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ABSTRACT

A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF

NURTURANT AND/OR AGGRESSIVE THERAPISTS' RESPONSIVENESS

To EXPRESSIONS OF DBPENDENCY AND HOSTILITY

IN THE INITIAL PHASE OF PSYCHOTHBRAPY

by John P, Hartzell

The incipient investigation of therapists‘ needs has

focused almost exclusively upon nurturance and aggression,

since many authors feel they relate to central conflict

areas of most pSychotherapies. Characteristically, this

small body of research has treated these therapist variables

as conflicted or anxiety laden. Therefore, a preliminary

investigation of this crucial sphere of need intervention

was designed which would explore the effects of therapists‘

nurturant and/or aggressive verbal responsiveness to clients‘

dependent or hostile statements, Attention was also given

to the therapists' need behaviors as effected by level of

professional experience and sex in conjunction with the sex

of their clients,

Four simple correlation hypotheses were tested for

association between combinations of therapists‘ nurturant

or aggressive need strengths and therapists' frequency of
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approach to clients' dependent or hostile bids, Two addi-

tional hypotheses of multiple correlation were tested for

relationship between therapists' nurturant with aggressive

need strengths and therapists' frequency of approach to

each class of client verbal behavior. Tests were also made

for increase in precision of predicting which, if not both,

of the therapists' variables contributed significantly to

the therapists' approach behaviors.

The sample was composed of forty-two therapists, all

associated with the Michigan State University Counseling

Center during the 1963-1964 academic year. The thirteen,

full-time staff members (9 male and 4 female) held Ph.D,

degrees, Nineteen interns (15 male and 4 female) were

engaged in half-time, two year traineeships at the advanced

doctoral level in either clinical or counseling pSychology

programs. Ten beginning, male practicum therapists were

pursuing masters degrees.

Each therapist completed a professional background

sheet, Need strength scores for nurturance and aggression

were obtained from self—administrations of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule for the independent therapist

variable. The dependent variables were the therapists'

approach-avoidance statements to clients? bids for depen-

dency or hostility during fifth interviews of relatively

short-term but intensive pSychotherapy. Each of the forty—

two, one hour taped interviews (a separate client for each
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therapist) was entirely analyzed according to the Winder

and Bandura modifications of the Edward J, Murray model of

content-analysis of verbal interaction, All statistical

tests were based upon averages of the judges’ global

approach percentages,

Neither of the simple correlation hypotheses relat-

ing to the therapists' nurturant approach was confirmed,

The results for approach to client dependent bids were

attributed to what former investigators have described as

"training for independence," i.e., prior to fifth inter-

views therapists characteristically begin to train clients

to become more independent by declining to entertain depen—

dent statements in therapies of relatively short duration,

In regard to the inversely significant (positive) results

obtained for approach to hostile client bids, the entire

sample, all males, and especially the practicum group did

meet their clients' hostile statements, Ostensibly, the

practicum therapists had not begun to consider the diffi—

culties that insue from inappropriate gratification of

their own nurturant needs.

The two simple correlation hypotheses relating to the

therapists' aggressive approach were likewise not supported,

The inversely significant (negative) result for the staff

group's approach to client hostility was interpreted as the

highly skilled therapists' avoidance of premature, counter-

transference initiated reSponses in anticipation of a more
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Sensitive handling of client hostility in subsequent inter—

views, Moreover, the inversely significant (positive) find—

ing for the staff's approach to client dependency indicated

that increased experience was also accompanied by a height-

ened awareness that aggressive needs did not have to in—

trude upon the therapists' ability to cope with clients'

dependency conflicts,

Tests of the first multiple correlation hypothesis

yielded a significant result for the practicum group's

combined nurturant—aggressive approach to client dependent

bids--both needs contributing equally in the test for in-

crease in precision of predicting approach, Apparently

these inexperienced therapists, as compared with the staff

and intern groups, were not as successful in differentiat—

ing and controlling their needs in dealing with dependent

clients,

The second multiple correlation hypothesis (regard—

ing approach to hostile bids) was supported by the prac—

ticum group. The nurturant variable for the entire staff,

all male therapists, and especially for the practicum group

contributed significantly in increasing the precision of

predicting approach, It appeared that the practicum

group's needs were of such magnitude as to provide a need

set in their handling of client hostility,



John P, Hartzell

Content analysis of the data yielded several factors.

Significant differences appeared between the experience

groups for the need to nurture. The profile of group means

suggested that the staff therapists had already become com-

fortable with this need, the practicum trainees were only

beginning to entertain the problem, and the interns were

intensely involved in working with it, With regard to the

need for aggression, the data suggest that this need--while

modifiable—-was not as dramatically effected by the train-

ing milieu and experience with clients as was nurturance.

Analysis of the therapists‘ approach behaviors resulted in

significant differences between experience groups in ap—

proach to dependency bids--the data indicating that appar-

ently approach to this client need is to a large extent

learned. However, the data generated from tests for

approach to client hostility appeared to indicate an uneven

development in this variable, particularly as the therapists

progress up through the training interventions of supervi-

sion and personal pSychotherapy.

These results were discussed and related back to the

theory of the study, Specific recommendations were also

offered for further investigation of the variables,
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PREFACE

While this study and the study completed by

David H, Mills* were independently designed, they used

essentially the same data. A common use of data was seen

as advantageous, because one of the factors studied (the

therapists‘ nurturant needs) was of interest to both

investigators,

The authors, therefore, collaborated in the data

collection and in the scoring of the fifth interview

tapes--both studies employing the same revised System

of verbal analysis, Inasmuch as the two investigations

made identical demands upon the data at several points,

a few of the statistical findings from the earlier study

were incorporated into the present investigation,

 

_ *D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable

in the Psychotherapeutic Interview, Unpublished Ph,D.

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1964.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Both theory and folklore are replete with implicit

and explicit principles about what occurs in the psychothera-

peutic dyad as a consequence of the personal characteristics

of each party.1 Formerly, theoretical interest and process

studies have focused upon the client, strongly advising ther-

apists to refrain from expressing their own values, dynamics,

needs, and like traits. The logic behind this admonition

held that the personality of the client, or, more specifical-

ly, his ego is tender and as such can be unwittingly damaged.

Thus any personal expression from the therapist, which could

not be justified as orthodox technique, was often labeled a

. . 2

crass encroachment upon client d1gn1ty and worth. Recently,

 

1E. S. Bordin, "Inside the Therapeutic Hour," in

E. A. Rubinstein and M. B. Parloff (eds.), Research in Psy-

chotherapy, American Psychological Association, Washington,

D.C., 1959, 135—146; and W. U. Snyder, "Some Investigations

of Relationship in Psychotherapy,” in E. A. Rubinstein and

M. B. Parloff (eds.), Research in Psychotherapy, American

Psychological Association, Washington, D.C., 1959, 247-259.

 

 

 

2C. H. Patterson, "The Place of Values in Counseling

and Psychotherapy," Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1959,

Vol. 5, 9-13.

 



however, many investigators have become more intent upon

analyzing what transpires between client and therapist

regardless of the behavior‘s implications. As a result

both theory and research have begun to reflect a growing

interest in the therapist‘s personal characteristics as

crucial variables in the counseling and pSychotherapeutic

relationship.3 However impartial this new attitude may

seem, it has not been without its own bias. While many of

the therapist‘s personal traits are now considered impor-

tant to client growth--e.g., his degree of congruence or

empathy-—an implicit assumption has developed which implies

that his personal needs are not or should not be influen-

cial in therapy.

Only a small body of theoretical and research liter-

ature acknowledges or encourages empirical study of thera-

pists‘ needs. Most of these references have appeared since

1961. Of the fifteen needs defined by Edwards,4 nurturance

and aggression have received almost exclusive attention

since many authors feel they are central conflict areas in

 

3W. U. Snyder, "Some Investigations of Relationship

in PSychotherapy," in E. A. Rubinstein and M. B. Parloff

(eds.), Research in PSychotherapy, American PSychological

Association, Washington, D.C., 1959, 250-253.

4A. L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule,

PSychological Corporation, New York (Revised, 1959), ll.

 

 



most psychotherapies.5 Grater, Kell, and Morse have sketched

the developmental soil out of which the need to nurture is

thought to arise.6 They hypothesized that nurturance is the

impetus behind the "social service” interest of the counsel-

or. Munson‘s study also assumed that nurturance is a major

factor determining one‘s choice of a counseling or psycho-

therapeutic career.7 Aside from the largely negative conno-

tations associated with the therapist‘s aggression in psycho-

analytic and client-centered literature, his use of this

need has received little theoretical attention,8 Five

studies are known to have investigated some related aSpect

of either nurturance or aggression associated with both

 

5N. Cameron and A. Margaret, Behavior Pathology,

Houghton Mifflin, Boston, 1951, 43, 253, 559; F. Fromm-

Reichmann, "Psychotherapy of Schizophrenia,” in C. F. Reed,

I. E. Alexander, and S. S. Tomkins (eds.), Psychopathology:

A Source Book, Harvard University, Cambridge, 1963, 409;

H. P. Laughlin, The Neuroses in Clinical Practice, Saunders,

Philadelphia, 1956, 60, 680; and E. J. Murray, ”The Content—

Analysis Method of Studying Personality,” Psychological

Monographs,l956, Vol. 70 (13, Whole No. 420), 1-32.

6H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, ”The Social

Service Interest: Roadblock and Road to Creativity,"

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 9-13.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7J. E. Munson, Patterns of Client Resistiveness and

Counselor Response, UnpuinShed Ph.D. Dissertation, Univer-

sity of Michigan, 1960.

 

 

8This point will be discussed in Chapter 11, ”Theory

of the Study." .



client and therapist.9 However, only one of these studies

(Mills, 1964) investigated nurturance as a non—conflicted or

non-anxiety laden therapist need, positively aSSOC1ated With

client bids for dependency andhostility.10

Thus, the area of therapists‘ needs—-as viewed as

essentially free of neurotic conflict~—is virtually unex~

plored. A preliminary investigation of this reportedly cru-

cial Sphere of therapeutic intervention is needed which will

(1) isolate and measure the relative strength of the thera—

pist‘s needs to be nurturant and/or aggressive, and (2)

describe his need behavior as he is confronted by client

requests that he entertain their needs to be dependent or

hostile.

 

9A. Bandura, D. Lipsher, and P. Miller, ”Psychother-

apists‘ Approach-Avoidance Reactions to Patients‘ Expres_

sions of Hostility," Journal of Consulting Psychology. 1960,

Vol. 24, 1-8; E. J. Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts,

Defense Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes

of Client Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1963; J. J. R. Goldman, The_Rel3-

tion of Certain Therapist Variables to the Handling of PSy»

chotherapeutic Events, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,

Stanford University, 1961; H. Lerman, A Study of Some Effects

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

of the Therapist‘s Personality and Behavior and of the C11w

ents‘ Reactions in Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertam

tion, Michigan State University, 1963; and D. H. Mills,

Liking as a Therapist Variable in the Psychotherapeutic

Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State

University, 1964.

10Ibid., 21.

 

 

 

 



Purpose

As noted above, a void appears in the research liter—

ature which suggests the need for a preliminary exploration

of the therapist‘s nonconflicted nurturant and/or aggressive

need behavior.

The fundamental question raised is to determine if

there are any Specific verbal approach behaviors associated

with therapists who have been identified as having essential—

1y nurturant and/or aggressive needs. This question may be

translated into operational language for the purpose of

expressing its intent more clearly. For example, there is

a positive relationship between therapists‘ nurturant need

strengths and therapists‘ approach behavior to clients‘

dependent bids. One may immediately raise cogent variations

of this model by manipulating several dynamically probable

combinations of therapist-client need interaction (of nur—

turant-dependent with aggressive—hostile). However, in

Spite of the various hypothetical forms that can be assigned

to this model, the basic question it raises remains un-

changed. Therefore--in keeping with the opinion of many psy-

chotherapists regarding which needs are thought to be cen—

tral in most psychotherapieS——it is the purpose of this

study to investigate therapists‘ verbalized nurturant and/or

aggressive need behavior with regard to:



l. The differential effects, if any, of the intensity

of these needs upon the therapist‘s approach to

client expressions of dependent or hostile conflict.

2. The differential effects which the therapist‘s

degree of professional experience may have upon his

need behavior with clients, and

3. The differential effects which the sex of the thera-

pist in conjunction with the sex of his client may

have upon the therapist‘s need behavior.

Hypotheses
 

Research literature suggests that one and perhaps

two requisite needs may be identified in the therapist‘s

manifest behavior which, to some extent, are thought to be

independent of sex differences.11 While investigators pro~

ceed upon the basis that both needs exist in the same thera—

, 12 , . . . .

pist, eV1dence 1nd1cates that one 15 usually exper1enced

 

11D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph D. Disserta~

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 32ff.

 

 

12E. J. Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts,Defense

Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes ofiCli~

ent Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963; H. Lerman, A Study of Some Effects

of the Therapist‘s Personality and Behavior and of the C11-

ents‘ Reactions in Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph.D. Disser-

tation, Michigan State University, 1963; E. J. Murray, "The

Content-Analysis Method of Studying Personality,” Psycholog~

ical Monographs,l956, Vol. 70, 1-32; and C. L. Winder, P. Z.

Ahmad, A. Bandfira, and L. C. Rau, ”Dependency of Patients,

Psychotherapists‘ ReSponses, and Aspects of Psychotherapy,”

Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1962, Vol. 26, 129-134.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



more strongly and consistently than the other.13 Further,

insofar as the therapist is quite generally perceived by his

client as either an essentially accepting or rejecting per-

son,14 need-based communication between client and therapist

appears tantamount to a mutually satisfying and productive

therapeutic relationship. Thus, upon the basis of manifest

need preponderance, three groups of therapists are postu—

lated for investigation:

1. Those whose manifest need behavior is essentially

nurturant,

2. Those whose manifest need behavior is essentially

aggressive, and

3. Those whose manifest need behavior is essentially

nurturant and aggressive.

Both needs have been operationally defined by Edwards

as:

Nurturance—-to help friends when they are in

trouble, to assist others less fortunate, to

treat others with kindness and sympathy, to for-

give others, to do small favors for others, to

be generous with others, to sympathize with others

who are hurt or sick, to show a great deal of af—

fection toward others, to have others confide in

one about personal problems.

Aggression--to attack contrary points of view, to

tell others what one thinks about them, to criti-

cize others publicly, to make fun of others, to

 

13D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1964.

14H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune &

Stratton, New York, 1960, 300-309.



tell others off when disagreeing with them, to

get revenge for insults, to become angry, to

blame others when things go wrong, to read news-

paper accounts of violence.15

These definitions--based upon statements of EPPS items--will

serve to identify the therapist‘s essential need patterns in

his reSponse to client bids (i.e., client expressions which

clearly reflect dependent and/or hostile conflict). Using

Edward‘s definitions as an Operational baseline from which

the therapist‘s need reSponsiveness may be hypothesized, the

following research hypotheses are proposed for investigation:

H1:

H2:

There is a positive relationship between therapists‘

nurturant need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

There is a negative relationship between therapists‘

nurturant need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ hostile bids.

: There is a positive relationship between therapists‘

aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ hostile bids.

: There is a negative relationship between therapists‘

aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

: There is a relationship between therapists‘ nurturant

and aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ ap-

proach behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

: There is a relationship between therapists‘ nurturant

and aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ ap—

proach behavior to clients‘ hostile bids.

These hypotheses may be expressed in a matrix as

shown in Figure 1.1 page 9.

 

15A. L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
7

 

Psychological Corporation, New York (Revised, 1959), ll,

Italics mine.
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Comparative examination of the hypotheses reveals several

generalizations about the therapist‘s experience of his own

needs-~in reSponse to his c1ient--in the following ways:

1. His manifest needs cause him to approach similar

client bids; e.g., a nurturant therapist will

reSpond favorably to (i.e., approach) a client

seeking to be dependent.

Psychodynamically Speaking, the above statement assumes that

the therapist‘s nurturant reSponse enables him to reduce the

threat of a partial reconstitution of his primary anxiety—-

desertion-—brought about by the client‘s request, thus meet-

ing the client‘s need in the process. This rationale is

applicable to hypotheses one and three.

2. His manifest needs cause him to avoid complemen~

tary client bids; e.g., an aggressive therapist will

respond unfavorably to (i.e., avoid) a client Seek-

ing to be dependent.

The second statement assumes that the therapist‘s avoidant

reSponse enables him to defend against the threat of his

own unacceptable impulses to give and receive tenderness,

which have been aroused by the client‘s request or bid.

This rationale relates to hypotheses two and four.

3. The therapist in whom the needs for nurturance and

aggression are experienced as essential need

strengths responds favorably to client bids for

dependency or for hostility.

While it is understood that the developmental roots of one

of these needs-~e.g., aggression--may have a predominant his—

tory in the therapist‘s childhood, the revival or develop~

ment of the other need—-viz., nurturance-~may take place as
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a result of learning, thus enabling him to have access to

both needs. This dynamic interpretation relates to hypoth~

eses five and six.

Overview

Chapter II is devoted to the underlying theoretical

concepts of the research problem and hypotheses, viz., the

concepts of transference, countertransference, positive

regard, and needs as dynamics.

Chapter III is comprised of a review of the research

related to the therapist and an examination of the Specific

studies which have contributed directly to this investiga~

tion.

In Chapter IV the method of the study is described

in terms of the sample, measuring instruments, statistical

hypotheses, experimental design and statistical analyses.

Chapter V‘is devoted to a report of the results of

the data analysis and is accompanied by appropriate, tabled

summaries of the findings.

In Chapter VI a discussion of the data relevant to

each hypothesis is presented. In addition, the general

characteristics of the therapist‘s tape data, EPPS need

scores, and behaviors related to experience level and sex

are interpreted.

In keeping with the overview, attention is directed

to the theoretical concepts of this study in the next

chapter.



CHAPTER II

THEORY OF THE STUDY

The psychodynamic assumptions made in the first chap—

ter are based upon several important theoretical concepts

which have had a long, related history. The concepts——viz.,

transference, countertransference, positive regard, and the

concept of needs-~have directly and tangentially influenced

each other‘s development until, today, their individual util—

ity is impaired by a number of varying interpretations and

usages. Such confusion adds to the task of this chapter-—

that of delineating the influence of these concepts upon the

development of the problem being investigated.

Related Aspects of the Problem
 

Historically, practitioners first focused upon

patients‘ psychopathology exclusively. However other impor—

tant aspects to the patient‘s recovery were soon identified.

Chief among these is the interaction between patient and

therapist, a discovery which is usually attributed to Freud.

Today therapists are equally concerned about what

occurs between them and their clients, particularly how

12
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certain clients cause them to reSpond. Many freely admit a

preference for Specific types of clients over others, and

not with reference to pathological types. They indicate

that they have difficulty with certain client needs—~which.the

therapist experiences as demands-—whether such needs are

clearly stated or not. Classical psychoanalytic literature

describes such an involvement as the transference manifesta-

tions of both patient and therapist.1

Transference
 

In keeping with prevailing opinion, Strupp has

observed that:

The dynamics of the therapist-patient relationship

are the sine qpa non of psychoanalytic psychother-

apy, and all major contributions have taken as

their point of departure Freud‘s revolutionary con-

ceptions of transference and countertransference.2

Transference was originally formulated as the focal

concept of the psychoanalytic relationship. The concept was

defined by Freud as a Special form of emotional attachment

 

1S. Freud, An Outline of Psychoanalysis (1938),

Norton, New York, 1949, 66-70; S. Freud, ”Further Recommenda—

tions in the Technique of Psycho-analysis: Observations on

Transference-love” (1915), in Collected Papers, Vol. II,

Hogarth, London, 1953, 377-391; and S. Freud, "Analysis

Terminable and Interminable” (1937), in Collected ngers,

Vol. V, Hogarth, London, 1953, 320-323, 350-353.

 

 

2H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune

and Stratton, New Yerk, 1960, 290.
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which the patient came to develop for his analyst.3 The

intensity and ensuing demands of the attachment were thought

to take on the characteristics of an artificially acquired

neurosis.4 This development became the psychological frame—

work in which the patient‘s emotional conflicts were

resolved.

Freud generically categorized the characteristics of

this "neurosis” as varying between "the most affectionate

devotion [to] and the most obstinate enmity” for the analyst.

Thus, through transference manifestations Freud thought the

person of the analyst represented the patient‘s unconscious,

irrational, infantile instinctual conflicts with significant

peOple in his past, particularly his parents. These manifes-

tations were also seen as distorting the patient‘s present

relationships, obviously not excluding his association with

the analyst.6 Moreover, Freud considered transference

 

3S. Freud, ”Two Encyclopedia Articles: (A) Psycho-

analysis" (1922), in Collected Papers, Vol. V, Hogarth,

London, 1953, 122.

 

4S. Freud, A General Introduction to Psychoanalysis

(1924), Washington Square Press, New York, 1960, 449—453.

 

SS. Freud, "Two Encyclopedia Articles: (A) Psycho—

analysis" (1922), in Collected Papers, Vol. V, Hogarth,

London, 1953, 122; and S. Freud, An Outline of Psychoanaly-

iii (1938), Norton, New York, 1949, 66-70.

 

 

68. Freud, ”Fragment of an Analysis of a Case of

Hysteria: IV. Postscript” (1905), in Collected Papers,

Vol. III, Hogarth, London, 1953, 138f; and S. Freud, Ag

Outline of Psychoanalysis (1938), Norton, New York, 1949,

462-464.
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phenomena to be present in varying intensities in every

interpersonal relationship.7

Further discussion of the Freudian formulation of

transference involves mention of infantile instinctual deriv-

atives, their energistic force (libido), and the psycholog—

ical mechanism involved in their transfer (repetition-compul-

sion). Revisionary theorists have either wholly rejected or

ignored the concept of libido; instead, they have become con—

cerned with the nature of what is transferred as well as

with the mechanism involved in its accomplishment.8

Wolstein‘s commentary on the Freudian mechanism of repeti-

tion-compulsion typifies this recent change in emphasis:

This deterministic view makes the very possibil-

ity of psychoanalytic therapy theoretically

dubious; it seems, moreover, to reverse the

actualities of the case, since the compulsion

to repeat, as we know today . . . acquires new

features which must also be treated in their

own terms.

If repetition-compulsion in transference is to be handled

as an endlessly evolving dynamic, then it follows that the

client‘s transference behaviors are not necessarily the

instinctual derivatives of infancy or childhood, as Freud

 

7S. Freud, ”The Dynamics of the Transference” (1912),

in Collected Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953, 312f.
 

8D. W. Orr, ”Transference and Countertransference:

A Historical Survey," American P§y§hoana1ysis Association

Journal, 1954, Vol. 2, 621-670.

 

9B. Wolstein, Transference, Grune & Stratton,

New York, 1954, 37f.
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maintained.10 Wolstein has made this point quite clear in

referring to Rado‘s observation:

. that the analysis of transference, as Freud

practiced it, tended to infantilize the patient

. . . [Freud] was also caught up in the method he

evolved; that is, the patient had to be infantil-

ized in order to achieve the hypnotherapeutic

goals which Freud accepted as the essential con-

ditions of successful therapy.11

And Wolstein concluded:

If we initially treat him as the adult he is, we

do not find him turning to infantile sexual expe-

riences. . . . He does not . . . experience them

as the things that matter most; instead he

will follow out the various threads 6f his prob-

lems in the various contexts in which they occur.
12

Today personality development is generally under—

stood as taking place through the complex interaction of

interpersonal experiences, as opposed to fluctuations in

libidinal energy. Thus the nature of what is transferred

and the mechanism involved in its accomplishment is current—

ly conceptualized in terms of learned behavior; i.e., con-

scious and unconscious generalization from past interperson-

al relationships.l3 Hall and Lindzey have called attention

to these changes:

 

10Ibid., 153.

. 11Ibid.

121bid., 153f.

13J. Dollard and N. E. Miller, Personalit and

Psychotherapy, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950, 218-220, 261-268.
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The concept of the death instincts, but not that

of aggression, is either ignored or openly re—

jected. . . . There is less discussion of such

topics as the "instincts and their vicissitudes"

or the libido theory and more of how personality

traits are ac uired . . . as a result of social

conditioning.

Theorists now view the client‘s transferred values,

attitudes, feelings and needs as by no means wholly the pro-

ductions of his irrational past. Present reality variables

in the client‘s life are also seen as being much involved,

particularly the cultural and personal characteristics of

the therapist that serve as stimuli for client fantasies

and reactions. Lerman has succinctly distinguished these

variables in the following comparative statement:

Each patient is assumed to be likely to exhibit

somewhat different transference behaviors with

different therapists, the differences, of course,

being the result of variables associated with

the therapist while the similarities would be

more revealing of the patient‘s psychological

life.l .

However, further consideration of the effects of the thera-

pist‘s traits upon the client requires examination of the

less explored area of countertransference.

 

14C. S. Hall and G. Lindzey, Theories of Personality,

Wiley, New York, 1957, 66.

15H. Lerman, A Study of Some Effects of the Thera—

pist‘s Personality and Behavior and 6f the Client‘s Reac-

tions in Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph. D. ‘Dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1963, 5.
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Countertransference
 

In commenting on the difference between transference

and countertransference, Wolstein has called attention to

the relative natureof these concepts in terms of their

theoretical definitions and manifestations in the therapeu—

tic situation. Essentially both processes are defined as

personal distortions, the crucial distinction being in the

degree of self-awareness and control that the client and

therapist has over them. Thus for the therapist who has a

considerable wealth of Self-knowledge, his countertransfer-

ence observations may become a rich source of data from which

the client may gain insight into his own transference distor-

tions. In emphasizing this point, Wolstein noted that:

The analyst‘s clarity about his countertransference

may enable him to get at important clues about the

patient‘s contribution to the interaction, assuming

he has some reliable understanding of what it is

about others that evokes this kind of reaction from

h1m.

The general tenor of Wolstein‘s statement--particu-

larly in the contribution of countertransference clues—-is

in opposition to what Freud thought about the role and

feelings of the analyst. However his staunch position_

regarding these factors was replete with ambivalence. For

example, in 1912 he wrote:

 

16B. Wolstein, Transference, Grune & Stratton,

New York, 1954, 193.
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I cannot recommend my colleagues emphatically

enough to take as a model in psycho—analytic

treatment the surgeon who puts aside all his

own feelings, including that of human sympathy,

and concentrates his mind on one single purpose,

that of performing the operation as skillfully

as possible. . . .17

A few years later (1915) he advocated that the analyst be

"bold," self-assertive ”. . . in bringing to light all that

is hidden" as he directs the treatment through to its proper

conclusion.18 Then in 1937, near the end of his career,

Freud referred to the analyst as a ”model" and "teacher" in

noting that:

Amongst the factors which influence the pros—

_ pects of an analysis . . . , we must reckon not

only the structure of the patient‘s ego but the

personal characteristics of the analyst}9

 

But this encouraging remark was abruptly dropped in defer—

ence to the necessity of a personal analysis for every prac-

titioner. Suffice it to say that these latter two refer—

ences clash with his metaphor of the cool, detached surgeon.

 

17S. Freud, "Recommendations for Physicians on the

Psycho-analytic Method of Treatment" (1912), in Collected

Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953, 327.

 

18S. Freud, "Further Recommendations in the Tech-

nique of Psycho-analysis: Observations on Transference-love"

(1915), in Collected Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953,

385.

19$. Freud, "Analysis Terminable and Interminable"

(1937), in Collected Papers, Vol. V, Hogarth, London, 1953,

351. .
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It has been suggested that Freud‘s intense interest

and involvement in the labyrinth of transference manifesta-

tions tended to discount the importance of countertransfer-

ence in his thinking, a concept which followed his discovery

of transference by only five years‘.20 It was at this time

that Ferenczi‘s now classical paper on countertransference

appeared21 and, thereafter, the topic was pursued with

increased interest by others. Nevertheless, in keeping with

Freud‘s early dictum, the young psychoanalytic school was

reticent to consider the vast unknown region of the thera-

pist‘s feelings and needs.- Quite to the contrary, counter-

transference was formulated by Freud to account for the

difficulties in the analytic relationship that developed as

a result of the analyst‘s personal characteristics. The

expression of such traits was not only seen to interfere

with therapeutic progress, but was also considered as direct

evidence of the incompleteness of the practitioner‘s own

analysis.

 

2OK. Menninger, Theory of Psyphoanalytic Technique,

Basic Books, New York, 1958, 84.

 

. 21$. Ferenczi, Further Contributions to the Theory

and Technique of PsychoanalysiS,”Hogarth, London, 1926.

 

 

22$. Freud, ”Further Recommendations in the Technique

of Psycho-analysis” (1913), in Collected Papers, Vol. II,

Hogarth, London, 1953, 352f; and O. Fenichel, The Psycho—

analytic Theory of Neurosis, Norton, New York, 1945, 580.
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More recently Annie Reich‘s view, that countertrans—

ference is an inevitable feature and necessary prerequisite

for successful psychotherapy,stands as a strong indication

23 Within the pastof the growing interest in the concept.

two and one-half decades the phenomenon has received an

increasing amount of attention, and opinion has tended to

. . . 24 .

favor Re1ch‘s p051t1on. However, as 15 true of most

 

 

 

23A. Reich, "On Counter-transference,” International

Journal of ngcho-analysis, 1951, Vol. 32, 25-31; cf.,

A. Reich, ”On Counter—transference,” International Journal
 

of Psycho-analysis, 1947, Vol. 28, 1-6.
 

24A. Balint and M. Balint, ”On the Transference and

Countertransference," International Journal of Psycho—analy-

éig, 1939, Vol. 20, 223—230; L. Berman, "Countertransferences

and Attitudes of the Analyst in the Therapeutic Process,”

Psychiatry, 1949, Vol. 12, 159—166; D. W. Winnicott, "Hate

in Countertransference,” International Journal of Psycho—

anal sis, 1949, Vol. 30, 69—74; P. Heiman, ”On Countertrans~

ference," International Journal of Psycho-analysis, 1950,

Vol. 31, 81-84; M. Little, "Countertransference and the

Patient‘s ReSponse to It,” International Journal of Psycho-

analysis, 1951, Vol. 32, 32-40; M. Gitelson, "The Emotional

Position of the Analyst in the Psychoanalytic Situation,"

International Journal of Psycho-analysis, 1952, Vol. 33,

1-10; T. Benedek, "Dynamics of the Countertransference,”

Bulletin of Menninger Clinic, 1953, Vol. 17, 201-208;

D. W. Orr, "Transference and Countertransference: A Histor-

ical Survey," American Psychoanalysis Association Journal,

1954, Vol. 2, 621—670; R. A. Spitz, ”Countertransference:

Comments on Its Varying Role in the Analytic Situation,"

Journal of American Psychoanalytic Association, 1956,

Vol. 4, 256-265; T. S. Szasz, ”On the Experiences of the

Analyst in the Psychoanalytic Situation: A Contribution to

the Theory of Psychoanalytic Treatment," Journal of American

Psychoanalytic Association, 1956, Vol. 4, 197—223; L. E.

Tower, "Countertranference," Journal of American Psychoana-

lytic Association, 1956, Vol. 4, 224—255; and H. Racker,

"The Meanings and Uses of Countertransference," Psychoana-

lytic Quarterly, 1957, Vol. 26, 303-357.
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psychoanalytic concepts, many conflicting definitions of

countertransference have been advanced. While the majority

emphasize the therapist‘s needs and motives and their im-

pingement upon his perception and handling of clients, dis—

agreement has been expressed over other aSpects. Sharp‘s

definition includes both conscious and unconscious factors.25

On the other hand Menninger considers only those manifesta—

tions which "may be conscious although the intrapsychic con-

ditions resulting in its [countertransference] appearance

are unconscious.“26 This latter view is more in keeping

with Reich‘s statement of the concept, the position which

has been selected as the standard psychoanalytic definition

by such widely used reference works as that of Hinsie and

Campbell.27

Within the last few years, however, leading theorists

and practitioners have given serious consideration to the

important functional distinctions which are implied by the

concept. Operationally, all studies which deal with the

 

25E. F. Sharpe, ”The Psycho-analyst,” International

Journal of Psycho-analysis, 1947, Vol. 28, 1-6.

 

 

26K. Menninger, Theory of Psychoanalytic Techniqpe,

Basic Books, New York, 1958, 88.

 

27L. E. Hinsie and R. J. Campbell, Psychiatric

Dictionary, Oxford, New York, 1960 (3rd Edition), 164f.
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therapist‘s dynamics in the therapeutic relationship fall

under the rubic of countertransference. After a comprehen-

sive review of the literature, Cohen observed that most

analysts feel that countertransference manifestations in-

clude conscious or unconscious reactions which are stimu-

lated by real or fantasied attributes of the patient. These

reactions can contain positive and/or negative feelings

about the analysand.28 Orr, in differentiating transference

from countertransference, has called attention to two func—

tional features of countertransference which were implied in

the early literature of those who questioned Freud: (1) the

distinction between the analyst‘s reality oriented reactions

to patient transference behaviors, and (2) his own unresolved

neurotic behavior resulting from his transference to the

patient.

Apparently Freud‘s self-imposed dictum that the

therapist must keep himself as near normal as possible30 is,

as it should be, ever with us. While contemporary counselors

 

28M. B. Cohen, "Countertransference and Anxiety,"

in C. Thompson, M. Mazer, and E. Witerberg (eds.), An Out~

line of Psychoanalysis, Random House, New York, 1955, 539-

561.

 

29D. W. Orr, "Transference and Countertransference:

A Historical Survey," American Psychoanalysis Association

Journal, 1954, Vol. 2, 621-670.

 

30$. Freud, "Recommendations for Physicians on the

Psycho-analytic Method of Treatment" (1912), in Collected

Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953, 328f.
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and therapists are much in agreement with Freud, their posi—

tion is more therapeutic in its stress of the positive use

of countertransference reactions. In other words, to become

aware of one‘s countertransference reactions to the point

where these feelings can yield fairly accurate clues about

the client‘s interpersonal distortions (cf., Wolstein),

requires a characteristically near normal level of emotional

health. Heiman has stated this position with regard to its

possible negative effects. He noted that, if the analyst

chooses to use his own emotional reSponses therapeutically,

he runs the risk of raising the patient‘s anxiety if his

(the analyst‘s) feelings are not largely conflict-free.

These promising departures from Freudian counter-

transference theory seem to have one thing in common with

Annie Reich‘s 1951 position, viz., that the therapist‘s feel-

ings and needs are essential for successful therapy. Beyond

this point, however, many contemporary psychotherapists

reject the conservative overtones which her once "radical”

view reflected. Few emphasize unconscious elements, the un-

resolved feelings and needs over which the practitioner is

not in control. Such present-day therapists as Franz

Alexander have consistently taken an active role with clients

 

31F. Heiman, "On Countertransference," International

Journal of Psycho-analysis, 1950, Vol. 31, 81f.
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in becoming aware of their own countertransference reactions

and in using them positively in the relationship.32 Strupp

has cited Alexander‘s active intervention, which Alexander

termed "corrective emotional experience," as a primary stim-

ulus in the current inquiry into the importance of the thera-

pist‘s personal traits.33

The theory of corrective emotional experience

leads to still another technical conclusion.

This concerns the most opaque (in my opinion)

area of psychoanalysis, the question of the

therapist‘s influence on the treatment process

by the virtue of being what he is: an individ-

ual personality, distinct from all other thera-

pists.34

Three years later Alexander became more emphatic:

The full recognition of the countertransference

phenomenon should introduce the therapist into

the therapeutic equation as an individual person

with his own idiosyncratic qualities.35

Today this interest in the positive aspects of coun-

’tertransference is being stressed and redefined by investi-

gators representing many persuasions of counseling and psy-

chotherapeutic practice. Moreover, important distinctions

 

32F. Alexander and T. M. French, Psychoanalytic

Therapy, Ronald, New York, 1946, 55—70. For a more recent

statement of the author‘s position, see F. Alexander, Tpg

Scope of Psychoanalysis, Basic Books, New York, 1961, 568-

586.

 

 

33H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune

and Stratton, New York, 1960, 294.

 

34F. Alexander, "Unexplored Areas in Psychoanalytic

Theory of Treatment," Behavioral Science, 1958, Vol. 2, 311.
 

35F. Alexander, The Scope of Psychoanalysis, Basic

Books, New York, 1961, 577f.
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within this interest promise not to go unexplored. For

example, Browning and Peters are representative of those who

feel that, likely, only some personality traits facilitate

the counseling process.36 Frankl summarized this view in

terms of its far-reaching effects:

The most important and unfortunately the least

understood situational variable in psychotherapy

is the therapist himself. His personality per—

vades any thechnique he may use, and because of

the patient‘s dependence on him for help, he may

influence the patient through subtle clues. 37

Positive Regard

Much like Frankl, Rogers views the client as depen-

dent upon the therapist for help; consequently, he has con—

ceptualized the psychotherapeutic process as a ”helping

relationship.“38 In attempting to redefine and formulate

the characteristics of this relationship, he asked:

Can I let myself experience positive attitudes

toward this other person-~attitudes of warmth,

caring, liking, interest, respect? It is not

easy. . . . We are afraid that if we let our-

selves freely experience these positive feelings

toward another we may be trapped by them.

They may lead to demands on us. . .39

 

36R. Browning and H. Peters, "On the Philosophical

Neutrality of Counselors,” Educational Theory, 1960, Vol. 10,

142-147.

37V. Frankl, The Doctor and the Soul, Knopf, New

York, 1955, 17. '

38C. R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person, Houghton

Mifflin, Boston, 1961, 39f.

39Ibid., 52.
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Rogers has given Standal credit for the initial con-

ceptual development of the above view, which was termed

. . 4 .

"p051t1ve regard." O In h1s latest formal statement of

theory Rogers defined the concept as:

To perceive oneself as receiving positive regard

is to experience oneself as making a positive dif-

ference in the experiential field of another.

Rogers has incorporated this concept into his schema of

human development, giving it generic status as a basic human

need for love and affection.42

As the awareness of self emerges, the individual

develops a need for positive regard. This need

is universal in human beings, and in the individ—

ual, is pervasive and persistent. Whether it is

an inherent or learned need is irrelevant to the

theory.43

Several construct distinctions were made within the

theory of positive regard as it was examined against thera-

peutic behaviors. Thus one of the key terms of the theory,

viz., "unconditional," was prefixed to positive regard to

call attention to the unqualified valuing of the client as

 

40C. R. Rogers, "A Theory of Therapy, Personality,

and Interpersonal Relationship, as Developed in the Client—

centered Framework," in S. Koch (ed.), Psychology: A Study

of a Science, Vol. 3, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1959, 256.

 

411bid., 208.

421bid.

43Ibid., 223.
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a unique, whole person. Rogers has defined this distinction

as:

. . to value the person, irrespective of the

differential values which one might place on

his Specific behaviors. A parent ”prizes” his

child, though he may not value equally all of

his behaviors.

Translating this definition into clinical terms, Rogers

continued:

It is the fact that he [the therapist] feels

and shows an unconditional positive regard

toward the experiences of which the client is

frightened or ashamed, as well as toward the

experiences with which the client is pleased

or satisfied, that seems effective in bringing

about change.45

Thus, unconditional positive regard is to the client-

centered therapist what transference and countertransference

are to the conservative analyst, the sine qua non of psycho-
 

therapy. And much like Freud, Rogers has also been criti-

cized regarding the restrictions which unconditional posi-

tive regard places upon the role and personal behavior of

the therapist. In this vein Strupp noted that:

 

44C. R. Rogers, ”A Theory of Therapy, Personality,

and Interpersonal Relationships, as Developed in the Client-

centered Framework," in S. Koch (ed.), Psychology: A Study

of a Science, Vol. 3, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1959, 208.

 

 

451bid., 208.
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The emphasis . . . of entering completely the

patient‘s phenomenologic field . . . neglects

the important therapeutic need for realism. The

patient must be enabled to . . . experience his

feelings and eSpecially his irrational needs and

expectations in relation to a realistic model of

reality, not an all-loving and all-giving mother

image. . . 46

Strupp continued with the importance of coping with the

patient‘s hostile demands.

It is evident that a therapist who indiscrimi-

nately showers the patient with the gifts of

human kindness does not succeed in evoking the

patient‘s retentive and negativistic attitudes,

thus depriving himself and his patient of the

opportunity of understanding them in all their

ramifications.

With tongue-in-cheek Ford and Urban speculate as to which

therapist behaviors should be expressed in accordance to the

concept of unconditional positive regard:

By this he [Rogers] seems to mean that the thera-

pist should think certain kinds of thoughts, have

affectionate feelings toward the patient, and that

he should make only some kinds of verbal state-

ments and gestures This concept covers a great

deal of territory.48

They conclude:

. . each time a Rogerian conveys his "understand—

ing" to the patient, he is selective in what he says,

 

46H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune &

Stratton, New York, 1960, 298n.

47Ibid., 300.
 

48D. H. Ford and H. B. Urban, Systems of Psycho-

therapy, Wiley, New York, 1965, 680.

 



30

and this represents an implied judgment that

he wiIl try to modifiy certain responses with

certa1n statements.

Perhaps Hall and Lindzey state the case against unconditional

positive regard most succinctly in noting that, in actual

practice, unconscious motivation is foreign to Roger‘s

theory. It gives credence only to the conscious (positive)

class of client experience.

In Spite of this impressive variety of comment

against positive regard generally--and against unconditional

positive regard Specifically--these concepts called atten—

tion to the importance of nurturance and dependency at a

time when the therapeutic profession was still highly influ—

enced by psychoanalytic orthodoxy. At that time the need to

give tenderness and receive affection was still considered

largely manifestations of countertransference and transfer—

ence, i.e., infantile instinctual conflicts to be analyzed

away. Commenting on this very point Freud wrote:

There is no love that does not reproduce infan—

tile prototypes. The infantile conditioning fac-

tor in it is just what gives it its compulsive

character which verges on the pathological.51

 

49D. H. Ford and H. B. Urban, Systems of Psycho—

therapy, Wiley, New York, 1965, 681.

 

50C.'S. Hall and G. Lindzey, Theories of Personalipy,

Wiley, New York, 1957, 497f.

 

51$. Freud, "Further Recommendations in the Technique

of Psychoanalysis: Observations on Transference—love" (1915),

in Collected Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953, 387.
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The above reference to Freud brings this discussion

of the concepts which contribute to the understanding of the

research problem back to its theoretical baseline.

The Concept of Needs

It may be said that Freud was one of the first major

theorists who gave serious consideration to the concept of

needs as a psychodynamic or motivational force.

As early as 1915 Freud noted that:

A better term for a stimulus of instinctual origin

is a "need"; that which does away with this need

is "satiSfaction." This can be attained only by

a suitable (adequate) alteration of the inner

source of stimulation.52

Grossly equating need with instinct, Freud proceeded to

define the distinguishing characteristics of an instinct or

need as: (l) a stimulus of the mind (having biological

counterparts), which (2) appears as a constant force, that

(3) ”no actions of flight avail against it.“53 In the same

paper-—showing an obvious preference for the term instinct

over that of need-~he made a distinction between the func—

tions of ego- and sexual-instincts. He noted that the ego-

instincts serve to preserve the individual and are in

 

52$. Freud, "Instincts and Their Vicissitudes" (1915),

in Collected Papers, Vol. IV, Hogarth, London, 1953, 62.

53Ibid., 61-63
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ascendence over sexual-instincts.54 In his last book he

further clarified these functional differences in observing

that the id‘s purpose consists in satisfying its innate

sexual needs, while:

No such purpose as that of keeping itself alive

or of protecting itself from dangers by means of

anxiety can be attributed to the id. That is

the business of the ego, which is concerned with

discovering the most favorable and least perilous

method of obtaining satisfaction. 55

Thus ego—instincts, as contrasted with sexual-in-

stincts, have access to and are influenced by consciousness

and reality-testing. Id-instincts (sexual needs) are wholly

unconscious. These needs are separated from the self-preser-

vation needs through the ego‘s use of anxiety. Anxiety, as a

learned drive, serves as a warning signal within the ego.

The aroused ego then deals with the threat posed by id-

instincts in a manner which gives the human being the least

amount of social discomfort and, at the same time, as much

need gratification as one‘s internaliZed forms of convention

allow,56

 

54S. Freud, ”Instincts and Their Vicissitudes" (1915),

in Collected Papers, Vol. IV, Hogarth, London, 1953, 68.

55$. Freud, An Outline of Psychoanalysis (1938),

Norton, New York, 1949, 19.
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While Freud felt that our knowledge about needs is

too limited to attempt a quantitative and qualitative taxon—

omy, he proposed that all could be generically classified as°

either life (Eros) or death (Thanatos) instincts. The for-

mer group includes both ego- and sexual-instincts and the

latter group the destructive instincts. The displaced form

of the death instincts is the aggressive need or drive.57

Freud at length concluded that aggression is as primary a

motive aS'selfepreservation or sex.58

If orthodox psychoanalysis attempts to explain human

motivation with too many pg 222 interpretations which do not

follow the scientific canons of parsimony, quantification

and prediction, certainly experimental psychology attempts

the same task with too few simple but carefully quantified

drives. The motivational work of H. A. Murray may be viewed

as an attempt to incorporate the best of both traditions.

His need theory employs several features of the psychoanalyt-

ic view of personality development and of conscious and un-

conscious motivation, but also emphasizes the environmental

 

57S. Freud, New Introductory Lectures on Psycho-

analysiS‘(l933), Norton, New York, n.d., 132f. The above

descr1ption of Freud‘s classification of instincts is ’

~obviously oversimplified. However this presentation is felt

to be sufficiently accurate to convey Freud‘s views on

instincts as they relate to needs.

58S..Freud, "Two Encyclopedia Articles: (B) The

Libido Theory" (1922), in Collected Papers, Vol. V, Hogarth,

London, 1953, 134f.
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determinants of needs-—a variable which Freud all but

neglected in stressing intrapsychical determinants.59

As characteristic of most of Murray‘s motivational

formulations, he was more precise than Freud in defining the

concept of need.

A need is a construct . . . which stands as a

force . . . in the brain region, a force which

organizes perception, apperception, intellection,

conation and action in such a way as to trans-

form in a certain direction an existing, unsat-

isfying situation.60

In an early publication, Murray Specified a tentative list

of twenty needs which he felt to be of prime importance in

this culture. Of these the abbreviated definitions for

nurturance and aggression are:

n Nurturance-—To give sympathy and gratify the

needs of a helpless object: an infant or any

object that is weak, disabled, tired, inexperi-

enced, infirmed, defeated, humiliated, lonely,

dejected, sick, mentally confused. To assist

an object in danger. To feed, help, support,

console, protect, comfort, nurse, heal.

n Aggression——To overcome opposition forcefully.

To fight. To revenge an injury. To attack,

injure, or kill another. To oppose forcefully

or punish another.61

 

59C. S. Hall and G. Lindzey, Theories of Personality,

Wiley, New York, 1957, 156f.

60H; A. Murray 3: 31., Explorations in Personality,

Oxford, New York, 1938, 123.

6lIbid., 152-226; cf. with A. L. Edwards‘ defini-

tions in Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, Psychological

Corporation, New York, 1959 (Rev. Ed.i, ll. Italics mine.
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Murray‘s schema classifies both of these needs as learned

determinants of behavior. Each is accompanied by a Specific

emotion or feeling and tends to use certain behaviors to

further its aim. Both may be experienced as ”weak or in—

tense, momentary or enduring.“62 Furthermore, their environ—

mental equivalents (dependency and hostility) serve as elic-

itors of each. In this sense an object or person facilitates

(or impedes) the efforts of the individual to realize the

rewards of nurturant and aggressive behavior. Murray has

designated such environmental stimuli as ”press" and has

 
defined this term as:‘

The press of an object is what it can £2 £2 the

Subject or for the subject--the power that it

has to affeCt the well—being of the subject in

one way or another.

 

Thus while needs represent a person‘s directional

tendencies, press signifies how he interprets his environ-

ment. Murray hassmarpened this distinction by borrowing the

Freudian concept of cathexis. This term refers to the capac-

ity of an object or person to attract or repel the individual.

The object‘s or person‘s cathectic power is said to be posi-

tive if it is attractive to the person (elicits approach

behavior), or negative when the object engenders dislike

 

62H. A. Murray 33 31., Explorations in Personality,

Oxford, New York, 1938, 124.

63

 

Ibid., 121.
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(elicits avoidance). A second concept--"sentiment”--refers

to the enduring diSposition within the individual to be

attracted or repelled by Specific stimuli.64

An example of the evolvement of the need to express

nurturance may serve to place Murray‘s concepts of need,

press, cathexis and sentiment into proper perSpective. A

child comes to associate a kind of anxiety-producing tension

--the form of deprivation experienced as psychological deser-

tion or unmet dependency--with his parent‘s frequent state

of discomfort. Furthermore, he also learns that he cannot

demand as much affectionate attention as he may need, be-

cause his demands only exacerbate his parent‘s already

burdened condition. At length, however, he discovers that

his helpful behavior causes him to be needed by his parent;

such behavior also elicits his parent‘s deeply approving,

warm reSponse (a positive cathesis). Thus the youngster‘s

repeated helpfulness (nurturance) becomes a relatively con—

sistent, enduring character trait (a need). It predisposes

him to be attracted (Sentiment) to future interactions with

needful persons (press) whom he may nurture.

In brief, the nurturant need is said to arise from a

particular type of conditional affection and approval given

 

64H. A. Murray and C. D. Morgan, "A Clinical Study

of Sentiments,” Genetic Psychological Monograph, 1945, Vol.

32, 3-311.
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by significant persons in one‘s formative years. In the

home in which the child‘s efforts to be needed and helpful

were often psychologically too costly in terms of delayed

gratification, nurturant impulses often become associated

with loneliness and limited dependency. Such conditioning

eventually results in reticence to make personal demands

. . 6 .

wh1ch cannot 1n some way be repayed. 5 ObV1ously there are

other forms of adult behavior which give evidence of an

intense nurturant-dependent conflict.

Murray has developed a concept accounting for the

above developmental conditions. The concept-—unity—thema——

also characterizes the individual‘s unique need make-up:

A unity-thema is a compound of interrelated--

collaborating or conflicting--dominant needs that

are linked to press to which the individual was

exposed. . . . The thema may stand for a primary

infantile experience or a subsequent reaction

formation to that experience . . . it re eats

itself in many forms during later life.6

This concept reflects the psychoanalytic interpretation of

personality development that was in vogue when Murray formu—

.lated unity-thema (ca. 1938). Close inSpection of many of

 

65H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, ”The

Social Service Interest: Roadblock and Road to Creativity,"

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 10.

66H. A. Murrangp a1., Explorations in Personality,

Oxford, New York, 1938, 604i. Italics mine.
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the currently prominent need theories reveals similar reli-

ance upon neo—analytic theory regarding the origin and devel-

opment of needs.67 However, numerous theorists have dis-

agreed with the neo—analytic interpretation of the normal

behavioral characteristics associated with needs in adult—

hood.

A comparative study of the more prominent dynamic-

cultural need theories discloses marked similarities and

differences. Nonetheless, some agreement was found concern—

ing the origin, development and ultimate expression of nur-

turance and aggression:

1. For the most part each need is thought to be

acquired, having its origin in a specific anxiety-

producing tension;6

a. Unmet dependent needs, which are largely psy-

chological in nature, give rise to the tension

to reduce feelings of psychological desertion,99

 

67This statement refers to the influence of neo-

analytic theory upon the need formulations advanced by Horney,

Sullivan, Fromm, Erik Erikson, and Dollard and Miller.

68The extent to which a Specific tension is supported

by constitutional and present physiological factors, which

may provide a certain degree of Specific tension vulnerabil-

ity and strength, is unknown. See J. J. Michaels, ”Character

Structure and Character Disorders,” in S. Arieti (ed.),

American Handbook of Psychiatry, Vol. I, Basic Books, New

York, 1959, 369; M. Ostow, ”The Biological Basis of Human

Behavior," in S. Arieti (ed.), American Handbook of Psychia-

ppy, Vol. I, Basic Books, New York, 1959, 81f; and I. Portnoy,

“The Anxiety States," in S. Arieti (ed.), American Handbook

of Psychiatry, Vol. I, Basic Books, New York, 1959, 316.
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b. The need for aggression (both constructive and

destructive forms) arises out of the tension to

reduce feelings of frustration.70

2. The feelings experienced with each tension ultimately

become associated with their source(s) of satisfac-

tion;

a. The feelings satisfied by affectionate approval

become associated with significant persons who

supply nurturance,

b. The feelings satisfied by aggressive expression

become associated with specific modes of behav-

ior which serve instrumentally in the reduction

of frustration.7

3. It is learned that each source of satisfaction is

conditionally made available, i.e., its attainment

requires a Specific class of responses;

a. Helpful, supportive (nurturant) behavior elicits

psychological closeness and affection from other-

wise discomforted, significant adults,

 

7OJ. Dollard and N. E. Miller, Personality and Psy—

chotherapy, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950, 82-84; 0. Fenichel,

The Psychoanalytic Theory of Neurosis, Norton, New York,

1945, 58-61; H. P.‘Laughlin, The Neuroses in Clinical Prac-

tice, Saunders, Philadelphia, 1956, 594f; and A. P. Noyes

and L. C. Kolb, Modern Clinical Psychiatry, Saunders,

Philadelphia, 1958 (5th Ed.), 78f.
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sonal Theory of Psychiatry, Norton, New York, 1953, 40.

 

 

 

72Fenichel, pp. cit., 41.

73J. Dollard and N. E. Miller, Personality and Psy—

chotherapy, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950, 93f.

 

 

74H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, "The Social

Service Interest: Roadblock and Road to Creativity," Journal

of Counseling Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 9.
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Aggressive behavior which is positive in nature

elicits approval, respect and admiration from

significant adults (modes of esteem which are

gradually internalized, becoming self-evaluative

standards).75 These sources of satisfaction are

highly, culturally defined and attenuated, e.g.,

hostility is usually punished while positive

self-assertion is rewarded——both types of rein—

forcement often occurring after the act.

Each adaptive class of behavior (nurturant and

aggressive) is repeatedly elicited and rewarded.

Consequently, each ultimately becomes a relatively

enduring character trait, being generalized to other

similar experiences toward which the individual is

now prediSposed;77

a. Psychological desertion, when it is not based on

fact, is now perceived in terms of dependent need

in other persons,78

Frustration is now experienced in relation to

persons, objects, or situations that thwart goal

attainment and so threaten self-degradation

through loss of control and/or failure to achieve

self-expectations. (The individual is now able

to label the difference between feelings of anger

and frustration; thus he is better able to sup-

press non-rewarding impulses in preference to

those wHich reward.)79

 

75E. H. Erikson, Childhood and Society, Norton, New

York, 1950, 226f; and J. Dollard and N. E.‘Miller, Personality

and Psychotherapy, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950, 93f.

 

76Ibid., l48f; and H. S. Sullivan, The Interpersonal
 

Theory of Psychiatry, Norton, New York, 1953, 212.

77Dollard and Miller, pp. cit., 51—53.

78H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, ”The Social

Service Interest: Roadblock and Road to Creativity," Journal

of Counseling Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 10.

79Do11ard and Miller, 32. cit., 446-453.
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The above outline is thought to represent areas of

theoretical agreement in regard to the origin, development

and non-pathological (adult) expression of nurturance and

aggression. Point four of the outline implies that the

normally adjusted adult is capable of exercising some degree

of control over his dominant need reSponsiveness. However,

in the established psychotherapeutic dyad in which the

client is known to have a dependent or hostile conflict, the

therapist is presumed to be able to help his client by vir—

tue of his knowledge and use of his own needs as therapeutic

"tools" of his unique character. To the extent that this

happens, the dyadic need interaction is said to be unilat—

80 . . .

eral. Strupp emphaS1zed a primary effect of unilateral

interaction upon the client:

The therapist, unlike significant people in the

patient‘s past and present life, minimizes his

own emotions, feelings, and needs and maximizes

the patient‘s. Usually for the first time in

his life, the patient has the unique experience

of hearing himself, or experiencing himself.81

Grater, Kell and Morse have described important need limita-

tions which unilateralism imposes upon the therapist:

 

8OF. Fromm-Reichmann, "Notes on Personal and Profes-

sional Requirements of a Psychotherapist,” Psychiatry, 1949,

Vol. 12, 361-378 assim.; and H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and

J. Morse, "The Soc1al Service Interest: Roadblock and Road

to Creativity,” Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1961,

Vol. 8, 10.

 

 

81H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune &

Stratton, New York, 1960, 296.
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The counselor knows but is not known. Although

in many cases the reSponses of counselees may be

intensely rewarding to the counselor, again the

counselor is forced to limit the expression of

his own needs and to derive his satisfactions

essentially from meeting the needs of others. .82

Summary of Implications
 

Due to the disagreement in authoritative views on

the concepts just reviewed, this summary will: (1) empha—

size those interpretations which best define the research

problem and (2) relate them to the major characteristics of

the hypotheses.

Psychoanalysts, counselors, psychotherapists and

motivational theorists--i.e., those of dynamic-cultural con-

victions--conceptualize the develOpment and expression of

personality traits as a continuous, complex interaction

between biological, intrapsychical and interpersonal factors.

This interpretation is much a product of the impact of neo—

behaviorism upon the metaphysical concepts of orthodox psy-

choanalysis. As a result, both the meaning and usage of the

concepts influencing the problem and hypotheses of this pre-

liminary study have undergone marked transformation during

the past thirty years. A few outstanding examples of the

 

82H. A. Grater, B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, ”The Social

Service Interest: Roadblock and Road to Creativity," Journal

of Counseling Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 10.
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content and process changes in the formulations on nurtur-

ance and aggression should convey this point.

The term needs is now much preferred to that of

instincts by personalistic psychologists and psychothera—

pists. The largely unSpecified Freudian view of the biolog-

ical origin and libidinal energy source of instincts has

given way, for the most part, to consideration of Specific

constitutional vulnerabilities and physiological tension—

strength factors. Freud‘s myopic concentration on intra—

psychic determinants has been softened by a growing emphasis

of reality and interpersonal factors, all three classes of

determinants being currently seen as crucial to the develop-

ment and ultimate expression of nurturance and aggression.

Freudian instinct theory would classify dependent and nur-

turant needs as acquired derivatives of the ego-instincts,

insofar as these impulses serve to preserve the organism.

On the other hand, the somewhat parallel implications made

by positive regard and unconditional positive regard-—to the

extent that these concepts may be equated content-wise with

dependency and nurturance respectively--emphasize self-

enhancement in addition to the aim of self-preservation.

Grater, Kell and Morse, along with Murray, likewise note the

self-protecting and enhancing characteristics of this need

complex. With regard to aggression, Freud hypothesized that

it is an acquired, diSplaced form of the death instinct
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whose generic aim is destruction. Laughlin and many other

dynamic-cultural psychiatrists (who likewise accept the

destructive aim of aggression), offer substantial clinical

evidence of common social-cultural modifications of aggres-

sive behavior; these modifications are now recognized as

having self-preservative and (in their most healthful form)

self-enhancing and altruistic aims. Thus aggression is

probably not the grossly destructive need that Freud hypoth-

esized, since it appears to be far more complex.

The foregoing, preferred interpretations lead to the

 following summary conclusion (the first in a series of :'

three):

1. That the hypotheses of this study, which are

designed to describe the therapist‘s nurturant and

aggreSsive need behaviors, are derived from dynamic-

cultural interpretations of personality development

and psychodynamics.

In terms of process and content, Freud observed that

the analyst and analysand perceive and experience the thera—

peutic relationship differently. The analyst is to function

mostly as a sensitive observer and is, hopefully, emotion-

ally detached from the patient‘s productions. This role

induces "the patient to unwittingly regress psychosexually

and, as a result, transfer aSpectS of his primary conflicts

onto the person of the therapist. Moreover, Freud concep-

tually divided the range of transference affect and its

attendent repetitious demands into two classes, viz., posi-

tive and negative.
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Dynamic-cultural psychotherapists now actively col-

laborate with their clients, to varying degrees. They fre-

quently reSpond to reality—oriented, interpersonal concerns

in attempting to prevent unnecessary regression. The c1i-

ent‘s repetitious feelings, attitudes and demands--formerly

viewed as evidence of the repetition-compulsion mechanism

which accomplished the transfer of conflicted material—-are

now handled as the interpersonal patterns which characterize

the client‘s present conflicts, reality—based and neurotic.

To the extent that Such patterns resemble unrealistic (posi-

tive or negative) demands upon the therapist, the client is

said to be consciously and unconSCiously appealing to cer-

tain personal traits of the therapist. Need-wise, the cli-

ent is seen as attempting to resolve an unmet (conflicted)

need alternative through the therapist; e.g., the therapist

perceived as "caring" (nurturant) will help his client with

unsatisfied dependency needs.

Such collaborative efforts between therapist and

client are viewed, nonetheless, as unilateral; however, not

in the same sense as Freud maintained. He generalized that

therapeutic responses based upon personal character traits—-

as distinguished from the appropriate application of recog—

nized psychoanalytic technique--are to a large degree coun-

tertransference manifestations, i.e., evidence of the ana—

lyst‘s own unresolved psychOpathology. Contrariwise,



46

Wolstein, Alexander, and Strupp--with a majority of the

dynamic-culturalistS--observe that the therapist‘s non-con-

flicted reSponses, which originate from his character traits,

frequently aid the patient in making important Self-insights.

Rogers and his associates have incorporated this observation

into the concept unconditional positive regard. They main-

tain that inasmuch as unconditional responses stem from the

therapist‘s feelings, needs and like traits, that such non-

condemnatory behavior gradually enables the client to func—

tion more effectively, or experience less conflict. Again,

translating this position into a need framework--the extent

to which the practitioner is familiar with and in control of

his need behavior, he may gain and communicate important

data about his client‘s conflicted need demands. As Grater,

Kell and Morse note, ”The counselor knows [himself and his

client] but is not known."- Thus he collaborates unilateral-

ly, at times quite forcefully, in a relationship which is

perceived and experienced very differently by each party.

A second summary conclusion may be drawn:

2. That the therapeutic interviews observed for this

study may be considered as unilateral dyads, in

which client and therapist collaborate for the pur—

pose of further acceptance and mastery of the cli-

ent‘s conflicted needs.

The operational terms of the research hypotheses of

the present preliminary study rely upon several inferences

made about the dynamic interaction of the two needs selected

for investigation. In that the terms of all six hypotheses
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are relative and are employed within a unitary research

design, the following restatement of the first hypothesis

will also serve to represent the other five:

H1: There is a positive relationship bepween therapists‘

nurturant need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

In accordance with the motivational formulations of

H. A. Murray and also those of Dollard and Miller, this

study assumes that therapists‘ nurturant and aggressive

behaviors are both reSponse elicited and response produced.83

Thus-the operational terms "a positive relationship between

. . need strengths and . . . approach behavior" refer to

the strength of the therapist‘s enduring need tendency or

diSposition to be positively stimulated by the client‘s un-

met need demand or bid. This determining characteristic is

understood to be equivalent to Murray‘s concept of sentiment.

 

83H. A. Murray and C. Kluckhohn, ”Outline of a Con-

ception of Personality," in C. Kluckhohn, H. A. Murray, and

D. Schneider (eds.), Personality in Nature; Society, and

Culture, Knopf, New York, 1953 (2nd Edi), 3-52; and J.

Dollard and N. E. Miller, Personality and Psychotherapy,

McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950, 42 and footnote. ,While it is

understood that most needs lead to types of persistent behav—

ior recognized as ultimate consequences of generalized rein-

forcements (associations to a class of stimuli) and may thus

be considered emitted, evidence also indicates that secondary

reinforcement is likewise received from time to time. Hence,

the old argument over emitted verses elicited need responses

appears academic and is, perhaps, an oversimplification of

the highly complex phenomena of need origin, development and

patterned expression.
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Moreover, the client‘s bid is seen as having the capacity to

elicit Specific reSponse behaviors from the therapist, being

equivalent to Murray‘s term cathexis.

Thus, motivationally speaking, the dyadic need inter-

action between therapist and client is to some extent circu-

lar, however, not in an absolute sense. ‘For example, should

the therapist‘s need sentiment be known to be dissimilar-to

his client‘s need bid (i.e., a bid for hostile interaction

made to an essentially nurturant therapist), a negative

(avoidant) reSponse would be predicted. Such a finding is

also in keeping with Murray‘s formulation that certain

cathexes (need appeals) have the capacity to repel (just as

some may attract). This theoretical rationale supports the

second and fourth hypotheses of this study. Likewise,

hypotheses three, five, and six raise cogent variations of

the research design through the employment of different com-

binations of several dynamically probable client-therapist

need interactions--(viz., of either combinations or permuta-

tions of nurturant, aggressive, dependent, and hostile

behaviors). All variations are similarly supported by

Murray‘s formulations.

The final summary conclusion may be made:

3. That the units of need interaction in this study are

based upon the essential nature of the therapist‘s

need-based approach reSponses to his client‘s com-

plementary (similar or dissimilar) need bids in the

therapeutic interview.
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Several of the theoretical themes described above

will be referred to in the following chapter, in which the

designs of Six related investigations will be discussed.



CHAPTER III

RELATED RESEARCH

Freud‘s early attitude (ca. 1912) on therapeutic re-

search was highly ambivalent, and remained 50. His inves-

tigatory interests were confined to the content of psycho-

pathological functioning. He publicly discouraged process

study, reasoning that the introduction of anything foreign

into his analytic procedure would have adverse effects upon

therapeutic outcomes.1 .This attitude-—abetted by his fail-

ure to recognize the fu11.meaning of the therapist‘s perSon-

a1 contribution to the dyad--he1ps to account for the thirty-

five year delay in therapist-centered research. Since-about

1950, however, many therapist variables have been investi~

_gated, particularly those which are manifeSt. The present

preliminary study is in keeping with this growing interest.

The Sc0pe of Research Interest

in the Therapist

,In a review of objective process research, Frank

observed that "investigations into psychotherapy can be

 

lS. Freud, ”Recommendations for Physicians<n1 the

Psycho-analytic Method of Treatment" (1912), in Collected

Papers, Vol. II, Hogarth, London, 1953, 326f.
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oriented towards trying to find the answers to one of at

least three questions," viz., (l) progress and outcome, (2)

theory, and (3) process.2 While this scheme brings order to

(and enhances the meaning of) a large body of research about

therapists‘ behavior, the complexity of such studies often

requires multiple classifications--as evident in the follow-

ing review.

Of the three investigatory areas distinguished by

Frank, progress and outcome research has received the least

amount of attention during the past fifteen years. Nonethe-

less, some noteworthy examples may be seen in the studies of

Ahmad and Winder gt_al. Each investigator found that the

proportion of clients who abort therapy, during the initial

phase, is reduced as therapists approach dependency state-

ments.3 Hiler offered data which indicates that the sex and

professional affiliation of the psychiatrist, clinical

 

2G. H. Frank, ”On the History of the Objective

Investigation of the Process of Psychotherapy," Journal of

Psychology, 1961,,Vol. 51, 89.

 

 

'3F. Z. Ahmad, ASpects of Psychotherapy Related to

Psychotherapists‘ Responses to Dependency, Unpublished Ph.D.

Dissertation, Stanford University, 1961; and C. L. Winder,

F. Z. Ahmad, A. Bandura, and L. C. Rau, "Dependency of

Patients, Psychotherapists‘ Responses, and ASpects of

Psychotherapy," Journal of Consulting P§ychology, 1962,

Vol. 26, 129-134.
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psychologist, and psychiatric social worker are unrelated

to continuance and discontinuance of treatment.4

Theory oriented research-~that focuses upon the

therapist--has continued to receive attention over the years,

perhaps because many of the variables are easily observed.

For example, the theoretical orientation of the therapist

has been observed to affect his feelings toward clients, in

part determine which topics he will attend, and is thought

to be a determining factor in the length of treatment.5

Professional affiliation has been associated with such phe-

nomena as the loss of fewer productive patients by analyt—

ically oriented therapists, the psychiatric social worker‘s

predilection for assurance, and with numerous distinctions

 

4E. W. Hiler, "An Analysis of Patient-Therapist

Compatibility," Journal of Consulting Paychology, 1958,

Vol. 22, 341-347.

 

5W. F. Fey, "Doctrine and Experience: Their Influ-

ence Upon the Psychotherapist,“ Journal of Consulting Psy-

cholo , 1958, Vol. 22, 403-409; F. E. Fiedler, "The Concept

of An Ideal Therapeutic Relationship," Journal of Consulting

Psychology, 1950, Vol. 14, 239—245;~F. E. Fiedler, "Quanti-

tative Studies on the Role of Therapists‘ Feelings Toward

Their Patients,” in O. H. Mowrer (ed.), Psychotherapy:

Theory and Research, Ronald, New York, 1953, 296-315;

C. R. Rogers, "The Attitude and Orientation of the Counselor,"

Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1949, Vol. 13, 82-94;

H. H. Strupp, "An Objective Comparison of Rogerian and Psy—

choanalytic Techniques,” Journal of ConsultingPsychology,

1955, V01. 19, 1-7; D. M. Sundland and E. N. Barker, "The

Orientations of Psychotherapists," Journal of Consulting

Psychology, 1962, Vol. 26, 201-212; and W. Wolff, Contem-

porary Psychotherapists Examine Themselves, C. C. Thomas,

New York, 1956.
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between psychologists and psychiatrists.6 Within the last

decade interest in the relationship between the therapist‘s

theoretical orientation and technique seems to have dimin-

ished;7 however, researchers continue to investigate the

close tie between the therapists‘ theoretical inclinations

and degree of experience8 and/pr competence.9 .Extrapolating

 

6E. W, Hiler, "An Analysis of Patient—Therapist Com—

patibility," Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1958, Vol, 22,

341-347; M, Korman, ”Implicit Personality Theories of Clini—

cians as Defined by Semantic Structures,” Journal of Consult-

ing Psychology, 1960, Vol. 24, 180-188; H, H, Strupp, ”An

Objective Comparison of Rogerian and Psychoanalytic Tech-

niques,” Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1955, Vol, 19,

1-7; and H, H, Sirupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune &

Stratton, New York, 1960, 83-96.

7F, E, Fiedler, ”The Concept of an Ideal Therapeutic

Relationship,” Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1950, Vol,

14, 239-245; H, H, Strupp, ”Psychotherapeutic Technique,

Professional Affiliation, and Experience Level," Journal of

Consulting Psychology, 1955, Vol. 19, 97-102; and A, H, Tuma

and J. W. Gustad, "The Effects of Client and Counselor Per-

sonality Characteristics on Client Learning in Counseling,”

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1957, Vol. 4, 136-141,

8A, Bandura, "Psychotherapist‘s Anxiety Level, Self-

Insight, and Psychotherapeutic Competence," Journal of Abnor—

Imal and Social Psychology, 1956, Vol, 52, 333-337; F, E,

Fiedler, ”A Method of Objective Quantification of Certain

Countertransference Attitudes,” Journal of Clinical Psychol-

o , 1951, Vol, 7, 101-107; F, E, Fiedler, ”Quantitative

tudies on the Role of Therapists‘ Feelings Toward Their

Patients," in O, H, Mowrer (ed.), Psychotherapy: Theory and

Research, Ronald, New York, 1953, 296-315; E. W, Hiler,pp,

cit,; R. R, Holt and L. Luborsky, Personality Patterns 0

Psychiatrists, Basic Books, New York, 1960; E. L. Kelly and

D. W, Fiske, The Prediction of Performance in Clinical Psy-

chology, University oiiMichigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1951; and

A. O, D, Patterson, W. U. Snyder, G. M° Guthrie, and W, S,

Ray, "Therapeutic Factors: An EXploratory Investigation of

Therapeutic Biases," Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1958,

Vol. 5, 169-173.

9N, Abeles, "Awareness and ReSponsiveness to Affect

as a Function of Training and Supervision,” paper presented
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from Frank‘s classification, the dimensions of experience

and competence qualify as both theoretical and process

oriented considerations; process investigators have found

each factor to be associated with important personal traits

of the therapist that influence his effectiveness with

clients.

Therapist-centered process investigation is the least

mature of the three areas of research. Investigators had to

first broach the sacrosanctness of the therapeutic relation-

ship—-and likewise overcome the profession‘s strong resis—

tance against self-examination—-before exploration of this

type could be accepted as a legitimate concern. Furthermore,

many technical advancements were needed before reliable mea-

sures of behavior could be obtained.

Historically, process research in psychotherapy

received its impetus from Lasswell‘s (1929) experimentations

 

at Michigan Academy of Arts and Sciences (Psychological Sec-

tion), March, 1962; E. J. Barnes,_Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts,

Defense Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes

of Client Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1963; E. Chance, Families in

Treatment, Basic Books, New York, 1959; Fey, op. cit.;

Fiedler, op. cit.; H. H. Strupp, ”An Objective Comparison

of Rogerian and Psychoanalytic Techniques," Journal of Con-

sulting Psychology, 1955, Vol. 19, 1-7; H. H. Strupp, "Psy-

chotherapeutic Technique, Professional Affiliation, and

Experience Level," Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1955,

Vol. 19, 97-102; and H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action,

Grune & Stratton, New York, 1960.
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with electronic recording instruments.lO Shortly thereafter,

Rogers suggested that such data could enhance the quality of

training and research,11 His interest eventually led to the

Rogers and Dymond volume (1954), which detailed a large

variety of psychotherapeutic process findings as related to

his major interest--that of outcome research,12 During this

period other investigators concentrated upon developing

coding instruments and objective verbal categories for-the

analysis of interview content initiated by both therapist13

 

10H, D, Lasswell, "The Problem of Adequate Personal—

ity Records: A Proposal,” American Journal of Psychiatry,

1929, Vol, 85, 1057—1066,

11C, R- Rogers, ”Electrically Recorded Interviews in

Improving Psychotherapeutic Interviews," American Journal of

Orthopsychiatry, 1942, Vol, 12, 429—435.

 

 

12C. R. Rogers and R. F, Dymond (eds.), Psychotherapy

and Personality Changg, University of Chicago Press, Chicago,

1954; and D, S, Cartwright, "Annotated Bibliography of Re-

search and Theory Construction in Client—Centered Therapy,"

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1957, Vol, 4, 82—100.

 

13E, F. Carnes and F, P. Robinson, "The Role of the

Client Talk in the Counseling Interview,” Educational and

Psychological Measurement, 1948, Vol, 8, 635-644; J. E, Fine-

singer, "PSychiatric Interviewing: I, Some Principles and

Procedures in Insight Therapy,” American Journal of Psychi-

atry, 1948, Vol, 105, 187-195; C, D, Keet, "Two Verbal Tech-

niques in a Miniature Counseling Situation,” Paychological

Monographs, 1948, Vol, 62 (whole No, 294); A, T, Dittman,

"The Interpersonal Process in Psychotherapy: Development of

a Research Method," Journal of Abnormal and Social.Psychology,

1952, Vol, 47, 236-244; R. M. Coller, "A Scale fer Rating the

ReSponses of the Therapist,” Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1953, Vol, 17, 321-326; N, I, Harway et al,, ”The Measurement

of Depth of Interpretation,” Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1955, Vol, 19, 247-253; and H. L. Raush et al,, ”A Dimen-

sional Analysis of Depth of Interpretation,” Journal of

Consulting Psychology, 1956, Vol, 20, 43-48,
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and client.14 With the appearance of Dollard and Miller‘s

publications (1950),15 learning theorists began to offer

therapeutic process research the theoretical and operation-

al rationale needed to place it on a more sophisticated,

objective plane.16 Learning theorists conceptualized psycho-

therapy as a verbal conditioning process in which healthy

behaviors are reinforced and the maladaptive extinguished.17

 

14E. J. Murray, "A Case Study in Behavioral Analysis

of Psychotherapy,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,

1954, Vol. 49, 305—310; L. A. Gottschalk and G. Hambridge,

Jr., "Verbal Behavior Analysis: I.. A Systematic Approach

to the Problem of Quantifying Psychologic Processes," Journal

of Projective Techniques and Personality Assessment, 1955,

Vol. 19, 387-409; E. J. Murray, "A Content-Analysis Method

for Studying Psychotherapy," Psychologagal Monographs, 1956,

Vol. 70, (whole No. 420); F. Auld, Jr. and A. M. White,

"Sequential Dependencies in Psychotherapy,” Journal of Abnor-

mal and Social Psychology, 1959, Vol. 58, 100-104; and T.

Leary and M. G. Gill, ”The Dimensions and a Measure of the

Process of Psychotherapy: A System for the Analysis of the

Content of Clinical Evaluations and Patient-Therapist Verbal-

izations," in E. A. Rubinstein and M. B. Parloff (eds.),

Research in Psychotherapy, American Psychological Association,

Washington, D.C., 1959.

 

 

 

 

 

 

15J. Dollard and N. E. Miller, Personality and Psy-

chotherapy, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1950.

 

 

16B. F. Skinner, Science and Human Behavior,

Macmillan, New York, 1953.

 

. l7L. Krasner, "Studies of the Conditioning of Verbal

Behavior,” Psychological Bulletin, 1959, Vol. 55, 148-170;

.K. Salzinger, ”Experimental Manipulation of Verbal Behavior:

A Review," Journal of Genetic Psychology, 1959, Vol. 61, 65-

95; and J. GreenSpoon, "Verbal Condiinning and Clinical

Psychology,“ in A. J. Bachrach (ed.), Experimental Founda-

tions of Clinical Paychology, Basic Books, New York, 1962,

510-553.
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However, laboratory situations were invariably used to Simu-

late actual psychotherapeutic interactions. It was not

until l956--with the appearance of E. J. Murray‘s content-

analysis method for analyzing continuous verbal interaction

--that therapeutic process investigation received the degree

of accuracy needed to reliably measure the less easily quan-

tified client-therapist contributions to the dyad. Subse-

quent modifications of Murray‘s method by Bandura p£_al.lg

and Winder ap_ai.20 have produced the method of molecular

analysis which will, with slight modification, be employed

in the present Study. The outstanding feature of this sys-

tem is that it reliably analyzes verbalbehavior as a series

. . . . . 1
of inter-locking units of 1nteract1on.2

 

18E. J. Murray, "A Content-Analysis Method of Study-

ing Psychotherapy," Psychological Monographs, 1956, Vol. 70.

19A. Bandura, D. H. Lipsher and P. E. Miller, "Psy—

chotherapists‘ Approach-Avoidance Reactions to Patients‘

Expressions of Hostility," Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1960, Vol. 24, 1-8.

 

 

20Winder et al., ”Dependency of Patients, Psychother—

apists‘ ReSponses, and Aspects of Psychotherapy," Journal of

Consulting Paychology, 1962, Vol. 26, 129-134.

21Bandura et al., op. cit.; E. J. Barnes, Psycho-

therapists‘ Conflicts, Defense Preferences, and Verbal

Reactions to Certain Classes of Client Expressions, Unpub—

lished Ph. D. Dissertation, Michigan State University,

1963; P. Caracena, Verbal Reinforcement of Client Dependency

in the Initial Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph.D.

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963; D. A. Kopplin,

Hostility of Patients and Psychotherapists‘ Approach-Avoid-

ance ReSponses in the Initial Stagayof Psychotherapy, Unpub-

lished Master‘s Thesis, Michigan State University, 1963; H.

Lerman, A Study of Some Effects of the Therapist‘s
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Typifying all approaches to process research involv—

ing the psychodynamic traits of the therapist are the follow-

ing problems and limitations:

1. An unsatisfactory Specification and control of

variables due to the extremely broad and, at points,

relative nature of behavioral theory;

2. Consequently, variables often prove difficult to

operationalize;

3. The manifest content of variables is often contami-

nated by underlying, highly related latent material

and cues;

4. To date, the instruments employed to analyze this

complex data are still primitive and time consuming—-

requiring-Specialized training and highly skilled

personnel to insure reliability of measurement;

5. The demands important to therapeutic process re-

search design are such that large numbers of thera-

pists, having specific characteristics, are diffi-

cult to locate. Consequently, such investigations

are frequently carried out with small samples.

In Spite of the above obstacles, a large amount of

attention has been given to psychotherapeutic process vari-

ables during the last decade. The more manifest, personal

traits of the therapist have been of Special concern to

investigators because-of their effects upon Specific client

behaviors. To date, the following therapist characteristics

 

Personality and Behavior and of the Clients‘ Reactions in

Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963; D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist

Variable in the Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished

Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1964; and

Winder et al., op. cit.
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have been found to be important in the therapeutic relation-

ship-7the nature and effects of his degree of conflict upon

the-client‘s hostility, dependency, commitment to treatment,

and upon various other relationship variables;22 the thera—

pist‘s level of anxiety with regard to Specific client behav—

iors;23 his tolerance for ambiguity in the dyad;24 the char—

acteristics‘and consistency of his therapeutic sensitivity;

the effects of his Sex upon his responsiveness to client

 

22E.IJ. Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts, Defense

Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes of

Client Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan

State UfiiVerSity, 1963; R. L. Cutler, "Countertransference

Effects in Psychotherapy," Journal of Consulting Psychology,v

1958, Vol. 22, 349—356; J. E. Munson, Patterns of Client

Resistiveness and Counselor Response, Unpublished Ph.D.

DiSsertation, University of Michigan, 1960; D. Rigler, Some

Determinants of Therapist Behavior, Unpublished Ph.D. Disser—

tation, University of Michigan, l957;'and V. G. Williams, Jr.

The Conflicts of the Psychotherapist and His Commitment to

ffie Patient, UnpubliShed Ph.D. Dissertation, University of

Michigan, 1963.

23A. Bandura, "Psychotherapist‘s Anxiety Level, Self-

Insight, and Psychotherapeutic Competence,” Journal of Abnor-

mal and Social Psychology, 1956, Vol. 52, 333~337; and P. D.

Russell, Cohnselbr Anxiety i9 Relation to Clinical Experience

and Hostile or Friendly Clients, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta—

tion, Pennsylvania State University, 1961.
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tive Communication in Counseling," Journal of Counseling

Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 25—30.

 

25N. Abeles, ”Therapeutic Sensitivity and Self Con-

sistency-eAn Exploratory Study,” Paper presented at Michigan

Academy of Arts and Sciences (Psychological Section), March,

1961; and E..H. Rosenberg, Correlates of a Concapt of Thera-

peutic Sensitivity, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, MiChigan

State University, 1962.
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hostility, dependency, and as associated with client termin-

26
ation; the nature of his need behavior in response to

27 28
client dependency and hostility; the nature of his need

characteristics affecting his ability to like clients

 

26E. J. Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts, Defense

Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes of Cli-

ent Expressions, Unpublished Ph,D, Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963; J. J. R, Goldman, The Relation of

Certain Therapist Variables to the Handling of Psychothera—

pautic Events, Unpublished Ph,D, Dissertation, Stanford

University, 1961; E, W. Hiler, "An Analysis of Patient—

Therapist Compatibility," Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1958, Vol. 22, 341-347; E. P, Ivey, ”Significance of’the Sex

of the Psychiatrist," American Medical Association Archive £~

of General Psychiatry, 1960, Vol, 2, 622-631; H, Lerman, a

Study of Some Effects of the Therapist‘s Personality and

Behavior and_of the Client‘s Reactions in Psychotherapy,

Unpublished Ph,D, Dissertation, Michigan State University,

1963; and D, H, Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in

the Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph,D,

Dissertation, Michigan State UniVersity, 1964.

'27P, Caracena, Verbal Reinforcement of Client Depen-

dency in the Initial Stage of’Psychotherapy, Unpublished

Ph,D, Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963; Lerman,

op. cit.; and Winder et al., "Dependency of Patients, Psy-

chotherapists‘ ReSponses, and ASpects-of Psychotherapy,”

Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1962, Vol° 26, 129-134.

28A, Bandura, D, H, Lipsher and P, E, Miller, "Psy-

chotherapists‘ Approach-Avoidance Reactions to Patients‘

Expression of Hostility,” Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1960, Vol 24, 1-8; Goldman, op, cit,; D, A. Kopplin, Hostil-

ity of Patients and Psychotherapists‘ Approach-Avoidance

ReSponses in the Initial Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished

Master‘s Thesis, Michigan State University, 1963; Lerman,

o . cit,; and E. B, McNeil and J. R. Cohler, Jr,, "The

EEfect of Personal Needs on Counselors‘ Perception and

Behavior," Paper presented at Michigan Academy of Arts and

Sciences (Psychological Section), March, 1956.
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29 the effects of hisexpressing similar or dissimilar needs;

compatibility with clients (in terms of his training, sex,

warmth, competence and passivity) upon client productivity

30 and the effects of client-counselor per-and termination;

. . . . . . 31

sonality Similarity upon therapeutic learn1ng and out-

come.

Six of the above process investigations relate to

the present study and are reviewed in greater detail in the

section below.

 

29F. E. Fiedler, ”The Concept of an Ideal Therapeu-

tic Relationship," Journal of Consulting Paychology, 1950,

Vol. 14, 239-245; D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Vari-

able in the Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1964; N. Stoler,

"Client Likability as a Variable in the Study of Psycho-

therapy," Psychiatric Institute Bulletin, University of

Wisconsin, 1961, Vol. 1, 1-9; and N. Stoler, "Client Likabil-

ity as 2 Variable in the Study of Psychotherapy," Journal of

Consulting Psychology, 1963, Vol. 27, 175-178.

 

 

 

 

 

 

30E. w. Hiler, ”An Analysis of Patient-Therapist

Compatibility," Journal of Consulting Psyghology, 1958,

Vol. 22, 341—347.

31A. H. Tuma and J. W. Gustad, "The Effects of Cli-

ent and Counselor Personality Characteristics on Client

Learning in Counseling," Journal of Counseling Psychology,

1957, Vol. 4, 136-141.

 

32G. A. Mendelsohn and M. H. Geller, "Effects of

Counselor-Client Similarity on the Outcome of Counseling,"

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1963, Vol. 10, 71-77.
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Recent Research Related to the Therapist
 

The reader will recall that the current investiga-

tion is designed to describe therapists‘ nurturant and

aggressive need interaction with clients‘ expressions of

dependent and hostile conflict. The effects of therapists‘

experience level and sex upon the need behavior of both

parties are also considered. With the exception of Mills‘

study (1964), none of the related investigations have dealt

with the therapist‘s nurturance, aggression, sex, and expe-

rience level with the~same theoretical and operational in-

tent as advanced by the research design of the present study.

Nonetheless, certain findings do seem to corroborate Several

assertions made by this preliminary investigation.

Syllogistically Speaking, if it may be assumed that

an absence or minimum of dependency conflict does not negate

the social service interest (the need to nurture) of the

therapist, then Barnes‘ (1963) finding supports the asser-

tion made in the first hypothesis of the current study——

which states:

H1: There is a positive relationship between therapists‘

nurturant need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

By correlating ratings made by expert judges with the self-

ratings of therapists, Barnes was able to separate therapists

into two disorete groups, viz., the dependency conflicted and

the non-conflicted. Using essentially the same modification
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of Murray‘s method of verbal analysis as-employed in the

present study, tape codings were completed on one "early”

interview (first through the third) and one "late” (fourth

through the sixth) for each of the 26 therapists of his sam-

ple, Scores for the percentage of approach to expressions

of client dependency were compiled, Barnes found that the

scores of approach to client dependency statements for the

non-conflicted groups of therapists were significantly great-

er than those of the conflicted, beyond the .05 level for

early interviews and the .01 level for late interviews (Mann-

Whitney U test), These findings also held across experience

groupings (l8 advanced doctoral interns and 8 beginning

practicum students). Barnes concluded,

The data indicate that as therapy progressed the

conflicted therapists tended to approach the

conflicted material less frequently, whereas the

non-conflicted therapists tended to approach such

material with greater frequency,

As with the nurturant-dependent dimension above, if

it may be assumed that the absence or near absence of hostil-

ity conflict in therapists does not preclude manifest aggres-

sive behaviors, then a second finding of Barnes‘ study has

relevance for the third hypothesis of the present investiga-

tion,

 

33E. J, Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts, Defense

ggeferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes of Cli-

ent Expressions, Unpublished Ph,D, Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963, 65.
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H : There is a positive relationship between therapists‘

aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ hostile bids.

By comparing the approach scores of the two groups of thera—

pists, which constituted his entire sample, Barnes found

that the non-conflicted group approached expressions of c1i-

ent hostility significantly more than did the hostility con-

flicted group (beyond the .05 level). However, in comparing

the early and late interviews of these groups, only the

approach of the early group proved significant in the de-

sired direction (.025). As before, these findings held

across experience groupings. In interpreting this differen-

tial finding, Barnes observed that an "inspection of the

data suggests that therapist with larger discrepancy [hos-

tility conflict] scores are primarily responsible . . ."

for the nonsignificant level of approach in the late inter-

, 34

v1ews.

The above finding on the-aggressive-hostility dimen—

sion receiVes some corroboration from the investigation by

Bandura ap_a$. (1960). He successfully separated 12 advanced

clinical psychology interns (2 females and 10 males) into six

groups on two need dimensions--viz., direct, indirect, and

 

34E. J. Barnes, Psychotherapists‘ Conflicts, Defense

Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Clases of Cli-

ent Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963, 61.
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inhibition of hostility-~and help seeking, approval seeking,

and dependency inhibition. High and low need strength dis-

tinctions were also made within these groups. Employing

Murray‘s verbal analysis method (with the same modifications.

used by Barnes), 110 therapeutic interviews were coded for

therapists‘ approach to dependent and hostile-client bids.

Bandura concluded that,

therapists who typically express their own

hostility in direct forms and who diSplay low

need for—approval were more likely to permit

and encourage their patients‘ hostility than

were therapists who expressed little-direct

hostility and who showed high approval seek-

ing‘behavior3

(significant at the .03 level, Mann-Whitney U test).

Bandura also carried out correlational analyses on

therapists‘ dependency needs, finding that those

who diSplayed a high need for approval were

more likely to avoid the patients‘ hostility,

whether directed toward the therapist (p‘<.06)

or toward others (p'<.002), than were thera-

pists who were-rated low on the approval seek-

ing‘scale.

This result is quite Similar to the assertion of the second

hypothesis of the present study, which states:

 

35A. Bandura, D. H. Lipsher and P. E. Miller, "Psy-

chotherapists‘ Approach-Avoidance Reactions to Patients‘

Expression of Hostility," Journal of Consulting Psychology,

1960, Vol. 24, 8. '

36

 

Ibid., 5.
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H2: There is a negative relationship between therapists‘

nurturant need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ hostile bids.

The fourth hypothesis of the current preliminary

investigation appears to receive analogous confirmation from

Goldman‘s (1961) study.

H : There is a negative relationship between therapists‘

aggressive need strengths and therapists‘ approach

behavior to clients‘ dependent bids.

Goldman Separated 34 therapists into categories character-

ized by high or low hostility and dependency anxiety, along

with like measures for warmth and sex. All therapists in

the sample were either advanced clinical psychology students

or established professional psychologists-—all working with

adult patients. Thetherapists‘ Self-ratings, word associa-

tion tests, and paper-and-pencil questionnaires-—describing

therapeutic and extratherapeutic hostile behaviors--proved

much more successful in predicting behavior in therapy than

the similarly designed ratings completed by judges. Each

therapist‘s interview behavior was subsequently analyzed

from the coding of tapes: this scoring system proved highly

reliable in yielding the needed indices of the therapist‘s

reaction to hostility. One of Goldman‘s conclusions was

that therapists manifesting-a high level of hostility avoid

. 37 .
patients‘ dependency b1ds. ‘While the present study does

 

37J. J. R. Goldman, The Relation of Certain Thera-

pist Variables to the Handling of Psychotherapeutic Eventa,

Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Stanford University, 1961,

67. '
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not equate aggression with hostility, both behaviors are

recognized as highly related ways of coping with frustrating

interpersonal events. Hostile behavior is understood as

frequently being a less productive-defense against the

dependent demands of clients than aggressive self—assertion.

In this sense Goldman‘s finding is not wholly unrelated to

the fourth hypothesis.

The independent investigations of Caracena (1963)

and Kopplin (1963) offer evidence of what this study antic-

ipates as the effect of the therapist‘s level of experience

 
upon his approach to client dependency or hostility. While

these investigators used the same sample and also collabo-

rated in analyzing interview tapes, Caracena confined his

study to the examination of the.nurturant-dependent need

dimension and KOpplin focused on aggressive-hostile inter-

action. Both studies failed to employ extra-therapy mea-

sures in assessing therapists‘ needs, inferring the presence

of these variables from the tape analysis of client-thera-

pist need interaction. Parenthetically, it should be noted

that the authors employed the same revised model of Murray‘s

method of verbal analysis as used‘in the present study.

Caracena and Kopplin used a sample of 30 therapists

--comprised of 6 professional staff, 12 advanced doctoral

interns, and 12 beginning practicum students—-who provided

72 tapes (48 first and 24 second interviews); this tape pool
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represented a total of 60 clients. In Caracena‘s study,

the interjudge product-moment correlation on 77 per cent of

the tape sample yielded significant levels of agreement on

therapists‘ approach to client dependency (:01 for first

interviews and .05 for second interviews). Kopplin used 36

per cent of the tape pool in computing a product-moment

interjudge correlation that yielded a .01 level of signifi—

cance in agreement on therapists‘ approach to hostility.

Having established judge reliability for the approach to the

need variable in question, each inveStigator proceeded to

examine the effects of experience upon therapists‘ approach

behavior. Caracena found that with increased experience,

therapists‘ approach to client dependency increases signif-

icantly (staff > intern .02, staff > practicum .03, practicum

> intern .29--Mann—Whitney U test).38 Kopplin found a simi-

lar experience-trend for therapists‘ approach to client

hostility: the mean approach per interview for staff was

.69, for interns .59, and practicum students .44--yielding

.01 and .04 levels of significance for staff and intern

groups reSpectively (Kruskal-Wallis H test). A .01 level

of Significance, in the desired direction, was obtained by

KOpplin across all experience groupings (Kruskal-Wallis H

 

'38P. Caracena, Verbalgeinforcement of Client Depen—

dency in the Initial Sta e of Psychotherapy, Unpublished

Ph-D. DiSsertation, Michigan State UniverSity, 1963, 42.
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test).39 Thus, aside from the question of validity of mea-

surement of the experimental variable in each of these

studies, they suggest that--in the present preliminary inves—

tigation--the therapist‘s experience level will affect his

nurturant and/or aggressive need behavior(s). At a later

point in this review the experience level findings of Mills‘

investigation (1964) will be reported.

One of Mills‘ hypotheses was designed to investigate

therapists‘ nuturant behavior as a Specified need, rather

than as an inferred behavior based wholly on the data re-

sulting from tape coding (as in the Caracena and Kopplin

studies). Mills hypothesized that, ”there will be a signif-

icant positive relationship between the therapists‘ need for

nurturance and their approach to hostility and to dependency.“4O

Mills and the present investigator served as inde-

pendent scorers in establishing global percentages for

therapists‘ approach behavior on 33 of the 37 interview

tapes (one therapist per client) used by Mills. Product-

moment correlation values for judge reliability on this

 

39D. A. Kopplin, Hostility of Patients and Psycho-

therapists‘ Approach-Avoidance Responses in the Initial

Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished Master‘s Thesis,

Michigan State University, 1963, 20.

 

4OD..H._Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

Efiychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 47.
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sample were +.9435 and +.8872 for approach to dependency and

hostility reSpectively. In using the same sample, Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule raw scores and fifth interview

tape coding data that the current study employs,41 Mills

computed product-moment correlations across all experience

levels between 36 therapists‘ raw nurturant scores on the

EPPS and their interview approach percentages to client hos-

tility and to client dependency. Positive significant re-

sults were obtained for the approach of all therapists to

hostility (at the .05 level). Furthermore, the senior

staff‘s approach to hostility was significant at the .05

level, while the practicum group‘s approach was significant

at the .005 level; the approach of interns proved nonsignif-

icant. Regarding the therapists‘ approach to client depen-

dency, none of the values for the total sample or experience

groupings reached significance--quite to the contrary, ex-

cept for the practicum group, all values were negative.

In interpreting these contradictory findings, Mills

noted that "the approach to dependency is . . . stable

across interviews (Caracena, 1963) and, hence, relatively

Speaking there was more approach to hostility as compared

to the approach to dependency in fifth interviews than there

 

1The only difference to be noted between the sample

used by Mills and the present investigator is that five ad-

vanced male doctoral interns were added to the intern group

in the current study. Thus the total sample for each study

is N==37 (Mills) and N==42 (Hartzell).
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had been earlier” (i.e., in the first and second interviews

used in Caracena‘s study on dependency). Mills concluded,

“In other words, it may make sense, after therapy is started,

to find that nurturant therapists begin to train the patient

for independence rather than reinforce his present depen—

dency.“4

In exploring the possible effects of therapists‘

level of experience upon their approach to client dependency

and to client hostility, Mills ran Kruskal-Wallis H tests.r'

The results suggest a positive relationship between degree.

of experience and approach to dependency for the entire sam-

ple of therapists (Significant at the .005 level), the means

of the three groups indicating that an increase in experi-

ence is accompanied by an increase in approach (the mean of

the senior Staff = 84.77, intern = 80.79, and practicum =

71.90). While the group means of approach to hostility were

similar in direction (staff = 76.92, intern = 73.50, prac-

ticum = 69.80), these differences did not prove significant.43

Mills also computed both Median and adjusted t-tests

to determine if the approaches to dependency and hostility

were functions of the sex of the therapist or client.

 

42D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 62f.

 

 

43Ibid., 33f.
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Concerning dependency, both tests proved nonsignificant--

indicating that neither the sex of the therapist nor of the

client relates to the therapist‘s approach to dependency.

However, with the approach to hostility, both tests revealed

that female therapists approach hostile client bids signif-

icantly more often than their male peers (Median test yield-

ed a .02 level and t-test .01) and that "aggressive bids of

male patients are more often approached than aggressive bids

s'. . . 4

from female patients" (Median and t-tests yielded .05).4

Summary

In Figure 3.1 (see pages 73 and 74) a comparative

'summary'is offered of those aSpects of the six studies just

reviewed which relate to the problem and research design of

the current investigation. This synopsis emphasizes points

of similarity and difference of which the following are out-

standing.

1. While it may not appear obvious, Figure 3.1 dis-

closes that each of the above investigations are like the

present study in that they rely upon the dynamic-cultural

interpretation of behavior, employ the same or equivalent

learning theory terms, and use the same or essentially

 

44D. H. Mills, Likingyas a Therapist Variable in

the Psychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disser-

tation, Michigan State University, 1964, 33f.
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Interviews Needs of Therapists

Author Sample Used Assessed By

Bandura 17 parents; Judge ratings;

et a1. ?

12 clinical N=110 Murray‘s content

1960 interns. analysis method

(revised).

26 college ”early”

Barnes undergrads; lst—3rd:N=26 Judge ratings;

1963 18 interns, "late"

8 practicum. 4th-6th:N=26 Murray (revised).

HOSpitalized Self-ratings,

Goldman adults; word association,

1961 Interns and ? questionnaire;

staff (N=34) content analysis.

37 college EPPS inventory;

undergrads; 5th only

N=37 Murray (revised)

Mills 13 staff, collaborated with

1964 14 interns, present investi-

10 practicum. gator (same data

used in both

studies).

60 col. undergrads. Murray (revised)

Caracena 6 staff,12interns, lstzN=48 collaborated

1963 12 practicum. 2nd:N=24 with Kopplin.

Used same Murray (revised)

Kopplin Used same data data as collaborated

1963 as Caracena. Caracena with Caracena.

Figure 3:1. A comparative summary of investigations relating

to the research design of the present study.
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Definition of

Therapists‘ Needs

Findings of approach

to or Avoidance 0 Client Bids*

 

Dependency; help seek-

ing, approval seeking,

inhibited.

Hostility; direct,

indirect, inhibited.

 

App. of low need for approval to'cli-

ents‘ hostility > high need (H2).

App. of high direct hostility+ low

approval seeking to client hostil. >

low direct + no approval (H3).

 

Hostility conflicted

and non-conflicted.

 

Dependency

conflicted and

non-conflicted.

 

App. of non-conflicted to client hos-

tility=>conflicted (total.8:”early")

(H3).

App. of non—conflicted to client

dependency=>conflicted (”early,”

"late") (H1).

 

High and low

hostility anxiety.

Iiigh and low

dependency anxiety.

 

 

High hostile avoid client dependency

(H ).
4

 

EPPS definition of

need to nurture.
 

App. to client hostility Sig. (.05);

app. to client dependency nonsig.

Effect of experience upon app. to de—

pend. (.005); app. to hostil. nonsig.

Effect of sex upon app. to depend.

nonsig.; app. to hostil. (female >

male .02); app. to hostil. of male

clients > female (.05).

 

Nurturance inferred

fromginterview

content.

 

Effect of experience upon app. to

depend. (staff:>intern .02, staff>>

practicum .03, practicum=>intern .29).

 

Aggression inferred

from interview

content.

 

Effect of experience upon app. to

hostil. (staff .01, intern .01, prac-

ticum n.s.; across groups .01).

 

*Those hypotheses of the present study which are analogous

to the findings reported above in the far right-hand column are

identified by number; e.g., H2, etc.)
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equivalent method of verbal analysis of client-therapist

need interaction.

2. Regardless of the form of need assessment instrument

employed in each of these investigations, all of the devices

appear to have used as their theoretical base Murray‘s need

formulations--which recognize the proactive (intra-psychic)

and reactive (environmental) determinants of nurturant-

dependent and aggressive-hostile behaviors.. However, with

the exception of Mills‘ study, the research designs of the

above five studies treat therapists‘ needs as largely reac-

tive, i.e., as though the therapist is making the same

demands upon the therapeutic relationship as his client. In

short, client-therapist need interaction is viewed as recip-

rocal instead of unilateral. For example-~dependent thera-

pists are said to approach dependent clients in Barnes‘

investigation--rather than nurturant therapists approaching
 

dependent clients. This relative treatment of need concepts

(as though "dependent-dependent" were equivalent to ”nurtur-

ant-dependent") makes it impossible to relate research find-

ings back to theoretical antecedents. In keeping with Mills‘

investigation the present study considers both the proactive

and reactive characteristics of the therapist‘s need behav-

ior. This position does not deny that a certain degree of

conflict accompanies every therapist‘s need behavior-~which

is frequently observed as essentially elicited (reactive).
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At the same time a proactive-reactive position acknowledges

the unilateral aSpects of the healthy therapeutic dyad and

offers a definition and rationale for the therapist‘s use of

his own need—produced feelings (hence, proactive) in helping

the client master and resolve need conflict. The unSpecified,

yet clearly infered, reactive positions of the above five

studies neglect this important theoretical consideration.

3. In Spite of the fact that Bandura et al. and Goldman
 

used adult clients whose emotional and reality-oriented

problems differ markedly from those of the college under-

graduate clients used in the other (and present) studies,

the findings of Bandura and Goldman are analogous to the

assertions made by hypotheses two, three, and four of this

investigation (see Figure 3.1). Should the findings of the

current study confirm those of Bandura and Goldman, then

several explanations may be offered: (1) that the proactive

character or the therapists‘ needs in these three samples

was stronger than the reactive, causing therapists to deter-

mine tOpics to a greater extent than formerly supposed, (2)

that dependent and hostile need conflicts are more universal

in the population at large and less restricted to developmen-

tal epochs than formerly supposed, or (3) a combination of

these two factors pervaded the therapies of these clients,

or (4) other unknown factors were operating which, due to

their complexity and/or subtlety, escaped detection.
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4. The resultscMFMills‘ hypothesis testing nurturant

therapists‘ approach to client dependency (nonsignificant)

and hostility (significant) run contrary to the prediction

of certain aSpects of the first and second hypotheses of the

present study. Mills reasoned that therapists begin condi-

tioning or training for client independence long before the

fifth interview in psychotherapies which are designed as

intense but moderately short-term. He also noted that

Kopplin‘s first and second interview data (which is open to

question) suggests clients become more concerned about hos—

tile laden material as therapy progresses in that, by the

fifth interview, many of their major dependent needs have

been met. While these explanations may hold, it should not

be forgotten that the nurturant/hostile—dependent design of

Mills“hypothesis failed to test for four of the six dynam-

ically probable combinations of need interaction asserted in

the current research design. Furthermore, the two hypothe-

ses of the present design (viz., H and H2)--which are
1

similar to Mills‘ trivariant hypothesis--require a less

complex correlational treatment (Spearman rank) than the

product-moment test demanded by Mills‘ more exacting design.

Therefore, it is felt that these design differences-—in addi-

tion to the above mentioned findings of Bandura and Barnes

in contradiction to Mills‘ nurturant/hostile finding—-warrant

further preliminary investigation of these need variables.
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5. The positive differential effects of therapists‘

experience level upon their approach to dependency reported

by Caracena and Mills should be corroborated by the present

study. Likewise, this study should also obtain results con-

firming Mills‘ findings regarding the effects of the cli-

ents‘ and therapists‘ sex upon therapists‘ approach behavior.

In conclusion, the research literature reviewed

"
I
"
?

above generally supports (at most points) the assertions

made about therapists‘ nurturant and aggressive need behav-

ior in the present research design. Without exception, the  
six investigations just discussed make no reference--even

_Syllogistically Speaking--to the multiple correlational

design of the fifth and sixth hypotheses of this study. The

only Serious divergence in opinion between this study and

those reviewed is on theoretical dimensions, i.e., between

the proactive-reactive position taken by this investigation

and the implied reactive reasoning of Bandura ap_al., Barnes,

Caracena, Goldman, and Kopplin.

The foregoing review and discussion of the research

related to the present study has doubtlessly raised ques-

tions about the inVestigation‘s design and procedure. Such

concerns are detailed in the chapter which follows.



is Dr

. he

Comm

1

“I'd
zit.)

=im'&

T
I
A



CHAPTER IV

METHOD

In the five major sections which follow, an outline

is presented of the research procedure of the present pre-

m
x
x
.
u
-
.
l
‘
_
—
—
r
‘
1

liminary exploration of therapists‘ nurturant and aggressive

need behaviors in the early phase of relatively short—term

pSychotherapy.

i
—  

Sample

Each of the 42 therapists serving as a subject in

the study was associated with the Michigan State University

Counseling Center as either a staff member, intern, or prac—

ticum student during the 1963-1964 academic year. The sam-

ple represents 87.5 per cent of the entire complement of

Counseling Center personnel engaged in pSychotherapeutic

practice.

Therapists‘ Demographic

Information

 

 

All of the 13 staff members included in the sample

were employed as full-time practitioners, having received

the Ph.D. degree in either clinical or counseling pSychology.

As to be expected, the mean and range values noted in

Table 4.1 (page 80) suggest that this group of therapists

79
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ofsubject‘s

own practice

Neo-analy.

Relationship=l Relationship=2

Table 4.1. Characteristics of participating therapists of

the Michigan State University Counseling Center

Advanced .Advanced

Doctoral Practicum

Senior Staff Intern Student

.Male _ 9 15 10

Female _3 _fl _9

Total l3 19 10

Age Range W=3l—55, W=24—39 W=24-37

Training

background:

Clinical 5 ll 5

Counseling 8 8 5

Years active 36:12.15 x=3.15 x=2.44

as a thera-

pist W=3.5-25.0 W=l.0-6.5 W= 5-6.0

.Years active _ _ _

as a thera- X=7.03 X=l 34 X= .90

pist in the .

counseling W=l.5-l8.0 W=.5-2.5 W=.5-l 5

center .

Have received' Yes = 5 Yes = 7 Yes = 4

a personal Several = 3 Several = 7 Several = 2

therapy Now = 0 Now = 3 Now = 2

N0 = 5 N0 = 2 N0 = 2

Client—cen. =1 Client-cen. =2 Client-cen. =2

Theoretical Eclectic =2 Eclectic =11 Eclectic ==6

orientation Interper. =1 - '

ofsubject‘s Neo-analy. =3

therapist Relationship=l RelationShip=4

A_No therapy =5 No therapy, =2 No therapy ==2

Client-cen. =2' Client-cen. =2 Client-cen.==l

Theoretical Eclectic =5 Eclectic =15 Eclectic ==9

orientation Interper. =1
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are highly professionally trained. Most of the members of

this senior staff had either therapeutic or supervisory con-

tacts with the intern and practicum trainees either just

prior to or during the collection of data for the study.

The 19 interns in the sample were all advanced

doctoral students, having completed the psychotherapeutic

course work offered by either the clinical division of the

Department of Psychology or the Counseling Psychology

Program with the College of Education of Michigan State

University. Each member of the group was working at least

twenty hours a week in the Counseling Center‘s services.

Much of their block of time was invested in individual psy-

chotherapy with undergraduate students. The group‘s mean

(3.15) and range (1.0 - 6.5) of total ”years active as a

therapist” indicate that many of its members had had consid-

erable experience prior to receiving doctoral internship

appointments from the Counseling Center. All of the intern

(and practicum) therapy interview tapes used in this inves-

tigation were of cases carried under systematic senior staff

supervision.

The ten practicum students in the sample were, as a

group, somewhat more advanced than the usual practicum group

Seeing clients in psychotherapy for the first time. However,

contrary to the implications that may be drawn from the data

in Table 4.1, they were not nearly as experienced as the
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members of the intern group. The slight mean and range

experience differences are thought to be more a function of

the subject‘s interpretation of the first question on the

"Professional Background Sheet” (see Appendix B), than re—

flective of a small magnitude of true experience variance.

Unfortunately, the first question was so phrased as to

encourage practicum students--while discouraging interns-—

to include pre-masters and masters level training and employ-

ment experiences in the total number of years they had prac-

ticed as pSychotherapists. In short, the mean and range

experience figures reported by the practicum group are seen

as spuriously high.

Comment should be made upon the "pecking order” that

was evident in the professional and social contacts between

the two training groups. This line of condescension was

largely built around the perception of interns as more or

less full-fledged members of the Counseling Center staff

and the fact that many practicum students were striving

after internship appointments for the following academic

year. It is anticipated that this social-pSychological

phenomenon, exacerbated by the usual feelings of inadequacy

experienced in professional training programs of this kind,

will be reflected in each group‘s EPPS need scores and

approach percentages to clients‘ dependent and hostile bids,
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Therapists‘ Work Setting and

Clientele

 

 

The Counseling Center policy followed in the hand-

ling of psychotherapeutic clients during the 1963-1964 aca-

demic year accounts for certain factors of selectivity in

the data.

1. All students requesting psychological help for pri-

marily personal-social reasons were required to be seen for

one evaluative interview. The therapist serving as the

intake interviewer for this hour emphasized the exploratory

use of this pre-therapy contact. Thus, the interview of the

client‘s therapy selected for study was the sixth contact

hour--or his fifth therapeutic interview.

2. The intake interviewer frequently requested Specific

therapist qualifications--such as age, sex, and experience

level--in the intake interview write up. Hence, many of the

42 dyads studied were diagnostically determined.

3. Due to the heavy demand for psychotherapeutic assis-

tance, the Counseling Center found it necessary to maintain

a waiting list during the winter and Spring quarters of

1963-1964. Thus, a large portion of the clients who partic-

ipated in this Study had to survive a delay of treatment of

from one, to as long as ten weeks between their intake inter-

views and first therapeutic hours. Quite generally, then,

survival of this delay may to some extent indicate a lack of

severe personality disorganization among these clients.
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4. Counseling Center policy encouraged Short—term coun-

seling and psychotherapy, arbitrarily Setting a 20 interview

limit whenever possible. However, a much smaller portion of

long-term clients were accepted and continued in treatment.

The clients who participated in this study were accepted as

candidates who, in all likelihood, would require long-term

treatment.

Several additional factors distinguish the 42 cli-

ents in this investigation: (1) 39 of them were undergrad-

uate students--quite generally of SOphomore and junior stand-

ing--who (2) were still experiencing conflict with their

separation from home in establishing a more adult identity

and in coping with independence from parental controls, and

(3) the majority of whom had never undergone psychotherapeu-

tic treatment. Tables 4.2 and 4.3 contain data relating to

the sex of clients and therapists.

Table 4.2. Sex identity of clients according to the

experience level of therapists .

 fl

 W

Therapist Therapist Client

 

Experience Level Male Female DJ Male Female N

Staff 9 4 13 5 8 l3

Intern 15 4 19 5 l4 l9

Practicum I9 9 10 fl 6 10

Total 34 (
I
)

42 14 28 42
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Table 4.3. Sex identity of dyadic pairs according to the

experience level of therapists

 

 

 

 

Therapist - Client Staff Intern Practicum Total

Dyadic Pairing N N N Pairings

Male - Male 3 4 4 11

Male - Female 6 11 6 23 “——

Female - Female 2 3 0 5

Female - Male 2 1 0 __3

42

 

Measuring Instruments
 

The independent variable in the study is the thera-

pist need trait, The dependent variables are the therapist

approach-avoidance behaviors to certain client expressions

which impinge upon the therapists‘ needs during the inter-

view.

Edwards Personal Preference

Schedulel

 

The EPPS was used to obtain raw scores of the ther-

apists‘ needs to be nurturant and aggressive. Because each

therapist participating in the study was familiar with

the testing procedure required by the EPPS, he or she was

 

lHenceforth referred to as EPPS,
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asked to self-administer the test. In addition to follow-

ing the test‘s standardized instructions, each Subject was

requested to take the test in privacy and to complete it

in one Sitting. For purposes of anonymity, subjects were

assigned code numbers by an independent person. All answer

sheets were scored and normed by the Counseling Center's

psychometric staff.

The EPPS has been standardized for college and adult

populations. In the absence of more highly Specified norma—

tive data, the EPPS adult male and female norms were used

for the sample. A comparative summary of this data is

offered in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. Means and standard deviations of the EPPS vari—

ables for the normative and therapist samples

 

 

 

   

 

General Adult Normative Therapist

Sample Sample

Standard Standard

Vari- Means Deviations Means Deviations

able Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

Nurtur-

ance 15.67 18.48 4.97 4.43 17.32 19.25 4.29 4.06

Aggres-

sion 13.06 10.16 4.60 4.37 13.32 10.25 3.95 4.39

Consis-

tency

Score 11.35 11.59 1.96 1.83 11.91 10.11 1.79 1.69
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The low negative intercorrelation reported for nur—

turance and aggression (-.33)2 suggests that these variables,

as measured by the EPPS in the present investigation, should

be relatively independent.

Tape Recordings and Scoring

System

 

Measures of the therapists‘ nurturant and aggressive

need interactions with clients were obtained from the verbal

analysis of the entire hour of each fifth interview record—

ing. The majority of these tapes were drawn from the longi-

tudinal research library recently established by the Coun-

seling Center. Because the Center’s collection was to

include only the psychotherapeutic cases carried by staff

and interns, the ten practicum tapes in the sample had to be

obtained directly from the trainees and their supervisors.

Hence, the study analyzes the need behaviors of 42 thera-

pists, who represent three experience levels--a11 42 inter—

view dyads being composed of one client per therapist.

The selection of the fifth therapeutic hour as the

best single interview source-for nurturant and aggressive

need data—~representing the initial phase of treatment--was

based upon deductions made from recent research. Kopplin's

 

2A. L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule,

Psychological Corporation, New York (Rev. 1959), 20.
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first and second interview findings, though preliminary,

suggest that the therapist's approach to hostility increases

across interviews with the same client.3 In analyzing the

same tape recordings as used by Kopplin, Caracena found that

therapists' approach rate to dependency remained stable

across first and second interviews.4 This observed stabil-

ity in approach rate to dependency was found to hold through

the sixth interview in Barnes' study.5 Logically, then it

seemed that around the sixth therapeutic hour the approach

rates to both need variables might be near equal. As it

 
happened, however, the Counseling Center‘s longitudinal tape

collection was far more complete for the fifth interview

hour and, hence, a concession had to be made to the desired

optimum point of entry.

As noted in the previous chapter, the coding—scoring

system of verbal interaction--as used in analyzing tapes in

the present study-~is the product of the modifications of

Bandura et a1. (1960) and.Winder et a1. (1962) on E. J.

 

3D. A. Kopplin, Hostility of Patients and Psycho—

therapists' Approach-Avoidance ReSponses in the Initial

Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished master's thesis,

Michigan State University, 1963, 36.

4P. Caracena, Verbal Reinforcement of Client Depen-

dency in the Initial Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished

Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963, 28-44

passim.

5E. J..Barnes, Psychotherapists' Conflicts, Defense

Preferences, and Verbal Reactions to Certain Classes of

Client Expressions, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1963, 46ff.
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Murray's 1956 content-analysis model. With this system, a

client—therapist interaction unit consists of three parts:

(1) the client's initial statement, followed by (2) the

therapist's total reSponse, and (3) the terminal statement

of the client, which not only completes the first interac-

tive scoring unit but also initiates the next. Thus, due

to the inter-locking design of the scoring unit, the contin-

uous interaction of needs is never disrupted.

Briefly, the systemwas designed as follows:

1. Client statements were’scored as to whether they con-
 

vey need for expression of dependency or hostility. There

is a miscellaneous category—-viz., VOther"--for statements

whose content can not be classified as dependent or hostile.

Multiple scoring is possible, i.e., a single statement may

have content in more than one area. Hostility is defined as
 

any verbal expression of anger, dislike, resentment, antago-

nism, opposition, critical attitudes, or aggressive action.

Statements eXpressing hostility anxiety and hostility ack-

nowledgment are also scored. Dependency is any verbal ex—
 

pression of problem description, help—seeking, approval-

seeking, company—seeking, information‘seeking, agreement

with another, concern about disapporval, and initiative—

seeking.

2. Therapist statements were scored on the basis of
 

whether the therapist approached or avoided the client
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verbalization immediately preceding the therapist's statement,

Statements of dependency and hostility initiated by the thera-

pist, as well as his silences, are also accounted for in this

scoring System. Approach reactions include verbal expressions

which are primarily designed to elicit from the client further

expressions of the Dependent, Hostile, or Other feelings,

attitudes, or actions expressed in his immediately preceding

statement, Sub-categories are approval, exploration, reflec-

tion, labeling, interpretation, generalization, support, and

factual information. Avoidance reactions include verbal
 

responses which are primarily designed to inhibit, discour-

age, or divert further expression of the Dependent, Hostile,

or Other client categories. Sub-categories are disapproval,

topic transition, ignoring, mislabeling, and Silence. The

complete scoring manual appears in Appendix A,

The present investigator and the aforementioned

advanced doctoral student in Clinical Psychology employed

the above content-analysis System in scoring the 42 tapes

used in the present investigation. Each judge independently

scored 38 tapes of the total interview sample. In training

for Scoring reliability, the judges began by scoring a series

of therapy tapes to acquaint themselves with the System and,

then, separated to score another series independently. The

results of the Second trial series were compared and found

reliable, At this point all the taped interviews used in
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the investigation were checked out from the tape library and

received from the practicum therapists to be independently

scored.

Reliability for the entire tape sample was estab-

lished from 33 tapes, representing 78.5 per cent of the sam—

ple. While each of the judges did Score 38 out of the total

sample of 42 tapes, five were excluded from the reliability

pool-—two of the five personally involved one of the scorers,

two others were inadvertently erased before the second Scor-

ing, and one interview tape was not completed in time to be

scored by the Second judge. Global percentages of approach

to dependency and to hostility were computed on each tape

scoring. Product-moment correlations, used as non-paramet-

rics as prescribed by Pitman (1937) and Koran (1958),6 were

then computed by the second scorer for the percentages

between the two independent judges. His results are repro—

duced in Table 4.57 (See page 92).

All analyses in the present study involving thera-

pists' approach percentages to nurturance and aggression

 

6E. J. G. Pitman, "Significance Test Which May be

Applied to Samples from Any Population; II. The Correlation

Coefficient Test,” Supplement to the Journal of the Royal

,‘Statistical Society, 1937, Vol. 4, 225-233; and B. P. Karon,

The Negro Personality, Springer, New York, 1958.

 

 

 

7D. H. Mills, Liking as a TherapiSt Variable in the

_Psychotherapeutic Intefaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-'

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 30f.
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are based upon averages of the judges' global approach per-

centages to each of these variables for individual therapists.

Table 4.5. Correlations between the approach percentages of

the two Scorers across 33 tapes

 

 

 

Area of Approach , Correlation

Approach to Dependency +.9435

Approach to Hostility +.8872

 

Statistical Hypotheses

The following-null hypotheses and directional alter-

nates are designed to test the effects of therapists' nurtur-

ant and aggressive need traits upon their approach-avoidance

behavior to client dependent or hostile bids.

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between thera-

pists' nurturant need strength scores and therapists'

frequency of approach to clients' dependent bids.

Symbolically: —Ho: rXy = 0

When: x = therapists' EPPS nurturant need strength

Scores,

y = therapists' tape approach percentages to

clientS' dependent bids.

Alternate hypothesis: A positive relationship exists

between therapists' nurturant need strength scores and

therapists' frequency of approach to clients' dependent

bids.
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' . . +

Symbolically. Hla' rxy > 0

When: x therapists' EPPS nurturant need strength

Scores,

therapistS' tape approach percentages to

clientS’ dependent bids.

Y

The null and alternate forms for the aggressive—hostile

hypothesis (H3) are identical to the above nurturant—depen-

dent statements of the first hypothesis. While the null and

alternate forms of hypotheses two and four are also identi-

cal to each other, the negative relationship predicted for

these variables warrants the following Specification. Thus:

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between thera-

pists' nurturant need strength scores and therapists'

frequency of approach to clients’ hostile bids.

Symbolically:‘ Ho: rxy = 0

When: x = therapists' EPPS nurturant need strength

scores,

y = therapists' tape approach percentages to

clients‘ hostile bids.

Alternate hypothesis: A negative relationship exists

between therapists' nurturant need strength scores and

therapists' frequency of approach to clients' hostile

bids.

Symbolically: H2a:- -rxy < 0'

When: x = therapists' EPPS nurturant need strength

Scores,

therapists' tape approach percentages to

clientS' hostile bids.

Y
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The null and alternate forms of the fifth and seventh (also

sixth and eighth) hypotheses are identical in design-—

dependency being the dependent variable in the fifth and

sixth hypotheses and hostility the dependent variable in

the seventh and eighth. Thus:

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between thera—

pists’ nurturant and aggressive need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’ dependent

bids.

Symbolically: Ho: ry 1,2 = 0

When: 1 " therapists’ EPPS nurturant and aggressive

need strength scores,

therapists’ tape approach percentages to

clients’ dependent bids.

2

Alternate hypothesis: There is a relationship between

therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strengths and

therapists’ approach behavior to clients’ dependent bids.

Symbolically: H53: ry 1 2 f O

0 ’

When: 1 = therapists’ EPPS nurturant and aggressive

need strength Scores,

2 = therapists‘ tape approach percentages to

clients’ dependent bids.

Null hypothesis: Adding the therapists’ nurturant and

aggressive need strength scores will not increase the

precision of predicting the therapists’ frequency of

approach to clients’ dependent bids.

Symbolically: Ho: ry.1,2 - r1 = 0

When: r 1 2 = multiple correlation,

o 9

r zero order correlation.

1
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Alternate hypothesis: There is an increase in precision

of prediction of therapists’ frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids when therapists’ nurturant and

aggressive need strength scores are added together.

Symbolically: Héa: ry‘l,2 > rl > 0

When: ry‘l’2 = multiple correlation,

r1 = zero order correlation.

The Symbolic forms of the above eight null and

alternate hypotheses may be diagrammatically reviewed in

relation to the specific variables they test (see Fig. 4.1).

Experimental Design and Procedure
 

The questions raised by the present preliminary

exploration of therapists’ need behaviors are problems of

correlation. In brief, the study is designed to determine

if there is any association between therapists’ nurturant

and/or~aggressive need strengths and their approach behavior

to clients’ dependent or hostile need conflict bids. Accord-

ingly, the method and elements of the design follow.

Indgpendent Variable

(The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) was

used to identify-and measure therapists’ manifest nurturant

and aggressive need traits and their strengths. Insofar as

therapists reportedly frequently experience one of these
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needs more strongly and consistently than the other, and

inasmuch as the client reportedly tends to perceive his

therapist as either an essentially accepting or rejecting

person-—these intra- and inter-personal factors were account-

ed for by ranking the therapists’ rawEPPS need strength

scores. Thus, every therapist in the sample received a rank-

ing on the intensity of his need to be (a) nurturant and to

be (b) aggressive. These-ranked classifications apply to

the Simple correlation hypotheses one through four. A

third classification was formed--(c) nurturant and aggres-

sive-—to account for therapists’ who have near equal access

to both needs in the therapeutic dyad: this classification

is relevant to the multiple correlation hypotheses five and

six.

Dependent Variables
 

A revised method of verbal content-analysis was

employed to code the 42, fifth interview tapes. The fre—

quency of each therapist’s approach to and avoidance of his

client’s dependent and hostile bids throughout the interview

was summed for each form of response to each of the two

classes of client need behavior. These frequency totals

were used to calculate global percentages of approach to

dependency and to hostility for each therapist. The approach

percentages of the two judges were then averaged for each

therapist in the sample, on each need dimension, to further
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tighten the observed measures of the dependent variables.

These approach averages were subsequently ranked. Thus,

each therapist received a dependent variable ranking concern—

ing his magnitude of approach to each of his client’s need

behaviors.

Diagrammatic Plan of Design
 

The therapists’ ranked EPPS need scores were corre-

lated with the therapists’ averaged percentages (ranked) of

approach to client need statements to determine the extent,

if any, to which the above eight hypothesized need patterns

hold for the 42 therapists of the sample. All Single and

multiple correlations were computed for (a) the total sample,

(b) experience level, and (c) Sex factor effects.

While the design of this preliminary study does not

make predictions about the effects of sex or experience

level on any of the therapist’s need behaviors, statistical

analyses on these factors were arbitrarily made so that the

research problem might be explored as far as the sample size

permitted. It is recognized that the statistical examination

of sex and experience factors ideally requires larger sub-

sample groups than the present sample provides.

In Figure 4.2 (page 99) the research design plan is

graphically presented.
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Analysis

Tests of correlation, both simple and multiple, were

the main statistical treatments applied to the study. Inso-

far as the sample cannot be said to be truly representative

of psychotherapists as a population, the descriptive applica-

tion of correlation only assumes that all cases are distinct,

each having two numerical Scores.8 However, in using corre-

lation techniques descriptively,

we describe the data as though a linear rule were

to be used for prediction, and this is a perfectly

adequate way to talk about the tendency for th§§£_

numerical scores to associate or "go together" in

a linear way in these data.

The Spearman rank coefficient was used to test the

first four hypotheses requiring the simple correlation tech~

nique. .This nonparametric statistic is reportedly 91 per

cent as efficient in rejecting the null hypothesis as the

vmost powerful parametric alternative, viz., the Pearson r.10

Like most nonparametrics, the Spearman r also accommodates

small sample Sizes, a requirement demanded by the present

sample when tests for the effects of therapists’ sex and

experience level were made.

 

8W.‘L. Hays, Statistics for Psycholpgists, Holt,

Rinehart, and Winston, New York, 1963, 509f; and S. Siegel,

Nonparametric Statistics, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1956, 202.

9Hays, o . cit., 510:

10Siegel, op. cit., 213.
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Due to the preliminary nature of the study, all

tests of significance were arbitrarily set at the .05 level.

Summary

The present study was designed to explore, in a

preliminary manner, therapists’ nurturant and aggressive

approach-avoidance need reactions to clients’ statements of

dependent and hostile need conflicts in the initial phase of

psychotherapy.

The sample of 42 therapists represented 87.5 per

cent of the entire complement of Counseling Center personnel

at Michigan State University engaged in psychotherapeutic

practice during the 1963-1964 academic year. Thus, the

study investigated the nurturant and aggressive need behav-

ior of both male and female therapists on three levels of

experience, viz., senior staff, intern, and practicum.

Seven professional background dimensions of the therapists

were discussed along with four points of Counseling Center

policy which account for factors of selectivity in the 42

therapeutic dyads analyzed.

Measures of the independent variab1e~—the therapists’

need traitS——were obtained for nurturant and aggressive need

strengths through the employment of the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule. By ranking the EPPS raw Scores, each

therapist was identified with the three need groups proposed
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for investigation on the basis of the need to be (1) nurtur-

ant, (2) aggressive, and (3) nurturant and aggressive. Mea-

sures of the dependent variables-~the therapists’ approach

percentages to clients’ dependent and hostile need bids--

-were derived from the content-analysis of 42, fifth pSycho-

therapeutic interview tapes (one client for each of the

therapists in the sample). Reliability for the two tape

Scorers was established from a non-parametric application of

product-moment correlation on 78.5 per cent of the tape sam-

ple (+.9435 for approach to dependency and +.8872 for ap-

proach to hostility).

Eight null hypotheses and their directional alter-

nates were stated for use intesting_the extent and direc-

tion of association between_therapists’ need-based approach

to clients’ statements of dependent and hostile conflict.

The significance level was arbitrarily set at the .05 level

for all hypotheses. The statistical technique employed to

test the first four hypotheses was the Spearman rank corre-

lation: the multiple correlation technique was required by

hypotheses five and seven which associate both need variables

with therapists'approach behavior. The assumptions for these

techniques were discussed. While the research design did not

make Specific predictions about the effects of the thera—

pists’ sex and experience level upon his need behavior, cor-

relations were computed on each of these factors.
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CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The results of the study are presented under two

major divisions. In the first division the findings relat-

ing to the general characteristics of the data are detailed,

viz., those aSpectS of the therapists’ needs, experience

level, and Sex which are thought to influence the need

behaviors under investigation. The second division consists

of a Systematic outline of the results of the hypotheses

tested.

General Characteristics of the Data

As noted in Chapter III, former research findings

Suggest that the therapists’ degree of experience and, pos—

sibly, sex effect their need-based approach-avoidance behav-

iors. The present study explored these factors, the results

of which are presented in the following three subdivisions.

.Edwards Personal Preference

Schedule Variables
 

The needs investigated--viz., nurturance and aggres-

sion~-were reported as being relatively independent in the

103
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EPPS normative sample (-.33 intercorrelation).1 In order to

determine the extent of relationship between these variables

in the present sample, product-moment intercorrelations were

computed on the therapists’ raw need scores across experi-

ence levels. As can be observed from the data in Table 5.1,

none of the experience group coefficients were Significant.

Moreover, the degree of negative relationship reported for

the EPPS normative sample was not corroborated in the exper-

imental sample.

Table 5.1. Correlations between nurturance and aggression

across experience levels

 

 

 

Group N Correlation P. of Diff. from 0.00

Total Sample 42 -.0827 n.s.

Staff 13 —.4069 n.s.

Interns l9 +.0779 n.s.

Practicum 10 -.2820 n.s.

EPPS Normative

Sample -.33

 

 

1A. L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule,

PSychological Corporation, New York (Manual revised 1959),

20.
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The possibility that the therapists’ level of

experience in doing pSychotherapy might effect their expres-

sion of nurturant and aggressive needs was explored by com-

puting two simple analyses of variance on the raw EPPS need

scores. AS may be observed from Table 5.2, the three expe-

rience groups did differ Significantly for the need to

nurture (p<.01)--the mean of the interns being the highest

of the group means for this variable. The result obtained

.for the need for aggression was nonsignificant.

TFable 5.2. Need for nurturance and need for aggression as a

function of experience

 
 

Group Means

Staff Intern Practicum F d.f. P. Value

 

rhxrturance 15.00 19.78 17.20 6.20 2,39 .01

Aggression 11.30 12.84 14.40 1.60 2,39 n.s.

_g

éPPrr>ach as a Function of

§§Pertience Level

In order to determine the extent of relationship

betWewen the therapists’ degree of experience and their

aPPI‘Oaczh to expressions of client dependency and hostility

COHfljJCt’ two Simple analyses of variance were computed on

these approach variables across experience levels (see Table

5'3). The data indicate that positive differences did exist
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between the three therapist groups for their approach to

client dependency during fifth interviews. The progressive

increase in mean magnitudes across experience groups Sug-

gests that increase in approach to dependency may have been

related to increase in practice in doing pSychotherapy. No

difference resulted from the test for experience level dif-

ferences and approach to client hostility.

TFable 5.3. Approach to dependency and to hostility as a

function of experience

Group Means

Staff Intern Practicum F d.f. P, Value

 

Dependency 845.38 808.42 721.50 5.55 2,39 .01

Hostility 713.46 761.31 723.50 +.32 2,39 n.s.

flPProach as a Function of Sex

The therapists’ approach behaviors were further

anal3nzed in order to determine if approach to dependency or

to hc>stility was a function of the sex of the therapist or

of tfle client. Accordingly, four simple t-tests were run

and Chochran and Cox’s method for samples with different

' 2
Varlallces was employed.

\

W' 2W. G. Cochran and G. M. Cox, Experimental Designs,

116v, New York, 1950.
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AS may be observed from the data summarized in

Tables 5.4 and 5.5, neither the sex of the therapist nor the

Sex of the client seemed to effect the frequenCy of approach

to the clients’ dependent statements.

Table 5.4. Effect of the Sex of the therapist upon the

approach to dependency over all clients

 

 

Test Value d.f. P. Value

 

t-test 1.334 40 n.s.

 

Table 5.5. Effect of the sex of the client upon the

approach to dependency over all therapists

 

 

Test Value d.f. P. Value

 

t-test* .517 40 n.s.

 

*Cochran and Cox’s method for samples with different

variances.

The data in Table 5.6 suggest that female therapists

in the sample approached hostile client statements signif—

icantly more often than their male peers (p<.0005).
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Table 5.6. Effect of the Sex of the therapist upon the

approach to hostility over all clients

 
A

Test Value d.f. P. Value Direction

t-test* 3.561 40 .0005 Female ap-

proach more

than male

 

*Cochran and Cox’s method for samples with different

variances.

The Sex of the client, however, did not effect the thera—

pists’ approach to hostility-—as indicated by the nonsignif-

icant result in Table 5.7.

Table 5.7. Effect of the sex of the client upon the

approach to hostility over all therapists

 
L—

Test Value -' d.f. P. Value

 

t—test 0.000 40 n.s.
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Restatement of the Hypotheses Tested

In accordance with the plan of experimental design

(see Chapter IV), the sample was partitioned as follows in

testing each of the hypotheses of the study: (1) raw score

grouping of the sample, (2) total sample grouping ranked,

(3) experience level groupings ranked according to staff,

intern, and practicum (all ten practicum therapists being

male), (4) sex groups ranked, and (5) sex and experience

level groups ranked for male staff and male intern (the

female groups of this category were too small to warrant

testing). Thus tests of significance were made for nine

sample groups for each hypothesis.

Simple Correlation Analyses

The Spearman rank correlation was used to test the

first four hypotheses to determine the extent of relation—

ship, if any, between various combinations of the therapists’

nurturant or aggressive need strengths and the therapists’

frequency of approach to clients’ dependent or hostile con-

flict statements. Due to the preliminary nature of the

investigation, all tests of significance were arbitrarily

set at the .05 level of confidence.

Hypothesis one. A positive relationship was pre—
 

dicted to exist between therapists’ EPPS nurturant need

strength scores and therapists’ frequency (in percentages)
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of approach to clients’ dependent bids. Accordingly, the

following null hypothesis was tested:

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between

therapists’ nurturant need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’

dependent bids.

The coefficients for the nine group tests are summarized in

Table 5.8. As none of these values reached significance--

indeed, Seven are negative quantitieS--the null hypothesis

was not rejected. It was concluded that the therapists’

nurturant need strength scores and their frequency of

approach to clients’ dependent bids were not related in the

sample.

Hypothesis two. In the second hypothesis a negative
 

relationship was predicted for the therapists’ EPPS nurturant

need strength scores and the therapists’ frequency of ap-

proach to clients’ hostile bids. The Spearman rank correla-

tion was computed to test the null hypothesis that:

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between

therapists’ nurturant need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of approach to clients!

hostile bids.

In accordance with the findings Summarized in Table 5.9,

both the null and alternate hypotheses were rejected. Four

of the nine values were significantly different from zero;

consequently, the null hypothesis was rejected. Moreover,
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Correlations between therapists’

strengths and their approach to clients’

dependent bids

nurturant need

 

 

 

Nurturance Measure N Correlation P. Value

Raw Score 42 -.101 n.s.

Total Rank ‘42 -.103 n.s.

Experience Rank: .

Staff 13 ~.163 n.s.

Intern 19 -.064 n.s.

Practicum (only_male) 10 +.156 n.s.

Sex Rank:

Male therapists 34 —.l42 n.s.

Female therapists 8 -.071 n.s.

Sex and Experience Rank:

Male staff 9 +.465 n.s.

Female staff .. .... ....

Male intern 15 —.286 n.s.

Female intern*

Practicum (only male)**

.000

I...

 

*Sample too small to run.a test of significance.

**Same Sample that appears above under Experience

Rank.

the positive findings were also in contradiction of the

negative relationship postulated in the alternate hypothesis.

 

3Extended comment upon all inverse findings is re-

served for Chapter V1,.entit1ed "Discussion."

3
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Table 5.9. Correlations between therapists’ nurturant need

strengths and their approach to clients’ hostile

 

 

 

bids

Nurturance Measure N -Correlation P. Value

Raw Score 42 +.322 .05***

Total Rank 42 +.337 .025***

Experience Rank:

Staff 13 +.308 n.s.~

Intern l9 +.080 n.s.

Practicum (only male) .10 +.774 .01***

Sex Rank:

Male therapists 34 +.376 ,..01***

Female therapists 8 -.131 n.s.

Sex-and Experience Rank:

Male staff 9 +.085 n.s.

Female staff* .. .... ....

Male intern 15 —.O36 n.s.

Female intern* -O O 0.0. 000.

Practicum (only male)** .. .... ....

*Sample too small to run a test.of significance.

**Same.sample that appears above under Experience

Rank.

*
**Value is significant in opposite direction of

prediction.

Hypothesis three. Therapists’ aggressive need
 

strengths-and their approach behavior to clients’ hostile

bids were predicted to be positively related in the third

hypothesis. The null hypothesis testedstated:
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Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between

therapists’ aggressive need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’

hostile bids.

With the exception of the negatively significant correlation

obtained for the staff experience rank (p<.025), the coeffi-

cients tabulated in Table 5.10 supported the null hypothesis

which predicted no relationship to exist between the vari-

ables. The alternate hypothesis was summarily rejected by

the results, the staff rank result being Significant in the

opposite direction of the prediction.

Hypothesis four. In the fourth hypothesis a negative
 

relationship was predicted between the therapists’ aggressive

need strengths and their approach behavior to clients’

dependent bids. Accordingly the following null hypothesis

was tested.

Null hypothesis: No (negative) relationship exists

between therapists’ aggressive need strength scores

and therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’

dependent bids.

Eight of the nine coefficients failed to reject the null

hypothesis which stated no relationship to exist between

the variables (see Table 5.11). The alternate hypothesis

was summarily rejected by all group findings because the

Significant result obtained for the staff experience rank

was positive (p<.05), not negative as postulated.
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Table 5.10. Correlations between therapists’

114

aggressive

need strengths and their approach to clients’

hostile bids

 

 

 

Aggressive Measure N Correlation P. Value

Raw Score 42 -.112 n.s.

Total Rank 42 -.090 n.s.

Experience Rank:

Staff 13 -.554 .025***

Intern l9 +.256 n.s.

Practicum (only male) 10 +.060 n.s.

Sex Rank:

Male therapists 34 +.001 n.s.

Female therapists 8 +.284 n.s.

Sex and Experience Rank:

Male staff 9 -.303 n.s.

Female staff* .. .... ....

Male intern 15 +.225 n.s.

Female intern*

Practicum (only male)**

*Sample too small

I...

to run a test of Significance.

**Same sample that appears above under Experience

Rank.

***Va1ue is significant in opposite direction of

prediction.
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Table 5.11. Correlations between therapists’ aggressive

need strengths and their approach to clients’

dependent bids

 

 

P. Value

 

Aggressive Measure N Correlation

Raw Score 42 -.118 n.s.

Total Rank 42 -.035 n.s.

Experience Rank:

Staff 13 +.525 05***

Intern 19 +.200 n.s.

Practicum (only male) 10 -.l47 n.s.

Sex Rank:

Male therapists 34 -.074 n.s.

Female therapists 8 +.602 n.s.

Sex and Experience Rank:

Male staff 9 +.584 n.s.

Female Staff* '0 .000 .000

Male intern 15 +.123 n.s.

Female intern*

Practicum (only male)**

0“.

 

»*Sample too Small to run a test of Significance.

**Same sample that appears above under Experience

Rank.

***Va1ue is significant in opposite direction of

prediction.
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Multiple Correlation Analyses
 

Hypotheses five and Seven were designed for multiple

correlation treatment: hypotheses Six and eight further

analyzed the multiple correlation data to determine precision

in predicting therapists’ approach.

In hypotheses five and seven relationships were pre-

dicted between the independent variable-~i.e., the sum of

the therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strength

scores--and the dependent variables (the therapists’ approach

to the Specific class of client behavior under consideration,

dependent or hostile). Accordingly, null hypotheses of "no

relationship" were stated (see page 94). However, it was

recognized that cessation of the analyses at this point

would fail to determine which of the therapists’ need vari-

ables-~if not both-~was contributing Significantly to the

obtained multiple correlation value. Therefore, hypotheses

six and eight were So stated as to test for an increase in

precision of predicting the therapists’ frequency of approach

to clients’ dependent or hostile bids, when the therapists’

nurturant and aggressive need strengths are added together

(see page 94). Hypotheses six and eight thus required null

hypotheses which stated:

Adding the therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need

strength scores will not increase the precision of

predicting the therapists’ frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent [or hostile] bids.
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The statistical procedure required to test these

precise null hypotheses necessitated two separate operations.

First, the therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strength

scores were each tested for Significance from zero. The

result of these tests indicated whether the variable under

consideration Significantly predicted approach to the Spec-

ified class of client bid; however, they did not reveal a

significant precision increase over employing the other inde-

pendent need variable. Therefore, a second test was used to

determine increase in precision of adding one need variable

to the other in predicting the therapists’ frequency of ap-

proach to either class of clients’ bids.4

~ AS with the first four hypotheses, all group tests

of significance for hypotheses five through eight were

arbitrarily set at the .05 confidence level.

 

4The unpublished formula used in making this F.test

was developed by Philip J. Clark, Department of Zoology,

Michigan State University. It appears, as follows, in W. w.

Farquhar, "A Comprehensive Study of the Motivational Factors

Underlying Achievement of Eleventh Grade High School Stu-

dents," Final Research Report, U.S. Office of Education

Cooperative Project #846, January, 1963, ll9n:

F -.- zdlz - zdzz/l

(l’N'm‘l) EleZ/N-m—l

”The 2dl2 is the’squared deviations (error variance) about

the regression line with one variable estimation and the‘Zd2

is the squared deviations (error variance) about the regres-

sion plane with two variable estimations."
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Hypotheses five and six. The following null form of

the fifth hypothesis of multiple correlation was tested:

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between

therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strength

scores and therapists’ frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids.

Examination of the data summarized in Table 5.12 disclosed

that only one coefficient, that of the practicum experience

group, was Significant (p<.05). Aside from this exception

it may be said that the nu11_hypothesis was not rejected.

The null form of the Sixth hypothesis for increase

in precision of predicting approach was subsequently tested,

which stated:

Null hypothesis: Adding the therapists’ nurturant

and aggressive need strength Scores will not increase

the precision of predicting the therapists’ frequency

of approach to clients’ dependent bids.

The tests of significance of the therapists’ need strength

scores from zero and for increase in precision of predicting

the therapists’ frequency of approach are-Summarized in

Table 5.12. Only the test for the staff experience group

proved significantly different from zero (p<.05). Moreover,

only the results for the practicum experience group signif-

icantly increased the precision in predicting approach to

cliernzdependency--both variables (nurturance and aggression)

at the .025 level of confidence. Therefore, the above null

hypothesis for increase in precision was generally not

rejected.
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Hypotheses Seven and eight. The entire statistical
 

procedure used in testing hypotheses five.and Six was

employed in the treatment of the seventh and eighth hypoth-

eses. Thus, the seventh null hypothesis tested for the

multiple correlation involving approach to hostile client

statements.

Null hypothesis: No relationship exists between

therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strength

scores and therapists’ frequency of approach to

clients’ hostile bids.

Only the test for the practicum experience group proved Sig-

nificant (p<.05). Hence, upon the strength of the remaining

eight nonsignificant group tests, the null hypothesis was

generally not rejected.

The eighth null hypothesis for increase in precision

in predicting approach.was tested. It stated that:

Null hypothesis: Adding the therapists’ nurturant

and aggressive need strength Scores will not in-

crease the precision of predicting the therapists’

frequency of approach to clients’ hostile bids.

Table 5.13 contains the data resulting from the tests of

Significance of the therapists’ need strength Scores from

zero and for increase in precision of predicting the thera-

pists’ frequencyof approach to clients’ hostile bids. Five

of the nine group tests were significantly different from

zero (p<.05, and greater). Further, four of the five signif-

icant zero order coefficients were borne out in Significant

increases in precision of predicting therapists’ approach to
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clients’ hostility statements for the nurturant variable

(p<.05, and greater).

Summary

The first four simple correlation hypotheses of this

study were designed to test for relationship between various

combinations of the therapists’ EPPS nurturant or aggressive

need strength scores and the therapists’ frequency of ap-

proach to clients’ dependent or hostile statements.

The above variables were further analyzed through

the use of progressively precise hypotheses. These have

been designated as hypotheses five through eight, and were

tested as follows:

1. for zero order correlation of each of the therapists’

needs with each of the therapists’ approach behaviors

to dependent or hostile client bids,

2. for multiple correlation of both therapist needs

with each class of therapist approach behavior to

dependent or hostile client bids, and

3. for increase in precision of adding each of the

therapists’ need strength Scores to the therapists’

frequency of approach to clients’ dependent or

hostile bids.

For the reader’s convenience, both the research and

null forms of all hypotheses appear in the summary of results

(see Table 5.14).



Table 5.14.
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Summary of the hypotheses and their results

 

 

Hypotheses Results

 

1. There is a positive rela-

tionship between thera-

pists’ nurturant need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clients’ dependent bids.

Null: No relationship

exists between therapists’

nurturant need strength

scores and therapists’

frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids.

There is a negative rela-

tionship between thera-

pists’ nurturant need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clients’ hostile bids.

Null: No relationship

eX1sts between therapists

nurturant need strength

scores and therapists’

frequency of approach to

clients’ hostile bids.

There is a positive rela-

tionship between thera-

pists’ aggressive need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clients’ hostile bids.

Null: No relationship

exists between therapists’

aggressive need strength

scores and therapists’

frequency of approach to

clients’ hostile bids.

1.

2.

Null hypothesis not

rejected by any of the

group tests of signifi-

cance (at the .05 level).

Null hypothesis rejected

by four of the nine group

test results (.05).

Group results significant

in the opposite direction

of the alternate hypoth-

esis prediction:

Sample raw score (.05),

Total sample rank (.025),

Practicum experience

rank (.01),

Male sex rank (.01).

Null hypothesis Supported

by eight of the nine group

test results (.05).

Staff experience rank

result significant in the

opposite direction of the

alternate hypothesis pre-

diction (.025).
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Table 5.14--Continued
 

 

 

Hypotheses Results

 

4. There is a negative rela-

tionship between thera-

pists’ aggressive need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clients’ dependent bids.

4.

Null: No relationship

exists between therapists’

aggressive need strength

scores and therapists’

frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids.

There is a relationship

between therapists’ nur-

turant and aggressive need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clients’ dependent bids.

Null: No relationship

exists between thera—

pists’ nurturant and

aggressive need strength

Scores and therapists’

frequency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids.

There is an increase in

precision of prediction of

therapists’ frequency of

approach to clients’ depen—

dent bids when therapists’

nurturant and aggressive

need strength Scores are

added together.

6.

Null: Adding the thera-

pists’ nurturant and.ag-

gressive need strength

Scores will not increase

the precision of predict-

ing the therapists’ fre—

quency of approach to

clients’ dependent bids.

Null hypothesis supported

by eight of the nine

group test results (.05).

Staff experience rank

result Significant in the

opposite direction of the

alternate hypothesis pre-

diction (.05).

Null hypothesis only

rejected by the practicum

experience group result

(.05).

Null hypothesis rejected

by the practicum experi-

ence group results for

nurturance (.025) and

aggression (.025).

(Staff experience group

result for aggression, in

predicting approach to

dependency, Significantly

different from zero (.05).)
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Table 5.14--Continued
 

 

 

Hypotheses Results

 

. There is a relationship

between therapists’ nur-

turant and aggressive need

strengths and therapists’

approach behavior to

clientS’ hostile bids.

Null: No relationship

exists between therapists’

nurturant and aggressive

need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of

approach to clients’

hostile bids.

There is an increase in

precision of prediction

of therapists’ frequency

of approach to clients’

hostile bids when thera-

pists’ nurturant and ag—

gressive need strength

scores are added together.

Null: Adding the thera-

pists’ nurturant and

aggressive need strength

scores will not increase

~the precision of predict-

ing the therapists’ fre—

quency of approach to

clients’ hostile bids.

7. Null hypothesis only

rejected by the practicum

experience group result

(.05).

Null hypothesis rejected

by the following group

results for nurturance:

Sample raw score (.05),

Total sample (.05),

Practicum experience (.01),

Male therapists (.05).

(Results for nurturance,

in predicting approach to

hostility, significantly

different from zero:

Sample raw score (.05),

Total sample (.025),

Practicum experience (.01),

Male therapists (.01).)

(Staff experience group

result for aggression, in

predicting.approach to

hostility, significantly

different from zero (.025).)
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

This chapter has two major divisions. The first is

devoted to a discussion of the data relevant to each of the

hypotheses tested. In the second division, the general char-

acteristics of the data associated with the therapists’

EPPS1 need scores, tape approach behaviors, and behaviors

related to experience level and sex factors are discussed.

Hypotheses
 

The hypotheses are considered individually and con—

secutively, as reported in the preceding chapter.

Hypothesis One
 

A positive relationship was predicted to exist

between therapists’ EPPS nurturant need strength scores and

therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’ statements

about their dependency conflicts as observed from fifth

interview tape recordings. This relationship was not sup-

ported by any of the findings obtained for the nine group

tests for significance.

 

lEdwards Personal Preference Schedule.
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The results are contrary to the dynamic-cultural

theory detailed earlier, which summarily stated that the

therapist’s nurturant reSponSes enables him to reduce the

threat of a partial reconstitution of his own primary anx-

iety--viz., deSertion--brought about by the client’s

dependent bids (see pages 10, 38-40). Syllogistically

speaking, these findings also raise questions regarding the

universality of the Rogerian concept of positive regard as

the sine qua non of pSychotherapy (see pages 26-28, 43).
 

Moreover, it will be recalled that Henry A. Murray’s con-

cepts of need and preSS--when considered on the nurturant-

dependent adient dimension--5uggest that need similarity

should exist between the highly nurturant therapist and his

dependently conflicted client.

Mills has offered a plausible explanation for the

contradictory results obtained for hypothesis one. He noted

that the initial dependency bids of the clients in his sam—

ple--essentially the same sample investigated in the present

study--had been met, for the most part, by the nurturant

therapists:

It must be remembered that the interviews from

which the approach percentages were obtained

were fifth interviews and, since the therapeutic ,

stress at the Counseling Center is towards short

term pSychotherapy therapy was well started in

most of the cases.2

20. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

PSychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tlorl, Michigan State university, 1964, 62,

 

 



128

Mills further noted that the therapists’ approach rates to

client hostility were increasing beyond the base level

established during the first interviews,

. . . if one can extrapolate from Kopplin

(1963) who found a Significant increase in

the approach to hostility from the first to

the Second interview and predicted that this

increase would continue over further interviews.
3

At the same time, Mills continued,

The approach to dependency is, nonetheless,

stable across interviews (Caracena, 1963,

and Schuldt, 1964) and, hence, relatively

Speaking there was more approach to hostility

as compared to the approach to dependency in

fifth interviews than there had been earlier.4

Thus, in agreement with Mills, Grater et al., and Snyder,

the therapist may find that he must limit his expression of

nurturance—-after therapy has begun--so that the ultimate

goals of relatively intensive, Short-term pSychotherapy may

be realized.5 The above interpretation is in keeping with

the view that the therapeutic relationship is unilateral, as

 

31bid.

4Ihid.

5D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

PsychotherapeuticInteraction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 62f; H. A. Grater,

B. L. Kell, and J. Morse, "The Social Service Interest:

Roadblock and Road to Creativity," Journal of Counseling

Psychology, 1961, Vol. 8, 10; and W. U. Snyder, Dependency

in Psycholotherapy, Macmillan, New York, 1963, 6.
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discussed earlier.6 In summary, then, once the relationship

has been established via the expression and definition of

the client’s core conflict(s), the nurturant therapist may

"begin to train his client for independence rather than

reinforce his present dependency."7

Mill’s conclusion is not Seen as being incompatible

with the theoretical views cited above. Similarity between

need variables, as predicted, may have existed in the inter-

views preceeding the interview selected for investigation--

(as suggested by the findings of Caracena and Kopplin)--only

to change, becoming dissimilar, as deemed necessary by the

therapists in Subsequent interviews. Becker expressed a

like conclusion in his review of the research on the comple-

mentary-needs hypothesis:

. . . researchers may well fail to recognize

limiting factors or Special conditions under

which complementarity may hold for a given

variable (and other conditions under which

similarity may hold).8

 

6H. A. Grater et al., ”The Social Service Interest:

Roadblock and Road to Creativity," Journal of Counseling

Psychology, 1961, Vol. 10. Cf. the discussion of this

concept in Chapter II, p. 41f.

 

7D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

PSychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1964, 63.

8G. Becker, "The Complementary—Need Hypothesis,

Authoritarianism, Dominance, and Other Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule Scores," Journal of Personality, 1964,

Vol. 32, 45.
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Hypothesis Two
 

In the second hypothesis a negative relationship was

predicted between the therapists’ EPPS nurturant need

strengths and therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’

hostile statements. Not-only did the resultsunequivocally

fail to support this prediction, but four out of the nine

group coefficients were inversely Significant. Thus, the

need theory advanced earlier in support of this hypothesis

(See page 10)--viz., that nurturant therapists avoid their

clients’ hostile statements out of the need to defend

against their own (i.e., the therapists’) hostile impulses--

appears to be open to further exploration and possible revi-

sion.

The positive findings of the second hypothesis sug—

gest that nurturant therapists-~at least the male therapist

and male practicum trainees in the sample-—approach clients’

hostile bids. Moreover, in Spite of the obtained low, nega-

tive correlation for the female group, the total sample of

therapists ranked also positively approached their clients’

hostile bids. These findings are corroborated by Muncie’s

statement that, in addition to the need to nurture in the

usual sense, i.e.,

. . . the need to support the patient in his

own efforts at betterment, encouraging the use

of the known assets, stressing the compensating

.assets, and giving alternative interpretations

to the excessively damaging ones he makes,
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the therapist Should be constantly sensitive to

. . . the need to uncover the damaging person-

ality aspects in their actual workings, thereby

generating additional suffering as guilt, anxiety,

and hostility directed aggainsa us [therapiSts] or

against self [Of theclient].

In emphasizing the therapeutic importance of both of these

needs, Strupp cautioned:

‘It is evident that a therapist who indiscrimi-

nately showers the patient with gifts of human

kindness does not succeed in evoking the patient’s

retentive and negativistic attitudes, thus de-

priving himself and his patient of the opportu-

nity of understanding them in all their ramifica-

tions.

These clinically based comments Support the view

that the strongly nurturant, male staff and (especially)

male practicum therapists of the sample were able to tolerate

and/or cope with client hostility-—an interpretation identi-

cal to the conclusion of Mills.11 Moreover, it would seem

that the high, positive coefficient of the practicum group

(+.774) partially accounts for the positive coefficients

obtained for all male therapists in the sample. To the

 

9w. Muncie, "The PSychobiological Approach,” in

S. Arieti (ed.), American Handbook of Psychiatry, Vol. II,

Basic Books, New York, 1959, 1325. Additions mine.

10H. H. Strupp, Psychotherapists in Action, Grune and

Stratton, New York, 1960, 300.

 

11D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist Variable in the

_Bsychotherapeutic Interaction, Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-

tion, Michigan State-UniverSity, 1964, 63.
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extent that this inference may hold, it may be reasoned that

practicum male therapists had not as yet considered the dif-

ficulties which often ensue from excessive gratification of

their own nurturant needs.

Hypothesis Three

A positive relationship was predicted for therapists’

EPPS aggressive need strengths and their approach to clients’

hostile bids. The hypothesis was not confirmed by any of

the nine group tests. Moreover, the staff experience rank

coefficient (-.554) was inversely significant, suggesting

that this group of highly aggressive therapists tended to

avoid hostile client statements.

The above puzzling results Seem to contradict the

need theory of the dynamic-culturalists and of Henry A.

Murray, as outlined in Chapter II. The theory stated that

highly aggressive therapists interact with their hostile

clients out of the need to deal with the threat of frustra-

tion posed by the clients’ verbal behaviors. Thus, in keep-

ing with the theory of need similarity in the unilateral

therapeutic dyad, highly aggressive therapists should be

capable of distinguishing between their own feelings of

anger-~which are not a legitimate part of the interaction--

and frustration in channeling their aggressive reSponseS

along therapeutic lines.
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The above frustration rationale, given the current

level of sophistication of need theory, may be insensitive

to important special conditions which invalidate need sim-

ilarity in the moderately intense, short-term pSychothera-

peutic dyad. Perhaps a more cogent and parsimoneous explana-

tion of the present findings involves the Neo-analytic phe-

nomenon of countertransference, which functions as an in-

direct check upon the therapist’s expression of aggression

in the initial phase of treatment (see page 24ff). Accord-

ingly, the staff therapists of the present sample would be

expected (more than their less accomplished trainees) to

refrain from reinforcing client hostility initially, as

evidenced by their avoidance behavior during fifth inter-

views. Such avoidance, at this point in treatment, served

to free the therapists from premature, countertransference

initiated responses, to the end that they were more sensi-

tive and skillful in handling clients’ major hostile

defenses in Subsequent interviews.

While the above explanation for the inverse result

obtained for the staff experience group is plausible, it is

stated with reservation because of the small sample used in

the computation (n = 13).
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Hypothesis Four
 

Consistent with the results for all of the previous

hypotheses, the fourth hypothesis was not supported--the

prediction being that there is a negative relationship

between therapists’ aggressive need strengths and their

approach to clients’ dependency statements. The inversely

significant coefficient obtained for staff experienced

therapists suggests that they did entertain their clients’

dependency bids.

The above findings appear to contradict the need

theory summarized in Chapter II. According to the formula-

tion derived from the theory of Henry A. Murray and the

dynamic-culturalists, therapists with strong aggressive :

needs should avoid dependent client statements in defending

against their own (i.e., the therapists’) unmet dependent

needs.

Examination of the experience rank coefficients (See

Table 5.11, page 115) disclosed that, as experience in doing

pSychotherapy increases, the tendency for aggressive thera-

pists to approach client dependency bids increases. While

this trend was not significantly confirmed at the practicum

and intern levels, the smooth rise in coefficients across

experience groups suggests that the experience level factor

may account for some of the discrepancy between need theory

and the results obtained for the fourth hypothesis. Hence,
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it may be that increased experience was also accompanied by

a heightened awareness on the part of the therapist that his

or her needs did not have to intrude upon the therapeutic

dialogue. This interpretation emphasizes that the thera-

pist’s ability to control his or her aggressive needs, in

coping with client dependency, was more commensurate than

not with his or her degree of experience as a practitioner.

Hypotheses Five and Six
 

The hypothesis designed to examine the multiple

correlation interaction between the therapists’ two need

strengths-(nurturance and aggression) and the therapists’

approach to clients’ dependency bids was largely not sup—

ported. Only the test for the practicum group yielded a

significant result. This finding, moreover, was consistent

with the results obtained in testing for an increase in

precision of predicting the therapists’ frequency of ap-

proach to client dependency. The latter results suggest

that both of the practicum therapists’ needs were equally

motivating in predicting approach (see Table 5.12, page 119).

The absence of significant results for the intern

and staff groups, coupled with an equal level of signifi-

cance for the two needs of the practicum group, places

emphasis upon experience in doing pSychotherapy as a factor

in predicting frequency of approach to client dependency.

Apparently the inexperienced therapists (as compared with
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their more seasoned colleagues) were not as successful in

differentiating and controlling the need determinants of

their behavior with dependent clients.

Hypotheses Seven and Eight
 

The results for the multiple correlation hypothesis--

predicting a relationship between the product of the thera-

pists’ two need strengths and the therapists’ approach to

clients’ hostile bids--(with the exception of the practicum

group’s approach) were nonsignificant (see Table 5.13, page

121). However, inspection of the data relating to tests for

increase in precision of prediction indicate that the nur-

turant variable contributed significantly in the frequency

of approach for the total sample, the practicum group, and

all male therapists.

The high zero order coefficient for the nurturant

approach of the practicum group (.7744, p<.01) appears to

have made the greatest single contribution to the signif-

icant precision of prediction result obtained for the total

sample. This observation lends additional support to the

interpretation that apparently neophyte therapists tend to

excessively and indiscriminately gratify their needs to

nurture. Hence inexperienced trainees, who have strong nur-

turant needs, may approach client hostility with a rather

pronounced nurturant need Set. Presumably, this set dissi-

pates with additional professional training and experience

with clients.
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General Characteristics of the Data
 

The following discussion of data characteristics is

intended to expand the above commentary on the results of

the hypotheses.

The Edwards Variables
 

As noted earlier, no relationship was found to exist

between the therapists’ needs to nurture and be aggressive

(see Table 5.1, page 104). This finding is not considered

analogous to the relative independence reported for the EPPS

normative sample (-.33 intercorrelation), particularly since

the latter sample was comprised of college Students.12

The results obtained for therapists’ needs to nur-

ture were found to be definitive as to the absolute amounts

of the need expressed (see Table 5.2, page 105). Significant

differences appeared between the three experience groups for

nurturance (p<.01), the interns having the most intense

average need (19.78) and the practicum and Staff groups fol-

lowing in order (17.20 and 15.00). This pattern is thought

to reflect the differential effects of experience in doing

pSychotherapy--or, more Specifically, indicative of the dis-

turbing influence of training upon the neophyte’s expression

 

12A. L. Edwards, Edwards Personal Preference Sched-

ule, PSychological Corporation, New York (Manual revised

1959), 20.
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of nurturance. The interns’ expressed Strength to nurture

is seen as somewhat proportional to their degree of ambiva-

lence toward the potent but often deleterious effects of

their nurturing behaviors. Additional training and thera-

peutic practice Should enable this group to develop greater

clarity of and control over this need. Presumably staff

therapists had already worked this issue through and had

also found more appropriate objects for their nurturance

extratherapeutically, as reflected in their low need mean

(15.00). Insofar as the practicum students were just enter-

ing this ambivalent stage in training--being largely unaware

of the dangers of satisfying their needs to nurture at their

clients’ expense-~it is not Surprising that they had the

second highest average need (17.20).

No Significant difference was found between the

absolute amounts of aggression expressed by the three expe-

rience groups (see Table 5.2, page 105). The smooth de-

crease in means across groups as experience increased sug-

gests that therapists’ aggressive need, while modifiable,

is not as dramatically effected as is nurturance by experi-

ence with clients and the training milieu.

The effects of the training milieu upon the intern

and practicum groups’ need behaviors warrant further discus-

sion. It was suggested that the interns’ strong need to

nurture-was related to their ambivalence with this need--

and, by comparison, that the practicum students were not as
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intensely involved with this issue. The summary of demo-

graphic information does not, as reported, offer much sup-

port for the interns’ intense-awareness of the effects of.

nurturance (See Table 4.1, page 80). However, in Spite of

the fact that the data relating to each groups’ personal

pSychotherapies suggest a near equal level of motivation to

nurture, the elements of recenCy, intensity and length of

the interns’ therapies far exceeded those of the practicum

group. Moreover, the positive elements of the interns’ need

to nurture was further intensified through various training

involvements with the Senior staff of the Counseling Center’s

internship program, whereas the practicum students’ contact

with these gratifying figures was characteristically limited

andfragmentized. Thus it seems that the interns were

immersed in a cross fire, as it were, between (1) experienc-

ing the rewards of being nurtured and encouraged to nurture

from their own therapists and supervisors and, at the same

time, (2) coming to grips with the often uncomfortable

results of their excessive nurturing behaviors with clients.

Presumably this state was conducive to a tendency for in-

terns to confuse their own nurturant-dependent needs with

those of their clients, at least until such time when they

(the interns) sufficiently-clarify this issue. This latter

stage of personal and professional maturity was not seen as

well established when the data for the present investigation

was collected.
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While appropriate expressions of the trainee’s nur-

turing need were generally highly valued by the Counseling

Center’s senior staff, positive reinforcement of the train-

ee’s aggressive verbal interactions with clients was seen as

.lgss frequent and direct. Comparison of the EPPS raw score

group means for the staff therapists on these variables dis-

closed that their needs to nurture were significantly strong-

er than their needs to be aggressive (t = 6.109, d.f. 24,

p<.0005). This difference suggests that the need to nurture

was handled more effectively than aggression in the training

program--an assumption raised earlier (see page 38ff).

Therapists’ Approach Behaviors
 

The approach to client dependency was found to in-

crease significantly across experience levels, the staff

having the highest group mean (see Table 5.3, page 106).

Using the same basic method in analyzing taped interviews

as employed in the present study, formerinvestigators have

likewise found approach to dependency to be positively and

significantly related to experience.13 In agreement with

 

l3P. Caracena, Verbal Reinforcement of Client Depen-

dency in the Initial Stage of Psychotherapy, Unpublished Ph.D.

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1963; D. A. Kopplin,

Hgstility of Patients and Psychotherapists’ Approach-Avoid-

ance Responses ipythe‘lnitial Staggyof Psychotherapy, Unpub-

iished Master’s Thesis, Michigan State University, 1963;

H. Lerman, A Study of Some Effects of the Therapist’s Person-

ality and Behavior and of the Clients’ Reactions in Psycho-

therapy, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State
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with this finding, Mills concluded:

So it would appear that approach to dependency

is an eXperience variable, something that is 14

learned w1th 1ncrea51ng exposure to pSychotherapy.

It is not surprising that the present finding corroborates

Mills’ evaluation in that, with the exception of five addi-

tional intern Subjects in the present sample, the two sam-

lples are identica1_in every reSpect.15

With regard to therapists’ approach to client hos-

tility, no Significant difference was observed across the

three experience groups (see Table 5.3, page 106). The

findings relating to this variable in the studies cited

above are divided. While the result obtained by Mills is

supported by the present finding, it seems noteworthy that

the trends in means across experience groups in these two

studies differ markedly. In Mills’ study a smooth increase

in means was reported.(practicum = 68.80, intern = 73.50,

senior staff = 76.92: nonsignificant, Kruskal-Wallis H

16 . . . . .
tests). M1118 1nterpreted hls flndings thusly:

 

University, 1963; and D. H. Mills, Liking as a Therapist

Variable in the PSychotherapeutic Interaction, UnpubliShed

Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State-University, 1964.

14Ibid., 64 f.

 

15See page 70 (footnote 41) for more complete

descriptions of the two samples.

160. H. Mills, op. cit., 32.
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The approach to hostility does not appear to be

as simple and almost univariate a variable as

the approach to dependency. It is much more

tied to the individual therapist regardless of

experience and is multiplely determined. Hence,

the data suggest that the therapist can and does

learn to approach dependency, but his approach

to hostility is greatly determined by his own

dynamics and characteristics, those of his

patient, and the dyadic interaction of the two.17

In the current study the mean magnitude for the intern expe-

I
I
I
-
.
1
"

rience group was highest (761.31), followed by decreases in

group means for the practicum (723.50) and senior staff

(713.46). The difference in group mean trends between the

 1
1

findings of Mills and the present investigation suggests

an alternative explanation for this approach variable.

Mills noted that the therapist’s approach to hostil-

ity "is greatly determined by his own dynamics and character-

istics, and those of his patient." These variables--which,

parenthetically, were not treated in the former studies in

the same manner in which Mills used them in his interpreta-

tion of results--primarily refer to the sex characteristics

of the therapists and clients in the sample common to the

investigations of Mills and Hartzell. Mills found that

female therapists approached hostile client bids signifi-

cantly more than their male colleagues (p<.01): moreover,

"aggressive bids of male patients are more often approached

. . 1

than aggressive blds from female patlents" (p<.05). 8

 

171bid., oo
 

181bid., 34.
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The present study only corroborated the finding of Mills

related to the approach of female therapists (p<.0005, See

Table 5.6, page 108). The dynamic factors to which Mills

referred in his interpretation concern the mixed results

obtained for "the therapist’s needs for nurturance and for

. . . . . . . . l .
aff111at1on 1n 1nteract1on w1th exper1ence." 9 Thus, his
 

explanation of the results relating to the therapists’

approach to hostility appear to be based upon extrapolations

which minimize or ignore the effects of experience upon this

variable.

In the present study, therapeutic experience with

clients and the training milieu are seen as being factors of

no less importance in the approach to hostility as to depen-

dency. However, the way in which experience-and training

effect each of these approach variables appears to be quite

different. Rather than the smooth rate of response to the

effects of training and experience as discussed earlier for

approach to dependency, the therapist’s approach to client

hostility Seemed to undergo an uneven transformation as he

or She progressed up through the experience levels. In

keeping with this rationale, Such factors as the therapist’s

sex role behavior and unique pSychodynamic characteristics--

while viewed with Mills as important determinants of the

19Ibid., 66 and 49f. Italics mine.
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therapist’s frequency of approach to client hostility--are

seen as being highly effected by the various experiences

provided by the training milieu. By using the senior staff

group mean for approach as a base rate (713.46), it follows

that the experience group most effected by such training

interventions as supervision and personal therapy would be 1-—

the interns. This latter group had the highest level of

approach (761.31), with the practicum students following

(723.50). Thus, what seems to have happened is that as the

impingement of training and experience intensified, an  
approach crescendo was reached and sustained for an indef-

inite period during the internship experience. Presumably,

once the trainee has graduated and has had time to work

through the effects of training, his or her approach level

to client hostility deminishes. Hence his need to be aggres-

sive and his approach level to hostility-are then commensu—

rate with his advanced experience level (cf, Table 5.2 with

5.3, pages 105 and 106).

Experience Level Factors
 

Generally, experience level differences were found

to exist for almost every variable or combination of vari-

ables. Individual differences within groups, Such as the

sex of the therapist, appeared to be of Second order impor-

tance when compared with the preponderance of evidence

relating to the degree of training or experience in doing
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pSychotherapy per se. Such evidence only reinforces the

importance of intensive pSychotherapeutic training programs

insofar as the degree of training and experience does seem

to result in need-based behavioral differences in the thera-

peutic dyad.

The results of the present study suggest that the r

impingement of the complex effects of training-and experi-

ence with clients tended to be~most disruptive for the

intern experience group. Staff and practicum therapists,

identified as strongly nurturant, looked similar in their  i
I
—
'

approach to client hostility (cf., Tables 5.3, eSpecially

5.9 and 5.13-~pages 106, 112 and 121, reSpectively). AS

suggested earlier, the interns’ dissimilarity to these

groups may be partially attributed to a recently acquired

ambivalence toward nurturant verbal expression--i.e., a

clash between old feelings associated with pre-training

nurturant patterns in meeting hostile bids and with the new

feelings connected with the nurturant patterns these train-

ees were developing in working with hostile clients. One

can readily extrapolate from this interpretation that, once

this difficulty is worked through, the interns will nurture

more appropriately and Securely in responding to hostile

bids, then being congruent with the results obtained for

the staff therapists on these variables—~but never again

with those obtained for the practicum group (see Table 5.9,

page 112).
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Staff and intern therapists (irrespective of the

therapists’ need variable investigated) were seemingly alike

in their approach to client dependency (cf., Tables 5.3,

especially 5.8 and 5.11 and 5.12--pages 106, 111 and 115 and

119,reSpectively). Moreover, the approach of these two

groups was consistently in the opposite direction of the m-e

predictions. On the other hand, the practicum group con-

formed to prediction expectations (albeit nonsignificantly),

again irreSpective of the-need variables in question.

 



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Collation of Summaries
 

Only a small body of literature acknowledges investi—

gation of therapists’ needs in the~pSychotherapeutic dyad.

Nurturance and aggression have received almost exclusive

attention, since many authors feel they are reSponsive

behaviors to central conflict areas of most pSychotherapies.

Moreover, only one investigator (Mills, 1964) is known to

have dealt with one of these therapist variables, viz.,

nurturance, as essentially conflict-free. Therefore, the

present~preliminary study explored the effects of therapists’

nurturant and/or aggressive verbal behaviors in reSponse to

clients’ dependent or hostile statements. The independent

variable was the therapists’ need strengths; also considered

were the possible effects of the therapists’ level of profes-

sional experience and sex in conjunction with the sex of

their clients.

The study was based upon contributions from several

theoretical persuasions accounting for client-therapist

behaviors. It was concluded from the literature that the

147
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specific client need verbalized in the transference is

associated with the predominant need make-up of the thera-

pist as well as indicative of the unique characteristics of

the client’s need-conflicted life. Furthermore, recent

departures from orthodox countertransference theory suggest

that the therapist’s need-based behaviors yield fairly

accurate clues about client distortions. Finally, the

Rogerian concept of positive regard was Seen as calling

attention to an aSpect of the therapist’s nurturant reSpon-

Siveness which is not exclusively the product of counter-

transference defensiveness.

It was determined that therapists’ nurturant and

aggressive needs have their origin, development and non-

pathological expression in specific anxiety reducing pat-

terns—-viz., nurturance being an adaptive behavior which

reduces feelings of pSychological desertion, and the con-

structive expression of aggression a way of coping with

feelings of frustration. Thus therapists’ expressions of

these needs were viewed as both elicited and emitted behav—

iors, depending upon whether the conditions of a given

therapist-client interaction reflected need complementarity

or Similarity.

Four Simple correlation hypotheses were designed to

test for association between combinations of therapists’

nurturant or aggressive need strengths and the therapists’
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frequency of approach to clients’ statements of dependent or

hostile conflicts. Two additional hypotheses of multiple

correlation were tested for relationship between the thera-

pists’ nurturant with aggressive need strengths and the

therapists’ frequency of approach to each class of client ver-

bal behavior. Tests were also made for increase in preci-

sion of predicting which, if not both, of the therapists’

need variables contributed significantly to the therapists’

approach.

The study sample was composed of forty-two staff and

trainee therapists, all associated with the Michigan State

University Counseling Center during the 1963-1964 academic

year. Each of the thirteen staff members (9 male and 4

female) were employed on a full-time basis and held Ph.D.

degrees. The nineteen intern subjects (15 male and 4 female)

were engaged in half-time, two year traineeships, all being

advanced doctoral students from clinical or counseling pSy-

chology programs. The ten beginning practicum therapists

were all male and were pursuing masters programs.

Each therapist completed a professional background

sheet. Need strength scores for nurturance and aggression

.were obtained from self-administrations of the Edwards Per-

sonal Preference Schedule for the independent therapist vari-

able. The dependent variables were the therapists’ approach;

avoidance-statements to clients’ bids for dependency or
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hostility during fifth interviews of relatively short-term

but intensive pSychotherapies. Each of the forty-two, one

hour interviews (a Separate client for each therapist) was

entirely analyzed according to the Winder and Bandura modi-

fications of the Edward J. Murray model of content-analysis

of verbal interaction. Interjudge reliability, established

from 78.5 per~cent of the tape sample, was +.943 for ap;

proach to dependency and +.887 for approach to hostility.

All of the statistical tests were based upon averages of

the judges’ global approach percentages. The fifth inter-

view tape recordings for staff and interns were drawn from

the Counseling Center tape library, recently established for

research purposes. The tapes from the practicum group were

collected with the mutual concent of the students and their

case supervisors.

Neither of the simple correlation hypotheses relat-

ing to the therapists’ nurturant approach behaviors was

confirmed. Failure to obtain a significant positive ap-

proach to client dependency was attributed to what other

investigators (Caracena, 1963; Mills, 1964; Schuldt, 1964)

have described as "training for independence," i.e., prior

to fifth interviews therapists characteristically begin to

train clients to become-more independent by declining to

entertain dependent statements. In regard to the inversely

significant (positive) results obtained for the negative
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relationship predicted for nurturant therapists’ approach to

hostile client bids, it was found that the strongly nurtur-

ant therapists (i.e., the entire sample, all males and the

practicum experience group espeéially) did meet their

clients’ hostile statements. In agreement with Mills, it

was concluded that the male practicum therapists had not

begun to consider the difficulties that typically ensue from

inappropriate gratification of their own nurturant needs.

The two simple correlation hypotheses relating to

the therapists’ aggressive approach behaviors were likewise

not supported. Instead, an inversely significant (negative)

result was obtained for the staff experience group’s ap-

proach to hostile client statements. This outcome was inter-

preted as the highly skilled therapists’ ability to avoid

premature, countertransference initiated_reSponses in antic-

ipation of a more sensitive handling of client hostility in

subsequent interviews. With regard to the approach to client

dependency, an inversely Significant (positive) coefficient

resulted for the staff therapists. _Thus it seemed that in—

creased experience was also accompanied by a heightened

awareness that aggressive needs did not have to-intrude upon

the therapeutic dialogue in coping with client dependency.

The multiple correlation hypothesis designed to

examine the relationship between the therapists’ combined

need strengths (nurturance and aggression) and the thera-

pists’ frequency of apprOach to client dependency bids was
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only significantly supported by the results for the practicum

experience group (p<.05)--both needs contributing equally to

the approach (p<.025). Apparently these inexperienced thera-

pists-«as compared with their staff and intern colleagues--

were not as successful in differentiating and controlling

their own needs (nurturance and aggression) in dealing with

dependent clients.

The Second multiple hypothesis received partial sup-

port (testing-for correlation between the therapists’ com-

bined need strengths and frequency of approach to hostile

client statements). The nurturant variable for the entire

staff, all male therapists, and especially for the prac-

ticum group contributed significantly in increasing preci-

sion of predicting approach to hostility (p<.05, .05, and

.01, reSpectively). It appeared that the neophyte’s nur- F

turance was of such magnitude as to provide a need set in

his handling of client hostility.

Content analysis of the data yielded several factors.

Significant differences appeared between the three experience

groups for the need to nurture (p<.01), the interns express-

ing the most intense average need and the practicum and

staff groups following reSpectively. This pattern was Seen

as indicative of the disturbing influence of training upon

the neophytes’ expression of nurturance. Presumably the

staff therapists had already clarified and gained control
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over this need, the practicum students were only beginning

to entertain the issue, and the interns were intensely in-

volved in working withit. No difference was found between

the experience groups for the need for aggression-~the

smooth decrease in means across groups as experience in-

creased Suggested that this need, while modifiable, was not

as dramatically effected as was nurturance by the training

milieu and experience with clients.

With regard to the therapists’ approach behaviors,

a significant difference was observed between experience

groups for approach to client dependency bids (p<.01). The

smooth increase in group means was.accompanied by an in—

crease in experience level, suggesting that approach to

dependency is learned with added exposure to doing pSycho-

therapy and with continued exposure to various types of

training experience. However,tests for the approach to

client hostility did not prove-significant for any-of the

experience groups. The irregular group mean profile was

interpreted as indicative of an uneven development in this

approach variable as therapists progress up through experi—

ence levels. The training interventions of Supervision and

personal pSychotherapy were thought to be the strongest fac—

tors effecting the intern group (having the highest mean,

followed by a decrease in means for the practicum and staff

groups, respectively).
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A composite view of the general characteristics of

the data disclosed an orderliness in the therapists’ need

behaviors. Strongly nurturant staff and practicum thera-

pists looked similar in their approach to hostility. The

interns’ dissimilar approach to hostility was largely

attributed to an ambivalence between their habitual pre- r

training patterns of nurturing hostile persons and new ways

of eXpressing this need in interacting with hostile clients

and with related aSpects of the training program. IrreSpec-

 tive of the Variables in question, the staff and intern

groups looked alike in their approach to dependency.

Conclusions
 

Edwards Personal Preference

Schedule Variables

 

 

l. Intercorrelation of Needs. An intercorrelation
 

of -.33 for nurturance and aggression was reported for the

EPPS normative sample. The product-moment tests for the

experimental sample (on the raw need scores across experi-

ence groups) did not prove significant and, hence, failed to

corroborate the degree of negative relationship reported for

the normative sample (See Table 5.1, page 104).

2. Needs as.a Function of Experience. The possi-
 

bility that the therapists’ level of experience might effect

their expression of nurturance and aggression was explored

by computing analyses of variance on the raw EPPS need Scores.
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The three groups only differed Significantly (p<.01) for the

need to nurture--the mean of the intern group having the

greatest magnitude, followed by the means of the practicum

and staff groups reSpectively (see Table 5.2, page 105).

Tape Scoring Variables
 

1. Approach as a Function of Experience. The two

simple analyses of variance tests on the therapists’ approach

to client dependency and to hostility bids disclosed that a

significant (positive) difference existed between the three

experience groups for the dependency variable (p<.01) during

the fifth interviews. A Smooth and progressive mean in—

crease may be observed across groups as experience in-

creased (see Table 5.3, page 106).

2. Approach as a Function of Sex. Four simple

t—tests on the approach behavior of the therapists were com—

puted to determine if approach to the client variables was

a function of the sex of the therapist or of the client.

The sex of neither party was found to effect the frequenCy

of approach to clientS’ dependency statements. However, it

was disclosed that female therapists did approach hostile

client bids Significantly more often than their male peers

(p<.0005—-see Table 5.6, page 108).
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Testing_of the Hypotheses
 

1. Hypothesis one: There is a positive relation-
 

 

ship between therapists’ nurturant need strengths and thera—
 

pists’ approach behavior to clients’ dependent bids. As
 

with each of the first four hypotheses, Spearman rank cor-

relations were computed for nine groupings of the sample in are

testing this hypothesis (viz., for the total raw scores;

total sample ranked; staff, intern, and practicum experience

levels; male and female therapist groups; male staff and male

intern groups). None of these group test findings Supported  
hypothesis one. Moreover, seven of the nine coefficients

were negative (See Table 5.8, page 111).

2. Hypothesis two: There is a nggative relation—
  

ship between therapists’ nurturant need strengths and thera—
 

pists’ approach behavior to clients’ hostile bids. All of
 

the group coefficients failed to confirm this hypothesis.

Furthermore, four group coefficients were positively Signif-

icant at the .01 to .05 levels (viz., for the total raw

Scores, total sample ranked, practicum group, and male

therapists--see Table 5.9, page 112).

3. Hypothesis three: There is a positive relation-
  

ship between therapists’ aggressive need strengths and thera—
 

pists’ approach behavior to clients’ hostile bids. Again,
 

the results failed to support the hypothesis. The staff

experience group coefficient was significant (p<.025) in the

opposite direction of prediction (see Table 5.10, page 114).
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4. Hypothesis four: There is a negative relation-
 
 

ship between therapists’ aggressive need strengths and thera-

pists’ approach behavior to clients’ dependent bids. Like-
 

wise, this hypothesis did not receive support. The staff

experience group coefficient was positively significant

(p<.05--See Table 5.11, page 115). r‘r

The fifth and seventh hypotheses required multiple

correlation treatment. Hypotheses six and eight further

analyzed the multiple data for increase in precision of

 predicting the frequency of approach to the client variables

M
I
T
-

in question. This procedure necessitated zero order tests.

Only the aggressive staff experience group was found

to Significantly approach dependent client bids in the zero

order treatment of the data (p<.05--see Table 5.12, page

119). However, this finding did not hold up in the Subse-

quent test of the multiple hypothesis, which stated:

5. Hypothesis five: There is a relationship
 
 

between therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strengths
 

,and therapists’ approach behavior to clients’ dependent bids.
 

One of the multiple coefficients, that of the practicum

experience group, was significant (p<.05). Aside from this

result, it may be observed that this hypothesis did not

receive Support (See Table 5.12, page 119).

6. Hypothesis six: There is an increase in preci-
  

sion of prediction of therapists’ frequency of approach to
 



158

clients’ dependency bidsfiwhen therapists’ nurturant and
 

aggressive need strength scores are added together. Both
 

need variables of the practicum experience group were found

tosignificantly increase the precision in predicting ap-

proach to dependent client bids (p<.025 for nurturance and

aggression--see Table 5.12, page 119).

Four of the zero order group tests yielded signif— 1

icant findings for the approach of nurturant therapists to

'hostile client bids, viz., for the raw Scores ranked, total

sample ranked, practicum experience group, and male thera-

pists (p<.05, .025, .01 and,.01, respectively--see Table

5.13, page 121). However, in regard to the aggressive need

variables, only the result for the staff experience group

was significant (p<.025). One of these coefficients, that

of the-nurturant practicum group, held up in the multiple

treatment of the data.

7. Hypothesis seven: There is a relationship
 
 

between therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need strengths
 

and therapists’ approach behavior to clients’ hostile bids.
 

AS noted above, the practicum experience group’s approach

proved to be significant (p<.05--See Table 5.13, page 121).

8. Hypothesis eight: There is an increase in pre-
  

cision of therapists’ frequency of approach to clients’
 

hostile bids when therapists’ nurturant and aggressive need
 

,strength scores are added together. Just the therapists’
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nurturant need strengths were found to significantly in-

crease the precision in predicting frequency of approach to

hostile client statements--for the raw Scores, total sample,

practicum experience group, and male therapists (p<.05, .05,

.01 and .05, respectively--see Table 5.13, page 121).

Discussion of Findings
 

In Spite of the inverse nature of the results of

this preliminary study, the findings do present a definite

orderliness when related back to the supporting theory.

Three Summary statements of the theory were made in

Chapter I regarding need similarity and need complementarity

in the pSychotherapeutic dyad (See page 10). The first

statement asserted that:

The therapist’s manifest needs cause him to

approach Similar client bids; e.g., a nurturant

therapist will respond favorably to (i.e.,

approach) a client Seeking to be dependent.

Theoretically, it was assumed that the therapist’s nurturant

responses enabled him to reduce the threat of a partial

reconstitution of his primary anxiety--viz., desertion--

brought about by the client’s need-based statements, thus

meeting the client’s need in the process. This rationale

was applicable to hypotheses one and three, which were de—

Signed to explore the dyadic need Similarity dimensions of

nurturance-dependency and of aggressivity-hostility
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respectively. Without exception, neither hypothesis received

support. In the second summary statement it was posited

that:

The therapist’s manifest needs cause him to

avoid complementary client bids; e.g., an

aggressive therapist-will reSpond unfavorably

to (i.e., avoid) a client seeking to be

dependent. pr:

The theory governing this state of need complementary assumed

that the therapist’s avoidant reSponses enabled him to defend

against the threat of his own unacceptable dependent or

 hostile impulses--whichever the case may be--that had been

Ii
i

aroused by the client’s need-based statements. This ration-

ale was in support of hypOtheses two and four. While neither

hypothesis was confirmed, their positive results did uninten-

tionally substantiate the theory of need complementarity.

Succinctly then, it appears that the results of the first

four hypotheses offer evidence against the Similarity needs

theory and, instead, support the complementary needs theory

as related to nurturance and aggression in fifth interviews

of relatively intensive, short—term pSychotherapy.

AS discussed in Chapter VI, Becker offered an expla-

nation for the above conclusion. He summarized that:

. . . researchers may well fail to recognize

limiting factors or Special conditions under

which complementarity may hold for a given need

variable (and other conditions under which sim—

ilarity may hold).
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The results of the fifth through the eighth hypotheses of

the present.study appear to corroborate Becker’s opinion.

It will be recalled that both nurturance and aggres-

sion were found to contribute significantly and at the same

probability level (p<.025) to the practicum group’s fre-

quency of approach to client dependency (findings obtained gre

for the fifth hypothesis--See Table 5.12, page 119). These

results suggest that the therapists’ needs did not function 5

 independently, an assumption contrary to the theoretical

(
P
M
)

-
3

position which supported the first four hypotheses of this E_

study (cf., pages 38-40). Instead, it may be that certain

needs functioned dependently or according to the "special

condition" of triggering each other. This latter position

assumes that the presence of a particular need strength in

the therapist’s need System is necessary before the appro-

priate need in question can be elicited or emitted in inter-

action with a client-~the special condition being the min-

imal intensity of the triggering need. Thus, in applying

this theoretical view to the results of the fifth hypoth-

esis, the therapists’ expressions of nurturance (in response

to client dependent bids) were possible because of a rather

»substantial but non-elicited or -emitted level of aggression.

Aggression, then, served as a mobilizer for the expression

of nurturance. This interpretation also offers a cogent

explanation for the significant findings obtained for the
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seventh hypothesis (see Table 5.13, page 121). Moreover,

this view is in keeping with the third (original) theoret-

ical summary statement underlying hypotheses five and

seven, which is restated at this time in conjunction with

a condensation of the theoretical rationale generated by

the present discussion.

10 The therapist in whom the needs for nurturance-and

aggression are experienced (manifestly) as essen-

tial need strengths reSponds favorably (i.e.,

approaches) to client bids for dependency or for

hostility (See page 10).

The therapist’s verbal expression of each of these

needs conforms to the theory of need complementarity

during the initial phase of relatively Short-term,

intensive‘pSychotherapy.

The therapist’s verbal expression of one of these

needs presupposes the presence of the other; how-

ever, one of the needs may be more available to

the therapist than the other in verbal interaction

with complementary client need bids.

Both the experience level of the therapist and the

sexes of the therapist and client are seen as

Secondary conditional factors which effect the

therapist’s expression of either of these needs.

Implications of Future Research

It should be obvious that the sustained commitment

of judges in analyzing taped interviews makes this type of

research feasible. And since investigation of the above

theoretical conclusions will likely require analysis of a

tape sample exceeding the size of the sample used in the

present study, the following research design is viewed as

a problem in which two investigators Share.
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In the above reconciliation of research findings

and theory it was concluded that it may prove profitable to

extend the inquiry into therapists’ needs by focusing upon

the problem of need complementarity. It is felt that both

a revision and an extension of hypotheses two, four, Six

and eight will Serve this end. Thus, it is hypothesized

 

I pm-

that:

H2 : With therapists identified as high in aggressive

a needs, a positive relationship exists between

their nurturant need strengths and their frequency

of approach to clients’ hostile bids.

H2b: With therapists identified as low in aggressive Ew—

needs, a negative relationship exists between

their nurturant need strengths and their frequenCy

of approach to clients’ hostile bids.

These hypotheses are designed to investigate the triggering

effect, if any, of a given need~(here aggression) upon the

verbal expression of a second therapist need (nurturance)

seen as essential in meeting the client’s need-based state-

ments. As Such, need complementarity in the therapeutic

dyad is thought to be contingent upon the existence of cer-

tain strengths of paired needs within the therapist’s behav-

ioral repertoire. Theoretically, similar revision and exten-

sion of the fourth hypothesis is seen as essential to a more

complete study of the therapist’s needs in question. Hence,

it is hypothesized that:

H4a: With therapists identified as high in nurturant

needs, a p051t1ve relationship ex1sts between

their aggressive need strengths and their frequency

of approach to clients’ dependent bids.
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H4b: With therapists identified as low in nurturant

needs, a negative relationship exists between

their aggressive need strengths and their

frequenCy of approach to clients’ dependent

bids.

Examination of the Edwards Personal Preference

Schedule need scores for the therapists of the present

sample disclosed that the cutoff points, distinguishing low

from high need strengths, should be separately established

upon the median of the raw scores for each of the indepen-

dent variables.

Inasmuch as the above four correlation hypotheses

fail to account for which of the independent variables con-

tributes most to the therapists’ approach, revision of the

fifth and Seventh hypotheses of the present study is essen-

tial. Therefore, Since the Sixth hypothesis is exemplary of

the eighth, the following statement will serve as the model

for both:

H6 8: There is an increase in precision of prediction

’ of therapists’ frEQuency of approach to clients’

dependent (or hostile) bids when therapists’

nurturant and aggressive need strength scores

are added together-and are also differentially

weighted.

These hypotheses require the moderated multiple regression

treatment since.nurturance and aggression, differentailly

-weighted as continuous variables, moderate the predictive

power of the relationship between the approach variable and
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the sum of the therapist need strength score variables1

(i.e., Nurturancea + Aggression + Nurturance x Aggressioncep
b

Dependency, when c f 0).

Several characteristics in the composition of the

therapist sample appear crucial to the testing of the above

’proposed hypotheses.

 

1. As experience level was found to make signifi-

cant differences in the approach behaviors of therapists in

the present investigation, the three experience groups (viz.,  
practicum, intern, and staff) Should be retained. E;r

2. The small number of female therapiStS in the

present sample placed a definite limitation upon the investi-

gation’s effectiveness. ,Furthermore, as one of the tests of

the sex of the therapists upon approach to hostility was

found to be significant for females, it is felt that an

equal amount of attention should be given to the study of

female therapists’ needs in the future.

3. Due to the exploratory nature of the present

study, the subjects of the therapist sample were obtained

from one training institution; hence, any seriousextrapola-.

tions from the findings to therapists in genere was largely
 

curbed. A penetrating investigation of the proposed problem

of need complementarity Should require a sample representa-

tive of several institutions.

 

1D. R. Saunders, "Moderator Variables in Prediction,"

Educational and Psycholggical Measurement, 1956, Vol. 16,

209-212.
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4. Finally, one modification in the selection of

interviewsfor content-analysis of the dependent variables

appears appropriate. As earlier related investigators Sug-

gest, the nonsignificant relationship found between nurtur-

ant therapists and dependent clients in the present study

may have resulted from a general tendency for therapists to fig—

begin training clients for independency prior to fifth

interviews in moderately short-term, intensive pSychotherapy.

Concomitant with this interpretation is the implication that,

near or during the fifth interview, the aggressive-hostile  1-,

need interactions in dyads are maximally intense, or cer—

tainly greater in frequency than interactions identified as

nurturant-dependent. By Selecting third interviews for

analysis of the nurturant approach variable and fifth inter-

views of the aggressive approach variable--both interviews

being taken from the same client-therapist dyad—-these

potential problems might be considerably diminished; thus,

the frequency of approach for each dependent variable would

be near equal. The obvious difficulty of this solution, of

course, would be a hundred per cent increase in the judges

coding task.
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Scoring Manual for Tape Recordings
 

This manual is a modification of the manuals used in

the followingstudies: Winder et a1. (1962) and Bandura

et a1. (1960). It is identical With the manual used by

'Caracena (1963), Kopplin (1963), and Mills (1964).

A. Scoring Unit and Interaction Sequence

1. Definition. A unit is the total verbalization of

one Speaker bounded by the preceding and succeeding

Speeches of the other Speaker with the exception of

interruptions. '

There are three types of Scoring units: .the

"patient statement" (P St.), the "therapist response”

(T R), and the "patient response” (P R). .A sequence

of these three units composes an ”interaction se-

quence." The patient response not only completes

the first interaction sequence but also initiates

the next sequence and thereby becomes a new patient

statement.

Example:

P. I can't understand how you can stand me. (P St)

 

T. You seem to be very aware of my feelings. (T R)

P. I am always sensitive to your feelings. (P R)

2. Pauses. Pauses are not scored as separate units.

The verbalization before and after the pause is con-

sidered one unit.~ Therapist silences are-scored as

prescribed under Part C2e of this manual. There are

no patient silences in this system.

 

3. Interruptions. Statements of either therapist or

patient which interrupt the other Speaker will be

scored only if the content and temporal continuity

of the other speaker is altered by the interruption.

Then, the interrupting verbalization becomes another

unit and is scored. A nonscored interruption is

never taken into account in the continuation of the

other speaker. '

Interruption Scored as one unit:

P. I asked him to help me and--

 

T. Why was that?

P. --he refused even to try.
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Non-interruption scored as 3 units, one inter-

action sequence:

P. I asked him to help me and——

T. Why was that?

P. I don't know.

Verbalizations such as ”Um hmm” or ”I see" are

ignored in scoring unless they are so strongly

stated as to convey more than a listening or recep-

tive attitude. .

Patients‘ requests for the therapist to repeat

his reSponse are considered interruptions and are

not scored. However, therapists‘ requests of this

sort are scored as units (as approach or avoidance

of the patient statement).

Categories of Patient Statements and Patient Responses

There are three categories: Dependency, Hostilipy,

and Other. They are scored as exhaustive categories.

All discriminations are made on the basis of what is

explicitly verbalized by the speaker in the unit under

consideration. One statement may be scored for several

categories.

When dependency and/or hostility units occur, the

object of the patient‘s behavior is also scored as

either Psychotherapist or Other.

  

1. .Hostility category. The subcategories of hostility

listed below are not differentiated in the scoring

but are listed here to aid in the identification of

hostility.

a. Hostility. Hostility statements include descrip-

tion or expression of unfavorable, critical,

sarcastic, depreciatory remarks; oppositional

attitudes; antagonism, argument, expression of

dislike, disagreement, resentment, resistance,

irritation, annoyance, anger; expression of

aggression and punitive behavior, and aggressive

domination. '

l) Anger:

_P. I‘m just plain madl

P. I just couldn‘t think-—I was so angry.

P. My uncle was furious at my aunt.

 



2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
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Dislike. Expresses dislike or describes

actions which would usually indicate dislike.

P. I just don‘t get interested in them and

would rather be somewhere else.

P. I‘ve never ever felt I liked them and I

don‘t suSpect I ever will.

P. He hates editorials.

Resentment. Expresses or describes a persis—

tent negative attitude which does or might “a

change to anger on a Specific occasion. '

P. They are so smug; I go cold whenever I

think about having to listen to their

"our dog" and ”our son.“ Boy!

 

P. They don‘t ever do a thing for me so why

Should I ask them over.

 
P. Dad resents her questions.

Antagonism. Expresses or describes antipathy

or enmity.

P. It‘s really nothing definite, but we

always seem at odds somehow.

 

P. There is always this feeling of being

enemies.

Opposition. .Expresses or describes opposi-

tional feelings or behavior.

P. If he wants to do one thing, I want to

do another. .

 

P. It always seems she is against things.

She is even against things she wants.

P. No, I don‘t feel that way (in reSponse

to T‘s assertion).

Critical attitudes. Expresses negative

evaluations or describes actions which

usually imply negative evaluations.

P. If I don‘t think the actors are doing

very well, I just get up and walk out.

 

P. There is something to be critical about

in almost everything anyone says or does.
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7) Aggressive actions. Acts so as to hurt

another person or persons, either physically

or psychologically.

P. He deserves to suffer and I‘m making it

that way every way I can.

P. ,I can remember Mother saying, "We slap

those little hands to make it hurt."

Hostility anxiety. A statement including expres-

sion of fear, anxiety, guilt about hostility or

reflecting difficulty expressing hostility.

P. I just felt so sad about our argument.

 

P. I was afraid to hit her.

P. After I hit her I felt lousy.

Hostility acknowledgment or agreement. A state—

ment agreeing with or acknowledging the thera-

pist‘s approach towards hostility. May give

example. May convey some conviction or may

simply agree with the therapist‘s response.

~T. You were angry.

P. Yesi

2. Dependency categories.
 

3. Definition. Any explicit expression or descrip—
 

tion of’help—seeking, approval-seeking, company-

seeking, information-seeking, agreement with

others, concern about disapproval, or request

that another initiate discussion or activity.

Scoreable categories. The subcategories listed

below are scored exhaustively.

1) Problem description. States problem in com—

ing to therapy, gives reason for seeking help,

expresses a dependent status or a general con—

cern about dependency.

P. I wanted to be more sure of myself.

That‘s why I came.

P. I wanted to talk over with you my reasons

for dropping out of school next quarter.

P. Part of the reason I‘m here is that

everything‘s all fouled up at home.

P. I depend on her, am tied to her.

P. I want to be babied and comforted.

 



2)

3)

4)

183

Help-seeking. Asks for help, reports asking
 

for help, describes help-seeking behavior.

P. I asked him to help me out in this

situation.

P. What can you do for him?

P. I try to do it when he can see it‘s

too hard for me.

Approval-seeking. Requests approval or

acceptance, asks if something has the ap-

proval of another, reports having done so

with others, tries to please another, asks

for support or security. Includes talk

about prestige. Expresses or describes some

activity geared to meet his need.

P. I hope you will tell me if that is what

you want.

 

P. If there was any homework, I did it so

Dad would know I was studying like a

good girl.

P. Is it alright if I talk about my girl‘s

problem?

P. That's the way I see it, is that wrong?

P. I asked him if I were doing the right

thing.

Company-seeking. Describes or expresses a
 

wish to be with people, describes making

arrangements to do so, describes effects to

be with others, talks about being with others.

P. It looks as if it‘ll be another lonely

weekend.

P. Instead of studying, I go talk with the

guys.

P. I only joined so I could be in a group.

P. We try to see if other kids we know are

there, before we go in.

 



5)

6)

7)
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Information-seeking. Asks for cognitive,

factual or evaluative information, expresses

a desire for information from others, ar-

ranges to be the recipient of information.

P. I asked him why he though a girl might

do something like that.

 

P. I came over here to see about tests you

have to offer. I want to know what

they say.

P. I‘m planning to change my major. I‘d F—

like to know how to do it.

Agreement with another. ReSponds with ready

agreement with others, readily accepts the

therapist‘s reflection. Often illustrates

therapist‘s remarks with examples, draws a

parallel example to indicate agreement. May

accept preceding statement on authority or

if preceding statement was a therapist *—

approach to Dependency, may simply agree

 

 
with it.

P. Oh, yes! You're absolutely right about

that.

P. Immediately I felt he was right and I

had never thought about it that way.

T. Then you wanted to get some help?

P. Yes.

Concern about disapproval. Expresses fear,
 

concern, or unusual SenSitivity about dis-

approval of others, describes unusual dis-

tress about an instance of disapproval,

insecurity, or lack of support. Little or

no action is taken to do something about the

concern.

P. She didn‘t ever say a thing but I kept

on wondering what She doesn‘t like about

me.

P. My parents will be so upset about my

grades, I don‘t even want to go home.

P. It seems like I always expect I won‘t

be liked.
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P. I can't understand how you can stand me

when I smoke.

P. I‘m sorry I got angry at you.

8) Initiative-seeking. Asks the therapist or

others to initiate action, take the responsi—

bility for starting something (to Start dis-

cussion, determine the topic). Arranges to

be a recipient of T‘s initiative. May

solicit suggestions.

P. Why don‘t you say what we should talk

about now?

P. If you think I should keep on a more

definite track, you should tell me.

P. I got my advisor to pick my courses for

next term.

 

P. Tell him what to do in these circumstances.

3. Other category. Includes all content of patient‘s

verbalizations not classified above.

Categories of Therapist Responses

Therapist responses to each scored patient statement

are divided into two mutually exclusive classes, approach ‘

and avoidance reSponses. When both approach and avoid-

ance are present, score only the portion which is designed

to elicit a reSponse from the patient.

1. Approach responses. The following subcategories are

exhaustive. An approach response is any verbaliza-

tion by the therapist which seems designed to elicit

‘from the patient further expression or elaboration

of the Dependent or Hostile (or Other) feelings,

attitudes, or actions described or expressed in the

patient‘s immediately preceding statement, i.e., the

part of the preceding statement which determined its

placement under Dependency, Hostility or Other.

Approach is to the major category, not specific sub-

categories.
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A roval. Expresses approval of or agreement

With the patient‘s feelings, attitudes, or

behavior. Includes especially strong ”Mm-hmml”;

IIYeS . H

P. May I just be quiet for a moment?

 

T. Certainly.

P. I have-my girl friend‘s problems on my mind.

Could we talk about them?

T. Why don‘t we talk about that? r-

Exploration (probing). Includes remarks or

questions that encourage the patient to describe

or express his feelings, attitudes, or actions

further, asks for further clarification, elabor-

ation, descriptive information, calls for details

or examples. Should demand more than a yes or no

answer; if not, may beta ”label."

P. How do I feel? I feel idiotic.

What do you mean, you feel idiotic?

 

 
T.

P. I can‘t understand his behavior.

T. What is it about his behavior you can't

understand?

Reflection. Repeats or restates a portion of

the patient‘s verbalization of feeling, attitude,

or action. May use phrases of synonymous meaning.

Therapist may sometimes agree with his own previ-

ous response; if the patient had agreed or

accepted the first therapist statement, the

second therapist statement is scored as a reflec-

tion of the patient statement.

P. I wanted to Spend the entire day with him.

T. You wanted to be together.

 

P. His doing that stupid doodling upsets me.

T. It really gets under your skin.

Labelin . The therapist gives a name to the

feeling, attitude, or action contained in the

patient‘s verbalization. May be a tentative and

broad statement not clearly aimed at exploration,

i.e., those not explained to the patient. May

be a question easily answered by yes or no.
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I just don‘t want to talk about that any

more.

What I said annoyed you.

She told me never to come back and I really

did have a reaction.

You had some strong_feelings about that--

maybe disappointment or anger.
i
-
I
’
d
r
-
i
t
d

. .Interpretation. Points out and explains patterns
 

or relationships in the patient‘s feelings, atti-

.tudes, and behavior: explains the antecedents F“

of them, shows the similarities in the patient‘s ?

feelings and reactions in diverse situations or

at separate times.

P. I had to know if Barb thought what I said

was right.

T. This is what you said earlier about your

mother . .

 

1
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Generalization. Points out that patient‘s feel-

ings are natural or common.

P. I want to know how.I did on those tests.

T. Most students are anxious to know as soon

as possible.

 

P. Won‘t you give me the scores?

T.- Many students are upset when we can‘t.

Support. _Expresses sympathy, reassurance, or

understandingof patient‘s feelings.

P. . It‘shard for me- to just start talking.

I think I know what you mean.T

P. I hate to ask favors from people.

T I can understand that would be difficult

for you.

Factual information. .Gives information to direct

or implied questions. Includes general remarks

about the counseling procedure.

P. Shall I take tests?

I feel in this instance tests are not needed.

 

T

P. What‘s counseling all about?

T It‘s a chance for a person to say just what‘s

on his mind.
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Avoidance reSponses. The following subcategories

are exhaustive. An avoidance reSponse is any verbal-

ization by the therapist which seems designed to in-

hibit, discourage, or divert further expression of

the Dependent, Hostile, or Other patient categories.

The therapist attempts to inhibit the feelings,

attitudes, or behavior described or expressed in

the immediately preceding-patient statement, i.e.,

the part of the preceding statement which determined

its placement under Dependency, Hostility, or Other.

Avoidance is avoidance of the major category, not

Specific subcategories.

a. Disapproval. Therapist is critical, sarcastic,

or antagonistic towards the patient or his

statements, feelings, or attitudes, expressing

rejection in some way. May point out contradic-

tions or challenge statements.

P. Why don‘t you make statements? Make a

statement. Don‘t ask another question.

It seems that you came here for a reason.

 

 

T.

P. Well, I wonder what I do now?

T. What do you think are the possibilities?

You-seem to have raised a number of local

possibilities in our discussion.

P. I‘m mad at him: that‘s how I feel-

T. You aren‘t thinking of how she may feel.

b. Topic transition. Therapist changes or intro-

duces a new topic of disCussion not in the imme-

diately preceding patient verbalization.

Usually fails to acknowledge even a minor por-

'tion of the statement.

P. Those kids were asking too much. I would

have taken too much of my time.

T.. We seem to have gotten away from what we

were talking about earlier.

 

P. My mother never Seemed interested in me.

T. And what does your father do for a living?

c. Ignoring. Therapist responds only to.a minor

part 0 the patient reSponse or responds to

content, ignoring affect. May under- or over—

estimate affect. May approach the general topic

but blatently ignore the affect verbalized.

P. 'You‘ve been through this with other people

so help me out, will you?

T. You are a little uneasy.
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P. You can See I don‘t know what to do and I

want you to give me advice.

T. Just say whatever you feel is important

about that.

P. My sister gets me so mad I could scream.

T. Mm—hmm. How old did you say she was?

Mislabeling. Therapist names attitudes, feel-

ings, or actions which are not present in the

actual verbalization preceding the reSponse.

P. .I just felt crushed when she said that.

T. Really burned you up, huh?

 

P. I don‘t know how I felt-~confused--1ost--

T. I wonder if what you felt was resentment.

Silence. Scored when it is apparent that the

patient expects a response from the therapist

but none is forthcoming within 5 seconds after

-the patient stops talking. If the therapist

approaches after 5 seconds-have elapsed, Silence

cannot be scored and the therapist‘s reSponse is

merely "delayed.” ‘

P. If you think I should keep on.a more defi-

nite track, tell me because I‘m just rambling.

T. (5 second silence)

T. It is very confusing not to know what to do.

Dependency and Hostility initiated by therapist.
 

Scored whenever the therapist introduces the topic

of Dependency or Hostility, i.e., when the patient

statement was not scored as the category which the

therapist attempts to introduce.

P.

T.

'
-
]
"
U

D
-
I
’
U

F
-
I
’
d

Last week I talked about Jane.

You‘ve mentioned a number of things you have

done to please her.

(enters office)

Now, how may I help you?

I was late for class this morning.

I wonder if you dislike-the teacher or the class?

I like to run around in blue jeans.

You hate your mother.
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Professional Background Sheet

How long have you been active as a counselor, including

'your internship experience if any (to the-nearest half

year)
7

 

How long have you been working in a counseling capacity

in our Center program (to the nearest half year)

7
 

. _Have you at Some time received_perSonal therapy of a per-

sonal-adjustment nature (if you are receiving counseling

at this time, answer ”now"--if you have received counsel-

ing from more than one counSelor, answer ”several")
?

 

If your answer to question 3 was “yes" or "now" or

~"several,” Select-one of the following counseling

orientations which most closely approximates your

most recent counselor‘s framework
 

Rational therapy

Client-centered

Eclectic

-Psychoanalytic

.. Nee-analytic

Learning7theory

Other (Specify)

C
O
N
G
O
-
D
U
N

Perhaps you find that you tend to operate out of one

aSpecific counseling framework more than another. Select

one of the orientations offered in question 5 which most

closely approximates your frame of reference
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