave,"11 His prime concern was ‘that no
behavior distinguishing effective from ineffective
counselors seemed ever to be specifically identified in

global studies. Though Whiteley's remarks were made well

‘llJohn M. Whiteley, "The Selection and Evaluation of
School Counselors,'" a paper presented at the American Person-
nel and Guidance Association convention, April, 1968,

pp. 1, 8.



after this study was begun, they served to underscore the
still present need for a behavioral criterion. Also
counselor-trainee interview behavior proved a more
stringent test for the developed instrument than would a

global measure such as counselor effectiveness.

GENERAL RELATIONSHIP HYPOTHESIS

It was hypothesized that a significant relationship
existed between the generalized meaning a counselor-trainee
had for filmed client-percepts and subsequent selected
counseling interview behavior he displayed with a particular

client.12

THEORY
In his ambitious review of perceptual theories,
Allport has cléarly shown that "perception' has many
definitions.l3 As is the case with many such constructs it
falls to the investigator to select one which best meets the
needs of his study.
Since one of the two directions of person perception

research has been the relationship between perception and

12This hypothesis will be expanded and restated in
statistically testable form in Chapter III.

13, H. Allport, Theories of Perception and the
Concept of Structure (New York: John Wiley § Sons, Inc.,
1955).




action,14 the definition used by those studying person

perception was used for this study.

Person Perception Defined

Tagiuri defined person perception as ''whenever the
perceiver regards the object as having the potential of
representation and intentionality."15 Specifically, Tagiuri
referred to the perceiver's observation and inferences about
the object's "intentions, attitudes, emotions, ideas,
abilities, purposes, traits,'" i.e. about things inside the
person. It is as the existentialist describes ''the one who
looks back." So it is in the counseling activity: the per-
ceived object is always another person '"who looks back."

But this definition has not been without its
critic. Pastore objected, saying that perception, per se,
is different from interpretations of and inferences made
from perceptions.16 He claimed that interpretations and
inferences change according to the perceiver's need even

though the perceived object has not changed a bit. But

Murphy and his associates, in reply to Pastore's criticism,

14p, Tagiuri and L. Petrullo (eds.), Person
Perception and Interpersonal Behavior (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1958), pp. xi-xi1.

151pid., p. x.

16y, Pastore, '"Need as a Determinant of Perception,"
Journal of Psychology, 28:457-475.




said that such a distinction cannot be made operationally.17

There is no way to separate perceptions, they contend, from
interpretations and meanings of the perceptions. And this
inability to operationally separate physiological perception
from the meaning of the perception appears to be partic-
ularly true with person perception where the perceiver is
not just looking at the object from the outside (as he
would a stone) but is inferring inner states of intentions

which cannot be physiologically perceived.

The '"Meaning' of Perception

Berlo wrote: '"Your meanings for things consist of the

ways that you respond to them, internally, and the predispo-
nl8

sition which you have to respond to them, externally.

Tolman's '"map room'" where stimuli are sorted out and arranged
conceptually before a response ever occurs is similar.19
Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin state that these concepts are
learned by the association of external stimuli with internal

< . . 20 . .
mediating stimuli. So meanings are internal, conceptual,

and learned.

17I. Chein, R. Levine, G. Murphy, H. Proshansky,
and R. Schafer, ''Need as a Determinant of Perception, a
Reply to Pastore,'" Journal of Psychology, 31:129-136.

18p, k. Berlo, The Process of Communication (New
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1960), p. 184,

195, s. Bruner, J. Goodnow, and G. Austin, A Study of
Thinking (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1965), p. vii.

201bid., p. 79.



Tagiuri observed that how a person behaves toward
another depends upon what that other person means to him.
As the First Century A. D. stoic, Epictetus, wrote:

Men are not disturbed by things (perceptions), but

by the views they take of things (interpretations

of perceptions). Thus death is nothing terrible

. « . the terror coniists in our notion of death

that it is terrible.

It is not the perception, per se, which causes men to act
but the meaning attached to the perception.

Thus in counseling, clients will be perceived
differently by different counselors, not because the client-
percept has changed from counselor to counselor, but because
the interpretation and the meaning given to the client-
percept is different from counselor to counselor. The
counselor sorté out the various stimuli coming to him and
arranges them into a conceptual pattern which has meaning
for him. The counselor responds to this arrangement of
stimuli into a meaningful concept--not to the objective
percept itself.

Heider points out that this arrangement of

perceptual stimuli into meaningful concepts helps the

. . 22
perceiver in several ways:

2lEpictetus, The Works of Epictetus, trans. E. Carter
and T. W, Higginson (Boston: Little, Brown, 1865), p. 377.

ZZF. Heider, The Psychology of Interpersonal
Relations (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1958),
pp. 151, 157.
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1, "It gives us control over the environment."
Conceptual structure allows the perceiver to predict.

For example, if the counselor can have some immediate
meaning of his client, he is better able to predict the
dynamics of his client.

2. "It helps us evaluate.'" By categorizing stimuli
the perceiver can have a meaningful, predictable way of
saying this stimulus is good, that one bad. Thus the
counselor is able to assess what he sees.

3. "It serves as a motivation for further action."
It serves as a starting place for making hypotheses about
the client.

4, "It gives us the ability to report." Since the
percéiver cannot attend to all elements of the stimuli
bombarding him, he selectively attends to those elements
which have the most meaning and lets the rest go relatively
unnoticed, giving him a shorthand for describing what he

sees.

Concept Formation and Attribute Seeking

Arrangement of stimuli into meaningful concepts is an
ongoing process. Perhaps, as Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin
state, the perceiver learns to classify people as '"honest,"
"somewhat shifty,'" and "downright crooked' early under the

tutilage of parents and peers.23 He learns quickly to find

23Brunner, Goodnow, Austin, pp. 69, 209.
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selected attributes he can use as a basis for predicting a
broader range of behaviors of the observed person. Moreover,
he is constantly classifying people by their ''type,'" into
those who are "his kind" and '"not his kind," into the class
of those who are '"reliable'" and those who are not.

Attribute seeking is so important that Heider wrote,
"My entire relationship with the other person may hinge on
attribution. Those pleasures attributed to him as a person
reveal the kind of person I believe him to be and I am

accordingly drawn to him or repelled."24

But what a person
sees, Heider pointed out, is dependent upon what he is tuned
to see. And as Berlo said, '"We are tuned to see what we
believe; our beliefs determine what we see."25
Bruner and associates described this as a '"'thematic
process' or as an "effort after empirical verisimilitude."26
That is, the perceiver tends to interpret his perceptions
congruently with his own attitudes and values in spite of
the fact that he may be incorrect logically. And once an
interpretation has been established and the person 