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ABSTRACT

THE CONTARATIVN mar or mmLocICAI. mm AND INTOLERANCE

ON THE RESPONSES or FIRST-YEAR 8m smms

IN A QUASI-INTERVIEW SITUATION WITH PARISHIONERS

by

George Ensworth, Jr.

THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship of

religious beliefs and level of intolerance of Protestant first-year

seminary students with their pastoral responses to a set of sixteen

selected parishioner problem statements. This study attempted to dis-

cover whether the religious belief of the pastoral counselor or his

intolerance toward people was more predictive of his preferences in

counseling responses.

The following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements:

a. In their preference for affective or cognitive responses.

b. In their preference for following the general content of

the parishioner statements.

c. In their preference for expansive or restrictive responses.
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d. In their preference for present or past/future responses.

e. In their preference for references to the parishioner or

other responses.

f. In their preference for religious or non-religious

responses.

2. There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements.

This hypothesis was tested over the same six sub-hypotheses

as indicated in Null Hypothesis 1.

3. There will be no difference in the relation of the responses

of first-year seminary students to their opinionation and to their

theological belief system.

This hypothesis was tested over the same sub-hypothesis

as in Null Hypothesis 1.

THE METHODOLOGY

A smmple of first-year seminary students was drawn from four

Protestant theological seminaries considered to be representative of

the theological continuum in the United States. Fifty-three percent

of the total possible sample participated in a controlled group testing

situation. One hundred and forty-four students were administered a

prelhminary data sheet, the Religious Belief Inventory, the Opinionation

Scale, and the taped Interview Sets. The responses to the Interview

-2-
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Sets were evaluated by three judges according to a modification of the

Counselor Response System. On the basis of the data obtained, the

respondents were classified into mean-split and extreme liberal]

conservative belief groups and into mean-split and extreme tolerant]

intolerant groups. The first two hypotheses were tested by means of

the Chi Square test for two independent samples. The third hypothesis

was tested by the £_test for the difference between correlations in

correlated samples. The .05 level of significance was considered

appropriate for rejecting the null hypotheses.

THE RESULTS

Null Hypothesis 1

a. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

preferred cognitive responses.

b. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

preferred content following responses.

c. Rejected at .001 level for the mean-split group and the

.01 level for the extreme group. Conservative students preferred

restrictive responses, whereas liberal students chose more expansive

responses.

d. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

preferred references to the present situation.

a. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

preferred references to the parishioner.

-3-
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f. Rejected at the .001 level for the mean-split and .05

for the extreme group. Although both liberal and conservative students

preferred non~religious responses, conservative students chose more

religious responses than liberal students.

gu11 Hypothesis 2

None of the subéhypotheses were rejected in relation to opinion—

ation. Both tolerant and intolerant students preferred cognitive,

content following, expansive, present, parishioner, non-religious

responses.

Null Hypothesis 3

Two of the sub-hypotheses were rejected at the .001 level:

Sub-hypothesis (c). Belief correlated more than opinion-

ation with controlling responses.

Sub-hypothesis (f). Belief correlated more than opinion-

ation with religious responses.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Pastoral counseling is rapidly increasing in importance in the

United States, its importance being reflected in the increasing number

of courses being offered and in the special departments of pastoral

counseling being established in many seminaries. This growing impor-

tance is further reflected in the special training programs being

offered in many medical and psychiatric institutions as well as in some

secular universities. The January, 1967 issue of the Pastoral Psychology

journal lists 288 opportunities for training.

Parallel to this growing emphasis on pastoral counseling is a

growing body of research concerning the pastor and his varied duties

(Menges and Dittes, 1965). However, a survey of the two most signifi-

cant journals of pastoral counseling, the Journal 2£_Pastoral £252 and

Pastoral Psychology, indicates a scarcity of research concerning the

nature of the pastoral counseling relationship as it is effected by

religious belief.

Background

Considerable research on the effect of counselor theory and

values as they relate to counseling can be found in the psychological

and psychiatric literature (Fiedler, 1950; Catch, 1963; Gump, 1944;
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Jones, 1962; Landfield and Nawas, 1963; Strupp, 1960; Wrenn, 1960),

which seems to indicate that values and theory do influence therapeu-

tic outcomes. However, this research also indicates that the relation-

ship established is a product of something other than theory alone,

since experts in differing theoretical schools tend to be more like

one another in the counseling relationship they establish than like

those less skilled in their own schools.

Pastoral counseling literature also stresses the therapeutic

relationship necessary for effective pastoral counseling (Clinebell,

1966, p. 59; Faber and van der Schoot, 1965, p. 65), but little re-

search exploring this relationship in the light of the unique elements

of pastoral counseling is reported. Mannoia (1962) and.Miller (1963)

found that more liberal ministers and seminary students chose non-

directive responses to certain parishioner statements than did con-

servative ministers and seminary students. However, Miller found

that both liberal and conservative students preferred non-directive

responses. Several studies have found a positive correlation between

dogmatism.and religious conservatiam (Rania, 1965; Ranter, 1964;

Rokeach, 1956; Stanley, 1963).

Importance

Because of the range of difference between liberal and conser-

vative belief systems within Protestant Christianity and because of

the stress on the relationship necessary for effective pastoral coun-

seling, it would be valuable for selection and training purposes to
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know whether the pastoral counseling relationship is more closely

associated with the belief system held by the counselor or with the

intensity of feeling he has toward those who may agree or differ with

hum.

Such a study would also add to the general understanding of

pastoral counseling as it is particularly related to beliefs and values.

Finally, it is hoped that this study will suggest avenues of

further research in the pastoral counseling relationship.

Purpose

It is the purpose of this study to explore the relationship of

the religious belief systems and level of opinionation toward people

with the responses of first-year seminary students to selected parish—

ioner problem.statements in a quasi-interview situation. First-year

seminary students from randomly selected seminaries in the North Central

united States, who have been administered the Religious Belief Inven-

tory (Toch and Anderson, 1960) and the Opinionation Scale (Rokeach,

1960), are asked to respond to sixteen parishioner problem statements.

These responses are evaluated in terms of the Counselor Response

System (Rank and De R00, 1965). The investigator attempts to discover

through this study whether the types of pastoral counselor responses

as determined on the Counselor Response System.are related more to the

religious beliefs of seminary students or to their level of opiniona-

tion toward others. The religious beliefs are also measured on a
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Likert type intensity scale to ascertain whether such a scale is a

better predictor of religious belief.

Definition of Terms

It will help in understanding the discussion if certain terms

important to the study are defined.

1. Liberal first-year seminary students are defined by those

responses on Toch's Religious Belief Inventory which have been

validated as reflecting a naturo-rationalistic1 approach to the

Christian religion. Liberal first-year seminary students are

also defined by their self-designation as liberal in theologi-

cal beliefs on the preliminary questionnaire. The correlation

between these two definitions is so high that they can be taken

as meaning the same thing throughout this study.

2. Conservative first-year seminary students are defined by

those responses on Toch's Religious Belief Inventory which have

been validated as expressing a supernaturalistic2 view of the

Christian religion. Like the liberal student, the conservative

student is also defined by his own self-evaluation as being

conservative on the preliminary questionnaire. Again, since

 

2.

The source and goal of faith is man himself. There are many valid

avenues of religious experience.

The source and goal of faith is God alone as revealed in Jesus

Christa
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the correlation is so high between these two indices, they can

be considered as including the same phenomena in this study.

3. Opinionated first-year seminary students are defined by

their high scores on Rokeach's Opinionation Scale. Such students

are those who accept or reject certain ideas flfifififliifii

accept or reject people, depending on whether these people agree

or disagree with those ideas.

4. A belief is an "existential proposition held by individual

human beings regarding the structure and operation of the social

and physical universe and one's place in it" (Thomas, 1966).

It focuses primarily on "the probability dimension of a concept"

(Fishbein, 1963).

5. An attitude is "the evaluative dimension of a concept"

(Fishbein, 1963).

6. Pastoral responses are those written responses given by the

first-year seminary students to sixteen selected parishioner

problem statements. The dimensions used to evaluate their re-

sponses will be defined in the discussion of Rank and De Roo's

Counselor Response System.in Chapter III.

Theory

This study draws upon three general areas of research in attempt-

ing to explore the pastoral counseling relationship. There has been
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considerable research recently in counseling that seems to support the

suggestion that although counselor experience and methods are impor-

tant factors in the counseling process, there is a central core of

factors related to counselor personality and attitudes which is cru-

cial to the kind of counseling relationship established (Berenson,

Carkhuff and Myrus, 1966; Rogers, 1959; Strupp, 1958b). Humane,

permissive, empathetic counselors seem.to relate quite differently

to clients than do more directive, moralistic, "objective" counselors.

Another line of research focusing particularly on pastoral

counseling suggests that the beliefs of the counselor effect the kinds

of counseling responses he prefers (Mannoia, 1962; Miller, 1963).

A third area of research suggests that there are significant

correlations between certain personality dimensions and religious be-

lief (Adorno, 1964; Rokeach, 1960; Withrow, 1960).

These three lines of research raise the question as to which

is more influential in pastoral counseling behavior: the pastoral

counselor’s beliefs or other personality factors. Ranck (1961)

found a substantial relationship between religious ideology and author-

itarianism. However, the lack of a one-to-one relationship suggested

considerable variability among conservatives. Adorno (1964, p. 730)

suggests that religious rigidity and intolerance often reflect a

superficial belief, and Rania (1965) found that high §;scores on the

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) may indicate sta-

bility of belief rather than defensiveness.
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Relating the above findings suggests the hypothesis that al-

though religious belief is related to the counseling activity of the

pastoral counselor, some measure of his attitude in relation to others

may be a better predictor of his counseling activity. Opinionation

or intolerance is closely related to dogmatism.and authoritarianism

in much of the research (Adorno, 1964; Rokeach, 1960). Since this

attitude by definition reflects the acceptance or rejection of others

(depending on whether they agree or disagree with one's ideas), opinion-

ation seems most appropriate to explore as a predictor of counselor

behavior.

Hypotheses

The research hypotheses of this study will focus on the compara-

tive effect of theological belief and opinionation on the responses

of first-year seminary students in a quasi-pastoral counseling situa-

tion.

1. There will be a difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected

parishioner problem statements.

2. There will be a difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected

parishioner problem statements.

3. The responses of first-year seminary students to selected

parishioner problem statements will relate more to their
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opinionation than to their belief system.3

Assumptions

This study is based on the following assumptions.

1. Seminary students will be involved as pastors in counseling

parishioners.

2. The way a student responds to those who come to hbm'with

expressed need has significance.

3. The student's written response to recorded statements of

parishioner problems is an adequate criterion for this study

of how he will respond in a real situation.

Limitations

1. It is not possible to control for all the variables that

may influence the data collected, but the sample size and geo-

graphical and environmental differences of the respondents

should repress any systematic influence.

2. It would be desirable to sample experienced pastoral counse-

lors, but the problem of controlling for possible contamination

by other variables, such as training, was considered too great

for this study.

 

3. These hypotheses are restated with sub-hypotheses in Chapter III.
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3. The validity of written responses as representative of

counseling responses can be questioned, but the introduction

of this artificiality seems warranted in view of the improve-

ment of experimental control and the reduction of expenditures.

4. The Opinionation Scale is limited in its having certain

dated items; however, it was found in a pilot study to have a

reliability consistent with previous studies reported.

5. This study is limited to first-year seminary students study-

ing for the Protestant ministry.

Organization of the Thesis

In Chapter II the literature pertinent to this dissertation is

reviewed. In Chapter III the method and procedure of the study are

described. Chapter IV is devoted to the analysis of the data and

statistical results. Chapter V contains the summary and conclusions.



CHAPTER II

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The theoretical bases of this study grow out of three foci of

literature and research on the counseling process: (1) the theoreti-

cal or philosophical orientation of the counselor in relation to

counseling technique and process; (2) the relationship of personality

to religious beliefs; and (3) the effect of counselor personality and

attitudes on the counseling relationship. Special attention will be

given to the two studies which bear directly on this dissertation.

Since research is reviewed which relates to other forms of counsel-

ing, as well as to pastoral counseling, a preliminary consideration

will be given to literature in which pastoral counseling is compared

with other counseling.

Pastoral Counseling in Relation to Other Counseling

Carkhuff (1966), in reviewing the literature on counseling

research, theory, and practice for 1965, concludes that "there are

two phases to all counseling processes: the downward or inward phase,

during which the counselor focuses upon the therapeutic relationship

in providing high levels of understanding and other facilitating con-

ditions so that the client will experience the rapport and freedom

necessary for the self-exploration of his problem areas, and (2) the

upward or outward phase, or the period of emergent directionality,

-10...
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where the counselor does whatever is necessary to enable the client

to achieve his goals." He suggests that there is a core of facili-

tating dimensions shared by all counseling and therapeutic processes,

which is then complimented by the methods or "preferred modes of

treatment" of the particular counselor.

That pastoral counseling can be included in Carkhuff's conclu-

sion is supported by Christensen (1966) when he suggests that "pastoral

counseling should be recognized for what it is -- psychotherapy done

by a minister using psychological methods, within the framework of a

religious orientation." He seems to suggest that the techniques and

methods are similar, as well as the core relationship.

Moynihan (Durnall, Moynihan and Wrenn, 1958) takes the position

that the pastoral counselor has a spiritual function quite different

than other counselors, and, therefore, will use different means, such

as preaching, religious instruction, administering sacraments, and

praying. Thus, his counseling will reflect these other means and

will be more a logotherapy rather than a psychotherapy. However,

Becker (1958) found a high similarity between pastoral counseling and

psychotherapy in the nature of the ideal relationship.

Faber and van der Schoot (1966), drawing heavily on Rogerian

theory, distinguish two phases or dhmensions of pastoral counseling.

The first, or horizontal phase, is the meeting of persons facilitated

by the pastor’s communication of empathetic understanding and love,

and the second, or vertical phase, is the communication with God
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that results from the pastor’s appropriately timed "witness" to the

spiritual dimension.

Clinebell (1966) proposes several methods and techniques in

pastoral counseling growing out of much current research in psycho-

therapy, but he warns that counseling procedures are only helpful

‘within the context of a therapeutic, facilitating, or reconciling

relationship that has been established. He stresses the uniqueness

of pastoral counseling in that its context and goals are religious.

In general, the literature indicates a communality between

pastoral counseling and other forms of counseling in the basic thera—

peutic relationship that must be established. The uniqueness of

pastoral counseling lies in the goals and certain methods which spring

out of the theological context and orientation of the pastoral coun-

seling.

Philosophical Orientation in Relation to Counseling

Moynihan (1957), reviewing the literature on the "Philosophical

Aspects of Guidance" from 1952 to 1957, and Wilkins and Perlmutter

(1960), doing a review from.l957 to 1959, found a paucity of articles

and books dealing directly with the philosophical foundations of

guidance. That counselors do operate from.a philosophical position

was indicated more implicitly than explicitly. Moynihan cited such

factors as concept of man, philosophical positions of other related

fields, and related fields of psychology as influencing one's



~13—

philosophy of counseling. Stroup (1957) suggested five categories

into which efforts of theorizing may be placed: looking to the commu-

nity, ontological theory, mystic theory, anthropological theory, and

historical theories.

Much of the literature dwells on the problems and needs of a

philosophical position rather than stating one or relating it to the

counseling situation. Walker and Peiffer (1957) discussed the prob-

lems of goals in counseling that have been suggested. They found

adjustment in self-terms, happiness, and psychological autonomy as

unsatisfactory, because there must be some social relationship. They

also found problems with adjustment in social terms, values of the

counselor, and general or combined goals. They raised many questions,

but offered no solutions nor even any direction for solutions.

Arbuckle (1958) raised five issues in the form of questions

that need to be explored in counselor training: (1) the counselor's

self-concept as it influences his counseling, (2) the influence of

the counselor’s religious orientation or lack of it, (3) the counse-

lor's view of the nature of man, (4) the nature of the counselor's

responsibility, (5) the nature of the counselor's education. Wrenn

(1959), writing for the Fifty-Eighth Yearbook of the National Society

for the Study of Education, reviewed five philosophies that may be

the basis of personnel services: Rationalism, Idealism, Realism,

Experimentalism, and Existentialism. Then after reviewing the theories

of personality found in Hall and Lindzey (1957), he attempted a syn-

thesis of psychology and philosophy for personnel work. In psychology
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he proposed an eclecticism strongly influenced by Murphy's biosocial

theory, while in philosophy he indicated experimentalism to be the

only satisfying approach today. It is regrettable that Wrenn gives

little support for his choices either in theory or research. He simply

finds them satisfying.

One counselor who attempted a systematic statement of the

principles underlying her counseling left much wanting (Tyler, 1958).

Her "theorizing" about counseling lacked in being genuine theory in

the form of testable hypotheses.

Froehlich (1957) attempts to indicate how he carries his view

of man into the counseling relationship, although he seems to be

stressing technique more than a philosophical view.

Several articles advocate that the Freudian view of sickness

does not do justice to what is going on in terms of values in neuro-

sis (Lowe, 1964; Mowrer, 1960; Smith, 1961). Mowrer sees the client

not so much anxious, as guilty (1957, 1964). walters (1958, p. 244)

indicates that the transition from pure to applied science involves

value judgments, and in "psychotherapy, psychology as a science thus

becomes the servant of ethical judgments and, in some measure, the

value system of the therapist."

Generally, the research centers around the means theories of

the counselors, comparing various schools of counseling or psychotherapy

in terms of the process of effects on the client in the interview. One

exception found was a study (Gatch, 1963) of "The Effect of a Philosophic
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Commitment to Psychic Determinism.on the Behavior of the Psychothera-

pist." In this study, one tape of a therapeutic interview was obtained

from.each of ten psychoanalytic and ten existential therapists. Every

verbal statement of each therapist was analyzed by Strupp's Multidi-

mensional System (Strupp, 1957). The results indicated no significant

difference between orthodox and existential analysts in the number

of verbal statements referring to the past nor in the number of inter-

pretations hypothesized as referring to causal mechanisms. However,

existentialists had significantly more verbalizations related to

choice, decision, and responsibility.

A study by Fiedler (1950) suggests that experience is more

important in establishing an ideal therapeutic relationship than is

theoretical orientation. He obtained one interview each between the

sixth and tenth sessions from ten psychotherapists: four psycho-

analytically oriented, four non-directive, and two Adlerian therapists.

The therapists were selected to provide novices and experts from each

school. After listening to each interview, the judges sorted 75

statements about the therapeutic relationship into seven categories,

ranging from.most characteristic of the session to least character-

istic. The results showed that: (l) experts of any of the three

schools created a more ideal relationship than did non-experts,

(2) experts of one school created a relationship more simdlar to that

created by experts of other schools than to the relationship created

by non-experts of their own school, and (3) the most important differ-

entiating dimension between experts and non-experts was the ability

to understand, communicate, and maintain rapport.
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Fiedler’s study does not evaluate effectiveness, only the thera-

peutic relationship. Nothing is done to account for the difference

in responses which may be due to the kind of client. Nor does this

study indicate how the different schools may act in the relationship

established.

Considerable research has been done by Strupp in attempting

to compare therapists’ activities. In comparing eight Rogerian psy-

chologists with seven who were psychoanalytically oriented, Strupp

(1955a) presented 27 short patient statements to them. The therapists'

responses were analyzed by Bale's System of Interaction Process Analy-

sis. The results showed that Rogerians preferred reflective responses,

while the psychoanalytically oriented therapists were more distributed

over the response categories with a preference for exploratory re-

sponses. One wonders whether the artificiality of the test-like

situation may have influenced the therapists to be on guard to respond

as their school ought to respond. This may account in part for the

difference from Fiedler's study.

Strupp modified Bale's System to make it more effective for

studying counseling interviews (1957b), then reported its application

to a case history by Wolberg, a psychoanalyist, and Rogers, a client-

centered therapist (1957a). The results showed each therapist's

activities to be in keeping with his theoretical position. Strupp's

study does not indicate the results of these differences, however.

Many problems, such as defining agreed upon and testable goals of

therapy and controlling for differences in clients, must be
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surmounted before reaching that level of research.

In a rather extensive research project by Strupp (1958b; 1959;

1960a; 1960b), 235 psychotherapists from hospitals, training centers,

and therapeutic institutes in washington, Baltimore, New York, Perry

Point, and Chicago, were shown a film of an initial interview of

a middle—aged patient and asked to record their response at 28 points

throughout the fiLm. Thirty seconds were allowed for their responses.

The psychotherapists also completed a comprehensive questionnaire dis-

cussing diagnosis, prognosis, and related matters. In a partial report

of this study (1958a), 64 psychoanalytically oriented psychologists

were compared with 14 Rogerian psychologists on their responses and

evaluations. 'Analysis of the responses was according to Strupp's

Multidimensional System. There was no significant difference in

diagnosis, but the Rogerians judged the prognosis to be more favorable

at a significant level and indicated a more positive attitude toward

the client. The Rogerians also were more reluctant to set up goals

and differed significantly on expected problems and planned approach

in therapy. The Rogerians’ communications to the client were 67 per

cent reflective-of-feeling, whereas the analytic group preferred ex-

ploratory questions (40 per cent).

It is regrettable that there was such a marked difference in

sample sizes. In fact, the method of sampling for the whole study

is not clear. There seems to be a marked homogeneity in the Rogerian

group (eight were from the University of Chicago Counseling Center) in

contrast to a more diverse analytic group.
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An interesting result of the whole study of 237 therapists

seemed to be the division of the therapists into two groups (Strupp,

1958b). Group I therapists appeared to be more humane, more per-

missive, and more therapeutic. They had a positive attitude toward

the client, showed a favorable prognosis, and preferred hysteria as

a diagnosis. They were generally low in experience. Group II thera-

pists were more directive, disciplinarian, moralistic, and harsh. They

showed a negative attitude, poor prognosis, and preferred such cate-

gories as paranoid or character disorder as the diagnosis. Group II

was relatively high in experience. Strupp concluded, "we may wonder

whether inexperienced therapists are more accepting of the patient

because of youthful enthusiasm, or whether the more experienced prac-

titioners are more disillusioned, more discouraged, or simply more

realistic" (p. 66). The study points up a significant relationship

between prognosis and how one feels about the client. The question

then is to what degree does the therapist's expectations in therapy

actually bring the results sought?

Another study by wrenn (1960), to discover whether counselors

from different theoretical orientations would respond differently

to specific situations selected to maximize differences, was not

conclusive. Thirteen excerpts were selected from counseling inter-

views and administered to 32 counselors. These counselors were

selected on the basis of following a particular theory, having ten

or more years' experience, and possessing a Ph.D. degree. These 32

were also asked to distribute the foam to colleagues whom they thought
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were oriented toward particular schools of thought. This last step

must certainly have weakened the control on the sample! The responses

of the 54 returned forms were evaluated on Bale's Interaction Pro-

cess Analysis, Degree of Lead (Robinson, 1950), Response to Core of

Client Remark (Robinson), Assignment of Responsibility (Robinson),

and Response to Content of Feeling Aspects (Robinson). The results

showed that only one of the five dhmensions gave a significant differ-

ence: Category 6 (reflection) of Bale's categories at the .01 level.

In other words, the experts all seemed to be quite similar in spite

of the attempt to select them from differing schools and give them

situations chosen to point up their differences. This study might

have been more discerning had the respondents been given a time limit

as on Strupp's study (1958b) and had the sample been better con-

trolled.

In summary, the literature and research is inconclusive as to

the relationship of theory and actual counseling activities. Perhaps

Strupp's extensive study might have shown different results had differ-

ent or more clients been filmed. It could be said that the research

generally shows a similarity among experts in the E$E§.°f relationship

they establish but some difference in the way they work‘i§_that re-

lationship, depending on their orientation.

Personality in Relation to Religious Beliefs

Several studies have attempted to explore the relationship

between religious beliefs and certain personality variables. Kanter
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(1955), using the California §_Sca1e, content analysis of sermons,

and an open-mindedness questionnaire, distinguished humanist from

authoritarian clergyman. He concluded that the humanist clergyman

is concerned with people, while the authoritarian clergyman "is con-

cerned only with getting people right with God." Withrow (1960)

found liberal and conservative students as distinguished on Cloyd

C. Gustafson's Scale of Religious Belief to be significantly different

on several dimensions of Edward’s Personal Preference Scale. Conser-

vatives were higher on order, deference, and abasement, while liberals

were higher on heterosexuality and intraception.

In a study of various religious groups in relation to general

intolerance and authoritarianism, Rokeach (1960) sampled students

at Michigan State University and in certain New York City colleges.

He found in a Sample of 202 psychology students at Michigan State

University that the Catholics scored significantly higher than Pro-

testants and non-believers on the Opinionation Scale, Dogmatism

Scale, §_Scale, and Ethnocentrism Scale. In the sample of 207 New

York City psychology students, although the differences are not sig-

nificant, the non-believers scored higher than Catholics and Protes-

tants on the Opinionation Scale but lower than Catholics and Protes-

tants on the §_Scale and Ethnocentrism Scale. This relates to other

results in Rokeach's study of the Open and Closed Mind that indicate

his scales pick up both left and right dogmatism or opinionation,

whereas the §_and Ethnocentrism Scales are more biased toward right

authoritarianism.
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Kania (1965), in a study of defensiveness in Protestant theo-

logical seminary students, found a positive correlation between dog-

matism (high) and anxiety and between dogmatism.and conservatism. Most

unusual was the indication that high §_scores on the MMPI indicate

less dogmatic, more open and flexible subjects among Protestant theo-

logical students.

French (1947) found subjects with highly organized religious

attitudes to be persons "who consciously recognize and accept both

strengths and weaknesses as part of their selves." On the other hand,

those with less highly organized attitudes are persons who accept

only what is good as part of their selves and repress or supress

the bad. The latter may be similar to the kind of people Adorno

(1964, p. 729) describes as divorced from the roots of a serious

belief and, therefore, express certain formal properties of religion

in an expression of rigidity and intolerance. Adorno also found

through the F Scale a "rigid" low scorer who has to be regarded as

"accidental in terms of personality" (p. 772). This person seems to

be really disposed toward totalitarianism but accidentally gets tied

to progressive movements. Such a person is likely to use cliches as

much as the highly prejudiced, according to Adorno, and is often

found among progressive young people whose maturity has not kept pace

with their indoctrination.

Saunders (1957) used the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to study

the personality profiles of 108 seminary students from Yale Divinity

School and 177 seminary students from Southern Baptist Theological
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Seminary. He found little difference in overall profiles of the two

groups on three of the indicators. Generally, both groups tended

to be "extroverted" rather than "introverted," "feeling" rather than

"thinking" oriented in relation to decision making, and "intuition"

rather than "sensation" orientated in responses to simuli. On the

fourth scale, the more theologically liberal Yale students were found

to be less judgmental and more openaminded in contrast to the more

conservative Southern Baptist students who tended to be quick in

judgments.

In a study of religious conservatism and liberalism in rela-

tion to various personality variables, Ranck (1961) administered to

800 Protestant male theological students an anonymous questionnaire

and personality tests, including the MMPI, Bernreuter, Authoritarian-

ism, Wallen Food Aversion, Levinson-Lichenberg and McLean Scales of

Religious Attitude and Belief. The students represented 28 theo-

logical schools on a continuum from extreme liberalism to extreme

conservatism. The results indicated that conservatism substantially

correlated with authoritarianism, and correlated somewhat less, but

significantly, with submissiveness. Liberalism showed significant

but small correlations with overproductivity, impulsiveness, and

feminine interests. A lack of a one-to-one relationship over the

subjects between religious ideology and authoritarianism suggests

considerable variability among conservatives in this regard, accord-

ing to Ranck:

In part this variability might be explaned by previous

studies which suggest that tolerance is associated with
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stability of religious convictions, self-acceptance

rather than coerced conformity, and depth rather than

superficial commitment, relatively independent of

whether the nature of the religious ideology is con-

servative or liberal (p. 35).

The study results also indicate that among the conservatives may be

many who are such because of psychological immaturity.

It seems from these studies that religious conservatives tend

to be more dogmatic, authoritarian and submissive, whereas liberals

are less dogmatic, less judgmental, and more impulsive. There is

some indication that an authoritarian type personality may be drawn

to conservative Christianity, which may account for at least some

of the differences found between liberals and conservatives.

Attitudes in Relation to Counseling

Several studies indicate the positive influence of personality

variables on the counseling relationship (Strupp, 1959, 1960b; Truax

and Carkhuff, 1965; Waskow, 1963). Waskow’s study, "Counselor

Attitudes and Client Behavior," found an unexpected positive rela-

tionship between the judgmentalness of the counselor and discussion

of feelings on the part of the client. Waskow suggests that this may

be accounted for by the confidence and assurance of the counselor.

It seems likely that the definition chosen for judgmentalness as

evaluative and advice giving may account in part for the positive

relationship, since judgmentalness is more often taken to mean a

feeling that the client is wrong, is inferior, or ought to know
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better. It may be that the clients "discussed" feelings without

"expressing" feelings with the judgmental counselor. Since the sam-

ples were taken from cases lasting more than 20 interviews, perhaps

they represent unsuccessful cases caught at the level of cognitive

discussion with an authority figure without too much feeling being

expressed.

In an attempt to clarify the relationships of counselor domi-

nance, experience, and client type with counselor directiveness, Bohn

(1965) studied 60 male "experienced" and "inexperienced" counselors

who were matched on their California Psychological Inventory dominance

scores. These counselors were divided into high and low dominance

groups. No significant difference in directiveness related to domi-

nance was found, but there was significant difference in directiveness

related to experience. The experienced counselors used less directive

responses. The submissive client elicited more directiveness.

Classifying 1962-63 National Defense Education Act (NDEA)

Counseling and Guidance Institute students at Purdue University by

grade and supervisor ranking, Millikan (1965) found that those classi-

fied as effective counselors were less prejudiced as measured on the

Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale.

Considerable research seems to have been done on counselor

authoritarianism and dogmatism in relation to counseling. Jones (1962)

hypothesized that authoritarian, untrained as therapists, psychology

students would evidence rejection of individuals seeking life adjustment,
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and that they would assume directive judgmental roles as therapists.

Jones divided 60 undergraduate psychology students into 20 high,

20 middle, and 20 low scorers on the California 2 Scale. After

viewing four films of initial psychiatric interviews, the students

completed three questionnaires related to the patients. High §_scorers

consistently demonstrated a more rejective attitude. They also were

more directive and structured more. Differences were attenuated,

however, by the inability of the §_Scale to discriminate between

tolerant and intolerant liberals.

In a rather unsophisticated study, Kemp (1962) divided 50

graduate students into a control and an experimental group. The groups

were given the Dogmatism Scale and Porter's Test of Counselor Atti-

tudes at the beginning and end of the college quarter. The experi-

mental group had a counseling practicum, while the control group did

not. There were no significant changes in the control group’s re-

sponses, but in the experimental group there was significant change

toward permissiveness and openness on all five Porter categories, for

both the high dogmatism and low dogmatism.groups. The high dogmatism

group, however, changed significantly from the hypothetical test

situation to the actual counseling situation. In the actual situation,

which did not permit studied responses acceptable to the classroom

theory, the dogmatic counselors tended to fall back on earlier patterns

of response. Kemp's study calls in question the assumption that ques-

tionnaires with multiple choice counselor response foils are a valid

measure of counselor behavior in actual counseling.
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In an attempt to determine the relationship between the ability

to acquire skill in interviewing, authoritarian attitudes, and level

of anxiety, no correlation was found between Porter's Counseling

Interview Test, the §.Sca1e, and the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale

(Dispenzieri, Angelo and Balkinsky, 1963). The authors suggest that

a failure to show any relationship may have been due to "a lack of

congruence between the phenomena of anxiety and authoritarianism and

how the tests purport to measure these concepts" (p. 42).

Cahoon studied 25 graduate students in a counseling psychology

practicum at Ohio State university for attitudes and characteris-

tics related to the counseling relationship (1963). Each counselor

was seeing two undergraduate students. After the fifth interview,

each client was asked to rate his counselor on the level of regard,

congruence, empathetic understanding, and unconditional positive

regard. The counselors were also scored on the Dogmatism Scale,

Experiencing Scale, and Therapist's Orientation Questionnaire. Cahoon

found that the counselor's experiencing level and degree of open-

mindedness were significantly related to the counseling relationship

as measured. The higher the experiencing level and the lower the

dogmatism, the more favorable the relationship indicated. The coun-

selor's stated attitudes, however, were not in general significantly

related to the counseling relationship.

These studies bear out the influence of counselor attitudes on

the counseling relationship established. Generally, they indicate

that more open, less prejudiced, less dogmatic counselors are less
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directive, more permissive, and show more empathetic understanding

and positive regard.

Religious Beliefs in Relation to Pastoral Counseling

There were only two studies found in the literature which

focused directly on religious beliefs in relation to pastoral coun-

seling. These two studies are also particularly relevant to this

dissertation.

Mannoia (1962) compared 210 ministers related to the National

Counsel of Churches (NCC) and 173 ministers related to the National

Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in Michigan, to explore conserva-

tive and liberal beliefs in relation to directive or non-directive

counseling response preferences. A general background questionnaire,

Toch and Anderson's Religious Beliefs Inventory, and Mannoia's Inter-

view Sets with directive and non-directive response foils were mailed

to these 383 ministers in Michigan. There were 241 questionnaires

returned: 124 from the NCC ministers and 115 from the NAB ministers.

Mannoia found that: (1) liberal ministers preferred more non-

directive responses than directive in both mean split and extreme

groups; (2) conservative ministers preferred more directive responses

than non-directive in the extreme group, but the mean split group

was not significant; (3) significantly more liberal ministers chose

non-directive responses than did conservatives, and significantly

more conservatives chose directive responses; and (4) significantly

‘more liberal ministers than conservative ministers chose non-directive
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responses for each of the problem areas (emotional, spiritual, ethical,

marriage).

It is possible that the differences in part may reflect the

greater exposure of the liberal group to training and principles in

counseling in their seminary experience. It was mainly for this

reason that Miller chose to sample first-year seminary students in

a similar study(l963). ‘Miller mailed a religious belief questionnaire,

Toch and Anderson's Religious Belief Inventory, and Mannoia's Inter-

view Sets to 489 first-year seminary students in 14 seminaries. Of

the 489 questionnaires sent out, 391 were returned over a five week

period.

Miller found that: (1) both liberal and conservative first-

year seminary students preferred non-directive responses; (2) sig-

nificantly more liberal students chose non-directive responses; (3) the

liberals chose more non-directive responses in religious and marital

problem areas; and (4) there was no significant difference in pre-

ferences for non-directive responses in ethical and emotional problem

area8 o

It seems that both Mannoia’s study and Miller's study may be

questioned on their validity in the light of Kemp's finding (1962),

that more dogmatic counselors change from more permissive responses

to more directive responses when moving from a hypothetical test

situation to the actual counseling situation. The question also arises

as to the reliability of questionnaires filled out at the leisure of
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the students in an uncontrolled situation. How long did they take?

How much collaboration may there have been?

Summary of the Review of Literature

First, in this chapter a number of studies have been reviewed

which suggest a basic similarity between pastoral counseling and

other forms of counseling in the therapeutic relationship that is

established, but a uniqueness in certain goals and methods of pastoral

counseling due to its religious context. Second, literature and

research bearing on theory and philosophical orientation in relation

to counseling was reviewed. Generally, the material reviewed shows

a sbmilarity among experts in the kind of relationship established

in counseling but some difference in the methods or skills employed

in that relationship, depending on their orientation. Third, studies

of the relationship between religious belief and certain personality

variables were explored. Religious conservatives were generally

found to be more dogmatic, authoritarian and somewhat more submissive

than liberals, who appeared to be less dogmatic, less judgmental,

and more impulsive. Fourth, a number of studies exploring counselor

attitudes in relation to counseling were reviewed, which generally

indicate that more open, less prejudiced, less dogmatic counselors

are less directive and show more empathetic understanding and positive

regard. Finally, two studies of religious belief in relation to

pastoral counseling were reviewed which bear directly on this disserta-

tion. Both studies indicate that more conservative Protestant pastoral
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counselors prefer more directive counseling responses than do liberal

pastoral counselors.

A theoretical consideration of this review of literature suggests

that the untrained conservative seminary student with a greater con-

cern for communicating a message because of his theological orientation

toward a supernatural view, will tend to be more directive in the

counseling relationship. In contrast, because of having a more

naturalistic orientation toward man, the liberal, with no Gospel to

communicate, will tend to be more permissive and person-centered in

his counseling relationship. Furthermore, the more intolerant student

will tend also to be more directive and content-centered than the less

tolerant student. However, Ranck's study (1961) and French's research

(1947) suggest that a measure of intolerance relating to persons who

agree or disagree with one's opinions may be a better predictor of

counseling behavior than a scale of religious beliefs, since it will

more likely distinguish the authoritarian personality, whereas a

religious belief scale will not distinguish the healthy commitment from

the neurotic commitment of the conservative, nor catch the possible

intolerant liberal.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

The design of this study is based on the findings and impli-

cations referred to in the research studies reported in Chapter II.

The design of the present research includes a description of the

sample selected, the instruments used in measurement, and the pro-

cedures of analysis.

The Protestant Theological Seminaries

The population with which the present study is concerned is

that of Protestant theological seminary students who are presently

involved in their first year of theological study in some graduate

school of theology accredited by the American Association of Theo-

logical Schools (AATS).

The seminaries from which the sample was drawn were selected

in order to assure a representation along a continuum from liberal to

conservative theological belief. Evidence from other studies and

geographical representations listed in catalogs indicated that with

little exception at least half of the students in any seminary came

from a state other than that in which the seminary was located. The

geographical diversity of students seemed to justify drawing the

sample from.achools selected from the North Central states as

-31-
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representative of the United States, as long as the theological

beliefs were divergent.

Sample Selection

The first step in selecting the sample was to compile a list

of all the theological seminaries in Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan,

and Wisconsin. This list was drawn from the directory of the American

Association of Theological Schools. The schools were then classified

as either liberal or conservative on the basis of their theological

position as determined by the statements in their catalogs, their

relationships to known conservative or liberal associations, and the

writings of the faculties. Four seminaries from each classification

were selected, the first two from each being used as the sample.

The remaining two seminaries in each classification were held as

alternates in the event that one of the first two seminaries of either

theological persuasion did not agree to participate.

The Presidents and/or Deans of the four initial sample schools

were contacted by letter, (see sample in the Appendix) followed by

a phone call approximately six days later. One school from the con-

servative sample agreed to cooperate as did the first alternate.

Neither of the initial sample of the liberal schools could cooperate

due to problems of scheduling, and only one of the alternates could

participate. This necessitated drawing a second random sample of

schools from the remaining liberal list. One school of this second

sample agreed to participate. The theological schools composing this

sample, together with their denominational affiliation and theological
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position assigned, are shown in Table 3:1.

Table 3:1

Seminaries Included in Sample

 

 

 

Seminary Denominational Theological Position

Affiliation Assigned

Concordia Theological The Lutheran Church, Conservative

Seminary Missouri Synod

Lutheran School of The Lutheran Church Liberal

Theology, Rock in America

Island Campus

Methodist Theological Methodist Liberal

School in Ohio

Trinity Evangelical Evangelical Free Church Conservative

Divinity School of America

 

The second step in selecting the sample was to limit it to male,

first-year seminary students enrolled in the program leading to a

Bachelor of Divinity degree. Only male students were used because

there is a known variance between female and male norms, and the

separate data and analysis necessary were not suited to the purposes

of the present study. First-year seminary students were chosen because

they are likely to be more heterogeneous at the beginning of their

training and because this would tend to limit the influence of extra-

neous variables, such as curriculum, clinical training, or pastoral

experience, due to the nature of the particular seminary training.
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The third step was to arrange testing times at which the writer

personally administered a general questionnaire, the taped Interview

Set, the Religious Belief Inventory, and the Opinionation Scale in a

group setting. This procedure was considered most appropriate to

standardize the testing situation and to control variability that

might occur due to collaboration or to the amount of time taken with

tests administered by mail.

Dimensions of the Sample

There was a total of 271 male students enrolled in the first-

year Bachelor of Divinity degree programs in the four schools of this

study. Of this number, 144 students participated in the study. This

represents 53% of the total available sample selected. It is regretta-

ble that a more complete sample was not obtained, but the size was

considered acceptable in view of the increased validity of the testing

procedure as representative of the pastoral counseling situation.1

With the exception of one seminary, the testing sessions were voluntary,

and discussions with representatives from the faculty and students of

the four seminaries involved indicated that there seemed to be no

systematic selectivity related to the sample size.

The academic level of the students was considered consistant,

because the AATS requires four years of college as a prerequisite for

 

1. Although a larger sample might have been obtained through a mailed

questionnaire, such a procedure was considered to be less valid

for the purposes of this study. The effect of a smaller proportion

of the total possible sample on the reliability and validity of

the study was considered less serious than the effects related to

a mailed questionnaire.
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for admission to a member seminary. The age range was from 20 to 47,

the mean being 25.4. However, 87% of the sample fell between ages

20 and 30 which suggests that there was insignificant variance due to

age.

The marital status of the sample was not considered an influ-

ential factor. There were 78 married students in the sample and 62

single students.

Since counseling experience was considered an important possible

influence on the study, the students were asked to indicate the number

of counseling courses they had taken. In the sample, 33 students had

had one course of more. A test of significance was run to ascertain

whether there was any variance associated with this training. The

analysis of the test is reported in Chapter IV.

Liberal and Conservative Subjects

The selection was made for this study with the intention of

obtaining a sample having a continuum of theological belief. Although

the seminary a student chooses usually gives some indication of his

theological belief, a more accurate empirical criteria is desirable.

It is possible, for example, that a student of a conservative persua-

sion may be studying at a liberal seminary.

In order to obtain a more reliable measure of the subject’s

theological position, each student was administered a Belief Inventory

and also was asked to indicate on a prelbminary information sheet what

he considered his theological position to be. It was possible by
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these means to make a highly accurate assignment of persons to either

the liberal or conservative category on a rather sound empirical

basis.

The Instruments of Measurement

Three instruments were used to measure the variables being

considered in the present study. These instruments and the resultant

sample classification are discussed in the following paragraphs.

The Religious Belief Inventory

Toch and Anderson (1964) developed the Religious Belief Inven-

tory (RBI) to explore the nature and content of religious beliefs in

relation to denominational affiliation. It is possible to distinguish

four major religious classifications by means of the inventory: (1) the

fundamental conservative, (2) the orthodox conservative, (3) the secu-

lar liberal, and (4) the religious liberal. Since the present study

was concerned only with a conservative/liberal classification, the

instrument was scored to yield a continuum instead of a category.

The RBI was originally constructed from statements of belief

about such subjects as God, Jesus Christ, the Bible, the church,

Epistomology and Metaphysics. Twenty-one ministers were asked to

evaluate each of 146 statements covering the above subjects and indi-

cate whether the statements reflected a liberal or a conservative

belief. The seventeen ministers who responded in the initial evalua-

tion were unanimous in classifying 101 items as to either liberal or

conservative. To check the reliability of the inventory, an
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independent sample of ministers in Jackson, Michigan were asked to

classify the same 101 items. The Michigan ministers yielded a similar

classification. The final instrument as used in the present study was

a shortened form of 60 items, consisting of 30 conservative and 30

liberal statements (see Appendix D).

The reliability of the RBI was obtained by the Spearman-Brown

method of split-half reliability. The coefficient yielded was .94.

In order to validate the instrument for purposes of this study,

correlation coefficients were obtained comparing the subject's self-

rating of conservative/liberal with the estimate of his beliefs as

measured by the RBI. When treating the Belief Inventory as a continu-

ous variable and the self-analysis as a dichotomous variable, a point

biserial reliability coefficient of .76 was yielded. Treating both

variables as dichotomous, a phi coefficient of .80 was obtained. In

the light of the correlations obtained between the RBI and the self-

analysis, the Religious Belief Inventory can be considered a valid

instrument to use as a measure of the subject's theological position.

In order to make the RBI response form similar to the Opiniona-

tion Scale and to intensify the possibility of a correlation between

the two instruments, a seven place Likert-type response set was used.

However, the center response was eliminated, as in the Opinionation

Scale, leaving three degrees of agree and three degrees of disagree

from which to choose. The Belief Inventory was then scored in the

same manner as the Opinionation Scale by adding four to each item

response to yield a positive score. Such a method of scoring made it
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possible to obtain a total for the conservative items and a total for

the liberal items. Also, by reversing the values for the liberal items,

it was possible to obtain a total score which reflected a liberal/

conservative continuum: the lower the score, the more liberal the

subject; the higher the score, the more conservative the subject.

.§£l$310“3 Belief Sample Classification

When examining the 144 questionnaires, four were eliminated

being incomplete. The remaining 140 were analyzed to classify the

subjects as liberal or conservative according to the Religious Belief

Inventory.

The mean of the conservative responses was 139.607; the standard

deviation was 28.608. The mean of the liberal responses was 65.086;

the standard deviation was 23.631. The sample was dichotomized on the

basis of the means and standard deviation.

Mean-Split Group. To designate the liberals and the conserva-
 

tives, those subjects who scored above the liberal mean and below the

conservative mean were classified as liberal, and those subjects who

scored below the liberal mean and above the conservative mean were

classified as conservative. By this method of mean-split division,

there were 41 (29%) liberals and 69 (49%) conservatives. The remaining

30 (21%) fell in neither classification.

Extreme Group. In order to intensify the dichotomy of theologi-

cal belief, those subjects scoring one standard deviation above the

mean in one category and below the mean in the other were selected.
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There were 24 (17%) liberals and 19 (14%) conservatives in the extreme

group.

The Opinionation Scale

Rokeach (1960, p.20) designed the Opinionation Scale "to measure

individual differences in the extent to which we accept and reject

others depending on whether they agree or disagree with us." After

several revisions, the final instrument consisted of 40 two-part state-

ments on a variety of topics, such as God, capitalism, communism,

socialized medicine, etc. One part of each statement reflected a be-

lief about the topic, while the other part expressed an acceptance or

rejection of people agreeing or disagreeing with the belief.

In order to have a measure of general intolerance, it was

necessary to avoid specific ideological content by constructing a

balanced scale. Thus, half of the items indicated left opinionation

and half expressed right opinionation. To further balance the scale,

each half was divided equally between opinionated acceptance and

opinionated rejection. Agreement or disagreement was allowed on a

seven-place scale from +3 to -3. The 0 point was excluded in order to

force responses toward agreement or disagreement. For purposes of

scoring, the scale was converted to a one to seven scale by adding a

constant of four to each item score. The total opinionation score was

the sum of the score obtained on all items on the test, or right

opinionation plus left opinionation.

Rokeach's Opinionation Scale was selected because of its attempt

to catch intolerance toward others, rather than just the intensity of
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belief about ideas. Also, the scale was so constructed as to measure

both right and left opinionation, whereas other scales, such as the

Ethnocentrism Scale, not only seem.to be limited to racial or ethnic

intolerance, but according to Rokeach's research, tend to measure

primarily right intolerance and are rather insensitive to left intoler-

ance (1960, p.125).

In attempting to validate the Opinionation Scale, Rokeach in-

vited graduate faculty of the College of Arts and Letters of Michigan

State university to select graduate students whom they considered high

or low in dogmatism. The 13 high subjects and 16 low subjects obtained

did not differ on the Opinionation Scale. However, neither did they

differ on the Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960), the California F Scale,

nor the Ethnocentrism Scale (Adorno, et al., 1950). In a second study,

psychology graduate students were asked to select high and low dogmatic

persons from among their friends. The 10 high and 10 low subjects

obtained differed very significantly when administered the Opinionation

Scale.

Further validation was sought by administering the Scale to

college students in mid-western, New York, and English universities.

The scores on the Opinionation Scale, when compared with the religious

and political position of these students and with their scores on the

Dogmatism Scale, F Scale, and Ethnocentrism Scale, indicated that those

expected to score high on the Opinionation Scale, in fact, did so.

Furthermore, the way the Opinionation scores related to the F and

Ethnocentrism scores indicated that the Opinionation Scale was a

better measure of general intolerance.
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The reliability of the Opinionation Scale in the present study

was tested by means of the Spearman-Brown method of split-half corre-

lation. The total scores for the odd items were correlated with the

total scores for the even items. The resultant correlation, when

corrected for a test twice as long, was .79. This seems quite satis-

factory for the purposes of this study, in view of the similar corre-

1ations obtained in Rokeach's study.

Opinionation Sample Classification

The 140 questionnaires in the sample were analyzed to classify

the subjects as tolerant or intolerant according to the Opinionation

Scale. The mean of the scores on the Opinionation Scale was 139.107,

and the standard deviation was 19.257. The sample was dichotomized

on the basis of the mean and the standard deviation.

The Mean-Split Groups. Those subjects scoring above the mean

were considered intolerant for the purposes of this study, and those

scoring below the mean were considered tolerant. On this basis, 80

(58%) of the subjects were classified as intolerant and 60 (42%) as

tolerant.

The Extreme Groups. Those subjects scoring one standard devia-

tion above the mean and one standard deviation below the mean were

classified respectively as extreme in intolerance and tolerance.

According to this classification, there were 18 (13%) tolerant and

19 (14%) intolerant subjects in the extreme groups.
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The Interview Sets

The Interview Sets were developed by Mannoia for his doctoral

dissertation (1962). They consist of 16 selected parishioner problem

statements in four major areas: religious, emotional, marital, and

ethical. Mannoia designed the sets to differentiate preferences for

directive or non-directive responses. On the basis of the evaluation

of eight expert judges in the field of counseling, Mannoia developed

a directive and a non-directive foil for each problem statement.

The validity of such forced choice responses as a measure of

counseling behavior may be questioned in view of the findings in Kemp's

study (1962).2 Furthermore, the practice of sending out a questionnaire

by mail to which the subject may respond in an uncontrolled situation,

is also questionable as a valid reflection of his counseling behavior.

For these reasons, it was decided in the present study that the 16

problem statements should be put on tape to simulate more closely the

parishioner in a counseling relationship, and also to let the subjects

give a free written response in a controlled situation. Therefore,

the 16 parishioner statements were recorded on tape by one man and one

‘woman, to simulate the expression of male and female parishioners,

and also to eliminate the variability that might result from a differ-

ent person for each statement. A 40 second interval was inserted

between each statement to allow sufficient time for the subjects to

 

2. Kemp found that dogmatic students chose responses reflecting course

theory in a multiple choice test, but tended to revert to old

behavior in the actual counseling situation.
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respond, but also to simulate the extemporaneity of the counseling

situation.

Analysis of Interview Set Responses

Several possible methods of evaluating the pastoral counseling

responses to the Interview Sets were considered, such as Porter's

categories of counselor activity (1949) or Strupp's adaptation of

Bale's System of Interaction process analysis (1957b). However, methods

such as Porter's and Strupp's were better suited to evaluating the pro-

cess of interaction between one client and therapist, whereas the pre-

sent study was designed to focus on the pattern of the relationship

established over several different presenting problem statements. The

methods reviewed also seemed too sophisticated for the level of func-

tioning to be expected from first-year seminary students. Therefore,

it was decided to modify Rank and De Roo's Counselor Response System

as a guide for evaluating the pastoral counseling responses (1965).3

The resulting system consisted of five of Rank and De Roo's original

categories: (1) the affective/cognitive content dimension, (2) the

content follow/shift dimension, (3) the control dimension (restrictive/

expansive), (4) the temporal dimension (present vs. past and future),

and (5) the client/other referent dimension.

The affective/cognitive change dimension was not included be-

cause the counselor responses were not on tape, and it would be difficult

for the judges to pick up changes in feeling level in relation to the

 

3. See Appendix:F for definitions and descriptions of the dimensions

which were provided the judges.
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taped parishioner statements. Another consideration which led to

dropping the affective/cognitive change dimension was the fact that

the parishioner problem statements were arranged so that all but four

were affective statements.. The affective/cognitive arrangement was

based on the evaluation of five independent judges, so that in each

problem area there were three affective statements and one cognitive

statement.4 The four cognitive statements were left in to provide a

means of checking the validity of the affective responses to the

parishioner statements. Thus, the one affective/cognitive content

dimension was deemed sufficient to evaluate the degree to which the

respondents followed the affective content of the parishioner problem

statement 8 .

A religious/non-religious dimension was added for the purposes

of the present study to indicate any difference in preferences for

religious responses.

Three judges were given three training sessions and were asked

to evaluate two sets of pastoral responses from students other than

the sample included in the study.5 When the interjudge reliabilities

were satisfactory on the trial evaluations, the judges were given the

Interview Sets from the sample to evaluate on the six dimensions.

 

4. The typescript of the 16 parishioner problem statements in Appendix

E indicates the sex of the parishioner and the affect expressed for

each statement.

5. Two judges were women: one a graduate student with a Master's

degree in counseling, one a housewife who had participated in group

counseling. The third judge was a man with a B.A. in psychology,

and who was currently conducting industrial leadership training

groups.
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The interjudge reliabilities of the average ratings were esti-

mated for the sample using Hoyt's Analysis of Variance (Guilford, 1954,

p.395). Table 3:2 shows the reliability coefficients obtained for the

average ratings of each dimension of the Counselor Response System.

The reliabilities were considered adequate for this study.

Table 3:2

Interjudge Reliability for Three

Judges Over Dimensions of

Counselor Response System

 

 

 

Dimension Reliability Coefficient

Affective/Cognitive content .78

General content follow/shift .69

Control (Restrictive/expansive) .77

Temporal (Present-past/future) .67

Referent (Parishioner/other) .77

Religious/Non—religious .96

 

The average score for the three judges across the 16 items of

the Interview Set was calculated for each dimension on the Counselor

Response System as modified for this study. The subjects were then

classified in the two categories for each of the six dimensions. Those

subjects with an average of 9.66 responses or more classified in either

category were regarded as "significant;" those with an average classi-

fication of 9.33 to 6.66 in either category were considered "inconsistent;"
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and those with five or more omissions were considered "omissions."

Of the "omissions," any with two-thirds or more responses classified

in either category were considered "significant."

Hypotheses to be Tested

The instruments discussed in the preceding section of this

chapter were used to test the three hypotheses of the present study.

Null Hypothesis 1

There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements. The sub-hypotheses in relation to this hypothesis

are as follows:

a. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their preference for

affective or cognitive responses to selected parishioner

problem statements.

b. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in following the general content

of selected parishioner problem statements.

c. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their preference for expan-

sive or restrictive responses to selected parishioner problem

statement8 .

d. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their temporal reference
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in response to selected parishioner problem statements.

There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their preference for refer-

ences to the parishioner or other in responses to selected

parishioner problem statements.

There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their preference for religious

or non-religious responses to selected parishioner problem

statements .

Null Hypothesis 2

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements. The sub-hypotheses are as follows:

b.

C.

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their preference for affec-

tive or cognitive responses to selected parishioner problem

statements 0

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in following the general content

of selected parishioner problem statements.

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their preference for expan-

sive or restrictive responses to selected parishioner problem

statements a
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There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their temporal reference

in response to selected parishioner problem statements.

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their preference for refer-

ences to the parishioner or other in responses to selected

parishioner problem statements.

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their preference for religious

or non-religious responses to selected parishioner problem

statements .

Null Hypothesis 3

There will be no difference in the relation of the responses of

first year seminary students to their opinionation and to their theo-

logical belief system. The sub-hypotheses are:

The preference for affective or cognitive responses to

selected parishioner prdblem.statements will be related no

more to the level of intolerance than to the theological

belief system of first-year seminary students.

The preference for following the general content or shifting

in responses to selected parishioner problem statements will

be related no more to the level of intolerance than to the

theological belief system of first-year seminary students.

The preference for expansive or restrictive responses to

selected parishioner problem statements will be related no
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more to the level of intolerance than to the theological

belief system of first-year seminary students.

The preference to respond to the present situation of the

parishioner or to the past and future in response to selected

parishioner problem statements will be related no more to the

level of intolerance than to the theological belief system

of first-year seminary students.

The preference to refer to the parishioner or other in

response to selected parishioner problem statements will be

related no more to the level of intolerance than to the

theological belief system of first-year seminary students.

The preference for religious or other responses to selected

parishioner problem.statements will be related no more to

the level of intolerance than to the theological belief

system of first-year seminary students.

Analysis of Data

The first two major hypotheses focus on the data in terms

of categories. The Chi Square test for two independent samples was

best suited for testing the dichotomous data generated. Because of

the lower reliability of some of the instruments and the variability

due to the differences in human personality, the .05 level of signi-

ficance seemed appropriate for accepting or rejecting the null hypo-

Since N was expected to be greater than 20 and the frequencies

in each cell greater than 5, X2 - N (IAD - BCI - €62 with one degree

 

(A+B)(c+n) (A+c) (3+n)



of freedom was the model used.
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. Average interjudge

Average interjudge
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X2 values were determined for the

Religious Belief Inventory and:

score on the Affective/Cognitive

score

score

score

score

score

on

on

on

on

on

the

the

the

the

the

2. Extreme group split on the Religious

f.

Average interjudge score on the

dimension.

Average interjudge

dimension.

Average interjudge

Average interjudge

Average interjudge

Average interjudge

dimension .

3. Mean-split group on the

b.

Average interjudge

dimension.

Average interjudge

dimension.

. Average interjudge

. Average interjudge

Average interjudge

score

score

score

score

score

on

on

on

on

on

the

the

the

the

the

Opinionation

score on the

score on the

score on the

score on the

score on the

Content Follow/Shift

Control dimension.

Temporal dimension.

Referent dimension.

Religious/Non-religious

Belief Inventory and:

Affective/Cognitive

Content Follow/Shift

Control dimension.

Temporal dimension.

Referent dimension.

Religious/Non-religious

Scale and:

Affective/Cognitive

Content Follow/Shift

Control dimension.

Temporal dbmension.

Referent dimension.
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f. Average interjudge score on the Religious/Non-religious

dimension.

4. Extreme group split on the Opinionation Scale and:

a. Average interjudge score on the Affective/Cognitive

dimension.

b. Average interjudge score on the Content Follow/Shift

dimension.

c. Average interjudge score on the Control dimension.

d. Average interjudge score on the Temporal dimension.

e. Average interjudge score on the Referent dimension.

f. Average interjudge score on the Religious/Non-religious

dimension.

Since the scoring of the three instruments yielded continuous

measures, the product moment correlation coefficient was used as the

basis for testing the third major hypothesis. Due to the fact that

the samples are correlated, the appropriate model to test the differ-

ence between correlations is:

 

> /(N-3)(l+r)
(r12 " r13 23

= m

\/2(1 " r12 " ’13 " 1.23 + 2'12‘13’23)

with N-3 degrees of freedom. It should be noted that generalization

t

from.this model can only be to a subpopulation of all possible samples

for which X2 and X3 have exactly the same set of values as those in

the observed.sample (Walker and Levi, 1953).6 Since this model was

used to focus on the predictive value of the instruments rather than

on the nature of the population, it is satisfactory. No assumptions

 

6. NOTE: In this study X. would refer to the Religious Belief Inventory

scores and X3 to the Opinionation Scale scores.
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were necessary as to the distribution of X2 and X3 in the population.

The .05 level of significance was used as the best compromise between

type I and type II errors.

The correlations to be tested were those of the scores for each

of the dimensions on the Counselor Response System with the Religious

Belief Inventory scores and the Opinionation Scale scores respectively.

Summary

In this chapter the methods and procedures of the study were

described. The sample of the study was drawn from four Protestant

theological seminaries considered to be representative of the theo-

logical continuum in the united States. The geographical and denomi-

national factors were considered. The sample of 140 first-year seminary

students was administered a preliminary data sheet, the Religious Belief

Inventory, the Opinionation Scale, and the Interview Sets. The validity

and reliability of the instruments were determined. The responses to

the Interview Set were evaluated by three judges using a modified form

of the Counselor Response System.

The hypotheses were restated, and the models to be used in

testing these hypotheses were indicated. The models were the Chi Square

statistic and the.£ statistic based on the product moment correlation

coefficient. The analysis of the data is presented in the following

chapter.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Three major hypotheses regarding the relationship of the theo-

logical belief system and the level of intolerance of first-year

seminary students with their response preferences to selected parish-

ioner problem statements were examined in this study.

The sample was classified into mean-split1 and extreme groups2

in respect to theological beliefs and level of intolerance. These

classifications were than used in testing relevant sub-hypotheses by

the statistical models described in Chapter III.

Counseling Training and Response Preferences

Since formal education in counseling was considered a possible

influence on this study, the counselor responses were analyzed in terms

 

1. Those subjects who scored above the liberal mean and below the con-

servative mean on the RBI were classified as liberal, and those

scoring above the conservative mean and below the liberal mean were

classified as conservative. Those scoring above the mean and those

scoring below the mean on the Opinionation Scale were classified as

intolerant and tolerant respectively.

2. Those subjects scoring one standard deviation above the mean in one

category and below the mean in the other on the RBI were considered

extreme in that category in which they scored one standard deviation

above the mean. Those subjects scoring one standard deviation above

the mean or one standard deviation below the mean on the Opinionation

Scale were classified as extremely intolerant or extremely tolerant

respectively.

-53-
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of counseling courses or no counseling courses. It was found that 33

students (or 24% of the sample) had one or more courses in counseling.

Of the 41 liberals, five (or 12%) indicated formal counseling training.

Of the 69 conservatives, eighteen (or 26%) indicated formal counseling

courses .

Chi Square values for formal counseling in relation to the six

dimensions for measuring the student responses to selected parishioner

problem.statements are summarized in Table 4:1 The results indicate

that formal counseling training is not significantly related to the

types of responses preferred.

Table 4:1

A Summary of Chi Square Analysis of Counseling Courses

and No Counseling Courses in Relation to the Six Measures

of Student Responses to Selected Parishioner Problem.Statements

 

 

 

Dimensions of * Level of

Counselor Response System Chi Square Value Significance

Affective/Cognitive .00 .99 not significant

Content Follow/Shift .00 .99 not significant

Control 2.96 .10

Temporal .00 .99 not significant

Client/Other .24 .70 not significant

Religious/Non-religious 1.58 .30

 

 

* Two tailed tests with one degree of freedom for all dflmensions
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Hypotheses Tested and Results

gull Hypothesis 1

There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements.

Table 4:2 contains a summary of the Chi Square values of the

sub~hypotheses of Null Hypothesis 1 for the mean-split and extreme

 

 

 

 

groups.

Table 4:2

Summary of Chi Square Values for Mean-Split and

Extreme Belief Groups in Relation to

the Dimensions of the Counselor Response System

Dimensions of ‘Mean-Split Groups Extreme Groups

Counselor Response System. Chi Squares Chi Squares

Affective/Cognitive 0.00 0.00

Content Follow/Shift 0.00 0.00

Control ** 20.03 * 10.79 *

Temporal 0.00 0.00

Client/Other 0.08 0.00

Religious/Non-religious *** 11.55 * 4.32 *

 

 

* Significant at .05 level for two tailed test with one

degree of freedom

Conservative subjects preferred restrictive responses; liberal

subjects preferred expansive responses.

*** Conservative subjects chose more religious responses.

it

 

3. See Appendiwa for summary tables of the data.
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SubAHypothesis (a). There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first-year seminary students in their preference for

effective or cognitive responses to selected parishioner problem state—

ments.

The null hypothesis could not be rejected. All but two of the

students in the sample were classified as preferring cognitive responses.

One conservative student and one extremely liberal student were classi-

fied as showing no preference.

Sub-Hypothesis (b). There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first-year seminary students in following the general

content of selected parishioner problem statements.

The null hypothesis was not rejected. All the students in the

sample were classified as preferring responses that followed the general

content of the parishioner problem statements.

Sub-Hypothesis (c). There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first-year seminary students in their preference for

expensive or restrictive responses to selected parishioner problem

statements.

The null hypothesis was rejected. The conservative students

preferred significantly more restrictive responses than the liberal stu-

dents, for both the mean-split and extreme groups. 0f the mean-split

conservative group 12 preferred expansive responses, 29 preferred re-

strictive responses and 28 showed no preference. 0f the mean-split

liberal group 23 preferred expansive responses, 3 preferred restrictive
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responses and 15 preferred neither. 0f the extremely conservative group

3 preferred expansive responses, 8 preferred restrictive responses and

8 showed no preference. 0f the extremely liberal group 16 preferred

expansive responses, 1 preferred a restrictive response, and 7 showed

no preference.

Subdfiypoghesis Sd). There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first-year seminary students in their temporal reference

in response to selected parishioner problem statements.

The null~hypothesis was not rejected. Of the sample, 129 students

were classified as preferring responses to the present situation of the

client and 11 were classified as "inconsistent," or preferring neither

present nor past-future references.

Sub-Hypothesis (e). There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first-year seminary students in their preference for

references to the parishioner or other in responses to selected parish-

ioner problem statements.

The null hypothesis was not rejected. In the sample, 128 students

preferred references to the parishioner. One student was classified as

preferring other references and 11 students preferred neither parish-

ioner nor other references.

Suhzflngthesis g 2. There will be no difference between liberal

and conservative first—year seminary students in their preference for

religious or non-religious responses to selected parishioner problem

statements.
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This null hypothesis was rejected. In both the mean-split and

extreme groups, although both conservative and liberal students pre-

ferred non-religious responses, the conservative students chose signi-

ficantly more religious responses than the liberal students. 0f the

mean-split conservative group in the sample, 13 preferred religious

responses, 27 preferred neither, and 29 preferred non-religious re-

sponses. 0f the mean-split liberal group, none were classified as

preferring religious responses, 37 preferred non-religious responses

and 4 preferred neither. 0f the extremely conservative group, 4 pre-

ferred religious responses, 11 preferred non-religious responses, and

4 showed no preference. 0f the extremely liberal group, none preferred

religious responses, 23 preferred non-religious responses, and one showed

no preference.

0n the basis of the sub-hypotheses, the major hypothesis that

there will be no difference in liberal and conservative students was

rejected. Conservative students prefer mmre restrictive responses and

liberal students prefer more non-religious responses.

Null-Hypothesis 2

There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements.

Table 4:3 contains a summary of the Chi Square values of the sub-

hypotheses of the second.hypothesis for the mean-split and extreme

groups.
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Table 4:3

Summary of Chi Square Values for Mean-Split and

Extreme Opinionation Groups in Relation

to the Dimensions of the Counselor Response System

 

 

Dimensions of Mean-Split Groups * Extreme Groups *

 

Counselor Response System Chi Squares Chi Squares

Affective/Cognitive 0.00 0.00

Content Follow/Shift 0.00 0.00

Control 1.38 0.02

Temporal ' o .oo o . oo

Client/Other 0.01 o .oo

Religious/Non-religious 0.07 0.02

 

 

* Based on two tailed tests with one degree of freedom

Since none of the sub-hypotheses could be rejected at the .05

level of significance, the second hypothesis, that tolerant and in-

tolerant students would not differ in their responses, was not rejected.

Sub-Hypothesis (a). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in their preference for

affective or cognative responses to selected parishioner prdblem

statements.

This hypothesis was not rejected. 0f the mean-split intolerant

group, 78 preferred cognative responses, and two were "inconsistent."

0f the mean-split tolerant group, all were classified as preferring

cognitive responses.
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SubAHypothesis (b). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in following the general

content of selected parishioner problem.statements.

The hypothesis was not rejected. All the students were classi-

fied as preferring to follow the general content of the parishioner

statements.

SubéHprthesis (c). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in their preference for

expensive or restrictive responses to selected parishioner problem

statements.

This hypothesis was not rejected. 0f the meanpsplit tolerant

group, 20 preferred expansive responses, 13 preferred restrictive re-

sponses and 27 were classified as showing no preference. 0f the means

split intolerant group, 21 preferred expansive responses, 26 preferred

restrictive responses, and 33 showed no preference. 0f the extremely

tolerant group, 8 preferred expansive responses, 7 preferred neither

and 3 preferred restrictive responses. 0f the extremely intolerant

group, 8 preferred expansive responses, 6 showed no preference, and 5

preferred restrictive responses.

Sub-Hypothesis (d). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in their temporal reference

to responses to selected parishioner problem.statements.

This null hypothesis was not rejected. 0f the mean-split tolerant

group, 56 preferred references to the present situation of the parishioner
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4 were classified as showing no preference, and none preferred responses

to the past or future. Of the mean-split intolerant group, 73 pre-

ferred responses referring to the present, 7 showed no preference and

none preferred responses to the past or future. Of the extreme groups,

all but one preferred responses to the present. One extremely intoler-

ant student showed no preference.

Sub-Hypothesis (e). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in their preferences for

references to the parishioner or other in responses to selected parish-

ioner problem statements.

This null hypothesis was not rejected. Of the mean-split toler-

ant group, 57 preferred references to the parishioner, none preferred

other references, and 3 showed no preference. Of the mean-split

intolerant group, 71 preferred references to the parishioner, 1 pre-

ferred references to other than the parishioner, and 8 showed no

preference. Of the extreme groups, all but 5 preferred references to

the parishioner; one extremely tolerant and 4 extremely intolerant

students showed no preference.

Sub—Hypothesis (5). There will be no difference between tolerant

and intolerant first-year seminary students in their preference for

religious or non-religious responses to selected parishioner problem

atatment 8 a

This null hypothesis was not rejected. Both the tolerant and

intolerant groups preferred non-religious responses. Of the mean-split
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tolerant group, 6 preferred religious responses, 33 preferred non-

religious responses, and 2 showed no preference. Of the mean-split

intolerant group, 9 preferred religious responses, 50 preferred non-

religious responses, and 21 showed no preference. Of the extremely

tolerant group, 1 preferred religious responses, 6 showed no preference,

and 11 preferred non-religious responses. Of the extremely intolerant

group, 3 preferred religious references, 2 showed no preferences, and

14 preferred non-religious responses.

Null Hypothesis 3

There will be no difference in the relation of the responses of

first-year seminary students to their opinionation and to their theo-

logical belief system.

Table 424 contains the E values for the sub-hypotheses of Null

Hypothesis 3.

The null hypothesis was rejected for two of the sub-hypotheses.

The Religious Belief Inventory correlated mmre with the Control dimen-

sion and the Religious dimension than did the Opinionation Scale. The

RBI correlated positively with preferences for restrictive and reli-

gious responses.

It may be noted that the RBI tended to correlate more than the

Opinionation Scale with the general Content dimension. This was sig-

nificant at the .10 level of significance. subjects scoring higher

on the RBI tended to choose more content shifting responses.
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Table 4:4

The £_Values for the Difference Between the Correlations of

the Religious Belief Inventory Scores With the

Counselor Response System Dimensions and the

Opinionation Scale Scores with the Counselor Response System Dimensions

 

 

 

Dimensions of Correlations *** *

Counselor Response System Belief Scale Opinionation Scale t value

Affective/Cognitive -.16 .06 .899

Content Follow/Shift -.29 .08 1.921

Control Expansive/Restrictive -.45 -.08 3.576 **

Temporal Present/Past-Future -.13 -.08 .422

Client/Other -.18 -.25 .588

Religious/Non-religious .42 -.07 3.446 **

 

 

* Values are for a two tailed test with 137 degrees of freedom

** Significant at the .05 level

*** Correlations are with first cell of each dimension. Signs would

be reversed for other cell, but values would remain the same.

Summary

In this chapter the results of the analysis of the data and the

testing of the hypotheses were reported.

A.summary of the hypotheses tested by Chi Square and theug

test for correlated samples is contained in Table 4:5. For the first

major null hypothesis concerning theological belief and pastoral

counseling responses, two sub-hypotheses were rejected. Conservative

students preferred more restrictive responses than liberal students.

Liberal students chose more non~religious responses that did conserva-

tive students.
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Opinionation was not found to be significantly related to pastoral

counseling responses for any of the sub-hypotheses.

For the third null hypothesis concerning the predictive value

of theological belief and opinionation for pastoral counseling responses,

two of the sub-hypotheses were rejected. Theological belief is a better

.predictor of controlling responses and religious responses than is

opinionation, according to the present study.



CHAPTBR. V

SUMMAR! AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was undertaken to explore the relationship of the

religious beliefs and the level of intolerance with pastoral responses

of a population of Protestant first-year seminary students. Based on

the body of research which suggests that counselor beliefs and attitudes

are crucial to the counseling relationship established, the present

study attempted to discover whether the religious beliefs of the

pastoral counselor or his attitudes toward people were more predictive

of the kinds of counseling responses he prefers.

A sample of first-year seminary students was drawn from four

Protestant theological seminaries considered to be representative of

the theological continuum in the United States. Fifty-three percent

of the total possible sample participated in a controlled testing

situation. One hundred and forty-four students were administered a

preliminary data sheet, the Religious Belief Inventory, the Opinionation

Scale, and the taped Interview Sets. The responses to the Interview

Sets were evaluated by three judges according to a modification of the

Counselor Response System. On the basis of the resulting data, the

respondents were classified into mean-split and extreme liberal/conserva-

tive belief groups and.mean-split and extreme tolerant/intolerant groups.

'The first two hypotheses were tested by means of the Chi Square test for

two independent samples. The third hypothesis was tested by the'£.test

~66-
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for the difference between correlations in correlated samples. The .05

level of significance was used for rejecting the null hypotheses.

Three major null hypotheses were tested in this study:

1. There will be no difference between liberal and conservative

first-year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem.statements.

b.

C.

d.

In their preference for affective or cognitive responses.

In their preference for following the general content

of the parishioner statements.

In their preference for expansive or restrictive responses.

In their preference for present or past/future responses.

In their preference for references to the parishioner

or other in their responses.

In their preference for religious or non-religious

responses.

2. There will be no difference between tolerant and intolerant

first—year seminary students in their responses to selected parishioner

problem statements:

b.

d.

In their preference for affective or cognitive responses.

In their preference for following the general content

of the parishioner statements.

In their preference for expensive or restrictive

responses.

In their preference for present or past/future responses.

In their preference for references to the parishioner

or other in their responses.



-68-

f. In their preference for religious or non-religious

responses.

3. There will be no difference in the relation of the responses

of first-year seminary students to their opinionation and to their

theological belief system:

a. For effective or cognitive responses.

b. For responses to the general content of the parishioner

statements.

c. For expansive or restrictive responses.

d. For present or past/future responses.

e. For responses referring to the parishioner or other.

f. For religious or non-religious responses.

Findings

The following findings resulted from the test of the null

hypotheses.

Null Hypothesis 1: Belief and Response

a. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

preferred cognitivfi responses. This was true for both mean-split

and extreme groups.

b. Not rejected. Both mean-split and extreme liberal and

conservative students preferred content following responses.

c. Rejected at .001 level for mean-split group and .01

level for extreme group. Conservative students preferred restrictive
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responses, whereas liberal students chose more expansive responses.

d. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

in the mean-split and extreme groups preferred references to the pre-

sent situation.

e. Not rejected. Both liberal and conservative students

in the meanesplit and extreme groups preferred references to the

parishioner.

f. Rejected at the .001 level for the mean-split group and

at the .05 level for the extreme group. Although both liberal and

conservative students preferred non-religious responses, conservative

students chose more religious responses than did the liberal students.

Null Hypothesis 2: Opinionation and Response

None of the sub-hypotheses were rejected in relation to

opinionation. Both tolerant and intolerant students in the mean-split

and extreme groups preferred cognitive, content following, expansive,

present, parishioner, nonereligious responses.

'lull Hypothesis 3: Differences of Correlations

Two of the subéhypotheses were rejected at the .001 level: sub-

hypothesis (c) - the Religious Belief Inventory correlated more than

the Opinionation Scale‘with controlling responses; sub-hypothesis (f) -

the Religious Belief Inventory correlated more than the Opinionation

Scale with Religious/Non-religious responses.
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Conclusions

1. Because of the lack of any significant difference between

tolerant and intolerant students in their pastoral responses, this

study fails to confirm the theory that the measurement of such an atti-

tude is a possible predictor of pastoral counseling behavior. The

failure to show a difference raises the question as to whether the role

concept of the seminary student as a future pastor may override his

intolerance when he perceives himself as functioning in the pastoral

counseling role.

2. Although this was not a primary focus of the present study,

the indication that both liberal and conservative as wall as tolerant

and intolerant students preferred cognative,content following responses

referring to the parishioner in the present, may reflect the lack of

counseling experience of the students. The students may have found it

easiest to respond to the immediate verbal content of the sixteen

different statements presented.

3. In contrast to the lack of difference between tolerant and

intolerant students, the greater preference of conservative students

for restrictive and religious responses as compared to liberal students

suggests that both liberal and conservative students may perceive

their pastoral role as person-oriented, but that the conservative

student has a greater sense of mission and thus may tend to focus his

responses on the message or ideas he wishes to communicate. The con-

servative student may not be more intolerant of people than the liberal

student, but more insensitive to people in his concern to comunicate

hia massage.
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4. Although the pastoral responses were not judged in terms of

a directive/non-directive dimension, the pattern of the responses as

judged on the Counselor Response System seems to confirm.Kemp's (1962)

conclusion that more dogmatic counselors tended to fall back on earlier

patterns of behavior in a free response situation. This would account

for the preference of both liberal and conservative students for non-

directive responses in Mannoia's study (1963) and the preference of

conservative students for restrictive responses in the present study.

Implications for Research

The present study does not answer the question of why there was

no significant difference in the responses of tolerant and intolerant

students to parishioner problem statements. The possibility of greater

homogeneity in seminary students seems unlikely,since the standard

deviation and the mean of the Opinionation Scale for the sample of this

study is quite similar to those reported in Rokeach's Study (1960).

Another possible reason for no differences could be the method of ad-

ministering the Opinionation Scale. In the present study the Scale

was administered as a distinct part of the battery of three tests.

Unlike Rokeach's method of burying the Scale among questions from other

Scales, the method of the present study may have allowed the students

to "see through" the test and respond differently. Thus, lowbscoring

students might be expressing intolerance to the wording of the ques-

tions rather than tolerance to people who differ with them.

A third possible reason for finding no difference between

tolerant and intolerant students is that the students were unfamiliar
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with many of the concepts expressed in the Opinionation Scale and,

thus, did not express strong opinions about them. In this case a

greater homogeneity in scores might be expected, but this does not

seem to be the case in view of the similarity of the mean and standard

deviation with Rokeach's results.

It may be that it is not possible to isolate a subject's general

intolerance toward people from beliefs or ideas that he holds. The

Opinionation Scale was scored to get a total of left and right opinion-

ation with the assumption that this isolates intolerance from.helief.

It may be that intolerance is meaningless apart from.belief and that

the Religious Belief Scale, scored to measure a continuum.of belief,

is a better predictor for the very reason that it is scored in terms

of belief. Perhaps closed-mindedness or dogmatism.may be better con-

cepts for continued research unless a better means of isolating general

intolerance can be developed.

The similarity of response over all the seminary students in

the sample on all but two of the Counselor Response System.dimensions

suggests several possibilities for research. Is this similarity due

to the homogeneity of the beliefs of the students in contrast to other

counselors? Or is this similarity rather to be associated with the

nature of the test situation in which the students are asked to respond

to several different problem.situations and thus are unable to get

involved in more than a superficial level with each statement?

It should be possible to develop a simulated counseling inter-

view’with one parishioner in which pastoral counselors are asked to
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indicate their response at critical points throughout the interview.

Such a procedure would provide a better model of a real counseling re-

lationship and might tap more significantly the differences in behavior

due to attitudes or beliefs.

The fact that there was considerable heterogeneity in the sample

in respect to religious belief and opinionation suggests that an

analysis of the data by Hierarchical Linkage Analysis (MtQuitty, 1960)

could be productive to discover more specific types of pastoral counse-

lors and their typical behavior in the counseling relationship.

A.valuable study would be a retest of this sample at the con-

clusion of formal seminary training to discover the influence of that

training in relation to pastoral counseling. Do the liberal and con-

servative students differ more at the end of training as measured by

the Counselor Response System, or do they become more homogeneous in

their beliefs and level of intolerance? If there are changes, how does

the individual student change?

Implications for Training

The results of this study indicate that seminary students tend

to be cognitively oriented and may miss the affect communicated by

their parishioners. This result would suggest the need for the pastoral

counseling educator to concentrate on experience-oriented training, in

which greater sensitivity might be developed for responding to the total

communication of the parishioner. The study supports the need for such

experiences as role-playing, sensitivity groups, supervised practicums,



-74-

and internships where students may learn to relate more effectively

to people, as well as learning to express ideas.

The greater preference of conservative students for restrictive

and religious responses indicates an even greater need for training

which would balance their apparent concentration on the message to be

communicated with an understanding of the person to whom the message

is being communicated. This greater restrictiveness of conservative

students also may be related to the authoritarian or closeddminded

. personality, which would suggest the need for testing to reveal such

students who would be poor candidates for specialisation in pastoral

counseling.

The evidence of some relationship between the beliefs held and

counseling behavior, in contrast to the lack of evidence for any rela-

tionship between opinionation and counseling behavior, implies the

need for theological training which, in developing beliefs, will stress

personal sensitivity as well as religious acuity.
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY East Lansig

College of Education

Under the auspices of the Counseling, Personnel Services and Educational

Psychology Department at Michigan State university, I am.undertaking a

study of the responses of first-year seminary students to selected

parishioner problem statements in a pastoral counseling situation.

This study will attempt to determine whether the types of responses

in pastoral counseling are related more to the theological beliefs of

seminary students or to the intensity with which those beliefs are

held. It is hoped that this research may be of help in the selection

and training of seminary students for more effective counseling in the

pastorate.

Your seminary has been selected as one of the samples for this study,

and we would like to enlist your cooperation. If your seminary is

willing to participate, I would like to arrange a time when I can

administer a set of three questionnaires to the first-year students

in your seminary. To assure a complete sample for better reliability,

it would be best to have an hour when all the first-year students can

be together in a group. The seminaries cooperating in a pilot study

found it most convenient to invite me into a class period in which the

first-year students were enrolled. One professor then used this as a

learning situation by discussing the experience in a subsequent period.

We will be happy to supply your seminary with a report of the results

of the research upon completion.

I will phone you within the next few days to learn your response

and to answer any questions you may have about this proposal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

George Ensworth

GE:ke
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY East Lansing

Department of Personnel, Counseling, and Educational Psychology

Dear Junior Students:

As one of a number of studies now being conducted to better understand

and help the minister in his many responsibilities as a pastor, we

are surveying Junior seminary students in a number of strategic

seminaries. We hope to learn more about how you feel about helping

parishioners in counseling. Your seminary has agreed to cooperate in

this study.

We believe you would like to take part to express your thoughts and

feelings and contribute to our understanding of the pastor's counsel-

ing ministry.

Therefore, we have arranged with your seminary to meet with you as

a group at (time) on (day) , (date) in (Room.and

Build1nglr . You will be given opportunity to respond

to three questionnaires which will take about 40 minutes all to-

gether. You need only bring a pencil or pen.

we will send you a report of this study so that you may see how you

compare with other seminarians.

Please make every effort to be there. It is most important to the

‘validity and reliability of this study that we haVe as many of

your total class as possible participating.

Sincerely yours,

George Ensworth

GE:ke
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The experiment in which you are about to participate is for a

research study being carried on at Michigan State university, Department

of Counseling, Personnel and Educational Psychology. Your faculty has

graciously agreed to make your seminary a part of this study. The broad

aim.of the study is to obtain objective data on the pastoral responses

of first year seminary students.

This is not a "test" in any sense of the word. There are no "right"

or "wrong" answers. You are not required to sign your name to the

questionnaire or answer forms. You will be most helpful if you respond

to every item as clearly and accurately as possible, in relation to your

own thinking or feeling.

Your participation is sincerely appreciated. YOur seminary will

receive a report of the results of this study.

**********************

PRELIMINARY DATA

YOUR.NAME IS NOT NECESSARY FOR.THIS STUDY

Age Denominational Affiliation
 

Seminary Married 7
 

Have you had any courses in pastoral counseling? If so, how

many?

What would you consider your own theological leaning to be: (check one)

Very liberal
 

Moderately liberal

Moderately conservative
 

Very conservative
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PARI I PASTORAL RESPONSES

(Please read this introduction as you listen to the tape.)

You will hear on tape, excerpts from sixteen different counseling

interviews between minister and parishioner. Assume that you are the

pastor in his study. The parishioner enters and after a few opening

remarks, he presents his problem. After hearing each different parish-

ioner statement, write the response you think you would give in that

situation. Do not write what you think ought to be done, nor outline

the course or goals of your counseling. Simply reply to the statement

as you would reply were you counseling the parishioner.

Each parishioner statement will be identified by a number. You

are to write your answer after the corresponding number on your answer

sheet. For example, for item "X", the parishioner may say, "I've been

having an awful lot of trouble, Pastor." Then on your paper after item

"x", you might write the response: "Can you tell me more about it?"

You will have 40 seconds for each response, which is ample time in a

counseling interview. To show you how much time this will give you,

here is a 40 second interval on this tape
 

Now the administrator will stop the tape to see if you have any

questions before proceeding.
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PARI II RELIGIOUS BELIEFS

This section contains a list of religious beliefs. Please read all

of them. The best answer is your personal belief. Mark each statement

in the left margin according to how much you agree or disagree with it.

Please mark ezery one. write +1, +2, +3 or -1, -2, -3, depending on

what you believe in each case. '

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE -l: I DISAGEEE A.LITTLE

+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE ~23 I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

+3: I AGREE VEIU MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

1. My physical body will be resurrected in the after-life.

2. Things happen that can only be explained in supernatural terms.

3. Jesus died on the cross for my sins and the redemption of

Mankind.

4. The mind and the soul are just expressions of the body.

5. Jesus is the Son of God conceived by the Holy Spirit.

6. ' There is not evidence for me to be able to say "there is a

God" or "there is no God."

7. It is possible that a new religion may arise that will be

superior to any present religion.

8. we should concentrate on saving individuals. When enough

individuals are saved, society as a whole will be saved.

9. God created the universe in six days and rested the seventh.

10. As the world becomes smaller and smaller, Christianity'will be

forced to compromise with other religions of the world on

matters of belief and practice.

11. All information about history, nature and science is already

contained in the Bible - ready to be interpreted.

12. Jesus differs from us only in the degree of perfection be

attained.

13. Jesus never intended to found a church.
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19.
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21.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
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Everyone should interpret the Bible in his own way because

the Bible says different things to different people.

All men are sinners.

People can be good Christians and never go to church.

Our church is the one church founded by God himself.

Belief in.miracles is not essential.

God is a product of man’s wishful thinking.

A church is a place for religion -— churches shouldn’t get

involved in social and political issues.

Man is essentially good.

Jesus was a man like anyone else.

There is no life after death.

Experiences of conversion are superficial and have no lasting

effects.

Buddha and‘Mohammad were as much prophets of God for their

cultures as Christ was for ours.

Churches are a leftover from the Middle Ages and earlier

superstitious times.

The church enjoys special divine guidance.

Each.men has a spark of the divine.

Mhn lives on only through his good works, through his children

and in the memory of his dear ones.

Every word in the Bible is divinely inspired.

The scientific method is the only way to achieve knowledge.

There is no salvation for one who has not accepted God.

Although the Bible is inspired by God, some parts of it are

no longer relevant to us today.

Nathing can really be called "sin" unless it harlm other

people.
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Men is essentially neither good nor evil.

The church is the ultimate authority on religious knowledge.

The minister or priest has powers that ordinary man do not

have.

One day Jesus Christ will return to earth in the flesh.

Man is headed for destruction; only God’s miraculous inter-

vention can save us.

It doesn’t much matter what one believes, as long as one

leads a good life.

If faith conflicts with reason, we should be guided by

faith.

Jesus was able to raise the dead, change water into

wine and perform other miracles.

There is no such thing as a "miracle."

The Church was created by man, not by God.

The church sanctuary should be used only for worship

services.

There is only one true church.

There is no need for miracles because natural law itself is

the greatest miracle of all.

The Church was created by God.

All non-Christians will go to hell.

Eyery conversion is a miracle of God.

Man is made up of a body and a soul.

A person should know the day he has bacon- converted or

accepted by Christ.

Unless missionaries are successful in converting people in

non-Christian lands, these people will have no chance for

salvation.

To be a Christian, one must be converted or born again.
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The Revised Standard Version of the Bible is a truer version

of the Bible than the King James Version.

The church building has a special holiness that other

buildings do not have.

There is no soul, in any sense of the word.

The real significance of Jesus Christ is that in his life

and.message he left an example for later generations to

follow.

Everything that happens in the universe happens because

of natural causes.

The church.should not take sides on legislative matters.
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PARS! III PERSONAL OPINIONS

The following is a study of what the general public thinks and feels

about a number of important social and personal questions. The best an-

swer to each statement below is your personal 0212192. We have tried to

cover many different and opposing points of view; you may find yourself

agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing just as

strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain about others; whether you

agree or disagree with any statement, you can be sure that many people

feel the same as you do.

Mark each statement in the left margin according to how much you

agree or disagree with it. Please mark every one. Write +1, +2, +3,

or -l, ~2, ~3, depending on how you feel in each case.

+1! I AGREE A LIME -1! I DISAGREE A LITTLE

+2: I AGREE ON ms WHOLE ~28 I DISAGREE ON m mom:

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY mm

1. Only a simple-minded fool would think that Senator McCarthy

was a defender of American democracy.

2. It's already crystal-clear that the United Nations is a failure.

3. It’s mostly those who are itching for a fight who want a uni-

versal military training law.

4. Any person with even a brain in his head knows that it would

be dangerous to let our country be run by men like General

MacArthur.

5. Any intelligent person can plainly see that the real reason

America is rearming is to stop aggression.

6. It’s perfectly clear that the decision to execute the Rosen-

bergs did us more ham than good.

7. It is very foolish to advocate government support of religion.

8. Plain comon sense tells you that prejudice can be removed by

education, not legislation.

9. A person must be pretty shortsighted if he believes that

college professors should be forced to take special loyalty

oaths.
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A person must be pretty stupid if he still believes in differ-

ences beWeen the races.

It’s perfectly clear to all thinking persons that the way to

solve our financial problem is by a soak-the-rich tax program.

It's the people who believe everything they read in the papers

who are convinced that Russia is pursuing a ruthless policy

of imperialist aggression.

Anyone who knows what’s going on will tell you that Alger

Hiss was a traitor who betrayed his country.

The American rearmament program is clear and positive proof

that we are willing to sacrifice to preserve our freedom.

You just can't help but feel sorry for the person who be-

lieves that the world could exist without a Creator.

Anyone who's old enough to remember the Hoover days will tell

you that it’s a lucky thing Hoover was never re-elected.

History clearly shows that it is the private enterprise sy-

stem which is at the root of depressions and wars.

History will clearly show that Churchill's victory over the

Labour Party in 1951 was a step forward for the )ritish people.

There are two kinds of people who fought Truman's Pair Deal

program: the selfish and the stupid.

Make no mistake about it! The best way to achieve security

is for the government to guarantee jobs for all.

Bren a person of average intelligence knows that to defend

ourselves against aggression we should welcome all help --

including Franco’s Spain.

It's mainly those who believe the propaganda put out by the

real estate interests who are against a federal slum clear-

ance program.

The truth of the matter is this! It is big business which

wants to continue the cold war.

This much is certain! he only way to defeat tyranny in

China is to support Chiang Rai-Shek.

It's usually the trouble—makers who talk about government

ownership of public utilities.
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It's mostly the noisy liberals who try to tell us that we

will be better off under socialism.

It's the radicals and labor racketeers who yell the loudest

about labor's right to strike.

It's the fellow travellers or Reds who keep yelling all the

time about Civil Rights.

A study of American history clearly shows that it is the Amer-

can businessman who has contributed most to our society.

A person must be pretty ignorant if he thinks that Eisenhower

let the "big boys" rim this country.

It's perfectly clear to all decent Americans that Congres-

sional Comittees which investigate cmuniem do more harm

than good.

Only a misguided idealist would believe that the United States

is an imperialist warmonger.

It's all too true that the rich are getting richer and the

poor are getting poorer.

It‘s simply incredible that anyone should belim that social-

ized medicine will actually help solve our health problmas.

Thoughtful persons know that the American Legion is not

really interested in dmocracy.

A person must be pretty gullible if he really believes that

the Camnunists have actually infiltrated into government and

education.

Anyone who is really for democracy knows very well that the

only way for America to head off revolution and civil war in

backward countries is to send military aid.

It is foolish to think that the Democratic fatty is really

the party of the cannon man.

It’s just plain stupid to say that it was Franklin Roosevelt

who got us into the war.

It's the agitators and left—wingers who are trying to get Had

China into the United Nations.

When you have completed these questionnaires, any em” you wish

to make about your feelings or reactions to any part of this study will

be welcomed. mwmmmW8 ggflgg‘ggms.
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE SIXTEEN PARISHIONER

PROBLEM STATEMENTS

"I know I shouldn't think this way, but I can’t help it. I've done

everything I know to associate with the girls, and be a part of

them, but they just don't accept me . . . at least that's the

impression I get when I'm around them." (Female - cognitive)

"I feel all alone. Nobody cares for me anymore. The folks don't

come around like they used to, and my boy Tony is going to the

State Normal . . . he never writes. I spent fifteen months in the

senatorium . . . they said I needed the rest, but who could rest

in that nut house. My husband’s left me . . . just like the others

did. Bill was the fourth. (Pause) I know I should go to church

. . . but they’re all hypocrites over there . . . I mean the church

where the folks go. I used to go there, in fact, I grew up in that

church. But they don't give a care for people like me, (short

pause) they’ re just a bunch of hypocrites. (bitterly) I can get

along with them." (Female ~ Affective!" bitter, lonely)

"I need some advice. Do you think it would be wrong for me to marry

a Roman Catholic? I don't see how I could ever give him up . . .

but I know I can never believe the way his church does. What do

you think I should do?" (Female ~ Cognitive)

"My wife goes back South to see her people two or three times a year,

and the last time she was down there, my buddy told me she was see-

in' her old boyfriend. Now she don't know that I know this, but I

been suspectin' it for a year and a half now . . . and now there's

no question . . . I know for sure. (long pause) I never done

nothin' to make her betray me like this . . . never thought it would

come to the likes of this." (Male - Affective: anger)

"Reverend, I've been coming to your church now for seven months or

better, and I like your preaching. I think I understand everything

you tell us, but last Sunday you said that a man can have definite

'assurance', (I think that's the word you used) that his sins are

forgiven. I don't understand what you mean by this ’assurance' .

Is this really something every man is supposed to experience or not?

This is something new to me." (Male - Cognitive)



10.

11.
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"I get to feeling that life is so meaningless; my housework gets

monotonous; the children get on my nerves, and I want to be alone

all the time. When my husband talks to me, he’s only trying to

help, but I break down and cry and want to be left alone. There's

something wrong with me . . . I don’t know what it is." (Haule-

Affective: crying, depression)

"Every week when I do my wash and go out to hang my clothes . . . I

can just feel my neighbors watching me. Just this morning I saw

Helen . . . she’s my next door neighbor, when she walked past her

window. She even waved at me, (momentary pause) but I know why

she was there. They always talk about me." (Fuels - Affective:

hostility, suspicion)

"Sometimes I get the feeling that there’s nothing to religion . . .

(brief pause) it’s just a big game. But I know that this isn't

true. I get all kinds of doubts and then I feel guilty . . . Is

a Christian supposed to have these kinds of feelings?" (Male -

Affective : discouragement)

"I've been a Christian all my life, but sonetimes when I pray God

seems so far away, and I feel so empty inside. (short pause) Is

it because I've done something wrong, that I feel this way? (pause)

Or, maybe I’m praying selfishly . . . sometimes I feel it's no

use to even try praying." (Male - Affective: perplexity, lone-

liness)

"He won' t do anything; he won't go anyplace, all he wants to do is

sit home and watch the television. He used to come to church with

me occasionally, but now he won’t even do that. In fact, he tries

to stop me from coming. He says he doesn’t love me anymore and

wonders why he ever married me. We're living two separate lives

all the time. I just can't go on like this." (Panels - Affective:

frustration, anger)

"You know that Tom has always been strong and healthy. He's hardly

ever had a sick day since we’ve been married. Now the doctor says

he has a bad cancer. (Pause . . . weeps) He's only 52 years old

. . . seems so young yet . . . to have this horrible thing cue

on him. (Pause) The children know all about it, but they don't

want me to tell him for fear it’ll just break his spirit and send

him to the grave that much sooner. I wish I knew the right thing

to do . . ." (Panels - Affective: dispair, grief)
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12. "My wife told me last night she wishes I’d ask for a divorce. She

said she’d be happier and she thinks I'd be happier, too. (long

pause) I guess we just weren't meant for each other. Can’ t say

we've ever really been happy in our married life . . . it’s been

the same thing for four long years, now. (brief pause) I see our

friends, and they seem so happy . . . why couldn't it be that way

for us?" (Male - Affective: dispair)

13. "I feel as though I must tell you, pastor. Ann and I heve been

married eight years, and we really love each other. She has been

a wonderful Christian, and she’s worked hard in the church - yOu

know that. She has prayed for me to go right ever since we first

met. (short pause) Now that I decided to live for God and help in

the church I . . . I don't know if I should tell her about (pause)

(tearfully lowers head) . . . well, I never married this other girl,

but I’m the father of a 13-year old boy. (profuse weeping)"

(Male - Affective: guilt)

14. "We heard that our baby—sitter is undergoing psychiatric treatment

. . . in fact, she attempted to take her own life last week. Her

doctor hasn't told her to give up baby-sitting, and she doesn't

offer to quit . . . m‘ re afraid to leave Cindy with her anymore,

yet, we‘re afraid that if we take the initiative, and make a

change . . . it’ll just drive her to do something drastic. This

would make us feel awful. What is the right thing to do?" (Female-

Affective: fear)

15. "What'll I do . . . if I notify the police and tell them that I saw

the men breaking into the warehouse, they'll ask me questions; and

I'll have to tell the truth! I, personally, don’t care if I lose

my job, but my foreman . . . well, I’m sure he’ll get fired, and

I’ll be the cause of it." (Male - Cognitive)

16. "Pastor, when you preach about God’s forgiveness, you make it sound

so simple and easy to have . . . (pause) but I wish I could know.

I can pray and ask God for little things for myself and for others,

but (Pensively) I only wish I could know that when I die I will go

to heaven." (Male - Affective: uncertainty) .
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DEFINITIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS

of

THE DIMENSIONS

of

THE MODIFIED COUNSELOR.RESPONSE SYSTEM

1. The Affective-Cognitive Content Dimension

This dimension indicates whether or not client expression of affect

or reference to affect is present in a counselor response. The presence

of affective content is denoted by the "affective" category, and the

absence of affective content is denoted by the "cognitive" category.

The categories are more explicitly defined as follows:

A. Affective Responses

An affective response is one in which the counselor deals

directly with expressed or apparent mood, feeling, or emotion

by paraphrasing or reflecting client expressions of mood,

feeling or emotion, or by calling attention to or remarking

about mood, feeling, or emotion on the part of the client or

anyone else. Note: Counselor expressions of his own mood,

feeling, or emotion are considered to be effective responses,

as are statements about mood, feeling or emotion on the part

of any person as related by either the client or counselor.

An effective response must refer to or incorporate an ex-

pression of effect. It is the presence of affective content

that is of importance and not the level of feeling evidenced

by the response.
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Particular care should be used when judging responses con-

taining the verb "to feel." Some counselors indiscriminantly

use this word in reference to opinions rather than true feel-

ing. Only when "feel" is used to refer to true feeling, mood,

or emotion, should the responses be categorized as "affective."

By "feeling" is meant strong feelings. Mere likes or dislikes

are not strong feelings, and responses dealing with them are

not considered affective.

Examples:

1. "That seems to make you angry."

2. "You seem very happy today."

3. "How do you feel when they ignore you?"

4. "It annoys me when you arrive late for your appointment."

5. "Did that make your parents happy?"

Cognitive Responses

A cognitive response is any statement or question which

does not refer to or incorporate expressions of feeling, mood,

or emotion on the part of the client or anyone else. Cogni-

tive responses often deal with cognitive material or content,

but may be found to follow expressions of effect by the client

i§.the counselor does not deal directly with such expressions

of affect.

Examples:

1. "How are you today?" (If intended in a general sense)

2. "What do you think about your grades in.Mathematics?"
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3. "You did quite well on the test!"

4. "So you feel you should look more seriously at teach-

ing as a possible career."

II. The Content-Follow~Shift Dimension

This dimension deals with changes in the general topic of discussion

between the client’s preceding statement and the counselor's response.

More specifically, does the counselor follow the client's general topic

of discussion or does he change or shift to a different topic?

A. Topic Following Responses

A topic following response is one in which the counselor

deals with the same general topic as the client‘s previous

statement . The counselor may choose to respond to a specific

aspect of the general topic, but the response is considered

to be "following" if he does not depart from the general topic.

Examples:

1. C1:

C0:

2. Cl:

Co:

"I always seem to do poorly on History tests."

"What was your grade on the last one?"

"My father says I should be an engineer."

"How does it make you feel when he tries to tell

you to do something you don’t want to do?"

B. Topic Shifting Responses

A topic shifting response is one in which the general topic

of the counselor's response is different from.that of the pre-

ceding client statement. Included in this category are
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counselor responses in which the tapic is the same as in the

last previous counselor statement if the client has shifted to

a different topic in the intervening statement.

Examples:

1. C1: "I've been getting low grades in Hath."

Co: "How are your grades in English?" (Note: this

. would be a "following" response if there had

been a discussion of grades in general, but if

the client's progress in Mathematics has been the

general topic, this is a shifting response.)

2. Co: "So you think you might talk to her about your

grades?"

Cl: "Before I forget, I want to ask you if I could take

one of those interest tests."

Go: "You were saying you thought you might talk to

Miss Jones about your History grades . . . ."

III. The Control Dimension (Restrictive-Expansive)

This dimension deals with the extent to which the counselor

limdts or permits freedom of expression by the client. It should be noted

that the counselor can focus on specifics and still permit the client to

express himself freely. In determining whether a response should be

judged as "restricting" or as "expanding" the client's freedom, the

specific question should be asked: "Within the area focused upon by the

ceunselor's response, does the response restrict or expand the client's

freedom to express himself?"
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Restricting Responses

Restricting responses are those in which the range of

possible client responses is narrowly limited or specified.

A "pat answer" is often implied by such responses; little oppor-

tunity is given the client to explore or expand, or to express

himself freely.

Examples :

1. "What is your average in English so far this year?"

2. "You really want to get good grades, don't you?"

Expanding Responses

Expanding responses are those in which the counselor gives

the client a high degree of freedom to respond, even though he

may focus on a specific topic. Such responses are often open

ended and allow the client to explore his own feelings and to

expand upon them. Sometimes these responses employ a tentative

statement to which the client is free to agree or disagree, to

develop further or not to develop further.

Examples:

1. "You said you were having particular difficulty getting

along with your younger brother. Could you tell me

more about it?"

2. "Perhaps you went ahead and did that just to prove to

yourself that you really could."

3. "And then how did you feel?"
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IV. The Temporal Dhmension (Present vs. Past or Future)

This dimension indicates the temporal reference of the counselor's

response. Does the counselor refer to or focus upon, something in the

past, the present, or the future?

In order to maintain consistency with the other dimensions, two

categories are formed by combining past and future into one category,

present reference constituting the other category.

If a response contains reference to past or future as well as to

the present, the category assigned is that to which the most emphasis was

given in the response.

A. Past-Future Responses

These are responses in which the primary emphasis is on a

past or future event, condition, or feeling.

Examples:

1. "How old were you when you moved to Detroit?"

2. "How did you feel about it at that time?"

3. "What do you think you will do after you graduate?”

Present Responses

These are responses in which the primary emphasis is placed

on an event, condition, or feeling existing or occurring at the

present tame.

Examples:

1. "How do you feel about it now that you no longer live

at home?"
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2. "You talked last time of going to college when you

finish school; what are your plans?"

(Note that although the counselor begins this response

with reference to a past event, and then refers to a

future event, he focuses on the present, i.e., the

client's present plans.)

V. The Client-Other Referent Dimension

A response may deal directly with the client or with another person,

it may refer to something said, done or thought by the client or by some

other person. This dimension deals with whether or not the client is the

primary referent of the response.

A.

B.

Client-Referent Responses

In this category are included responses referring to thoughts,

feelings, activities, and self-references of the client, as well

as responses which in any way focus upon the client rather than

upon any other person.

Examples:

1. "How do you feel about that?"

2. "now do you feel when your parents argue with each

other?"

3. "It seems to bother you when your friends don't listen

to you."

Other-Referent Responses

In this category are included responses dealing primarily
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with actions, feelings, or statements of any person other than

the client. If reference is made to other persons as well as

to the client, the main emphasis of the statement determines the

category. References to non-humans (e.g. places, things, ani-

mals), are included in the other-referent category if such

reference is primary.

Examples:

1. "How does your sister feel about that?"

2. "How does your father feel about you?"

3. "I'm very glad you told me about that."

(Counselor's feeling seems predominant here, although

it is a bit difficult to judge out of context)

4. "And then what happened after your dog chased the

neighbor's cat?"

VI. Religious-Non-religious Dimension

A response may refer to concepts or ideas peculiar to religion

or it may be non-religious in content. If a response has religious as

well as non-religious content, the category assigned is that to which

the most emphasis is given in the response.

A. A religious response is any response containing positive or

negative reference to anything pertaining to worship, the super-

natural, God, participants in religion, or religious concepts,

such as faith, assurance. Concepts such as guilt or forgive-

ness will be considered religious when qualified by other
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religious concepts in the response or when expressed in response

to a religious statement without changing the subject.

Examples:

1. "What do you think would be the Christian thing to do?"

2. "Have you thought of praying about it?"

3. "I'm not sure what you mean by heaven."

4. "Real assurance is only found within one's self."

5. In response to a feeling of guilt before God: "You

are not sure you are forgiven yet?"

B. Non-religious responses are those responses which contain

neither negative nor positive references to religion as defined

in A.

Examples:

1. "You wish someone would tell you what to do?"

2. "Maybe you need to examine your own motives."

3. "You ought to ask her forgiveness."



 


