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.., - _ Abstract e %

relationship between cognitive style (field dependence-
indepehdence) and’ the -couneellng skills of empathy " and

social problem, solving in an adult learner sample. and

second. to examine ln detail,"through profocol_ analysie.
LT S 3
components .of the sacial prpblem-solvlqg process. The
stué; was eene wifh a sample of adult leargers'j‘namely' 70
" *
elementary ané‘ secondary teaéhers in trainingﬁ:o become

[y

scheol guidance counselors Soélzl problem solv1ng ‘Tin'

this context, refers to the solving of i1l- defined personal
problems, the kind of problems that school counsq&ors face

daily. The statistical design for the study was a 3 x 2

'.'

The goals of this study wére. first, to study the.

factortal design with repeated ‘measures on one factor _‘The'

between-subjects factor_vconsisted, of three levels of
cognitive style: field-dependent., mid-range and

field- independent. - The wlthin-subje;ts factor consisted of

. L4

two types of problem situation;’ lnterpersonal (dealing ‘

with other people) and intrapersonal (dealing with one's

self). Both analogue and ln- yiva 'meaéures _of problem
solving and of empathy were obtained in both 1nterpersonal

and lntrapersonil situations for all'sdbjec;s.

The results of the fLrst p;rt of the Study provided

‘little support for hypothesized relationships ~bet:heen-

cégnitive style and the two counsel ing ékills,”of . problem
. N L .

solving and empathy.: In the case ofsempathy. sltuatlonal.

~ LR TS
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factors had more influence on sub

.

did gcognitive style It was found that subjécts at all

[xeveﬁs of field lndependence.scered slgnxficantly higher on

Ta, ¢

inorapersonal ;nalogde empathy items than they did on

interpersonal items. No main or Lnteraction effect of

.
,

'solvlng the predieted interacticn of cognltive style  with

situatlon ‘dtd not materialize and the obtained main effect
of-éognltive styla reflected an unantlcxpated U- shaped
relationship ‘betveen field lndqgendence and problem
v o. - [ - .
solving. . Follow-up analyses showed that field-independent

subjects generated = more strategies on interpersonal

analogue problems ‘than did fleld-dependent» subjects. In”

‘aoaitlonu they gtended to use a sequential problém solving

‘.

x;§rocess, while field- dependent and pid- range subjects

tended to utilize a wholistic process.

L]
a

3

) Very lIttle research\ has investigated the grocess
people use .to solve 1ll~def1ned problems chial problem
solving Jas analyzed in depth ln this study thromgh
protocol analysis - It was found that subjects ut}lized

elght different problem solving elements or- skills (problem

-
.

statement analysis strategy elaboratlon evaluation of

'strategy evaluatlon of self reason and feeling) three

- dlffe?ent problem sdlving styles (analytical affeptive

and behawioral) . and three different probIem-solving

., s

v‘ ] .

processes (sequjntial wholistic .and ‘simultanéous) .

cts"™ performance than

cognitive - style was found.  ‘With respect to problem'
.8 B

.
v
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Analyses of socia} prob{gm éé&ving e{eéehtéf'

regardless of cogni#ive style indicated that subjects

»

;tzlized mare’ analysis and evaluation of  self’ on
intrapersonal problbkms. while displaying more evaluét}on of
.
strategie§rd;_interbersonal problems. When problem-sclving
items were classified as' simple versis complex. it was
found that  sdbjects _ generated” ' more strategies.
elaborations. and problem descriptions with .;glatlgely
§1mp1e problems. while they generated more‘ analyses,

evaluations. and feeling statements with felatively complex

ﬁgoblemé. When problem-solving styles were investigated.

fsubjects were - found to use a behavicral style more often

1for interpersanal prébléms than for intrapersonal problems.

Thuéj .situational’ variables had a.powérfq} influencg on
§u£jéct§' problém-solvinq behavior wvhereas 'previous
analyses with.'c§gnitive style had found no signdflcant
impact on pfoblem-solv?ng sehavior. Situétionalf'var;ables
did ﬁot.' however, signikicantly infiuence prsblem-solvigg .
processes utilized Sy subjects. 'ﬁbst subjects used ongx

process predominantly, regardless of the‘type‘of'problem.
" This study agntributes'to our . understanding of the

role of cognitive style in -an adult -learner popuiatién. It

[
. .

appears that -cognitive style .may be less useful for

. . . . \, -
describl:y/ and explaining individual differeqtes' among

adult ledrners than-.some.educators (Cross, 1982; - Lovell,

©1980)} have hoﬁed. . furihef contribution of this study is

its detailed analysis aof, how ' éubjects solve soctal

v
+

v-
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problems. ‘The elements and styles used hy subjects varied
deperrding on the type of social problem. indicating the
importance of situational factors in understanding human. *
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The field of counselor education hkas grown steadily

over the last 25 years as the public has become more aware
of the need for trained helping professioﬁals.' One of the
helping ' professians that has experienced a change ©if focus

during this’;ime pérloa is guidance counseling within the

schéq} system. School guidance counselors are no longer
) .

concerned Gnry with testing. career planning. and course

- selection. They also -are required to possess skills for

‘counseling students with personal concerns®

A:numbe('of authors :(Carkhuff, i983: Egan; 1982:
Cazdat Asbury. Balzar, Childers...% -Halte}s, 1964) view
empathyyand problem sofviﬁg as tﬁq esséntial skills %eedea
by all helping profe#slonals iﬁ deélinq effectively.éith :
clients._ Egan (1982). 16 particular., - conceptualizes thg-
helping model within a prcblem-solvihg_frameyoﬁk. The goal
of counseliné; f}om ;his~per5peCFLVe, is éo Vhelp clients
soive proﬁfems,_of daily livingf~;fo do this. counseléré
Jzzlize empathic respoﬁding and problam-solving. skills to
guide clle%cs thréugh the ﬁroblém-soiviﬁg process. For
purposes of the ;resent study..éupathy is definedA as the
accurate??feflééticn of client teeéings (Gazda et al.:
1984b)..while problem solving refers specifically to social
‘problem sle;ng,.defiﬁéd by b'Zurilla'én& Géldfrigd (1971)'

"as the process used by people Eb'cope effectively with the

A
“y

problematic situaqidns of everyday life.
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T - '.‘iﬁvestlgated by researchers. cMes;§ck (197é) identified at

LD

s ' current study (Brundage & Macheracher. 1980:  Weathersby &

A Tarule, ‘i980)f . The term‘"adult»learher," in this context,

[ R L ey N — e an - =
Y oy

W

> When adult learners are.taught tﬁg\ counseling uskill§

of empathy and pfoylem sélving, individual dit?érencgs in
sych. learners become an ;mportant factor. Different pebple ¢

. Jlearn in different ways and thus need to be taught in
g different :S}S. ~This is thought to be- particularly’ true

with aqut ‘learners, the population of interest in the

refers to people who are older than .the - 18-22 year old

"university undergraduate population.

one approach to” individual differences In  adult
. learners tﬁat. is ré;éivinq_ increasing Atteﬁtion dn the
literature is th;t af cognitive s;yré (Brundage &
Macherache%, iIéﬁO:  Cross, 1982: . Knox,. 1977: Lovell,
1980) . Cenerally, a cognitive style 1is defined . a5 “an

individual’'s typical mode of processihg when pérceiving.

feﬁembering; thinking, and preblem solving" (Knox, 197?,
'p.477). This definision 1mp1les‘1ndiv1dua1 differencés and

preferences in. both qualitative and guantitative ways of \\

gathering, storing. and processing information.

* A number ®f différent cognitive style nods' have been

T least eleven distinct -models of ;ogpltibe style that have

L

'« .reqéived. empiriecal or ;héoéeticil dttént}on over the last
\ .i:twenty years. Of thésé: ‘the model, of cognitive style
'invol§ing field, depandencé‘ and field Iindependence, as
desén}béd Si Witkin '(;948). ha; ~the .strongest research

!
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base. ° Much of this research has occyrred in the

. . educational field. covering a wide varietf of educational

L4

- issues that are applicable to the adult ledrner.

~

4
The present study served two mdjor purposes. The -~

N

‘ first, purpose.i:as to 1nvéstigate the relationship‘betqeén/

cognitive style and‘ the two counseling skills of empathy

and soclal problem solving in a sample of adult counselor

¥ - : o : .
trainees. The second purpose was to Iinvestigate the
7 . , N .
process of social problem solving itself by gathering data

on how people actually solve. problems of daily living:

- Very little research to date has been directed 'to
f . . L R
clarifying the styles and processes adults use. in dealing

with ill-defined social proSlems. " ' -

~ .

\,/ - ¥, With the above as a brief overview. the remainder iof

v

 this chapter will review relevant rgsearch'reTatinq~to

éognitive style, prbblem solving, * and 'embathy in turn.

.. Then the general rationale and hypothesesqtof the durrent
: - Toce o s

s

ty . study‘uill_be presented.

.

-

* The cogrfitive style model of field ,dependence and .
independence evolved from research by Witkin in the late' -,

- 1940's and early 1950°'s”on how people locate themselves. in

space and find embedded figures in complex designs. Oihe-,'

most commonly used- measures ".of this .construct .are the
- 5 2 . :

[y

Embedded Figures Test (EET).” the Croup, Embedded Figures

Test (GEET). the Children's Embedded Figures Test (Witkip..

.o

A .

R/
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Some people are .able to locate' the simple figure quite -

A

. e
LI " - ’
QCltman, Rﬁskinv & Karp. 1971) ‘ind the Rod and Erame Test -

(Witkin, lewis, K Hertzman, Machover. Neissner, & Wapner,

1954) . BT

4

\A:~\‘ S ‘ - \.j -
On the embedded figures tests. subjects must locate K a -

_coppiex geometfic desfgnA(see Appendix A for examples)

. ,easily. while others have greater difficulty. This test

measures ' the extent to vhicﬁ.subjects are able to perceive
- . o N

1

an object accurately without being -influenced by the

surrounding  field! Hivtkin found  that individuals
ot 2

demonstrated consistency across situatibns in theiy. styles

of. perception On the basis of these consistenclies. he

N
-a

A developed the constr“ucts“ of feld. dependence, 'in vhichg

¢

perception is- heavxly inflqenced by the surrounding field;

.relatively separate from the surrounding field.

and field'independence, in which ‘perception ~“tends to-' be

v

More specifically. the field dependent cognitive sﬁyie

18 characterized by qlobal perception, usa of external

'superiority in learning sPcial content.

frames of reference. an inaerpersgnai orientation, and a

AT ’ ;
Conversely,

field- independent individuals are® conceptualized as. using
more articulated perception,o imposing structure on
ambiguous material, psing an'analytical hypothesis-testing
approach to concept attainment employing an internal frame
of 'reference, and learning abstract, theorettcal concepts

readily (Witkin: Moore Goodenough, & Cox, 1977)

simple figure., such es'aasquece'or rectangle, vithin a more
[ L. N

4

z

N\
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Subséduent-research from the'1950's to: the present has

/

.linked these cognitive. styles to a‘much broader range;of

areas (Witkin, 1976 Witkin, -1979' Witkin & Goodenough,

¢

1981; = Witkin. Goodenough & Oltman 1979: Witkin, Moore.

' Gltman, Coodenouéh Friedman, - Owen. & Raskin, 1977) .

Rersonality characteristias and interpersonal styles have

been added to the original cognitive factors. These

characteristics are summarized in Table 1,

In addition to these characteristics, Witkin _et al.

L4

(1977) 1identifled severalibésic principles underlying their

cognitive style modei.« First. cognitive style is concerned”

with the form and process of cognition rather than its

content. When the |, terms : fie!d—dependent and

field-independent. are used to describe this process they:

a

represent tendencies of varyiug ‘magnltudes of_ strength

toward one‘tor the other ends of a bipolar continuum

- N v, - ' 3

Witkin et al. (1977) emphasize that they make no - claim

about - the existence of two distiﬁtt types,of-people._ In
.the present.study,-"field-dependentf refers’td subjects at

.the | lowver third of the continuum, ' "field independent"

indicates subjects at the upper third of the, continuum and~.

mid range is the term uSed for subjects in the middle

- <
~ -

third»pf the continuum;

A second principle stated by Witkin et al.._(l977)~ is
' ‘ . > N = “u

that field dependent-independent modes of Eunctioning age

-

assumed to be stable over time and ta be distributed f

o

normally in the deneral population. ~Consequentl§ most‘



 oes

.-

Global experience of self

. . -
- ‘2 D
L ‘-«‘-(-- ~ . - . .
Table 1 g \ R
Cognitive and Interpersonal Characteristi®s of tive:

Field-Dependent . Field- Independent

Perceives field as a whole Sees items as discrete from

global. \ . V background
L 4 * - ~
Leaves materials "as is" - Imposes structure on
'_amﬁiéuqus material
Clusté}s concepts into large Clusters concebtsilnto small

groups tight groups -

Learns social content better - Learns abstract content better

Experiences self as,separate
» »

from nonself

Attentive to soclal frames Not sensitive to social =

of referentce undercurrents ‘ ' -

Likes to be with people More individualistic

More use of external - More use of internal frame of

sources to define feelings 3 reference i 5

’e
-

Note. ‘Adapted from “Field-Dependent and Ffeld-Independent

Cognitive ‘Styleé and Their Educatgénal Ihplicatxons by H. A.

Witkin, C. A. ..Moore. D. R. " .Géodenoudb, & P. W. Cox. -

1981, Heview of Educational Research. 47. 1-64.

’ ! .- - Lo .
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people wilf fall in the middle of the contlndym and not be
very differemt from each other. Individuals at opﬁbs::e
ends-df the continuum. though. will be very differen: ‘ron
each other. |

Third Witkin and his colleagues beiieves that these

cognigive styles\ are not value-laden. That is. one style ‘

is no better than the other. 6n the contrary. each style
has functional value in certain situagibns, _vitn‘ the
field-dependent ) style being more functional 7 in
intergersonalf social settings., and the: fleld- independent

style being better suited to analytical‘contexts;

The majority of research with cognitive 'styles has

béeen berformed with children and undergraduate\popﬁlations,
/

with very llttle rasearch focusing on the adult learner.

The research that does exist with adult sampies has tended

to deal either thh the effect of age on “GEET performance

- '(Mcliyrxedn_l980, Panek. “Eunk, & Neison. 1980: Peterson &

)
-~

. Eden. 1981} and Petrakis. & Hansor., 1981) or with

xnstruCt;onal preférences of aduilt learners (Samers. 1982:

Simpson 1981)

-

Much addigional research is needed on cbqnit{ve style
>

~ -

differences in a% learners. .The general -impli.cations of

fest,.that adult learners will " learn

information(ditferently and interact

witkin's theory-

differently

<

with others differently based on their cognitive— styles.

pecitic areas of coun;elon-perfO{ménce in which cognit{ve

- - ’

. .o
. ' \ -
. N LY .
<. .

‘e
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styie différences might be expected to .be manifested are

.o o : _hose‘rof problem solv1ng and. empathy- Each of theseuareas
is considered_in more detail below.

- . -Recent -research investigating the reiat{onShip between

field independence and problem solving has yielded.

differing- resui:s. Swanson 11980) fexpected that

e e

s
fueld-independent . subjects with thelir analytical
N - ! N .
"problem-solving tendencies would solve Touer "of .Hanoi
- puzzles (well-structured-problem solving)~more easily than
. )

' field- dependent subjects However no differences were

found between the two groups’ 1n problem soLving efficxency

-~ ; ‘ With verbal word problems Wyatt (1983) varied the . amount

‘of - structure available to subjects for solving problems

She found no re}ation between cognitive style and\ the
ability‘ to utilize varying degrees ‘of structure in problem,

'solving
In . a'-jimilar’ veth, Ngble (1984) dexaminedw “the

rélationship' betweén field independence“andj cogniti&e
3 restructuring ability in soiving panagrams. ::The results
- 1ndicated that, field- independent subjects were no more
‘efficient thah field-dependent Lsubjects- at providing"an
idhkrentlyvdisorganized_fieid with a.hev-ordahizationA
. . , ] .

Considering just one aspeot' of -the . problem solving

) IR process ' Neuhaus (1980) reported that cognitive style was

'gx;j”' . ﬁnrelated to. the data- gathering strategies of occupational

[ Y
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therapy students in ciintcal problem-eolving situations

-

[ 3 ~
(simulatlons). In the field of hnursing. Cunning (1981)

;

also utilized simulations to test clinical prob*em‘solving
and.reported a weak but significant correlation. (r =.279)
vziﬁs,‘field independence. Gunning also feporied. a
sign;ficant correlation (n" =.370) between rfiérd
undePEndence_‘and critical thinking. as measured by the
Qatson-claser.Critical Thinking‘Appraisar.
- ) _
The measures of problem solving used in prior research

s . a '

. have often. been * standardized tests such *+ as the

. \witkin et al.

Prdblem-Solving subtest of the McGraw-Hill Basic Stud?i-;

o . , R N
.System Skills Test. With this measure, Cagley (1983) found

‘that fleld independence was, not a strong predictor of

problem solving ability. ///

On  the osher hand,  Heller (1982.) employed a

standardized mathematics ‘problem- solvlng test and found = .

that fi®hd-independent people , tehd to do .‘betoer on

p}obyem-solving tasks- ¢that require the extracfing of

pertinent informatlon from a larger field - of~ information
(1977) Teported that this requirement is a

critical test of field- inHependence ability
Q-

~

3- Quiﬁe a ?different~ aspect of problem solblng ' was

) .. .
' studied by Maloney - (1981), who tested Gagne's, rule transfer

conceptualiaation of ﬁnoblem solvxng. 'Maloney found that

field-fndependent' 'subjeotS' outper formed 'fiel&'depepdent:_

subjeots wvhen  solving- novel  problems

(vertical,

L
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rule-tranéfer), ~and applyino-?rules ~to. new situations

(lateral rule-trenifer)}'

- -

.
Ld . - - * .

It is difficult to interpret the variation 1In extant

results' on the relationship between problem soIving and
. - < . »

cognitive style‘ Eive studies did not find the predicted

(J.

relationship between these. variahles whereas three studies
did support such a relationship- Ghe of, the, dlfficulties

in synthesizing tbeSe studies is that problem solving has

been conceptualized and measured in very diverse ways
* across the‘various studies. # ) i - :
F ' ~

A further limitation of previous research on, ﬁroblem‘

solvingal: both -in geheral and in relation to cognitive

style. i that it has focused _sdlely on well- structured,

‘ihpersonal gxnbloqo~'(Frederik§eh, 1984) Such problems

)

have a eirmgle correct solutian., and can usually be solved

- - ! - - N te e ) ) o
with information .present in the problem statement angd/or ’

information in a problem solver's long term memory, such as -

_athemdtical rates. - Conversely, the types of probleq;

confronting counselors the population of interest here,
are il1- defined social problems such as family conflicts
r decisions about-one s future. Simdn (1979) 7. describes

-111-defined problems ' as those that are more complex, have:

>less specific criteria for knowing when. the problem is"

solved, and '3 not QQPply all of the information required

_for solution\ . o .“ - . o

2

- . LA
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. abilities: (1) recognizlng the large range of problemat&c

'rProblem Solving Procedure (MEPS) a serxes of . ten story

- While p}evious ' studies.. ha;e' dealt . mainly with
ve&l-éeflped. relatively ! 1mpersonal" probiems the present " ..
'stugy is ‘Cdncérﬁed vith ill-defined, socidl. problem
solving. This type of problem solving has been examined by
1$§ivack. Platt, and Shure (1976) who purport that

effective social problem solving consists of the follgying

si;uatioﬁs that one can confromt in the environment. KZ)
a i

gerferating potential solutions to social problems, (3}

specifying - the necessary, stéps' to solve the problem
- ] . o ] }
effectively. (4) evluating the Tonsequences of .one's '
.aétions, an& {S) being avare‘of the motivational aspec€s4of .

one's actions. . ‘ ‘ -

To éssess the soclial problem solving process Piatt

-and Spivack (19?5a) X develoged ‘the - Means Ends .

, S

stems in which an fndividual must achieve a speciffc goal . L

‘The subiect must fill in the "means” or ‘'steps invélved in
readhing "the goal. qutt and Spivack SQJ;gvgothat this -

type of "means-ends" thinking is a very significaﬁt skill
A , .

in mbdiatiﬁg'adjustmgpt in adults. .

. . . .
Y

The MEPS is one of ‘the 'm95ﬁv-used and 'researched’

~ instruments in fhe social problgh-sblving ngld. Much of

the original research with the  MEPS  was concerned with
. . : i Y Lo I3 ' '
-comparing ' the problem-solving , abilities of " juvenile

delinquents versus"nondélinquehfp or psychiatric versus
. s ' T

4

. nonpsychiatric populations. More ‘recept research. has
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'than did nond

examined other “Tpopulatidny  —— For—example; several -

“~—sresearchers (Gotlib & Asarnow, 1979:,mﬂicché11 & Madigan,

1984; Wierzbicki, 1984; Zemoré & Dell. 1983) have
e

utilized the MEPS to compere the social problem-soiviné‘

skills of depressed and nondepressed university students.
While the  focus of each of these studies vas-slightly
different, they all found that depressed subjects generated
sidnificantlyx fewver _relevanx means for problem situations
eLressed'subjects.

.

/_\ 4.\ .
In 'a differeny area, Bruch (1981) hypothesized that

“unassertiveness might result from a deficit in strategies

\

for organizing behavior into assertive action. He employed
the rEPS to measure ability to organize and generate plans

of actién for .achieving a social goél. However, no

significant differences ‘were found between assertive and

nonassertive Subjects on this measure.

P (
In a study with 282 adult university  stugents,

‘

* Lemoncelli (1984) examimgd the relationship* between social

',problem solving., as measured by the MEPS, and ,several

personality varlables. From a canonical anélysis, he
discovered a significant negative relationship between
problem;solving abilidy 'and_a set 6: variables consisting
of low self- -efficacy, high distress high state acxiety,

and Iow state curiosity

» -

Some researchers have modified‘che MEPS to fit their

" particular research problehs. Eor example, to study how

.2 .
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young couples cope with the transition to parenthood,
Alpert (1980) used five of the MEPS problem situations and

then adde& probiems.deallnq viﬁthifficulties due to the

L

arrival ‘af "a". new 'Saby. In a study by Sarason (1984)

examiriing th& chqyéfﬁeristics "and éffects of  social
support., five MEPS 'stories were‘séored“ﬁof the.degreé to
which_the protagonist thought about an ac}ion before taking

it. ' .- .

-

In summary, the MEPS 1§ beifig utilized increasingly as

a* measure of social problem solving viih normal popu}atioh§ ’

and has been mpdifie& in d variety of ways. In the present

study. an. adaptation of the MEPS was’ psed to examine

&

differences in problem-solving performance and process' for

N

counselors in interpersonal and intrapersonal problem

. Situations,. Interperéonal' situations refer to probleﬁs

involving the subject .in relation to‘other people, such Qs
family, friends, neighgors, on coyorkers. Oni the other
hand, ;ntraperso;al situatioﬁs r;fgr to problems that are ot
more~ focused on the individual, .such as being,@issagis?ied
with 1jfe and wanting to improve one's.teéching. ‘
' N ‘
Empathy has been ‘detined, in numerous ways in the .
literature. In the present étu@j. the'émphésié is on the

skill of empathic,reéponaing, des¢ribed by Gazda et al.

‘(19é§bj as the counselor's ability to reflect éccurately

the feelings of the client.’
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Much of the research on r empathy has been concerned
.. 4
with empathy as -a perceived general quality or

characteristic réther theh with the actual‘-skill of

\

empathic Yesponding Empathy bas usually been measured

K 4
either by’ a self'report personality scale such - as Hogan s

’ Empathy. Scale (1969), or by a simple rating scale devised

by the investigator (Barnett & Harris, 1984: Conoley &
Beard. 1984: Loeb & Curtis, 1984; Richmond, 1984: Suit &

Paradise¢., 1985: Yanico & Hardin, 1985).

Very little research has been directed at the

-relationship between ,cognitive style and empathy. Of the

available research, two studies (Martin & Toomey, 1973:

Wightman~ 1982)'measured the qnﬁll;x of empathy, while two

studies (Anstandig. 1979; Carlino, 1975)\ measured the

skill ‘of eppathy. . Martiii and Toomey &73) correlated

field independence‘v1th scores on Hogan's Empaﬁhy s;é1é
11969)3"Hegan conceptualized the empathic.person, like the
‘field- iﬁ&epehdedt' pereon aé¢ mdre capable of- complex
.differentiated kspondiﬂg and more able to.view the self as
separaté from others. Con;istent with this ‘viev Maktin .
Aand Toomey found a ;iatistically significant corredation of

.34 between field independence and empethy. e

field-independent subjects 4as those who were. at least 0.5
SD-units above the group mean, and\fleld;de;enéant.eubjects
as those Qho scored at least‘O.S SD'e below the group mean.
With this grouping, - fiefdi{ndependent subjects scored

N . ) N

SR S 3

.In a study, with women, Wightman (1982) ‘defined-

.[:*",‘



orerivus

-

- | 15

sféiificantly higher than field-dependent subjects on the
Affective Sgnsitiv&fy,Scale (Kagan & Schneider, 1980) , a

multiéle-choite empathy test.

In the first of two studies measuring empathic

réspon@ing directly. Anstandig (1979) gave empathy training

. to graduate students in a ﬁastgf's counseling program.

Students were divided into three groups: high, medium, and

low field independence. All groups improved from pretest

to postteﬁt in reflecting client feelings. However, the

middle group had the highest posttest scores, with
field-independents second and field-dependents third. It
% not known whether the middle group had the largest ' gain

score, though, as the pretest values wvere not reported.

A second study éxamined coéh;tlvg style and empath&‘ln
a sample of trained couhselors. With this:gpoué, Carlino

(1972) found. no ?glationship between cognitivé style and

. accurate empagﬁy on‘éctualttaped‘lnterviews as measured by

3

the Truax Acégrate Empathy‘Sca{Q.(Truax & Carkhuff, 1967) .

Carlino hypothesized that more experiéﬁced <ounselors might

be béttgr able ﬁb overcome any l;mitationé that are part of

their particular cognitive style and‘;hus respond witit the
level of empathy required. L . S

’

It is interesting that vhen empathy scores are derived

from sel f-reports or ' multiple-choice ‘tests,

. -

fleld-independent subjects tend to score higher  than

M

field-dependent - subjects. .. However, this superlor
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performance is not  duplicated in studies that measure

acﬁual empathic¢ responding.

: : ‘

H Gne of the more skill-oriented measures of empathy _is'

. L 4
the .Index of Responding (Gazda, Asbury, Balzar. Childers.

: _ . Haynie, & Walters., 1984). It is one of the few empathy
. ) instruments 'that requires ;ubiects to write an actual
empathlc response as copposed to choosing a nultiple-choice

item of rating one s self on personality characterlstics

For this reason, the Index of Responding was used in this’

study. ) ) A
o . . . | P
) T . A number of. different studies have utilized the Index ’
of Responding as a measure of empathy (Bellucci, 1980: .

Black & Phillips, 1982: Casey & Roark. 1980 Haynie.

.1982; . Hurt, 1977; Schmidt, 1981). All of these studies

~ . : . ©-

were conducted in the educational field, and all found that

subjects ;mpréved i their méasqred empathic responding

e

after receiﬁing training in empathic résponding. _

Only_one study, to datei_hés examined the relationship . .

. betwveen .emgathy and -social léro&lem, solving. Kramer.
Rapp;portn. éna " Seidman (L§79) used . a sampie of
underg?adgaée women who were taking a pragticuﬁ course in
hugan serétces, The subject#gwere first ;ated by observers

, fbr ampathy warmth, and oponness using the Group

b Assessment of Interpersonal Traits (Goodmaq ,1972) . - High

and low scorers were then selected for training in a
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.

five-etep social problem- eolving intérview brocedure based
on: the‘ proelem-solx;né model of D'Zurilla and Goldfried
(1971).‘ Tnter&iebers were rated by obseryere _and their
Clients for their problem-sclviné skill on 'the five
probieq;soiving steps, - ﬁsing a 7-point scale of

effectiveness. No vrelatioﬁship was found between empathy

and problem selving variables as ‘measured by these

investigators. While " these  researchers did not find ‘a

‘relationship between these two variables. this may be

‘because they mneasured the perceived qualities of empathy

and problém solving rather than ‘measuring the specific

®

mmmmwm e e e

-~

As stateq earlier, this study served two purposesil

"

(1), to investigate the relationship o{ cognitive style to

the counseling skills gQf empathy and social problem
solving: - - and (2) to examine and describe various aspects

of social problem solving itself. The statistica{' design

used for the first of these purposes was a two- Eactor (3 x

2) design vith repeated measures over one” factor. The
between—subjects factor consisted of three ‘levels of

cognitive style (field dependent mld-range and

field-independent). The within subjects factor consisted

of » two types of problem _situation (interpersonal and.
: . -

intrapersocnal). Analogue and Jinp xixg measuresbcf both

' empathy and problem solving were obtained for subjec:s

under all six treatment’ cqnd;tions. Thus, the independent

74
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variables in this study vere cognitive style and

-
_ interpersonal versus intrapersonal tituation. whereas the

- both empathy and problem solving (four measures'in>total).

dependent variables were analogue and ln vive measures of

<. o L
) The construct of field dependence-independence has
stimulated a great deal of research, with over 4000 reports i\
published by 1981 (Cox & Witkin, 1978: . Cox, 1980; JCox &

Gall, 1981). However, very 1little of this research has

. * e
“concerned the adult learner. and even less has ‘focused on

the adult in counselor education. With adult education

theorists such as Cross' {1982) and Lovell leSOi

-

recommending the “use of" cognitive style theory for -

. understanding differences in adult ' learners, it . is

{
necessary to provide empirical support for the relevance of

this construct to adult educators Consequently, one. of

the purposes "of this study was' to expand research on:

cognitive style with the adult iearner

. The majority of research on cognitive style has used 4.

-

. median-split to divide ,subjects into field- dependent and
‘fipld-ihdependent groups for . cbmparison purpdses or has

employed quartiles to compare subjects in the top quarter

(field-independent) with tnose in -the bottom duarterﬁ
(field-dependent).' Both of these techniques ignore people.
in the middle -of the field _ dependence independence

-

continuum. Nhile some clear difterences have been found

betwveen extreme:scoring groups, characteristics of people r
in the mid-range are noq.as evident. Lau, Figuerres, and,

¥ ’ N /
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Davis (1981) and Lovano-Kerr (1983) recommend that mare

1nves:igation be done with this mid-range populatlon vho
L 3

may be using strategies of both styles. Therefore

subjects in the present stﬁay vere divided into high,

medium, and loWw field:independence in an attempt to gather

information about all thfee‘grogps_of people.

-
The foregoing review of research-. on cognitive style BV
and empathy revealed' 1nconsistent resoits. While it is
possible*to understand Martin and Toomey s (1973)' reason
"for hypotHesizing that fleld independent people will be
‘more capable of diﬁﬁerentlated 'responding\ (empathy) than .
their field-depeﬁdent countehpa}ts, it is equally plausIbIé
to . imagine- that}'ffeld-depehdent- people ;111 be more
. ';\: . effective at respohdiﬁg‘ empathically., because of their
o . ] .greater orientation to. other peocble and thelr greater
, ’ "eensitivity to social anderohrﬁEnts. The latter hypothesis
. i;’congnuent- with studiee showing that f@eld-dependentf
the}apists; are more 1nteiactive with clients, 'while;
field‘iddepenaent therapigts tend to adopt ﬁoninvolvihg or
more directive‘approaches to therapy . (Witkin et al 1977). .-
It may be that both field- independent and field- depehdeht
peop1e~ can learn the skill of empathy, But the two
. . cognitive styles are differentlally “suited to empathic
- responding ~in different situations. To examine this
possigility the p#esent . -research lncorporated ) the -

influence gt situational factors in addition to person

variao}es. This approach is recommended by Mischel (1973)

® R ° N . . .

-
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who believes tHat behavior‘in social contexts can be better

understood by accounting -for the interactibn between person
and situation. The two situetions of Ihterest here are
interpersonal (dealing vith other people) and intrapersonal

(dealing vith one's self) as defined prewiously

The first hypothesie\of the presenﬁ researoh wvas that
field-ihdepeﬁdent suh?%cts would Dbe more ehpathic than
field-dependent subjects ~ with iihtrapersonal client
concerns. while ;field-depehdent subjects would pe more
empethic than :ieio;independent euhjectéiwith interpersohal'
cliemt 3concerns.t This'hypothesis is baSedﬁon ﬁeseerch oy

Witkin . and Goodenoggﬁ (1981) " which ‘has  shown

v ‘

. field-independent subjects to .be more individualistic and

more likely to use an internal frame of. reference. Thus,

field- independent , subjects pight be . expected to responq ,” ’

better to client intrapersonel concerns, Conversely

. )
field-dependent subjects have been “found to rely more on

Jo—

social frames of reference-and“ to have .an interpersonal'

4

orientation. Hence tﬁey might be expected to” respondj

better to client.interpersonal concerns.

&>

- In contrast to previous'probiem-solviﬁg Tesearch, this

Al

study examined cognitive style in'relation to i1l1- defineﬁ

socia} problem solVing a relationship,that has not been-
explpred in the.research literature but ona of impOrtance. '

tb counselor eoucation The second experimental hypothesis

was that field independent subjects would be better probleq

.solvers with intrapersonal problemg. uhile field-dependent
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;uejects would be better problem solvers with interpersonal
probleme. An important eseecb of better problem solviﬁq{.
in .this ease, refers to generating more strategies in ;n
ill-defined problem situation. Using number of strategies
as a measure of better\problem solving is pased on Platt
end Spivack'sf(197§a) 91ev1£hat the"geﬁeration of means

(strategies) 1is a -key eléﬁent in social problem solving.

As with empathy, Ebis'.hYpothesis is based on brevious

research indicating _that field-independeﬁ£~peop1e have a
more internal .frame ¢of reference and therefore might be
expected tﬁo generate more strategies en intrapersenal
pfoblems. Field- dependent people on the other hand,; have

a more soc¢ial frame of reference and thus might be expected

.to generate more Strateéieb on interpersonal problems.

N\

Pﬁeblem solving and empathy vere ;easured in
ipterpereenal and int;apersonal siﬁﬁatlongvby two different
methods. One method employed structured anelogue ﬁeaéuré;}
haﬁely ﬁhe ‘inéex of Respoﬁding and MEPS,. as measures of
empathy and probfem solving respectively The other metﬁod
employed "more lndividualized 1n yivo measures of the same
two cohsirucis; namely copnseling tapes and prbblem solving

with a client concérn respectively. The in vivo measures

were ;ncluded in an attempt to apbroxlmafe more closely the

.rea1~11fe empath1C‘end problem-solving skills of subjects.

This approach was recommended by . Butler and Meichenbaum

(1982) as one means af improving rosearch on social problem'

solvipg. ’ T . . v ~
P : ' ;
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When considering the two skills of empathic responding

and solia} prpblem solving, it is possible_to'postulatei

possible similarities betveen the two. As described by
Egan (1982). both skills require the coUnselor to take the
perspective of the client.: . Also, both are <enhanced by
flexibility’ in generating a.inumber' of possibilities
(feelings‘ and 'strategies) Therefore. it ‘would ‘seem

reasonable to predict that a person who could respond at a

higher level of empathy would also be able to generate more

' strategies in social problem solving. As stated earlier,

while Kramer et al. (1979) did attempt to relate empathy
to social problem solving they only measured global
perceived qualities of empathy and problem solving rather t

than specific skills. The relationship between empathy and

. prob?em .s6lving skills requires further study Therefore,

the third experimental hypothesis/vas that there would be a.
positive correlation 'betveen Intrapersonal empathy and
intrapersonal problem solving, andlbetween'interpersonal

empathy and interpersonal'problem solving. y - , -
.. \“. . R

Thus _far, hypotheses pertaining “to problem solving

’ &

have been based on exploring vhich subjects’ will ‘be bettér
at generating a larger number af nelevant strategies the .

traditional’ wmethdd of utilizing data from the MEPS. The

,assumption is made that better problem solvers produce more

Ll

strategies while. poorer problem ‘solvers produce fever.

strategies However when one considers the. intricacies ot

social problems, it is not necessarily;trpe that developing



o
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'element among many other elements in the overall process.

“quantitative.

BEEE

-

. a large numper df strategies is -more effective than

generatlng one appropriate strategy. ~Therefore. Thstead of

‘ thlnklng solely in terms of bg;;gn' problem solving,'iii

vould seem beneficia1~to think altso in terms‘of'hog‘people

differ 1n their apngagn to solvlng social problems By
adopting a mare process- oriented approach to social problem

'soIving. the number of strategies .then becomes just one

N\ i . )
The scoring procedure then becomes qualitative as well as

o

Very‘fe& studies have examined  actual pretesses of

Y . . e R o B T T T
A " :

o

social problem solving* !he majority of seeminqu reievant'

studies have dealt vith self appraised —problem solvinq

ability’ and ‘have provided-no information about how ‘people

~actually’ solve social probLems (Heppﬁer,. Hfbel,‘lﬂeal,

/
Weinstein. ' & Rabinowitz 1982; Heppner & Petersen 1982;
Heppner, Reeder, &\Larsqn, 1983; - Nezu 1985~ . Phillips

Pazienza & Eerrin. 1984)-. Other research has examlned the

Aeffectiveness of programs that teadh~socia1 problem solving

skills, Ibut again, \ﬁas rot addressed the underiying

processes ‘irivolved (D' Zurilla & Nezu. 1982 Jannoun,
Mumbyj Catalan & Gelder, - 1980: Kramer Rappaport, &
- Seidman, 1979;. Neid & b'Zarilla, 1979, 1981a; 198;5),;

)
Ty - .
« . -

To_ examine— social problem solvrng processes ' more

fu;ly the Means Ends Problem Solving Procedure was .

,utilized in the present study One of. the adVantages of

o Lo ‘ N - L4

the MEPS is that by  having suhjects .write between a

Ve -
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'paragraph and a Hhole page' for each problem situatton

enough material . . provided . to ditferéﬁtiate among-

dxfferent types of processes and different types o£ s;yles

. utilized .by subjects -jp~_£hey solve ,social prob

Therefore in additton to the original MEPS' scoring

. categortes the ptesent sthdy employed protocol~analysis to

delineate different problem solvlng elements, processes

" and styles . Eriosson ﬁnd Simon (1984) advocate protoco}
_analysis of subject retlections as a method for generating
-La more complete model of prob}em solving processes than can”
‘be {nferred” from outcome scores alone. . By - adding these »
.problem—solving categories the Central Tesearch Question_‘:

“changes from "Are tieid‘independent subjects better problem

- solvers ’ﬂiﬁ? some situations 6han ére fleld dependent

subjects?”. to: © “How ~‘db"; field- indepéndent and

':field-dépeodént subjects differ .in'.their approaches to

Solvinq social problems?"

-

.“' R B -‘.'A-. e . T, *

-

e - Tﬁe. fourth experimental ;hypo:hésis ”'wes that

if;eld independent subjects would‘ use . a.more systematic

_stép- -y -step. préblem $olving process fsequential) ) while .

field dependent ) shbjects would use a. more uholistic

process .- This’ prediction is based on research by kltkin etv

. al. (1977) indicatinq that fieid dependent people tend to
‘perceive the field aé\a' whoie "iK - a globaL way vhile ‘
£Leld-1ndependent'?5eople are better able to dfscriminate"

‘individual ftems vithin the whole and to. cluster concepts'

-inte tiqht groups as required 1n P systehatic sequential
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In addition - to - ‘problem-soliving ~ process, °
problem-solving style, was also examined 'in the present_

s . . study. Research has shown that field-independent subjects

learn abstract. theoretical content better and use a

hypothesls=testing approéch to concept attainment (Witkin,
) o S .. . e .

‘Coodenoughf & Oltman, 1979). Thus, it is reasonable to

[N

gibeéz that field-’ipdependent subjects might tend to use a

ca sty o~
-

P . ; more analyttcal problem;solvidg- style tha? includes
. - A .

evaluation and aﬁaleisi vhereas field-dependent people who

- ) - . LY -
‘are_ more “attentive to the feelings of others, may tenq to
. . N . - ~ - . ~
use a‘more'affectlve problem-solving style that emphasizes

feelihgs“ in relation to the.problem. Therefore, the fifth"
exasfimental hypothesis predicted that -field‘independent
subjects- would tend to use an analfdical problem solélng

style while field dependent subjects uld-tend to use an

{ , '~af:ectlve problem solvlng style -

% * . P i \ . T . . .

v ’ _Besides these five hypotheses‘ relatlng’ to cogﬁltive
. . style. this study had'a sbcond main goa"l nauely,to-'examine
N . ~ 3 .

* and.describe ln detail - the Variohs elemepts and processes

of soclal problem solving . As stated earlier counselind

rews bug rima

can be cdhceptuallzed as a problem solving process " While

¢

a number off aufhors (Carkhuft 1984: D'Zurilla & Nezu,
'1982‘ ‘Eghn 198i1 Gozda et al. . ! 1984) have proposed ideal

‘ ‘ problem solving models describing how counselors shgnld
" help clients solve thelr probleas very little research has’

1nvestlgated the actual stePs and processes useq ‘by people

. * 18

T e g
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~as they attempt to solve problems of deily living. Do all
people use a similar aoproach with social problems? "Does
that approach vary depending on the type of socfal problem?

What are the elehents or skills used by people to tackle

such problems? ~ Do these elements differ according to

problem situation? -

~ - . - N -
B ~ . - - .
- . ~ . -~

) These were the type of questions investigated through

protocol analysis More specifically - eight ’

C e g em g ———rs g e
1

problem- solving elements, three problem-solving styles\\énd o
A8 .

three problem-solving processes were identified,‘all,of’
which are described in detail ih the next chapter and in ' RS

Appendix G. These elements,/ styles, and processes were

. comﬁared in the two situations of 1nterbersonal and
; . intrapersonal ‘problems to | determine Ghether problem
N = situation influenced- subfects\ soéial problem-solving
v " - .processes. In addltion; problem situations were classified

} : as complex versus simple and problem .solving elenents

style, and processes were examined in relation. to these two

types of problems. o o ) .

_In summary, on the- basls of prior research and theory

the  following hypotheses were stated gp relﬁéion to the

present study: .- . o ¢ __y:

1. Field-independent subjects will be more -
empathic . <than field-dependent subjects with : ‘
Co ' intrapersomal client concerns whereas '
¢ ‘ . field-dependent subjects will be more empathic than
4 ‘ field-independent. subjects with interpersonal
client concerns, ) /!

-~
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2. Similarly, field-independent subjects will
be . better problem solvers than field-dependent
subjects’ with 1ntrapersonal problems, while
field-dependent subjects will be -better problem :
solvers than field- 1ndependent . subjects with : :

. interpersonal problems.
-~ 1
be a positive correlation a
intrapersonal’ empathy and _intrapersonal o

3. There will
between

problem solving,’ and between 1nterpersona1 empathy .
and interpersonal problem selving. .
4. .Field-independent subjects’ will-: tend -to

use a sequential process for problem solving while
field-dependent subjects will use a wvholistic
process. . ) . :
. . . . .
‘'S. Fleld-independent subjects will -tend to . L
use an analytical problem-solving style while
) field-dependent subjects will utilize an affective
- ) problem-solving style. :

6. Differences in problem solving elementss
processes, - and styles are expected for subjects in - ’
= : different problem-solving situations. . )

\ & Lot
. S

w
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- Subjects -
H . P < . 1 b .!‘ . N
1 _ . . The subjects were .70 q}ementafy aﬁd_ setondary schoeool

* teachers particlpating 1in in Ontario Ministry of Education

. \ ’ e
summer certificate program in guidance counseling. The

. o—i

subjects yére obtained fram four different class sections _
m'eepin;; ‘in either London or in Kitch_ener,‘htario. ‘Of
. 1 ‘ . approximately 130 students present in .classes when
‘ participation was saelicited. 106 students'volunteergd to‘ take .
part 'in the. study by signing conseﬁt forms. Of the?é,.79:

completed all of the research instruments.-  _.°. ';;-~f43 <

o . ‘ \ 5 - . .

" The sample consisted of 35 women and '35 men ranging in,
age from 25 to 55 years. The breakdown f;fm_arital status was

RS 54 parr;ed: 12 single, and 4 divorced or widowed. "Educational :
A leyeli was yefy homogeneous with 66 haviﬁg bachelor's deéréeé,

-

2 having Master's degrees., and 2 having a teéching &eq;ificate'

[ Y
N

-~ but no university degree. The réﬁio of secondary to

eleqéhtaﬂy SCHOQI teachers was approximat319 <2;1,.-with 45

L)

secondary teachers and 25 elementary teachers. .Years of

téachlng experience ranged from 1 to 25 years.

-

~ The Group Embedded Figures Test (CEET), developed . by.

Witkinh et al. (1971);,vas-u$ed io‘mé?sura field independénce,

oo the major independentJvariable. On this test, subjectll aust
locate .and trace a simple-geometric figure that is embedded.

-

28 . | \
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and obscured within a larger more complex geometric figure.

(see Appendix A). Fiela- independent people .are assumed to be

quite competent at this perceptual disembedding task, while

‘from .88‘to .98 with a hean of ,963"

field-dependent individuals are assumed to be influenced by
the surrounding field and thus to have greater difficulty in

extracting the figure.

.

. The test is divided into three timed sections. On the

first section., for practice only, subjects have two minutes to

trace seven simple figures. Most people easily find all of

Athesehfigures’and this section of the test is not scored. The

final two, sections consist of nine figures each, for a total
of‘ 18 Iigurék Subjects are allowed five minutes for each of
these-éha sections and a subject 8 score is the total numper
of fﬁgures correctly traced. . Fleld- independent subjedts
usually obtain a score’ in the 16-18 range _while

field- dependent subjects score in the 09 range

Split-half reliabilityn*reported in the GEFT test manual,

.is .82 (Witkin et al., 1971). Panek, Erank, and Nelson (1980}

calculated split-half reliability for people of different ages
across the Flfespan in their sample of 175 women aged 17- 72

Their values ranged trom .57 to 90 with a mean of .80. They
also checked for internal consistency by correlating tne two
parts of the test vith the~total score. These"values ranged

r -‘ N . 3 )

Test-retest reliability vas escabiishad.by Chalip~ (1979)

with an adolescent sample. With tastings six nonths apart he
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obtained a correlation of .B2. Similarly. Kepner and Neimark

. {1984) found correlations of .88 and .81 for 10-day and 6-wéek

\

: retest intervals respectively with undergraduate university ‘

students. Both ;reSearchers concluded ‘that‘the'CEET.shoued

adequate reliability.

Measures of Empathy . . -' -

Index of Rssnﬂndihg* A slightly modified version of the ™
Index .of kesponding developed by Gazda, Asbury, Balzar.

Childers. Haynie. and Walters (1984)'was‘used as the analogue
;measdre'.of .empathy. This test _consisté of eiéht client
;tatements to which the sybject- must réépond as a helping
- person. AThesej responses are then scored for théiy degree of
ehpéth;.‘ To fit the present research design, oné of the eight
client ‘-statements ﬁa; changed so that ,tﬁere -weEeA four
fnéerbefsonal and four intrapé;sopal stéteménﬁs in alternating
order (see Appendix B). The four interpersonal situations
vere as follows: (1) native student who accuses teacher of
&icking on her: ..(2) student complimenting teachg}: >k3)
_teacher.vho‘ls wodderiﬁg how" to handle‘a';tudent:(”(4i;§;a§per
who .ls‘ angry ;t énbther‘ teacﬁer. The four iﬁ;rapé%sonalﬁ
sitgétions were as follows: (1) student who i; plgase&‘ with
his sfu@yﬂéftorés: . €2) studené wha is happy about moving to e

new“fovn: " (3) studeng.ﬁﬁo is mixed up about home . sitﬁation:

' ’ .
(4) student who does not want to study history.

. The Index of Responding >Qas “scored Ahsinéi a 4-point .
- empathy scale proposed by, Cazda et al. (1984b) .’ The Cazda et

-

al.. book was uQedA by lstudenﬁb as a textbook . in their

- . .
f “
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counseling course, and the empathy scale was part of their
.counseling training. On this scale., 1.0 is a hurtful "or
. irrelevant response: 2.0 is subtractive empathy. a response

that. only partly communicates an awareness of the surface

feeiings ‘'of the helpee: 3.0 is interchangeable empathy, the

' accurate reflection of surface feelings and 4.0 is additive

empathy. the reflection of underl ing feelings. This scale is
p Y g :

Rt b Gk g

N » v essentiaily the same as the one developed by Carkhuf( (1969},
Ly » cs except chat his scale contains an-additional fifth ievel of
; ' enpathy:_‘a significanc_addition of feeling and meaning to the
client's, espression. Because this levellof empathy is rarely
achieved py beginning.counselors, it was not needed in. this
.o study. _\
. : . 4 - ‘
- - ' Three ratérs.uho were naive as to the research hypotheses
. o o scared. the ehpathy measures. ~Tuo raterS‘had Master's degrees
in guidance coufeling and experience in teaching empathy to
- ) teachers : The‘\third rater .was- a. graduate student in a Ii
‘ counseling program, A scoring manual with examples ':as

developed by the investigator for training purposes based on

et nge -
- N

o

}:material from Gazda et al. (1984b) The purpose of ~this
A

~manua1 was to present a number of guidelines and eXampIes to T

help in standardizing the scoring of the three raters\r(see

R

\
.
P S

, Appenﬂix C). The raters received eight hours of training trom o

I : ‘ the investigator and 15 ' hours \of "practice over a 4-week”

N A o~
~ - - 7

period. . ’ R ' . .

~

Index of Responding protocols of students who did not . .° -

e —

volunteer as research subjedts were used for practice during

N

- ~ L

wj. oo

apa
-

~ ‘ . -
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Ce - training: At the beginning;of trainln;'sessiogs, reliabillty
data were collected from f;ters' scores on the protocols for
that week. Jhining sessions tben consj:sted of the trainer
#nd raters discuséing ‘hlsékeﬁancies in _ ratings "bq‘ thé
prétocbls untilc consensus waé achieveduf At the end ;ofﬁ the -
session. raters receivéd a new batch of bfbtoéols to score.

during the next week. Based on Wilson and Griswold’s (1985)

resgarch on the effectiveness of different training approaches

X .fOt empathy raters. fﬁé.émphasis in this study was on training
for accuracy. Raters were also made aware of the "central
tendency error” and how to avoid committing ity The central
tendency error refers to the téndency of réters to overuse the -
midpofﬁt of a rating scale. Training was discohtinued'when a
o » high -‘level of reliability ‘h%d been achieved. Raters-ﬁhénA

scored the protocols ininidUallf:

- -

e On tH§ ?ndex-d? ReSpondlng.‘the four intrapersonal items

veée‘ éVerggzz to oﬁtaih a éingfe‘intrapersonal-scoré, and the

onal items were averaged to obtain a single

.
r——————— -

four interpe
interpersonal score. Also, all eight items were é{eraged to
i . obtain a total empathy score, résulﬁing in. three scores for

. .each subject om this instrument. o L S

\ . - A

‘*fﬁg $plit-half reliabllity cbefficient reported in -the
. Index offBesponding testfﬁanuai is 77 (Gaida et al., 1984a) .

- i — fhé'édthors Bélieve’théf'cﬁls value would have been higher -if°

! > there had not been ?-?estrlc;ed range ofyséores. Restricted

range was also a problem in es;abl;gﬁing * test-retest

reliability. The sample of respohdénti had scores ranging

* N




S T - - L w e % me i u .=
1 » -~
: T - 33

F S o S

from 1.4 to 2.4 on a 4.0 ‘scale 'with correspdndinqu small

standard deviat&ons. of 23 and 22 Thus a special formula

SR ' (McNemar, 1969). for restricted range was utilized This ‘ -

resulted in a corrected ‘retest: neliebility. of7.90, in

LN

< T " comparison to- an uncorrected reliability of .52.

. . . .
- . ', ey N ~
- 4 . . <

- Empa$h¥ £3hﬁsi For . the ‘in xixg‘ measure oﬁ empathy-

subjects ‘turned b 3,1 two 25 30 minute audio tapes of themselves
——— ' counseling a fellov student once with -an interpersonal .
. - concern and once Qith an intrapersonal concern. During the - T,
[ ) . -~ - * N

course, subjecfs audioLtaped 6- B-interviews as part of their

- -

course . work , Subjects (counselors) obtained permission from, *

their clients (fellow students) to use. the tapes for research

purposes before taping their intervievs. Sub;edts vere- asked

’

to turn‘in their last two tapes one - with  an interpersonai\ ;-

' client conCern and one vith an intrapersonal concern « To help

students in.the client ro&e a suggestion sheet ,6 was prepared

with .ideas . tor both interpersonal angd intrapersonal concerns .. .

‘,
g

(see Appendix D). Fer these interviews students used their

~

own personel concerrns ‘as’ bpposed to playing roles. .

. - - . 5.
¢

LA . ¥

The order of . presentation of ' interpersonal  and
intrapersonal' conditions vas counterb&lanced across subjects
; ~ such that one-half of the  high, medium, - and low
n field-independeht subjects did an interpersonel intery}eu as
counselor first and one-half did aﬁ intrepersonal interview

+ < .

T first. This Las done to control for possible order effects.

. .
' . . . S ce
s
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' The—same raters scored the tapes as scored thé

Index of

Responding Q51ng‘the sape Cazda enpathy scale.

The training

procedures for the tapes were the 'same as for the Index of

Responding. In scoring the experimental tapes, raters first

then rated the

set their tape reéqrder counters at 0, first

response
client that occurred after 50 feet, of tape This distance uas

selected. because the first 50 feet of an interview are usually

" taken by the client to explain the problem, with the counselor

. then continued rating counselor etatemen;s or

approx;mately 350 feet of tape. These scpre&-were

having
fell
Reting- responses

1one,~sectien

rated,

little need or opportunity to say anything.

responses
roughly at -50-foot 1ﬁtervals after the first response;

~

in this,

responses Vere skipped. However,
/ 'S
over ‘an entire tape was chosen over scoring every response in

of the tape because the former method was more

liQely to givé'a representqtive sample of a subject s empathdc
apility.. For a 25-minute -interview.
. . [ - ~ " e . N ) N ‘ -

because a- 25-minute' inter91ew corresponds to

a@erageq-to

gimp one score Jper tape. ' wrote. down

rated so

Raters
§
they

exactly the game respofises; -

responsés sthat the second rater could score
: )

[
Full 1n$tructlons ta raters

f “ - - s

are

showm in Appendix E. ) ; o -
174 Lo / y

AL

-
-

(stateﬁent or ques;ion) made by the-coﬁnselor ta the:

.that’

wvay meant -that some counselor

.Sanmpling counselor reponses

the exact.

As a manipulationicheckz;each tépe vas also rated Syw an'

individual rater on a ?%-point scale, fqr “the degree of
intérpersonal or intrapersonal |, conteﬁk where 1 , =
. »
. » o '; , .
. o s y ) .
» 14
' -
- »
| g

e
. — i re - g _‘“

Raters’

7. responses Mould be .

-

-

-
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:interpéfsonal. 4 = eqﬁally interpersonal'and 1ntrapersona1;
and 7 = intrapersonal. ‘If a tape was equally interpérsonal
.and intrapersonal in content, it was not used'ln furthgr
analyses.

M:asuzes of Problem Solving

Ueans_Ends Eznhl:m_sglxing Eznnedu:a* The analogue
measure -of problem solving was. the Means Ends Problem- Solving
Procedure-(MEPS)v The test was adapted,from Platt and Spiyack
(1975a) to fit the particular needs of this study. The:
adapted version of the’tesé (reprqducéd in Appendix F). is

~composed of ' eight proglem situations, the same number as are
included in the Index of Responding.  As with the latter
measure, there are four 1ntérpersdna;:and four intrapersonal
‘situatiﬁﬁs,' On each MEPS itéﬁ. .subjects ,are:_given ‘both a
fproblem .and an outcome. For example. "You come homé after
shépping and find that you hgvé lost your watch. You are very
upset- about it. You eVentually find your watch and feel good
. abou; it. You begin where you find that you 'have - lost 'your

[z I

. watch.™ Subjects wvere instructed to solve this problem by

.

connecting the beginning tv the ending of the scenario by
writiag jk least  one paragraph. Each problem éppeared‘on a’

separate page to encourage subjects to express themselves
' fully.- ~ ' )

-

- . The four interpersona} situations on the MEPS were .as

p follows: (1) making friends in a new neighborhpod: (3)

~

meeting a new person in a rei‘agrant: (3) spouse leaving
after an argument; (4) resolving conflict with princiﬁalf,

2 . v v
- -
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The four intrapersonal siteations ‘were as follows. (1) trying

~"to find a -lost. watch: (2) obtaininq more money (3)
improving .teacning performance, S dissatisfaction 'Qitn
life. CT , “ . . .

A aumber of adaptations were made to the original MEPS

sztuations to " suit better the purpOSes of this study. The

first modification ‘as {n-Gotlib ‘and Asarnow (1979) . was . .that
.tpe situations were changed from. the ‘third person to the

. <. ~ N ’ -
second .person. .This was done +to fbécus subjects’' atteption

R 2

‘more on hou/they would‘actually solve each problem.

Second the general instructions vere changed from "In

this procedure ve are interested in your imagination to "In

7/

this procedure we are interested in your problem solving

-~

This, is based on D’ Zurilla and Nezu' s (1982) criticism that

asking subjects to demonstrate their‘ imagination will _not

i necessarily induce a problem solving set. In order to assess

a subjectns actual problem solving process instructions’

should’elicit a problemtsglving,set; .
) N ’ ,' ’ ’ - ) ' ‘[’ »
Third, instead ot utiIizing a male ‘and female form. the

¥ ‘.

language was: changed slightly in each situation so tﬁat'it

' could apply to either sex (e g -"girl" was chanqed to

.person " and "husband" wvas changed to "spouse )
‘ .

Fourth, two of the situations on the MEPS were dropped

‘because of their inapplicability ‘to most adults (" gaining'

Q

revenge on an SS trooper“ and "stealing a diamond")  ‘Butler

and. Meichenbaum (1981) suggest that stimuli for social’

o e e -
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problem-solving measures should have relevance to the life

experience of the subjects. For this reason, the situation

concerning conflict\vith a boss was changed to conflict with a

principal for ‘the pfesent sample of teachers.

-Einally,lbecause this research focused on two types of
soclal p}obiensmsglvingmi(interpersonal and intrapersonal),
three new intrapersonal situations were addeo to give four
situations’ in each condition. These were alternated so that
an interpersonal situation always followed :an Lntrapersone}

situatian. . . IS

. . . -
-, . . ~

To score the MEPS, a soorinoimanual based on <one written_
by Henshaw (J3%9) was deﬁeloped»ﬁsing~protocols.from people
who were not part of this study (see Appendix C) The':manual
specifies procedures for unitizing protogol senoencesiinto
scorable units of anelysls;'éhd‘fervessignlnq_these; unlts‘:to

categories.

-

- . s E B I
The problem so?ﬁtlons written¢.by- subjects were first

divided into scorable unrts " Then each protocol was scored

for several categories squested by Platt and—Spivack (19753)

number of releVant means, irrelevant means no response and a

.relevancy ratio. Platt and Spivack, view the generation of-

means as a key.social;problee~soiv1ng ablll&y'across'all‘ages
of subjects A relevant means is any" discrete step which 1s
effective in helping the subject re301ve the problem whlle an
irrelevant means is a ‘step that is not e{fective‘.yithin, the k

ontext of . the preblen. If the subject‘leayes a situation



.
.
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.blank or does- not reach. the goal 2 no response. is scored.

For.. example, one'subject wrbte. I'can'f‘in my wildest dréams

1magine \myself in. th}s sltuation - Once " all - of these

~categcrles’ vere 'scored - 3= relevancy 'ratld was calculated

glvxng the proport}on of releVant means to total meansJ -

.

In addition, the protocols were scored for the presence

et

or absearice of elcht different elements that better capture the

’
-a

total process of sacial proBlem solviné: (1) sfatlné the

problem: (2) analyzing: (3) strategies: (4) elaborations:

(S} reasons: (6) evaluatlons.wof stratégies or of the
situation: (7)'evaluattoné of self: and (8) feelings Thése'

elements are. detlned briefly below and in more Qetail in

Appendlx G. o \\\ - 7 . L
@ o N : o L .

Stating thé problem referX to the subject dcscribing the

- _ T _ o
prcblem- or "setting the stage". bgizze taking any action An

-

example from the Nelghbors Problem {3 "Well, here I am. 'Th?‘

last box just unpacked‘ and discarded I sat on my bed and

*
"

looked LAY Our Analyzing is defined as the 'problem solver
elther dlrectly or 1ndirect}y analyzing the probleﬁ\gcfore

taking other s&eps - for example' "J {irst' must asSess the

. sjituation and {lgure out how soon 1 need .the money."

L

N . . . .
" Strategles are units which express an idea. _action, or

]

approach for . sol&lng‘ che problém This .definition |is
consistent with the deflnition given by ,Platt and Spivacﬂp

"(1975a) for relevant means The term strategias " will be

o

used in this study because it 13 less anblguous than the term

"means.," with lts' multlple dgnotatlons and connotatlans.

/ " o - o : ‘ - -
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/’ Elaborations ’describe in more detail a partiicular strategy or
. give " added description about people .within' the problem
situation. Platt and Spivack (1975a) refer to this as
enumeration of -means. -The next :gategor;y,. reasons.. refers to
gubjects giving explanations for a strategy. feeling, or
eval&ation’ - for example, - "I decided to borrow Poney from ‘the

- bank (strategy) because.the interest ratgs vere/ better than at*®

- -~ the (finance comp.any (‘reason for strategy)..' Two types of
evaigation's were .inc‘lbded in the categorization s}stem. me

first type’ i"s' dgfined  as judging the feasibility or °*

desirability of a strateéy or of the problem situation - for
ekamp'ie,‘ "i spent, time outdoors (strategy) to maximize chance

- ,,meetinc.;_s (rea§on for_'stretegy) . .This vas.too slow a process
for ‘gyniilf'ing" (evaluatior: of strategy): - With the second type

-

of e\'f'eluat"ion. bro,b'lem‘.solvers‘judgd themselves in the problem

.

s‘ftuation - for. ieiample, “MakKing friends has not proven to be
.' K . . o ‘4

re

-

,' easy ',t‘or; me‘in' the past." The last - oca}:,g.opry labeled

, feelinqs ‘oceurs when subjects report how tk{éy feel about the

7 .
~problem -arstrategy, or t}?e outcome of so‘lving the problem -

" for egcample.' "I feel 'lonely as I #it Iin my new apartment.” A

’fr'quency, count for each element son each problem was '
- col let':tetl'. . 'i’h'ese . were .then totalled for .~the ;our

inte#ﬁersobhl problems, the four intr‘aper'sonal ‘problems, and
for all eight proolems. - T s

v

After"cbmpleting ‘the above categorization of eleiénts,
each problen solur,ion was t’urther categorized as exhibiting

v one of three problem solving styles analytical affectiye,
- .

R .
> 8 - ,r i - -
v 0 rl o . -
- - .
" . ‘e

s
»
.
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gr-.behavioril. The analytical .style is characterized by a

cognitive approach that does not include feelings. The

'probleﬁ solver .analyzes the problem, gives reasons for

strategies, and evaluates more often than 1n the other two
s;yles; "There is evidence of mental work occurring during
problem solving. - 'With the i:s,diive ‘style,- the problem
selver's feeling or affective state is included as'part of
problem solving. in centrast to beth ofiﬁhese styles is the

behavioral style. This style has neither the analysis or

evaiuation of the anaiytical'stylew nor the feeling of the

affective style. Instead., the problem solver simply reports

one strategy after another with the emphasis on action or

- behavior rather ‘than on analysis or feelings Examples of

each of these styles are given in Appendix C

In addition to<%?651emfsolving elements and st&les,..eacﬁ‘

" problem solution was categorized as exhibiting one of three

problem-solving processes: sequential, wholistic, . ar
simultaneous. The sequential- process is a step- by step
procedure that lists several different strategies in temporal

order. The steps ' only make sense in the order given. With

. the simultaneous approach, several strategies are presented at

the same time with no 1ndication that they need to be in arly

- sequential order. It is a more multi-pronged approach to

problem. - The Qhoiistic process, on the other hand, is a more

simplispic process., focusing on only cne stratecy or approach

to a"problem,'as compared tb several strategies in the other

"~ .two processes.

»
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These>codiﬂg categories for préblem-solving styles and

processes. plus the eight categories of péobdem-solvingﬂ

elements discussed earlier::were developed by the investigator

after studying MEPS protocols ¢of nine graduate students and.

univer%ity,étaff[ Ericsson and Simon (1984) recommend this

" type of_ pilot work as .a necessary .component of protocol

-

After each of fhe eight problem .solutions ‘on the MEPS
were . categorizgd for type . of problem-solving style and
problem-solving process. subjécts were categorized for ;;yle
and process of brbblem solving on the four interpersonal

problems combined and on the four intrapersonal problems

combined. Far exahple if a subject was scored as analytical |

on tg;ge of the intrapersonal problems and behavioral on one,

he or she would be ‘categorized as analytical for lntrapersonal'

problems. If- the subject had two behsvidfal and’ two

analytical problems, the subject was sacred as mixed. The

mixed category was an arithmetlic, not a thaoretical category

Subjects were also categorized for total problem-solving style

and process. If a subject received a score of six behavioral,
one ~analyticalj and one affective out of eight ;robleq
situations, he or she was Categorlzed as fbehavioral with

respect to total? problem-solving style. I1f, however, the

subject scored four analytical, three behavioral, .and ' one

affective, the éubject was.scored as mixed. On the in vivo

problem solving meashre subjééts wére also categorizeda for

4«

interpersonal - style and process and tor-in;rapefscpal style

T e byt
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and process.

The'séoring of the probieu-solving protocols was done by
two raters. One of the raters.was the investigator: the
§ther rater was a.graquate student in counseling who was also
one of the scorers for'the\empathy measures., The first phase
of training consistgd of dividiné the probléu solutions on the
protocols 'Lnto scoréble units (unitizing) on the basis of
guidelines in the scoring manual. R;otocdls of people not
involved in this study were used for practice. Once high
réliability between raters was achievgd on upitizing. the
sécond phasé of training was begun. This. involved coding the

units for problem-squing elements and then coding fhe

solution, as a whole, for probiem-solving éfyle and process.

The same practice protocols were used for this purpose.
Raters recelived eight hours of _t}ainlng"and.-ZO hours of
pfactice over a 4-week period. -Training consisted . of

discussion and clarification of discrepancies in scoring until

' consensus was reached on the scoring categories. As with the

‘empathy training; reliabi}ity data were gathered éach veek at

. . ’
the ‘bébinning of the training .session. Training was

" discontinued after a high level of reliabiliiy.vas reached.

Raters then cdded the protocols individually.:

. ) -
Split-half reliability values for the original MEPS, as

reporned,<$s the test manual (Piatt & Spivack, 1975a). range

from .80 to .84. Test-refis;_reliébility values rahgé from

.43 to .69, but they were obtained from studies with ve;y

-small N's. (11, 15, 47).“Iﬁ'§ny case,  the number of changes

, T TR IR : .

4 L -
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made with the MEPS 1in this study may. have altered the test -

sufficiently for these reIiability values to\be mnapplicable

Emhlsm Solving a gclient mncszd- After  subjects
b . ‘ * findished counseling a'gglldw student, as described above. they
‘ conpleted-s standgsdized in wviveo ‘problem?solving measure,
which asked t?s; how they wéula solve their client's problem
if it were.tﬁeir owﬁ problem~z In this vay,'Soth the in xix£

g empathy measure and the in vive probleg-solvingAmeasure were

obtained for each counselor with respect to the same client

~

concern. Subjects filled in two “sheets, one for the .

interpersonal client concern and one for the intrapersonal

client concern. As with the MEPS, subjecﬁs wﬁété one page perf:~"

problem, thus a,llc.:winq comparison between- respo_nses' to -the

s - . interpersonal and intrapersonal contexts.

- - . . v

- The purpose‘of the ip vivo measure was to invesfigaté

subjects* problem*solying styles and processes with real- life
problems, as opposed to the more hypothetlcal prsblems on the

MEPS. As stated earlier, it is assumed that,the.closer o]
problems appfoximate the lifgl_egpgrtepses of the prbblem:‘
'solver;, the better they -will be as' a samp;é of typisal
problem-solving processes (D'iurilla & Nezu, 1952).‘ The same

raters scsred the in yivo measure. as scored thehMEPS using the

.same scorinj procedures. . Because thers vere only two pages |

per subject on the in wivo noasurd, both raters coded all. of

the protocols and then resolved differences through discussion

for a concensus rating.
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On the first day of the summer guidance. program, the
investigatqr and a research assistant outlined the general
purpose of the . study to the four classes and solicited

volunteers. Subjects were giveﬁ a geheral information shéet

about the.research‘and wvhat would be -expected of them (see

Appendix H). At that time. they chose code names or numbers

vhich they then used on all instrumerits.

The Group Embedded Figures Test was administered that
day. - All other measures were dependent measures and were
taken in fhe'last twd‘weeks aof the course. The MEPS 1is . a

sélf-édﬁinisteredf test’ and was completed by‘;ubjects at hbmé.

_The Index of Respondiﬁé was given during class' time at thé end.

.

of the course.

. On the last day of ciassu after all measures had been
completed. subjects were debriefed orally about the nature of
the research. They Here.given their scofe,on:.the GEET,. -the

only instruﬁent that could be scored before the end of the

.

" _course, .and a summary sheet of .cognitive style characteristics
N / i

(see” Appendix I).




Results;

\
N N

A number of different types‘of analyses were performed

on the data collected in this study. First, the research

. [ . ) -
instruments - themselves were examined with respect To

reliablifty and factor structure, >using SPSS computer .

programs (Nie. Hull, Jenkins. Steinbrenner. & Bent. 1975).

>

. Second, hypothesized relafionships between cognitive style

and counselor émpathy. and problem solving skills were

investigated by multivariate analyses of variance. using.

the -BMDP4V computer program ({Dixon,, 1985y. . FEinally,

various statistical “tests were carried out to providé a
descriptive anélysis of .the social problem-solving ‘data\

These three types of'énalyses'are reported in turn below.

. Analyses of Research Instruments
Croup Embedded Figures Test
One of the secondary purposes of this' study. was to

obtain normative data on the Croup Embedded Figures Test

for a sample of adult learners. Thus, the first sﬁép‘ in

‘data analysis was to examine the distribution of scores on

the CEFT to determine cutoff points for low, medium, and

LI N

hfgh. fie;g-independe;cel grodps. Normative data and
descriptive statistics for thé total sample and by gender
sre given in Tablé.?; Thé ned1an scores of 13.75 for men
and of 12.00 fof women are identical’ to those obtained by
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. Table 2. o -

¢

Embedded Eigures Test

46

_.\ Z _T - .
. ,, B A ]
Tertile All Subjects . ' ‘Women
Range N Range,. N Range N
1 (ED) 3-10 20 ©3-10 11 -9 12
2 Mid) 11-15 25 . 11-15 9 10-13 11
3 (FI) 16-18  25. 16-18 - 15 14-18 12
Iotal Group
Number 70 35 + 35
' .
Mean 11.96 © - 12.49 11.23 ~
sD . 4.59 4.7 , 499
Median. 12.50 . 13.75 12.00
Skewness -.53 . ‘ -.65 -.39
(-} .
'. ™~
s o
{
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e - Witkin et al. (1971) in theiyp normative sample of
~ c - Y -
o S . university students reported in-the GEFT test manual. The

breakd;wn of scéres for the total group was used in this T L.
study to categorize subjects for further anelyses As may

F-——*——~ . be noted in Table 2, 20 subjécts gpre_ classified -as -

fleld-dependent. ;és"‘as mid-range, and - 25 as
r > field- independent. ' ‘ . : R

o

<T -

: e Eey_?eséarchers repért the‘skewness of thelr sample

with the GEET. Chalip (1979) encourAQed the reporting'of'

-y

-

the skewness coefficlent to indicate.whether the sahﬁlé is
skewed toward oné>. end or  the® other of the
field-indepedagnce'continuum . In . two testings Qith an

’ adoléécent‘sample Chalip dbtained skewness coefficients. of

.13 on the pretest and -.57'on" tbe posttest isfx’ 'months

) L later.. A similar squness valﬁe of :.53 was_ obtainedin

- ‘ Nt
e . . - PR

.. e . «“thé ~ ‘p»Le.SEHt - _Stud.y;. W indimtlng‘ -a._ ) somewhat. ’.skeved . . -
Adistfrﬁuiioh'ﬁ toverd the \fieLy indepEndent end;-pf Fhe S
. . S R y ~ . L ’ . \
continuum. © . e ey UG
! . : A '.i'i '.;;,2':-'-. @_ -

. - > ~ -~

- . * ; . N ! ; * ~

U R e In Hlﬁkin ’; ai 's- (}971) hofmative sfudy of the GEET

! . . undergraduate _men .scoPed significahtly hﬂgher bhan vomen

- - - -
- .-

The slxght differenqq betueen men and”vomen 1n‘nhe present

e

study vas npt statistically significan:. ‘An uncorrelated-r -

- . . — .oy
= C %- test yielded a.nonSLgnifieant 13 ot~l 14~ p.—f '26‘ This -
N LR ..

result is ‘aonsistent with- other recent ,studies -vith- -“, ) Q

. R underqraduate samples that.haye féund no siqniticah; sex Lo

dIfferehces 1n csn performanca (m Nuovo 1984 cm;hrie S

1985 Lusk & wngh: 1983; Myer & Hehsley m98+:,"."':-.e‘
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Renninger & Snyder. 1983)

e ~
-
LA

The internal consistency for the CEFT was determined

from correlations’. between the two eqbred sections and the
* - 2 .

v . - . -

overall test score. The :correlation between Part 1 and the
total score was .94. vhereas that betyeen Part 2 and the
total score was .91. These values are comparable to data

reported by Panek et al. - (1980) .
: , N
“The split-half reliability of the GEFT was calculated

by correlating the two subsections of the test and then

X adjusting for length by the Spearman-Brown formula. The

resulting reliability coefficient of .83.1is comparable to
‘values 6: .85 found by De Sanctis and Dunikoski (1983) and
‘82 reported . in the test manual (Witkin et al.. 1971).

!

This result would seem to indicate that the two halves of

the -CEFf” are roughly equivalent. in terms: of rank ordering

.- of subjects. as intended by the test developere. - However,

when one examihes fhe -absolute level of performance of

"-subjects on each<half of the test, it is apparent that

.with this sample the two parts are not equivalent in terms

of difficulry - The mean score Eor Pa-t 1 was 4.91 while
the mean \fbr‘ Part _2 was 6. 94 out of a possible 9.0 for
each part This difference was significant as shoun by a

'correlated :—test 1(69) 5 8.74, 'p <.001. A similar eesult

" was obtained ‘from pilot«data vitﬁ-106 subjects ". The mean-

/
score . of 5.15 on Part l was slgnificantly lower than the

mean of- 6. 76 for Part 2 CL(105) = 9.11, p-<- 001 “

aw ~
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“training., the estimated reliabllity coefficient for. a .

| B 12

Three'previous studies (Lusk & Hright 1981;: Panek et
.alfl 1980 Renna & Zenhausern 1976) have also.reported
significant improvement in_scoree betweeq.first and second
sections of the test. While sebe researcbers,interpret

this change as a practice effect, this is not ‘necessarily

-

half.ef the test are simply inherently easier to -solve. -

oy

. After’ the administration of the GEFT- in the present study,

numerous subjects spontaneously commented ‘that they found

the figures in Part 2 to be easier than the figures in Part
1. Renna and Zenhausern (1976) arrived at +this same

~conclusion. ! ﬁowever, ) Kepner and  Neimark (1984)

counterbalanced the order in which subjects‘ took the two‘

Aparts of the -test in thelir tess retest study and found no
significant arder effect There[ore while mhe two -parts
of the test do not appear to be equivalent in performance,
the reason for this is not'certain. ' -

_ . ‘ .

‘Ihterrater reliability coefficients.vere calcuiatea at
tbe' end of traiaing for the empathy ratings on both the
Index of Responding‘and the_aedio-counseling tapes. Both

“Pirsley and Weiss (1975) and Mitchell (1979).advocate the

‘use of the .intraclass ' corrq}ation, -for Aestablishbng
interrater reliability because it demonstrates ' the

stability and consistency of individual differences among

t

’

the case! It is péssible that the figures in the second

subjects ’as »vell as interrater agreement. At the end of’

*

v
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- L ‘_'s.ingle", ratér,_ based on intraclass correlation anaj\ygggro f
{ o - the three raters, was .91 for the Index of Responding and
‘ .92 for the p}actice tapes. The reliability coefflcieht
L . for the index of Responding is slightly higher than the

value of .86 reported by Bellucci (1980).

‘. Mitchell (1979) and Tinsley and Weiss (1975) argue
that researchers should report Interrater agreement in

addition to interrater reliability. Therefore, interrater

agreement was alsq'calculated'at the end of training befére
raters began scoring thé,data actually used for this study.
.Lawgis And LQ (1972) suggest using a flexible criterion for
determining .ipterrater':agreemént on scales. " Eor this
study,‘ aéreé;ent among the three ~’rat_’.ers was:defined as
béing within .5 of each other on the 4-point scale used for
empathy 'ratings. With this criterion, tﬁe“'interrateé

.agreement was 100% on both the training iapes'and fndex of

g , ’ - Responding at the end of training. , . ' C
i
3

:} . ’ To determine thé internal consistency of the Index of

: ﬁesponding,'lCrandth's Alpha coefficient was calculated.

N

The‘régulting value of .76 provides evidence of adequate. -

internal consistency for this instrument.

<. .= ~ ' . ’ !
‘ o A principal-component factor analysis was per formed on

PP S PO G

the subjects' empathy scores on the eight'items oﬁjthe
Index of Respoﬁding, From this analysis, one pervasive,
wide-loading factor emérged in the unrotated .factor . ° .

EEAE SR _ analysis as shown in Table 3. In addif;on, ‘a  varimax’ S

-~ " . ' ‘ , o . . ' -

N - -

[,
.
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R . Table 3 - ! L . . _
>} - Resulrs of Unrotated and ag;a;ed Eas:nz Analxsis st the E
| S Index of Responding . S C

~ - -

Unrdtated’factof Rotated Factor

Loadings ' Loadings-

Factor 1 - _ Factor 1 Factor 2

Ttem 1 31 -.07 .67 %,

. S . 1tem 7L - ) .43 el

-

" Item .61 - S .24 68 .

Item B S T A L

- Item .64 T . m . Jee. T T

S TR R SR 7) R - S RN V)
'y

Item: .70 .79 .12
‘Item ¢ .69 " es | 28 y
. ltem 60 T L o.es e T3
+
" 4
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rotgtlod".iield&d two factars. The first factor. with an
eigenvalue of 3.07, accounted for; 38i. of the totalh

variance " while Factor 2,‘ with an eigenvalue of ' 1.17, i

‘.acc0unted for 14. Gz of the varian;e ‘ Eactor 1l ccnSists of

"\ the last “tour items of the test whereas Factor 2! consists

" of ‘the first four items. ‘Each factor includes two
interpersonal‘ and two intrapersonal situations :Thelfact‘

: that:intgrpersonal.and intrapersqhal item; did not lead on
separ#te factors argues" agiinét . one 6£- the major
assumptions of this research project,‘ 'naﬁer that'
inté;éeréonal and intrapersonal empéthy are functionally

H?#stinct Although not distinct to. individual differences‘
tetns the .possibility’ remains, ' hovever, ,that tHese twa
types of empathy may relate differentl; to other variables .

. of intbrest such as field-indepeﬁdence ': :

]
. . . - .
o v 1, ..

: Q'When the tuo resulting empathy factors are ‘examined,,

N\ clear patterns are<evident in the makeup ot'the items The

first factor is composed of four situations in -which the |
cliant is ' e.i.ther:. confused "'t don’ t 'know what to do.") or

angry .‘Thus this set of items c0u1d he laheled a Negative

- ‘l
Affact factor - -Far example tvo ot thé situations are as

-follows” (l) teacher to counselor "I :pel like.one of my

»

studqnts is using ‘sbme kind ot druq { don t know whether
. t% talk tb him or the. principai or his parents,. and (2)"

a teacher ‘to {\another mcmr, "I'm real 1y%urned up! Bill
Jones lets his- students run vild in his’ clpss - Then theyt

* cona insg ‘my class thinking they cah do the same thing
K T RTINS .

. : . ..' ) ' Co ' -
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.~ In these situations, the client or speaker expresses some

R form of negative emotiqp.'subh as uhcértainty or anger.

[y

In contrast, the situations composing Factor 2 each
contain two eiplicit or. 1mplicit ‘pontrasting feelings.

S Thus, these items could be labeled a Contrasting Asfect

_ _ factor. For example, two of the situations are as follows:
. ] ) kl) native student to teacher., "Why do you alvay§ pick on

“f R ., -m€ in clagg? You know,.I used to think'you‘vere‘aréa;:

- ) person, butﬁletely E‘Qet the féel{ng Yyou are picking on me

L . &Because‘ i'm a native:"” and™(2) student to teacher. "You're

- ‘ o the best teacher I've ever haq,: You were the only teicher
e d F) . R

- " . who didn't make me feel like I was in terrible trouble if I

. Hidn t get gverything perfect In the ﬂfirst gthation'
. . the <contrast s between the st;:;nt previously teelxng
. L. *trust tor the teacher ang currently feeling anger. In the
. . o ‘L secoPd .situation, the contrast is - betveez’ the student

: . feeling inadequate-with other teachers and confident thh

. - o v ! .

this teacher. It may be. noted‘f?ép'Table 3 that the native

’.,i S | oL scuaem;’ .i;tem loaded {on both.factors. _ This - ‘is. <not
h S ’i" :' surprising bé;au§e the : Ltem contains both negative and
b~“‘§ ) ,{.{ coﬁtrésting affect. ) N - o T .
o '"." " ; - ' ‘
. . * To ;he kncwledga of this investiga:or no previous -

.
- L] .

- factor anaIysis hat been. perforned on_  the InQex. of
i . . ® N L . . .
determine whether the two  factors reported above -are
rqplicabli.

Al ] K'Y ‘o . -

.Responding. Fu;tber factor anelyses . are needed to

¢
)
.
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To control for the possibilitys that doing either an
ioterpersénal or intrapersonal taped~inter91ev first might.
be easier, the order in which subjects did these .interviews
was copntérbalanée@ ‘ across subjects. No significant
d{fférehce vas found in interpersonal'interviev' scores of
those who did the _interpersonal _interview fi}st versus
second. £(68) = .94, p >.652 Nor was thqre any &ifference

on the intrapersonal interview scores between these same

groups. £{68) = 1.63. p'>.05. Both these results 1indicate

no order effect.

-,

-y

. , Scores on the thb_measures'of pr;blem solving (i.é.
ihe MEPS and client problem) _we;e based on nominal or ’
caﬁegorlcal rather than 1ntervai scalés. Thus, Cohen'; ;
(1960); coetf;cient~of-interjﬁdge agreemenﬁ was employed to

:‘ . indicate the_prqportion’of agreement between the tuwo raters

afrer chance agreement has bé;a removed.’
: v

On, the MEPS,'tﬁree different'coefficients of qgreément
vere calculated at ﬁﬁe end }6( tralning/ for the three
different ‘scofing _scales: (1) ‘'units of the protocol
anafysi:j probiem ‘ skatéﬁent,;' analysls.. strategy.

elaboration. evalmation of strategy. evaluation of self. :

reason, feeling: (2} problem-solving style: analytigzil
¢ - " affective, behévtbral: and (3} preblem- solving prqéess:
) sequeﬁfial. _wholistic. simultaneous. Coeffictents for

these three measures vere .80 .92, and .91 respectively.
, . | .

Interrater agreement. calculated for dividing tqé protocols

'. .‘ / . ' ..‘




into scorable units.

90%. -

v *

The second set of problem-solving data consisted of a

single sheet on

which subjects attempted to scolve a

client's intrapersonal or -interpersonal problem. \\ﬁhese

. ' be calculated for this measure.

were scored using the MEPS scoring categories.

psychological research

Both raters

.scored all of these forms and came to consensus agreemént
E - -
on - any discrepancies.in the écoring. Levine (1974) refers ~

to this consensus agreement as the adve?sary model for

No reliabillty coeffiCient could

To determine the internal consis‘tency~ of the MEPS,

Cronbach's Alpha coefficient was calculated. Thé resulting.

this instrument

value o;/’éo indicates adequate internal. consistéﬁéy . for -

. A brkncipal—qompgnent factor analjéis was performed on-

subjects'

' of the MEPS.

The factor analysis Ylelded a’ single factor EY

,total number of strategies on the eight probleﬁs

with an eigenvalue of 3.47, accountinq for 43% of the total

variance.

ranged from .53

g ' Table 4. These values

{ ' ¢ loadings of .31

The factor lvadings of the 8 problem’ situatlons
.78 with a median of .67. as shown in’
are consisten® with the factor

.77 obtained "By Platc and‘Spivack

(1975b) who- similarly found one factor accounting for 37y

1
; .of the -variance in their dataJ

MY "means-ends cognition,'

means';o reach a goal in interpersdnal situations.

They labeled this factor.

" the ability to state step-by-step
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Watch .55
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_ An interesting aspect pf finding only " one factor “is

that interpersonal and 1ntrapersonal‘1tqms on the MEFS did

- not form separate factors. Obtaining one factor seems to
indicate that if subjects did vell en interpersonal proSlem
‘ séiv*ng. they also tended to do well on int}apersonar
“ ' problem  solving. Thus, there was no support. iIn -a

correlational or individual differences sense, _ for tﬁé‘”\v/. o

assumption that intrapersonal and intérpersonal situations

«

represent two distinct types of social problem solving. ) "/

However, once again, it is possible that these two types of

‘problems are fenctionally distinct in other ways. -

Besides a score for total number of relev;ﬁt means. ;

relevancy ;coré was calctulated from the MEPS respoéses.

This scéré was obtained by diylding-the nimber of relevant

- ' o means by the number of relevant means plus the number of :

irrelevant ﬁeans‘and_no-respgnse answers. The - fésulting
mean relevancy ratio was .98, which 1is the same value
. . [N a»
- obtained by  Gotlib ' and Asarnow (1979) for their

» nondepressed group. This is a high value. indicating very
» . .

. few irrelevant means or nqQ-response answers.

There were no significant -correlations between the

relevancy ratio and the main vériables in this sample.

. * y
e e am s e b vy s emmyep—g—-
- - .
o

;Thus it was not used 1n_furﬁher aﬁalyses.a The reievancy
a s oo e :

. = ratio. is most likely a  more sensitive measure with

Lm_ . .. - depressed or juvenile déiinquent(subjeéts.thaﬁ it is with

more normal populations. such asvnohdépressed subjects and

teachers. ‘ ) ) . . .




+- Cognitive Style Lﬁ»nalanznn .
« to Expathy and Problem Sofving
s . . B I —

.

- : _The first hypoihesis predicted that fiald- independent
- « - ~ ¢ N

- ~
hd -

‘o . subjects would: . be morg_ﬁ‘empathic in _Fesponso to. -
iptrapersbnalisituations, vhiie ‘field-dependent subjects

- woula ., be wmore éhpathICv in 'éesponse to interpersonal

situations. .To test ‘tth-‘hypotheqis.._a‘-'multivariate

‘analysié of variance was performed wiiﬁ analogue and in ;
ylxgiémpathy scores .on ihe.Index‘of Responding and tapes as Lo
the. two - dependent variables. --A MANOVA was chosen instead

ofa series of ANOVA's to help protect éaainst-@ype I errort
. ’ .  J -

reshlting from alpha in{}afion over a series of separate

ANOVA's (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). The three levels of

o

! cpgni;ive style represented a betvgenﬂsubjects variable,
vhereas Lﬁtrapqrsoﬁal versus. interpersonal situations was a

mithin-subjects variable (see Note ). : v o

- e

- . L There was.no main effect of cognitive Etyle on, the

P . empathy scores, and the predicted interaction of cognitive \

‘ style yithlinfrapersoqal versus'inte;pérsonal sttu;tioﬁ was
similarly honsiéniticant.‘ .Hovevér;: there was an overall . ) -
A o main effpc; of intrapersonal versus ‘interpersonal
'situation, E(2.68) = 18.72, p <.001.. Subsequent univariate
analysis ylelded no élgnificanttf due to s;tuatiéﬁ for the

i

N . taped eqpathy: he;sure aﬁoﬁe.‘ quevér, on the Index of

Responding, a significant‘univariaté E value was evident, E -;

1 . ‘. , Lo
' N }v - Lo t K
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= 37.92. p <001. As can be seen in Figure 1. all groups
scored higher in the intrépersonal condition than\they " did

"in the interpersonal cohdition.
5 . N N

- >

Subjécts‘gegmgdfto find two of the'xnterpersonal iteﬁs-

' to be particularly difficult. which may account for the-
poorer-pérformance ovéfall in the interpersonal ‘condition

The maans for theée tvc items were ‘2. 0 and 2 2 as compared

- -

ta the overall mean of 2 5 for all eight items Hhen these
TwWo L;ems were examined, they vere both found to reguire

immedidcy. which is described by Gazda et al. ' (1984b) as a’

-

higher leval of empathic responding wherein the céuhselor

reflects the client's feelings about the-relationship with

tﬁé helper in the présént'moménﬁ. Thiis -is mord threatening
and difficult for beéginning counselors: which most . likely

contributed to subjects dding poorly on items requlrlng

such an advanced ford of empathic resppnding
., ‘. "‘. -z R . -».,' R )
Interestingly.” on. one of these items (student

-

complimenting téacher. as quoted above), field- independent
subjects scd;gagézaﬁi{ﬁcéhtly highgf itHéﬁ.Zthe other two
——— eegnitive style groups, &L = 2.§}, R =°.01. The means on
thi’s item were ED = §.69.'ﬁ1d - 1.91, and FI, = 2.30. It
may be that on this item it waé‘ more 'difficht for
field-dependent subjects to ' disembed the more complex
feelings of the client from the total sicuattqn Subjects
who did poorly on this item tended to respond only to the
compl iment and ignored the lagt’sehtence, "You were the

N 1 ] . . "
only teacher who didn't make me feel Iike I was in terrible

. — — -—

-
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Eiqure 1

Empathy Scores on Interpersonal and Intrapersonal Items of
‘the Index of Responding as a Eunctiop of Cognitive Style

: ) .- , o . _

L -

L d

-2.7 2.8 . 2.6 Imtrapersonal

. /""7’5’-’:”2_.4 . Intfrpe'rsona 1

2.2

S Fiald- .. o

.+ .independent
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-
\

. - "Fleld--  Mid- " Field-

-

Dependent . . " Independent

M sb

Intrapersonal = 2. .63

Ipterpérsonal.' 2.3. .65

Bonferﬁoni t 4.0, p-<.001 5.7 p < 001

-




s tréuble if I didn't get everything perfect."’

-,
. . -

.t - . - N -
. % ! . N . ;
As nﬁ&bd above, there’ was no overall . interaction .
‘e A G 4

effect “of cognitive styla and interpersonal versus

intrapersbn§1 cotidition on empathy scores. However .
separate. untvariate "te:sts for each empathy measure were ‘ ; .

performed to ingestlghte Qhat trends might be present in -

‘the data. A signi}icént. univariate E occurred for the
. A

—_

cognitive style x situation interaction o¢on the Index of

Responding measure E(2.69) = "3.35,.. p = .04. Referring
again to Figure 1 and- Table S ., one can see that

-

. field-dependent and, mid-range subjects did better or

L

intrapersonal items than on the interpersonal items’ while

L “
field-independent subjects did about equally well on both

“sets of items.

. - .« o~
' . 4

Three Bonferrdni f-tests were performed to determiﬁq N

whether these differences vere significant. Two of the

tests achrieved lower alpha levels than the required level.
2 . N

~

Field-dependent subjects per formed significantlQ better in

-« B o

thg' intraperséﬁal condition than they _ did tn the _ -
interﬁersonal coridition, J,;(J..‘B)"= 4.0,.p < .001; as did:tﬁe
mid-range subjects: ;-=,5.68; p < .001. There wae NO . -
significant difference . between situatid!s‘*é“fgg R
. . field-;ndependent subjects, ;'; }.32;‘p.>.05:”“Howeve§, in -
B _ the abs;hca of a  significant dhftlvariaté E! the ‘fﬁ

s{gnifiéan; univariate 'E should be interpreted tentatively. .~

’-\—-J» s

-

Its main value is in suggesting directions -for future

. research (Tabachnick & Eidpll,)1983).
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‘When subjects’ perfbrmance  in  actual counseling .
interviews" was considered, there were no\signifioant main
or interaction effects on the taped empathy measures. Al

groups were Qery close to the overall mean of 2.4 on both_ . .

o"/

sinterpersonal and intrapersonal tapes-

In summary, no support was obtained for the first
hypothesis. Cognitive style . did not significantfy

influence -subjects’' empathic responding in |, different
situations. The most interesting finding was that subjects.

- - . \

overall were more empathic. on 1ntrabersona1 analogue items

than on xnterpersonal items !

mmmmmmummm

~The second hypothesis ~predictéd that field-
independent shbjects would be better problem solvers (!.e
uould generéte more'means'or'strateoies) .on ‘intrapersonal
problems while field-depenaent‘ subjects would generate

~  more strategles on interpersonal problems A--multivarlate

analysis of variance (MANOVA) vas performed with cognitive
'style ‘as a’ between subjects variable, interpersonal_ versus

b ]

intrapersonal situation as a vithin-subjects variable. and
;‘ ’, problem soiving .scores on the MEPS end in xixgi‘client ‘ e
p‘oblem as dependent VarLables A significant main effect
due tO/cogniclve style was found E(4.132) ‘é 2.48. ”h =
.047,. refiecting an overall relationship betveen cognitlve
style and the oombined social problem- so;ving measures.
However,? contrary to expectation; the?e was no interaction
between cogritive style “and the inﬁrapensonal ~ versus

I A ) ‘
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. ~

integpersonal conditions, nor was there any main effect of

. ) -
the intrapersonal versus interpersonal condition. In

-

addition, there were no sighificant univariate main or
: 3

interaction effects for the - two ° dependent measures -

considered separately.

To understand better the significant  main effect of

-

Cognitive style. the relevant means may be examined in

Figure Z’and Table 6. From the figure. it appears that
when - sgores on the ins;rumenté are combined a curvilinear
relationship results between cognitive style and number of

qenér§§éd . strategjes. Eield-depénden; ‘ and

. o~
‘fieldfindependent subjects generated more strateglies than

mid-range subjects-in both.interpersonal and intrapersonal
conditions. As can be seen from the figureé. the éredicted

interaction between cognitive style and situation did not

occur. This interaction would have shown field-dependent

N ! . - - 4
subjects to be superior on interpersonal problem solving

. and field~Indepenaent subjegts superior on intrapersonal

problem solving. If éhythihg; the results were directly

. ' . , \ ‘
opposite to this prediction. However, it should be

emphasized - that this reverse trend was not statistically

\

significant. - _ s

AN
v
A

To gather more information ~about the -relationship
between -cognitive style and social problem solving., simple

correlations were performed between cognitive style and the

- various pkoblem—solving _‘éoresﬁ' The 6n1y * significant .

correlation bétweeh_cpgﬁifiye style; and problem solving

-

|
|
1
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P . . . . M
. - .

_gacu Grrén  with  the {nterpersonal problem-sclving score on -

v

. the MEPS' r{68) =2 .24 R = .'0'22 indiqn:lri'g a t;ndancy for
f}.e}d -ndepende.nt subjects to generate' more st.rateqios than

oo Leed d deperde«“ subjects. It mpay. be noteq that this
¢post hoc res. is contrary to the predtcuon that field

:.pdependpnce v&, lda cormelate negatively with problgn

so»winq im. the m;erpersma; covdrt'm ‘i“'zere vere ,no.-

. '.~ L}

'"%mtlcant corrcia-t.tons bet,ween cagmzive styie and the

'
S

1

'~"‘,.'. :. xnbrapersona! M"PS ‘f'cc-re _ c* ba sween cogm'xvq style and,
ol -

‘intrapé?so“ag a;‘d mzeﬁper?nw ,u) m_q mgasu'ps
e K ) o .

", ' i ﬂ" - - P 1

* *fn s’ummary mérr‘ nb q.xppo*t ﬂas fouﬂd for t‘h\e second
S :' nypothasx.s. From -thé s;gn*"cann mu.ltwarmte mafn, eftect

" '.: ; ‘ f,}*e(e appqavs \t'o be an overaii "‘—s’zaped La;m:rbnsh;'p ‘
. ’ .\‘ e "»’V ~ - . e et e "'_'.-~-\;. T .
\"‘- R betvem cag'nit've sty‘e and Prob em sowmq on- a“'aaasums
J A \ -
T “" : ‘v; combmed 'I‘ma !““uxt vas not anmcipated Hhen only ona

PO 4 : o“ the mstruments is congidored (MEPS) ‘the cqrrelati.orx

v A :

AR ‘ ¢ ‘scdne suggests A wéak Bu siganLcam. t‘end for the, nmnber
.-'""'V ;" N RN ,'.1"

- °’ C“ ' be.::ueen coqnttxve styxe ahd lnterperm:ma! prodlem- solwing
i
< », d't” generated stratqqxés on 1nterpersona1 problems to

2 -, Ry I

.v':‘,'_' ij':~ oo -"‘. ! mt:rease as - f.{eh:k\tndependence increases As noted‘above .
Lo o this fmdmg rwns coum:er to predlction . e

v N L] . 4 x

I »
i

. 100;

-~

:‘ “!’he t.h&rd hypothesls predlcted a. posltlve relat;lonshlp

b,otween f’ntrapersonxl empat.hy and ginrrapersonal prob)eq

s'olvmq and betwen interpersd’nal enpat:hy ,ahd
interpersonal problen solvan. _This hypotﬂuu vas .

supported by veak but siqniﬂcanc ¢orrelations- for the

v i




{oliowing measures: (1) analogue intrapersbnai empathy and

' analoguef%nt;apersqnél problem-solving scores. :(68) = .26,
B R = .015: (2) analoque-inferpersbnalogmpathyAand analogue
1n:aqpers$nal problem-solving gcores, :(68) = .21, p-.=
.038-' énd (3) total analogue eupathy and problem solving
-scores ‘r(68y = 26. p-= .014. One tailed tests were " used

for these analyses because a directional a priory

' hypothes;- had been pnpposed No - similar relationshlps .

vere found fo; the in vivo measures of empéthy and prqbleu;'

solving. .Thus. the results provide some evidence for the”
' vrew that counselors who show higher levais of written
empathy in ec;iné crieﬁt feelings also démonstrate

" higher levels®f ptoblem-solving skili.
‘Cmum Style and Social Emhlsn.&nlzms Emsesse:

The f0urth hypochesls predlcted_ ‘that field~

Lndeﬁendent «subjec;s uould be sore likely to use ‘a

sequential process wvhile field dependent subjects would: be °

~ more: llkety “to utilize a vholistic process 1n social |

problem solving. All.probleu solvlnq measures were scored
.-

‘forr one  of three » ‘possible procesSQS' . §Equentlal‘4
" wholistic. and simultaneous. A MANOVA COuld not be used to
. analyze thase data beCauge scores obta;n-d on the MEPS for-

‘the: three . problen solving processes vere dpsative or -

linearly dependen:. For exémple given that 7 -of 8 NEPS

‘prbbiem~situatfons vere. sqor.d as sdqucntial .the. renaiaing l

categories vefo wostrictod 'to values of 0- to 1. Ih IXeu of-

e o 0

'MANOVA soparato-correlatlons vere caﬁculatad é.n GQFT'

a

-

B ¢ otapem b vyt ew oy s



. total score end scores in each of the above categories.

P

-

Supbort was toundffor both predictions. Total . score
on the GEET correlated slgnificantly with number of-
prgpleus on'the MEPS exhibiting a sequential ‘process. r (68)
= .26, “g = .01. Th_e.nea‘ for the three coghitive style
groups were ED = 3.35, Mid = 3.64. and'FI = 4.48. out of a
max-imum of 8.0. There was a ‘gnificant dit'fer_ence between ‘. .

field-dependent and field-independent groups, £(43) = 2.04,

- ¢ R = .Oeé; This JFesult indicates that field- 1ndependent

xf** N ’ subjects tended to use a sequens}al process nore often than

- B . . [y

did field- dependent subjects

“on the other hand, there wvas a siqnlficant negative .

correlatlon between CEET score and the £requeney of use of

P

< o L vholistic problem solving precess r(eg8)y =-- 21 R= .64,

-

indicating that as CEET score decreased .toward the .
tield dependence end of the scale the number of ,problems
‘_shoving 2 vholistic process 1ncregsed The mean for

-fleldxd‘@endent subjec:s'uas 2.85, .uhne " that  for -

H
e ey A
.
-

N . . flelétindependent subjects uas "2.12. In this case ., the
| uncorrelated I- test vas not significant :(43) 1.28, p = o )

_207‘,= This result indicates a veaker connection than was, l :
e . expected between field -dependence  and 13 wholistic '
problen-eolvinq prbcess It ehould be noted that a
vvholistic process was evident on lees than helf ot the

O " problems tor field- dependent subjects. It seems that as a

o ' ' ,group tfeld dependent subjecte utilized a grenter nixture
. . o ot difterent prdblen-solving prodn!ses and thus cannot be i

'
-~ .
. . . ?
- . )
. . [ -
Y . . . .




intrapersonal in ¥£¥n mcaédra QCa(4) = 11 88. p = .018-

classified as -wholistic problem solvers overall.

Interestingly. rcSUIts ‘for the in vivo problem-sciviné
maasures différed from those fcr the analogue neasurecu
There.was only one Ln-zixg intrapersonal situat@cn and’ one
interpersonal situation, as compared to four. for each
situation on the MEPS. Because'~subjeCts‘ vere placéd\.in -

three different catégories for problem-solving process_oﬁ

.8ach measure,"thg only analyses that could be done  were

chi-square tests. one for the interperconal_and-oqe for the
. .- - s
intrapersonal task. Each chi-square test involved three

levels of ~cognitive ' &tyle and three catééorigs of

problem-solving procégs. . /:‘

A significant chi{square vas | obtained for.. the

Table 7 shows the relévant cell freqyencies contributing to -
this -result . Data on this measure vere available for only:
64 of the 70 subjects Cramer's’ y ran, omnibu§. _test. ofl
association vas also calculated The resu}ting value of
305 indicates j?ah,approximatqu 9% of the variance in

problem solving processes on this problem uas due to -

:cognitive~ style Post hoc comparisons -with -.phi N

o

’ coetficients» were ‘then calculated to datermine vhich-L

:

* 3

sectipn(s) ot the continqency tablé shovn “th- Table 7

_contributeqhdpost to  the significant chi-squarc Dt the .’

'Various possible comparisons, all those that- includnd “the

- mid-rangc. wholistic cell (cell froqucncy .=.19) warq

significant at.thc .05 or .01 level, while all compirisons

-
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that did not inélude this cell were not significant. The
largest significant phi coefficient was .54. p < .0], which

occurred for the upper left hand 2 x 2 section of the

'

- table. This -section shows that 15 (65%) of the nid-rénge

subjects used a vholistic process whereas oniy 4 (21%) ‘of
the fleld-dependent éybjects used a wholistic process. ot
the nine cells in the table, the mid-range, vhol}ktic cell
showed the largest difte}ence between observed and expected

values. All of this gives support to the view that

. mtd-range subjects used a wholistic process more than the

s

éther two groups, although.there was no tendency for the
same‘pr;ces$‘to'be ;ssociated vith field dependence, 6} for
a sequential . process to _be associaﬁe& wvith field
1n&epquenpe: . However, -one must " be: careful not to
attribute a-‘gignif1Cant chi-square solel& to one or two
cells in a ﬁulii;celled-matrix. This 1is sgpilér to ‘the
problem of a Type IV error’discussed by Marascuilo and

Levin (1970).. Chi-square analysis of resg}tﬁ' for the

‘.:1n£érpersonal Ln\ yvive problem. shijsgV/g; significant

) relationshlp between cognitive style, and problem solving

s

process, 13(4) = 5,23, p > .05.

In summary, the re;ults provide . limjted .evidence in

supdort. of ‘the fourth hypothesis. -which predicted a

stgniticant 'rolntlonqﬁip 'bctyqen cognifiyif style ‘and

problem solvihg procgss r cut ;ﬁpbort. for the

hypothesis was Obtained with ‘ - MEPS ‘measure, ‘in  that

tield?indepcndent subjocts tended to use a soquential.

il




"7 "In vivo measure of problem solving. the only significant

73 .

~

] -

proéess, and there was a tendency for the wholistic process
to increase in occurrence as field-dependence increased,

'On the other hand, the predicted. reiatioQghips between

cognitive style and problem sclving were not found for the"‘

result being a tendency fbr'mid-rapge subjects to use a
wholistic problem-solving process.. '

In addition to scoring for problem-solving process,
all of the problem-solving measu}es vere s¢ored fo% three
problem-solving = styles: ‘ analytical, .:affectlve, and
behavioral. A fourth category, mixed, resulted from an
equal combination of any ﬁyo of ';the three stfles. The
fifth' hypothesis predicted that field-independentfsubjeéfs,
vculd‘tend té’exhibit“an analytical problgﬁLéolving styie,
vwhile fleld-dependen; subjects would tend’to deyon;tréte an
affective problem~soi;in§ style. As with probleﬁ-so&&ing
pr0ce§§, separate correlations were calculated between GEET
total sco}e and écores on each of the pro?lem-solving style
caﬁegories. 'No significant correlatjons resulted on either
the ﬁEPS or the in vivg measures. - In summary, no support

vas obtained for the fifth hypothesis.

»

e

[
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~ The second major purpose of the present research uas

to gather descriptive Intormation on the elements styles.'

and proceskes of social problem solving Very little

research has ¢ focused on how people actually solve

ill-defined problems or. what is, involved in solving social
*

problems. Do people vary in their approach :to such

':problems’ Do situational - constraints influence the

approach taken by people’ Protqcol analysis of the MEPS

o

yielded useful information on these issues. -

g I’ Problen-Solvi 1 :

LIRY

AT

;In the protocol analysls each problem solution vas

first scored for eight poSsible X elements ‘'of the -

problem-solving process; statlng .the problem analysis,

b -
strdtegies‘ elaborations, reasons, evaluatlng~strategies

evaluating self, and feelings. Descriptlve statlstlcs for .. -

N AT

these eight elements were examined to clarify patterns

occurring in the datd. Not all subjects utillzed all eight

elements in thei¢¥ solutions Table 8 presents the number
M

‘and percentage of - subjects who employed the . different

prpblem-lolvlng elemerits ' overall - on tn‘ elght MEPS

. problems, plus the frequency of use for each element.arErom

these data, a few general trende for social problem solvlnq

can be discerned. Strategiee vere the only element used by’

all subjects. It .was elso the most: frequently occurring

v
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Table 8 e -

WMWMWWMQ:W
zmnm_smmg Elemﬁm:s on all MERS Emhlmnsandman
Emmnuuussmmhnm

~

. .. ) &
Elements ~Number of ' Percentage Mean Frequency

Subjects ot‘SdbjecEs of Elements

State Problém .31 ' '.144; J1.51 Vet

Analykgs A ' 55 - 79% . 2.21 7
- . -‘ . N M -

Strategy : 77"' 100% . 3194
*. Elaboration T as 64y 2.27
) s “.." ‘. . . - . . - i
Evaluation of Strategy 65 93% 9.30 °
Evaluation of Self 49 70% -+ 3.66
. ) e e ) - - .
Reason i 62 89Y% ) 4.50
P ;" N .
Feeling . T a9 * Bey 2.89

. ~ ’ -
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L 4 . A}
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C -~
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- .
‘e
3.
) - '3 . .
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+ - N .

-~y [

< ~
N e v e e L%



76

eleﬁent M = 31 94)~on the'eigﬁt problem solutions. 'Other

elements employed by most subjects were evaluation of'

. strategies (93%) reasons (891) and analysis (79%) About
2/3 of the subjects inciuded evaluation of self (70%) and

blaboration (652),_yhile fever subjects = included feelings,
{56%) and stating the problem (44%).° Therefore, with this’

sample, sociel‘broblem soIving‘cbula _be"cbaraCteriied‘ in

geheral ‘as being composed main1y<of a number of strategies

-

combined with evaluation of those strategies vreasons and

analysis To.a 1es$er extent.: some subjects also included

h evaluation of self' elaboration, and feeling in their
VR

'problemlsolutionsf .

. = L4

-

-
.

' e data vere arso separated intQ various types of
pro

blems.” Table 9 lists the frequencies and percentages oI
AN

subjects 'who employed:t;e different elements on various ‘

types of .problems As can be seen’ from this tabie onser

.‘ -
again strategies were tbe.only eIement~used by qil saglﬁgts

-on all types of problems At leastg74z of the subjects'

--used- evaluation of strategies and reasons for all types of_

probiems while analysis was used by 27% 741 of\subjects
dependlng on ‘the type of problem Stating the problem
elaboration and " feelings vere used by less éhan halt of

all sub]ects on all types of problems ft should be noted

that the frequencies in Table Q for nquer bf subjects who

used the elements on different types of problems .arg ;ess’

than .the overall frequency for - a pqrticular element in.-

"

'Table 8y This is because eome subjects employed 8

o
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[}

,particular element for only one type of problem " For

example, 21 subjects uSed stating the problem on both'

interpersonal and 1ntrapersonal problems An additional 4

subjects used it only on- intrapersonal problems T og25 .

- subjects "in tqtal) while _an additlonal 6 subjects used it

r - P

" only on interpersonal problems {27 subjects in total)

This- gesulted in.an overall total of 31 different subjects"

who used the element of statinq the problem

-

'y, < . A .

Erom the data in Table 9 patterns could be detectedf

among the types of elements used on different types.of

problems To test’ uhether any of these patterns’ were L

significant two different MANOVA s vere performed The'

first MANOVA was performed with three levels of cognitive‘

style as a between subjects variable 1ntrapersonal versus'
interpersonal problems as a within subjects ‘varlable -and

scores ~8n. the eight ents as. dependent variables The

maln effec; of cognitive stxle.and the interaction effect\

-‘between R cognitlve style 1and sttuation were both
;.e . nonsignificant However thene was a *slgnificant overall

main, effect .of" situation on sc¢ores on the problem solving

* -elementsr This effect appears tO‘be traceable tg, scores on.

"p-”the problem solving elements of analysls,

rvalues shown. in Eigure 3 and signififant univarihte E

S

values in Table,lo L ‘#"- ;_‘ . } A {

R (e “ - N i ‘
'. - - P .ot DA
- T - IR Y

Tt may\be noted'that;subjecto'“utllized significantly

.
* . N . L LRV .
.
.

more analysis. aqd 'mo_re ."‘eva],uation“ of self w}ty

b ]
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i\push-over'ﬁith my students?" (evaluating self). .t .

. .8valuation

. T,
process"” (e\valuating the situationy. ‘}

>very ,hatura involve more of the outside world, Similarly

» . [ ]
.l§
VAR NN S _—"‘.‘"“""A .t o e >
* e “
. ) / 81
\ | -
mcrapérson'al perlm 5(1 67) = 11.86 and - 11.35

5
respectively p <.001 in each‘pase These results indicate

that subjects vere more 1 ly to begin solving a self

. problem by d?iting sobething similar to the tolloﬁing:
. * L

"First, I wguld sit down and try to analyze what was

dissatisfyihg about my life" (analysis). When working on

intrapersonal problems, subjects were also more likely to

include statements like the following: "I usually do
better as soon as I start to take a closer look at. problem

e

areas” or "Am I being fair or pressing too hard or am I a
\

On the :Zner hand, subjectS'shoﬁed significantly more
strategies (and evaluation of the situation)

with iInterpersonal probléms than wirh .1nt;ap9r§ona1

'problems, E(1.67) = 10.38, p. = .002. For éxample, subjects

wvere more likely to write.statements like thé following:
"The indirect approach vith this princlpal might be more
effective" (evaluating a stratoqy},,or "As far as_ meeting

your neighbors, friendships take time and are an ongoing

When these types of statements are considered. one .can
Al . '

.see’. the logic,6 of subjects employiﬁg more evaluation of

things outside of themselves (the situation, the other
persoﬁ " the approach théy are taking) when solvinq

1nterpcrsonal problems because’ these problams by their

2

one can understand the reasonableness ot subjects . engaqing

?

-
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in more internal analysis and dquestioning of themselves

. when addressing intrapersonal prablems. .

)

The eight problem situations on -the MEPS had been‘

divided a priori into four  interpérsonal and faur

Fl

'lntrapersonal problems. However, a posteriori content

analysié of the MEPS revééled that subjects. were responding

-

differently to ancther type of grouping of the e t
proble@\\MSre specffically, subjects appeared ﬁ
differentiating between four relativaly ( simple or
superficigl probleésv (finding ‘a'lost-vatch,igettinq'more
money, makihg new  friends with neighbors, meeting a
stra;;er in .a résta@rant) and four more complex problems

(improving one's éeachinq, having a spouse leave, belng
. T ¢
dissatisfied with 1life  ’net getting along with one's

principal).~ g : : : .

Therefore, a second MANOVA, with cognitive - style and

’ problem complexity as Jdndependent varlables was pertormed

on scores for the eight . problem solving elements There
was no main effect ot'coqnitlve style and no intﬁraction
effect between coqnitiv§-.style a;; “Problem complexity.
ﬁowevérj _there was a main effect b;‘problem compiexity on
problem—solvlng elements, Results, shown in T;ble 11 and
Eiguée'a included signiticant univariate E values fcr 7 of

the 8 problem- solvinq elements

It may be noted that in solving superficial or simple

problams subjects utilized . more strategiel (E(l 67) =
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- Analysis 90.09 1 61.05 .001*
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Eﬂpluatton \
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‘Mean Number of Probfem-Solvihg Elements on Complex Versus
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8.19, p= .006; mord elaboration, E(1.67) = 9.06, p =
.004;  and mgregroblem stating E(1.67) = 21.23. p <.001,
, 3 .
Fhan with complex problems. Both of the last two
categories’ involved giving detailék descriptions, either
about the problem at. the beginning (setting the stage) or
about a particular strategy. Thus, subjects vere more
"chatty" when engaged in simple everyday proslens. They
also generated more. strateglés. probably Hbec3use it is

easler to think of a larger' number of strategies for

simpler proﬁlems.‘

On complex prdblems, subjects employedihore analysis,

E(1.67) = 61.05, R < .001; more evaluatibn of strategies,

E(1.67) = 12.95, p < .001; nwmore evaluation of self,

E(l.s?) = 18.20, p < .001: and more exploration of

~ »
feelings, E(1.67) = 7.09, p = .009. Subjects.  gave
approximately the same number of reasons to support their

ideas on both types of problems. Aqain,: it is

understandable that complex probiems would require more

analysis and evaluation and that subjects would have mdre
feelings aboua them -than Ehey would about superficial
pqoﬁlems. It is also reasonable that siubjects might find
it ~-hapder to ‘benerate as many strat&gias for complex
brpblems. . - | -

-
”

After the protocols were scored for "~ problem-solving
elements, subjects were categorized for problem-solving

st&le_(analytical, a£toctivug behavioral, mixed). In terms

*
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3 ~ Qf overall problem-solving style on the MEPé;:sgbjeEts ;ere
disti‘ibu:ed as follows: 13 {18.5%) analytical, 6 (8.5%)
affective. 34 (49%) behavioral, and 17 (24Y) ’mixgq. As
shown in Taple 12, only 4 of 70 subjects (6%) used the same
style (behavioral) for all eight'problems. Most subjects
used more than one style on the eight problems. For 76% of
subjects, one style predominated on at least 5 of 8

- problems, while 24% ﬁad~ap equal’ mixture of twe of the

three styles. *

-

When problems weré*sapaéated into 1nter§ersona1 and
1ntrapérsonal, the patterns shown in Figure S and Table 13

emerged. Each subject was tested in beth intrapersonal and’

-

interpersonal situations. and Table 13 shows data for the
. same subjects in both situations. TEQr intérpersonai
problems, subjects tended to use a beh;vioral'gtyle, while
for intrapersonal problems they tended to-use an analytical
style or a mixture of styles. Not all sﬁbjects,\however,
changed styles for different t*pes of problems. Thirty-two

subjects (46%) maintained the samo-style for both types of  *

« b

problems. This figure of 32 comas froq adding’ the diaqonq;

entries in 'Table 11 (7 + 1+ 17 + 7). 1Jf'E;; 38~subjacts

(54%)" who changed styres,' half of them changed. from

. analytical or mixed on intrapersonal problems to behavioratl E
on ’1nterporsonal problems Another 10 supju;:s (14%)°

, changed from qnalytl;al ‘cn intr;persbnél 'broblems to

affective or mixed on 'intorpcrsonal pnoblegx.."fh other

words, the most common type of change was from an
- X ‘
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Table 12 ‘

v

J E£2§ugn;¥;é94'2§n;,9;?gﬁ of Subjécts Htilll! 0 ce .

Number of Problems Number of Percentage  Type of’
vith Same Style _ Subjects » . Predominant

. Style

Behavioral
Eehéyloral
Ahalytic.al
éﬁhévional
Analytital
Aféecfive b
Behavioral
Analytical
Affective
". Less than

S of 8




Figure §

anmyolwmmmmw&bjwuon
intrapersonal Versus interpersonsl Problems
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analytical style on intrapersonal problems to ' one “of the

other styles on interpersonal problems.

To }nvestigate whether problem-solving style varied
~Qignifica5t1y for interpersonal versus intrapersonal
situations, several analyses were performed. Because the
data 'were categorical ;nql;psativé. a MANOVA could not be
performed. Instead, a combiriation of chi-square and
McNgmar's test’of the signlficancé of a difference between
correlated proportions was employed (Ferguson, 1976) First,
a chi-sqga;; was performed on the 4 x 4 contingency table
shown in Table 13. A significant chi-Sﬂuare value
resulted, x‘.(fa') = 21.51, p =.01. This result shows that

the HIstrlbufion of problem-solving styles differed: for

interpersonal versus intrapersonal situations. McNemar's

test was then déed to compare each of the four
problem-solving  styles in interpersonal versus
intrapersonal conditions. The values compared are shown in
‘figuré ‘5. ‘ For é;hmple, to coﬁpare the proportion of
subjects ;ho?s;ng.the’anlytical problem-solving styie in

each éituétion, the relevant marginals from Table 13 are 23

~ and 11, 'and the relevant cell frequency is 7, the latter

indicating that 7 subjects \sed the analytical style in

‘both“situations. Using these -numbers, a 2 x 2 table,

similar to that shoun_iﬁ Table 14, was constructed. The

term "offler" in Table 14 refer; to the number of subjects

choosing problem-solving styles other than thé one under

‘test. Only one of four such 2 x 2 compsrisons vas

«
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Table 14 -
Erequancy of Subjects  Exhibiting Ao Analytical
Problem-Solving -Style Compared to Other Styles on
Interpersonal Versus Intrapersonal Broblems

»

~ .
: Interpersonal

Analytical Other

- Intrapersonal

Analytical
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significant. Because four comparisons were performed. the

alpha level of .05 was divided by 4. From the comparisons,
a significant difference was found in the number of pecople
using a behavioral problem-solving style for interpersohal

' problems compared to intrapersonal problems, Z = 3.38, p
<.01. ?indiﬁg that a greater proportion of subjects used a
behavioral problem-sdlving style on. interpersonal broblems
is not surprising vhen one considers that interpefsonal
problems occur in the world cutside of the individual, and
thus could easily be thought of 1n terms of the behaviors
needed toBolve them. -

> ' ]

v In a manner similar to the above, A Problem solving
style uas examined. for the tour simple problens and the
four complex problems. From examination of Eigure 6 :it
)appeared that there might be differences in the styles
utilized by . subjects on complex and’ simple problemsf As in
the previous analysis, an overall : chi-squara ~yasA

‘ calculated, but the rosulting value was not significhnt,‘1£$‘
(9) = 12. 63 'Thus, post- -hoc comparisons vere. not -
justified Tho results of-post-ho¢ comparisons suggested '

that subjects tended to use a bemavioral style more for

slmple _problems than for complex pronlems However,
becaese no a priori hypotheses were statod for thoso'
variables, the most judicious conclugion is thlt this study
has failed 1to demon-trnto . a rolationohip between '

\ problemosolvinq style and problem conplexity oo
Wi
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When problem-solying style en tﬁe’MEPS vas cbnsiae_'red:
\ : . 1n relation to gender of subjects (fmlq- i male =. 21‘, a , ..
¢ . : o - -
- B \ signi ficant negative correlation vas £ound betyeen qender - .
"7 . P‘ . & ¢ - .=
" . o and ;otal number of problm scored as attectlve style. - -
§ o .. z(68¥ = -.41, p < .001). " The 'neama n\,mber of .affect;ive' )
L) N . - : o L Do,
. ~ style problems vas higher for .women (M = 1.90 out of 8) v
A . ." . . o . ) ‘ . - ) . " .~ .
o Co ‘3? for Q‘en -(u = 0.54). This vas. a “significant -
;; ; . , ’dift‘erence' .:(68) = 3.70, p < .05. 'The.re.vas also a’’ MY
, ~ i i - . ) . : - E ‘ "»v \_&;
. . significant catreladon betueen gender and the total number” -~ ..~ T -
X (“ of - problems sco%ed -as behavioral (69) 28 B= 01.. . ” R
. 3
v, L ) Mau_)md significantly nore problems’scored as behavioral {u ) i’
X =" 4.70) than womef\ M = 3. 5): t(68) = 2,38, p =..02, ':
. 'I‘here was no signi.ﬁ.can‘t chrelation between gender and the -
T number of prohim scored as analytical vith each group j
. havAngamnonGQ ’ SN ;" e
0 T ] o . . R o
Co K Whi le vomen did hWe signi ficant‘ly more at:rective R I
- L - preblems t.han mér.. one canhot necessbrily cqnclude that ‘ T
'i < . . -
. . 2 women ane more af fective problem- solvers overal.i in that P
¢ [ . . e
] - ) N
' ,_their mean of 1.9 affective problems was lower than their Co
i ! ¢ ’ .
WL ' mean of 3. 5 behhvicral problems : e . . o
?s ) . '.'_ . : E s l ] _s ]!:“53 E:ncass v ‘ L A o . A ‘ "
, i C Problem-solving process c’ate'!j‘ories : (sequential ' e
. e . .Wholistic, timltamuﬁ— v‘e\*e ‘ auo exuimd in detail ' ¥
. R e Overall the distributton of cateqories across s\.[bjects vas o ;'_ i
b SR ) (41%) sequential, - 10  (14%) wholistic, - 4 6% .
. /'b (‘ ¢ . . . ., . :' . 3 '-\', ._ a e . . . - P
AR ' ' . Soalhe
.’E ’ . ( ;' 0". j,
‘. T S Y
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simultaneous, ‘and 27 (39%) mixed. Table 15 shows that, as

'
N v
,
. .
s .u.'..&no.!‘
. .

. . -
with problem-solving style, most subjects employed a
variety of problem-solving processes. Only 3 of 70

subjects used the same process (sequential) for all eight

MEPS 'problems For 61% of subjects, one p}ocess
. predominatod on at least 5 of 8 problems, while 39% had a

-nixture of procasses

- _Wneh problems were separated into interpersonal versus

intrapersonai and into simple versus complax categories,

’—o.s—..
N -t

ffhere'vere no apparent differences betveen these conditions
xith;_rqspect to sequential.u_wholistic,'and simultaneous‘
lbrﬁbl;m-séléing ‘procggseé. The frequencies for ”these
._conditions are shown in Table 16. The seﬁuential process
\ vas used mpst often for all types of problems with the

B other tvo styles beinq employeu relatively equally
. E:nhlan Snlxing and Aga

{f:Furthér interesbing iespltSsyere obtained when age was

ﬁekéhined There vere significaﬁt correlations between age

cu

and number of strategles, r(68) = .26, § .= .016;

g
!
.
{
H

‘evaluation of strategies, r(68) = .29, B = .008: and
'eva}uation,ot'selt’ i(68)’ 23 R =..027; indicating that 4;

as age increased ‘so aid bhe frequency. of use ot certain

2
L

probléﬁ-solvlng elements. - By using a median split ‘of 37

’

years to‘dfvide the samplé into older and younger subjects,

the two q#oups could be compared oqb theso problem- solving.

elements. Oldor subjects shoved qunifican;ly norei?

. « N
P ik , Ak o T LR SR,
.

.

evaluation of stratagiés than younger subjects (u = 11.67,‘:
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Iable 13 v
» ) ’
z‘ Erequency and Percentage of Subjects H.Lu."n Rifferent
¢ . e
¢ Preblem-Sclving Processes on the MEPS .
r ‘ '
Number of Problems Number of Percentage Type of .
with Same Process Subjects ’ . Predominant
> . : Process
- “
v 8 of 8 3 4% Sequential
7 of 8 7 0% S Sequential
‘ _ ' 2 Wholistic
' .6 of 8 8 . 11% 6 Sequential - -
. ‘ A ‘ .3 Wholistic . | :
' : ‘S of 8 25 36% 15 Sequential - :
v ) : = ‘ :
) . 6 Wholistic i
‘ ‘ _ A, 4 Simultaneous i
Less than s ' 3
'S of 8 27 39% ] Mixed )
. : "
i .
{ \ ]
{
z . 1
! , .
i 1
- ' ! !
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- ‘Table 16 -
- Erequency and Percentagq of 3Subjects Utilizing Different
t . . .
{ " Problem-Solving Processes on Interpersonal. Intrapersonal .
Siople and Complex Problems:
Type of Type of Process
\ Problem ' _ . J .
1 ; » ‘ ;
Sequentlal Wholistic Simultangous Mixed
Intrapersonal 29 (2l%) - 14(20%) 11(16:) 16 (23%)
Interpersonal '30(43%) 21(30%) . 4(6%) 15(21%) )
Simple 32(46%)  11(16%) n)(i%z) ) 16 (23%) ,
Complex " 33(47%) f19‘(27z)" 10 {14%) 8(12%) T
N * ' : . » )
. E | / . ¢ ‘
{ ] -
% ~ .
z 3
B - -~
b

e




—

.
S e R -y

. - 98

-,
w3

’

e mmimeeny
P

versus 6.79). uncorrelated t(68) = 2.34, p = .022, and

-

significantly more evaluation of self M = '4.97 dersus
R 2.26), £(68) = 2.54. p = .013. There vas not a significant
difference in number of strategies (M = 33.67 versus
3o.1_1)', 5(68)" = 1.44;, p = .15. It may be that older
.-; subjects are more 1i§ely to show evaluation skills bgcause
l they have been able to gain a more critical perspective
) . 5 from incfeasad,;ife experienbes,_iTﬁls idea . is consistent
with the fact that. younger subjec;s in this sample wvere °
more iikely to show a behaVloral.problemvsolvln§ style on
ti'xe MEPS, a,styie lacking in eVaiua_tion. ‘I‘hi‘s ralationship _
1§.Lndicated,by a significant negatlve ;o?ralatlon between
‘age ‘and number .of behavioral problams,‘;gea)'é -.33. p =
.002. i : - - -
. Summary of Major Results |

1. : Contrary to - the predicted outconme,

field-independent subjects did not score. signifiéantly

' ‘, : higher on intr;persdnal . empathy ana‘~'tield3dependent' -
g L - sﬁb?eéts did‘ not score Higher‘on interpérsonal'émpathy. .
8 ' However,_subjeéis at ali<‘;evelé ’ot fieid ihdependénce-‘

scored significantly higher, on Iintrapersonal ‘analogue

&

a.

©

. \ émpathy than they did on interpersonal analogue empathy.

»

2. ., Contrary to the predicted . outcome,

fléid-tndependent éubjgcts did not'generate‘mqre strategies -

]
e e ————
)

on intrapersonal probléms and fleld-dependent subjects did -

not gqenerate more strakegiés on Lnterger:onal problemi}

Instead, there was a U-shaped. ' relatlonship betwéen
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cognitive style and problem solving with tield -dependent

o and fleld- independent subjects generating more strateqies-

than both

[
1ﬁterpersonal situations.

e field-independent

the interpersonal MEPS items than field-dependent subjects.

3. There were significant poéitive

mid-range subjects 1n
Also, there was a

subjects to generate more strategies on

¢ correlations

betveen the analogue measures

empathy.

4. Eield-lndependent— subjects tended to wuse a

sequentlal problem solving process

subjects tended to utilize

and mid- range a wholistic

"+ process.

"S. Subjects employed more~£ﬁdlysis and evaluation of

SGIf .on intrapersonal problems énd more evaluation of

; strategies~on interpersonal prcblems 3
R . 4

6. On: complex problems, subjects tended to utilize
analysis ovaluation and fbelinéﬁ: while' on simple
problems, subjé;ts tended to utilize strategies,

. A .

elaborétion,”and'stﬁtement ot the problem.

-~

7. Subjects used a behavloral prablem solving style

more intorperlonal problems than for

often ‘ for
‘ ¢

»,

intraporsonal problems. ' : -

\

e s e R

intrapersonal and .

tendency for -

of -problem-solving and-

vhile field-dependent.
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DiscuSsioﬁ .

The two major purposes of this study were first, to
investigate the ‘relktionship betwsen coqnitive‘style and

the counseling skillq,of.empathQ and problem solving in a

sampie of béqtnn!ﬁg:counselors, and secqnd, to examine the

components of social problem solving .itself. Findings
relating to each of these two areas irg giscussed below,
and in.each case, comparisons are drawn with applicable

p(aviods research. Implicatioﬁs of this research for

counselor education are explored and suggestions °are made

.for ‘future reésearcgh with.theso variables..

The first hypothesis predicted that field-independent

3 4

subjects would be, more empathic than field-dependent

subjects fn intrapersonal situations, wvhile field-dependent
subjects would ba more empathic than field-independent
subjects in  interpersonal sifuat}bn;. Support was not
found ‘for this prediction. Ergm the multivariate and
univariate E c;mparilons,, there‘ was .no cvideﬁce of

significant differendes betweén ‘field-independent ‘and

field-dependent subjects in either intrapersonal or
7 o -

intérpetggnal sitystians, regqrdless of whether empathy was.
) mbaﬁﬁz;d by an in ¥1§n‘0r'by an analogué procedure. The . -

on.' sAqnificant unLvnriath 1ntoraction effact for the
-\ Ll

coqnitivo stylo and tlﬁuational variablos qn tho Index of

Reaponding can only suggest dlrcctions tor future' rosoarch

100"
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'E‘ because the corresponalng ‘multivariate E was not
t .
]

significant. . W - . ‘

~

_ When previous research vith empathy and cognitive
) .. style is considereé it is difficult to make \¢opRarisons

wvith the present study because no ‘previous. studies 1nc1uded
situational variables The results of this study ih\\
~ perhaps closest to those of Carlino (1972) who also
,measured empathic. responding directly. He found no
‘reLationship between cognitive style and empathy on taped

. . interviews.

'S ' - fhere are eeveral possible teasons for the lack of
relationship between jpcognitive style and empathy in the
present study. QrLginally, lti -vae d {ught that'
field-dependent subjects"¥ou1d be more empathic with
1nterperlena1 situetlons‘ibecause of previous ' research
(wukin' 1978; wu:km & Goodenough, 1977) indlcating their

tendency to pay attention to social cues and be sensitive

to the feeling' of others qucourse, upon reflection,
these characteristics ere also required for empathic

responding with intrmapersonal cencerns, and thus it mey be

k]
4
L]
v
1

.o that fleld- dependent beginning counselors are agle to . :

3 demonstrate empathlc responding°in either intrapersonal or’
" . interpersonal sltuatlons, ‘as occurred on  the in xixg

empathy tapes. With the t(eld 1ndependent qnpup ‘it was
‘predicted that thcy would be more eqcathic in intrapersonal

contexts because ot thdir tendency to use an internal frame

of refererice. .ﬂowever, it may be that this internal frame

' : : » -
-

(q
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P of rofarehce provides them vith the flexibllity to. respnnd
empathically in both typea of situations.

. .
.Of\idditionél interest was the finding that subjects
at all levels L34 fleld independence showed significantly"
higher levels ot empathy 1n~£ntraporsonal situations than
in interpersonal . iituatians on the Index of Responding.
Upon reﬁlectibn: it seems that interpersonal concerns are
often more ambiguous and ~ less predictable * than -
intrapersonal thcerns because the forger include the
e ’ interaction of two people, while the latter include only
one person (the client). This greater unpredictability
might be thé‘r;ason tér‘theApoorer performance (1-e. 1less

empathy) of'all subjects on interpersonal items. Another

possible factor 13 that tvo ot thq 1nterpersonal items were

more camplex)ﬁnd ditticult because of ‘the inclusion of g

- e

immediacy (dealing with the relationship betveen~the client'

NI _ " and counselor) in the situation. - .

2

"It is 1hteresting to note that - the “field 1ndspendent

ELE YR TLNPR SRVyy. VYT

subjects . ’'performed signL:LcmtIX bettqr than
fleldwz:ifndent subjects on one of the two more difficult

+ T Pt e g rmmrian s

' immedi items ("You're the ﬁést'teécher I've. Svér had.

torre

You vere the only teacher who didn t make me feel 11ke' I
vas in terrible troublo if I didn't get Ievo%ythinq
perfect”). Again, while this post- hoc finding can only
suggest poksibilities for future rcsoarch it ‘may be thie

[ RSORSS S

on more complex itcml novice tield 1ndnpond-n€ counsclors . _ i

. are better able to disembed the informatién needed from the
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client in order to make a more empékhit'fesﬁonsq. On this
item, ﬁ:hy subjects fesponded only to the sur face
compliment given by the student to the teacher. The
field-independent subjects ‘vere more likely to respond to'
the undgrlying feelings of inadequacy that were implied by.
the student. Therefore.lit seemed that fidld-independent
subjects tended to think and respond more completely to

this more complex item.

There is some subport for tield-indapenden£ subjects
Belng more cognitivety complex than field-dependen;
subjects 1n the cognitive style literature ;k;avson, 1980
Thibodeau, 1980) . e§pecially’ within the -framework HOf
Piagetian stages: In ‘anson's' (1980) sgﬁple of ‘41
undergraduétes, all of the 11 field-indepgpdent subjects
had reached the formal operations stage, thle only two o f\
thé‘ 1S fie)d-dépendent J;ubjects were formal‘operational,

lending credence‘to"thg idea tﬁat field independence may be

4

a component of forhal operational reasoning., a more complex.

level of ~déVelopment than concrete operations. Lawson

reported a ‘correlation of 60 between cognitive- style and

. the Piagetian task used in his study. Thus, it may be that

fieldjindepéndent subjects responded with h}gﬁgr empathy on

the immediacy item because they weré more likely to haée;

formal ‘operational reasoning that facilitated them in

dealiﬁg vit“ tﬁls_more conblex situation.

In summary, Kcoqnt;iye ‘style does not appear to

influence the\empathic responding of beginning counselc;s.\

- . M
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Instead, situational tactore seem to exert a grgmter
influence on the level of demonstrated empathy than
cognitive style, .with subjects pertofeing better on
intrapersonal items than on interpersonal items. This
result has 1uplications'for' counselor education. Novice
counselors had more difficulty being empathic on written
interpersonal items and in particular’ on items that
involved a situation of immediacy between the counselor add

client. This finding indicates that counselor training may

need to focus more on helping be§inning counselors to -

understand the 1ntricacies of interpensonalf interactions
that anolve themselves so that they will then be better
able.to requgd with facilitative empathy in counseling
contexts.

Cognitive Style and Seccial Problem Selving -;_

‘The second hypothésis predicted that fiald-independent '

subjects would generate . more strateaies than

‘field dependent subjects vould geneq;tﬂi more strategies

/—
than field 1ndependent subjects on intefpersonal problems

'No supp t was found for this hypothesis As with empathy,

. * .
cognit 5&1 style and situational factors were not.

iy

ly related to quantitative problem-solving

[ 4 .
skill, ere was, however, ‘a significant main _effect of

caqnitive style. ‘This reflected ? cu?vilfnear relationship -
betyeen cognitive. style-and the copbined pfoblem-solvinq'

‘field- dependent subjects on intrapersonal problems while ‘

measurgp, with" fleldvdependent ‘and fleld‘independent'_

-
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-subjects generating more strategies than the mid-range q N

. group. Also, direétly coptrary to preeictionkrthere was a :
significant post-hoc trend on the interperscnal analogue
measure (MEPS) for field-independent subjects to generate

more strategles than.the other two groups.

a2

* .1t was originalgﬁ thought that field-independent
subjects would not be as good at 1nterpersona1‘prob1ems
beeause cognitive style reseatch (Witkin et . al.. 1978)
sugéeéts that field-ind;pendent pecple tend to be more
1ndiv1dqa11et1c,“aloof, not as  sk411ed with people,~ and .

less willing to, accommodate others' views. While this
i explanation may be qulte' plausible Qith a general
pobqlation it is perhaps less applicable to the present

¢
A
By
.
x
124
N

sdmple of counselor trainees These 1nd1v1duals as a group

D

are presumably very interested in the feelings of others

1. 0~

and are very personable rather than being aloof Thust

v

eveA. the more field independent subjects in the present
sample may have been very socially oriented> and thus ‘
~,capab1e of generatlng strategies fof either 1nterpersona1

or intrapersonal problems

-
~

What may have more explanatory power for\ the better !

- .
VMM it 1 e g < BAT O Dk o
A R
'

performance of field- independent subjects on interpersonal L
‘ ;: .- problems are thelir cognitive characteristics,f rather than . ’
‘f . g N . : 'thelt ’aergpnality chgracteristics.-, ft'eay'pe that their ;v
E abiilty to be more attioﬂlatedtand to.separate~item:'troﬁ a -~

é fiald make them,bettet.nple to”qenetatevstrateéies~uheﬁ the
‘ . sltuatioq or problem ievolyes mcre-thah ene.pitson.' n§11Af5 ' '?

’
T
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(l982) came to a similar conclusion when she found that
field-indépendent subjects tended ' to. do better on

mathematical problem-solving tasks that require extracting

information from-.a iqu;qr field of 1rit9rmtlon. - ,Certta‘inly
more Yesearch is needed to corroborate this ‘finding. .

T M,prﬁlc‘ed, & slgnificant but quk relationship was
found between social problem éolvinq and eﬂpathfis Such a
relatlonshlp was predicted because thcso two counseling
skills are helleved ‘to share in compon both perspective
taklng“ and“ generatlng posslbilitios (teellnqs and
strategies) . ‘ Theretore one mlght expect that lndivlduals
who responded at higher levels of mnpathy would also be

able to generate more' strategies in a problem sltuat%on :1

o It should be noted that the slqniflcant correlations

' between- eupathy. and problem -ol.vinq- occurrod qﬂly for

A

analogue measurea. vhereas there ‘23 ,_nq’ signlticant_

correlatlon betveen in xixg neasures of empathy and problen

. solving. Perhaps no relationship yas found on the in - vive
measures because ‘of %the 'ér#a;er complexity of factors -

. present ' in .an actual client-conﬁ:elér interaction, as

#

éompai-'od to. those present on- .more: strucfured, written

exercises.

Elndinq a relatlomhip between thne two. sk‘il‘ls is

contrary to. the flndlngs of l(ramr Rappaport and Scidlnn

(l979) Howevor Krunr ot al., ‘messured . ang:l ,gonpa_rode

1",
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%} - empathy ‘ and ‘prublen solvlng~‘as -g}obel qualitieq .or T
:: ‘characteristics rather ’ than ‘as specific skllls - The
ﬁ present stt.;dy sugqests that therer is a relationsbip ;betveem
S the speciﬁ.c sicills of eupathy and social probles solyi'ng. -
. ? at least in‘ a written analogue- context . o
{ v_mumsunmmmmmww

¢ , . ‘I‘he problen solving findings disqus&ed above relate
'solely to the number of relevant strategies generated by
suhjects the unit of emlysle nost frequently used uith _
\;he MEPS. In utilizing the humber of generated atrateqies
e ' ’ ’/ as the measure of social problea solving the essunption is
e \-‘ made that bett:er problem solvers produce more etrateqies
~while p@rer prbblem solvers produce fewer strateqi.es

HoMer when one considers the na‘ture of social prbblems

t is. not necessarily true. that developing a large number
of. strategies is more effective than qmeratinq orie highly
appropriath strateg’y Butler and Mej,chenbeum (1981) 'raise
is . same - goncem about the -MEPS ' Inst.ead of a
. mmu_mm scoring procedure, t:hey suggest Qualitative
] ; assessment as a usaful “new deve}.opmeht for -social
E _ o K robleing xheasuri{ent ] A '.' o BN
L A;\ o - ""fh_us :lnstead of thinking solely in’ tem oit hem;nn

proble-r solvinq. 1t vould sqem nore beneficial to t:hink 1n
'»::W of hou people differ ‘in their m to eolvmq
social” problm By -doptinq & nore ,prbceee or}ented

- o . truevork lqr h:m people solve eoclel problem the hunber .

- . . - - - -
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_of stratagles then becomes just ‘one element among many

,other elenents. in the overall process. To assess

.

qualitativé- problem solving, protocol ahalysis was used to
examine the warious processes and. styles employed by

subjects in the present study.

" The fourth hypothés;a' stated that field-independefit
'éubjects would tend to utilize a sequential problam-solving
process while ifield-éependent sﬁbjects would utilize a

wholistic process. Limited support was found for this

hypothesis. #-As predicted; ‘tield-indepenéent ‘subjects’

Qd§mon3trateé a sequential process on 56X of the MEPS

problems.. while field-dependent subjects showed this type
" of process . on only 422 gt-ﬂpgéblqgs, a significant

difference. Concurrently, -

A x

. exhibited a . vwvholistic _ process ,more often than

field-independent sub jects (36X;versps }7%).'although(i.pis

L 4

was not a statistically significant difference. On the in

'vivg ‘intrapersonal. p?obrem-sqlking measure, however, -

[ - K17 ..
results. were less clearcut, the only significant dutcome

Seing a tendency for nidlfange subjects to use a - wholistic

N
i

p?oceés'more,thaﬁ the“two-other groups.

from the data, then there appears to bg some support

" for l folationship between ¢ognitive style 'and types of

social problem tolving procnsqes Howevar.' fopo must
,questxon why the 'results- dtffgr.d for the two types of-
moasurg: analoquo and in xixn It hay be that the more

'strucqurgd. 1mpersona1 naturo ot tha analoqun measure made

-

I T H
field-dependent siubjects

A

v
’
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it easier for field-in@epcn&ent subjects to use a 'ié;iéalp
step-by-step, sequentiai approach. In contrast, the real
client problems tended to be gafder,. more insolvable
problemg that did not lend them#elves as well to a

sequentiai process. There was also ‘greater variability in

the in vivQ problems. They ranged from simple, sgpérticial

problems, such as iack of time for completing assignments.

to deeper oblems, such as trying to decide about
pfeghancy or nsiderifig separating from a spouse. This

gfeater varihbility could have made it more difficult to

‘obtain’ the expected results.

' -

. The fifth hypothesis stated that a relationship would

- be found between cognitive sine and problem-solving style

(analytjcal, affectrﬁe, and behavioral). It was predicted
that tield-in@epgndépi- subjects would tend fo use an
analytical problem-sglviﬁg style while field-dependerrt
subjects would use.?a aftectiv% problem-solving style. No

support  was found for this hypothesis. One of ° the

.difficulties fh finding an association between field

dependence and affective style was that very few subjects

;. {8.5¥%) demonstrated an ,affeétive problem-selving style,

This is 2 reasonable f%ndinq yhon one considers éhat a
problem~solv1ng "set" 1is more likely to induce cogh;tion
;nd behavior than feelings. A larger sample size would be
needed to obthin .enodgh‘subjects to ascertain more fully
the likeiihood of tie;g-dqp.né;nt subjects utilizing an

affective problqm-holv;nq style. More surprising was the
Id - . "
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fact that field-independent subjects did nbt consistently
demonstrate an &hilytital 'probleu-golvinq style. This
finding, may indicate .that other variables " are ‘more

influential _ than cognitive 'style in determining the

' probleu-soLv{ﬁg style selected T by subjects. This

-possibility will be discussed more fully below. -
Summary of Cognitive Style Findings

Overall., this study. ylelded weak and generall?

nohsignlficant _findings concerning the relationship of

cognitive style to counselor empathy and problem solving.

When support was obtained for predicted pelétionships, the
correlations ware in the .31-.26 fange: ‘indicating ' that

cognitive style accounted for only’ébo@t 6% of éﬁe relevant

variance in counselor performance. These low correlations

are 'péfhaﬁs - not entlrely sufprisipg. 'h;weQGr, when one
COnsidgrs‘prévious research Qith*cognitive séy}e: ' In the
area of probleﬁ solving, five otlpight studies &15 ot fiﬁd
a significant relationship withhéognitive style. Morecver,
the one . study that did "find a.siqnlficant relationship
kCaniné, 1981) reported & corrélation‘ of bnly .279, a
valga"comparable to correl;tions obtained in the present

study. ' ' T ; . ol

In the area of empathy, the two studies that' measured
empathy by salf-report or multiple-choice test (Martin &
Toomey, 1973: Wightman, 1982) found a . significant

rélationihlp:'vith coﬁnitivi . style. - However, in thq'tvo"

studies that moﬁsurod’.mpathié responding (AnsPardig, 1979:

‘, ',.

“
““" Al o s N b 15




Carlino, 1972) fileld- independent subjects did not perform
significantly - botter than field- dependent subjects- as
predicred. This finding is consistent with tho results of

cﬁe present study.

N -

-
*

R One needs.to éuestion why a stronger-relationship was;
not found' Qctveen' cognitive style and empathy and social
problem holviﬁq - When past cognitive style research 1is
examined, clear patterns emorge -as to which studies do and
do not obtaih. large 'correlations. Studies yhich report
strong csrrelations Liéh- cognitive style include those
investigéting (1) memory (Baerger & Goldberger, .1979:
Shaha.  1982). vith correlations of .43-.74; (é)
15cglliqence {(Goldstein & Blackma 1978;: - Lawson, 1982),
with co?relét;ons of .30-.60; and (3) academic achlevemen;
(Crow & Piper, 1683: Hansen & §£ansfield, 1982; .ﬁart,
bayﬁe, ' & Lewis, 11981: Savage, 1983), with corrdiatiqdh of
.30-.43. On the other h'ar{d, ' studies déaling%’ with
personality vg;Iables (Bergun & Bergum, 1980: Ne&d &
Marsh, 197qa have yielded correlations of 52 gnd .17,
vhilé studies 1nvestigating learning atmosphe;a (variety :

\
and pace) have obtained correlations af .26 and 22 K

(Avolio, Alexander, Barrett; & Sterns. 1979: Stone. 1979).

It appéars that cognitive éty1e, as measured by

uporceptual disembedding, correlates more with cognitive
abilities such a# int-lligenc. memory, and achievement
that are. ‘measured in very structured vays than it does

wlth more nebulous entitie: .such as personality * and

Y
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.learning atmocphere To perforn well .on  an enkedded

~

tiqures test, the subject must -use canvergent thinking to
obtain the one, right answer. It may be that‘the further
one moves away from areas that require similar . convergent
thinking the lower will be the correlations. When, social
problen solving is considered one can postulate that these
types of prqoblems will require more divergent thinking
becaqse of the complexity and lack of etructure inveolved in
the - situations This divergentﬂthinking may be tar.enouéh-
removed from the ‘convergent thiriking required on the.

_embedded figures test to .result in low correlations betveen

cognitive stybe and social problem solving.

" Some researchers view the _high correlations foSnd S
between cognitive style and intelligence as eVIdence that
cognitive style ‘Is not the pervasive domain claimed by
Witkin. Cuilford (1980) views cognitive style as Just one
factor in his model 9f intelligence., namely Convergent
Production of Visual Transformatibns Similarly,‘Cronbech.'
and Snow (1977) think tield independence is either partly °
or whally - the same as. flutd intelliqence because it
correlates between 40 and. .60 vith the three subtests of

the Wechsler that measure fluid intelligence (block design,

object assembly picture completion), vhile not correlating
, with other( subtests ) Hitkin-et al. (1971) counter this

claim by saying that these three subtests are essentially

igent%fal to ‘the field dependence-independence dillnsion

Becatse the other ‘subtests of the ﬂechsler are not related,

- L



Witkin argues that field-independence can be seen as

distinct from intelligence.

This controversy over intelligence .and cognitive style

highlights the difficulty of determining exactly what
flqid-depengent and field-independent cognitive styles ;re.
. At times, they appear to be‘perceptual or learnfng styles,
vhile at other times they appear to be a spatial ability.
Evidence for field independence beilly essentially the same

as spatial ability was obtained by MacLeod, Jack;on, and
Palmer  (1986). They employxed LISREL-V to assess a facto;Z
model relating the fleld-indébendence trait (weasured by .
the EFT and the RFT) to the spatial ability trait (measured
by the Spa£131 Relations subtests of the Multiple Aptitude
Test ana the Block Design subtest of the WAIS). They found
a correlation of 1.0 between the tield-indepenégn;e and:
spatial ébiligy traits,

Another criticism of coqnitiye style th?ory conéerns
the way in which cognitive styles are measured., Thg'CEET
is clearl&:biased ;odﬁrd the field-indgpendent ;tyle, with

. ;nalyticél ability reqﬁired in a nonsocial, objective test
fé;ma;. The special skills of the field-dependent ‘subject
(1n€ui;ive; 1nterpersona1) irg ﬁét measured and, thus, a
field-dependent score results by d;fqult. " Cronbach and
Snow (1977) suggest tha£ as a result of the design of the
GEET\fiold.dap.ndcnco is actually a‘déficit:;ashor éhan\ a

"style." ~ If this |is fh. cage, it is not :urﬁrisinq that

maﬁy‘of the significant research findings with the - GEFT._
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occur only with the field-independent group.

"In essence. field-independence is ieaiured by the GEET
in a, very simplistic., unitary manner, with the only |
required skill being pefceptual digembeddiné. From
research with thié néasure, Hitkin describes cognitive
“style as a very pervasive domain, Iincluding info?@ation
processing, . perception, persconality, and ~ social

interaction, and aertainly a dohiin more extensive than

intelligence. And yet "the GEET and other measures of

field independence are much loss complex than most measures

of intellfGence

When all of these criticisms are taken together, it
seems questionable as to whether Witkin's cignitive style
theory is compréhensive‘enouqh to account for® differences

in how adult subjects demonstrate the skill ot soclal

problem solving. If, in fact, the styles/represent simply

" one facet of intelligence, they might not be expected to be

complexfenouéﬁ in themsalves to explain differences . in

approaches to social problem solving.

In addition, it may ba-that'éognitive style thsory ‘is

jnot suitable 1in general for explaining the diversity

present in a populatiop of adult learnors. The research
base. yith the adult populntion is toofs;:li at present-to
khow whether the'largefdorrélation; obéaingd in ébgnitive
style studies with _child}.n= and undergraduates can be

rgblicqted with adults. However, vhen ong considers that




adults (more than younger populaéions) are required to

adaﬁi.increasingly to more complex social environments, it -

seems iikaly that many adults would be able to adapt and
compensate for {ipitaiions of their particdlar cognitive
style. For exagple, many adults who score field-dependent
on the GEET may be capable of being analysical when the
gﬁtuation requires it. In other wofds, "situations" rathqr
than "person variables" may be the dominant dsterminaﬁt in
the. adult learner's behavior, at 12::: in relation to the

role of cognitive style.

-

Nisbett and Ross (1980) believe that researchers in
the past have underestimated the causal role of
environmental influences on behavior. They rqfef to the

- "fundamental attribution errory whieh is the tendency to

attribute behavior to disposit!oﬁs or- traits (cognitive’

spyle, in this case), J%ile ignoring thé influence oftthe
specific sltﬁation. Tﬁey report that research ;as shown
that %hdiviﬂual differences in soclal behavior are not
'hiéhly ;aﬁszétent'across situations and smali changes in

situations can cause la;ge differences in the behavtor of

individuals wlthin tﬁose siﬁuations.‘ This argument does .

not 1mp1y that gwgnitive style is simply a trait. However,
it does apponr ﬁhat Witkin has qomnited an' &ttribution

error in assuuinq' that the behavior of a particuiar

cognitive stylo ‘is ‘going to bc rolativoly stable and

consistont rcgardlesn of the situition

-y
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In a similar vein, Mischel (1981) and Bandura (1986)
stress the importance of focusing on vhat individuals dg.
cognitively and "behaviorally, 1in -relation to different

"conditions, rather than focusing on vhat individuals are

like (traitg).” - Instead of vieving people as
situation-free. one needs to consider the interactions
between situation and cognitioms.‘ Thus, if social problem

solving is considered from . this, porsbqptive, it may be .

reasonable to expect‘that how adults solve‘ghe problem will
Le; in(lﬁenced more by'situgt%on than sy cognitive style.
This position was supported by the analysis of the social
p}oblen-solviﬁg défa for this study,‘;s discussed below.
The Nature of Social Problem Solving
. - .

L

Through pqotocolfanalysis, three aspeces of social
problem solving, namely elements, processes, and styles
.were examined in thisAs;udy. The first aspect ;f social

problem solving to be examing&. wvas the elements or
component;.tha;‘péople 'emb}oyed in solving thé various

“social problems used in this study.

‘While a number of models of ideal problem solving ‘have

been proposed, very few studies have investigated what

elements individuals actually employ in.solving problems in .
applied contexts. Subjects used eight uniquely different.
elements in solving social problems (stqéinq ‘the fpréblcm,

analysis, strategies, - olabordtién. evaluation of -

2
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strategies, evaluation of% self, = r.aiéng, and faolingij.

They employed these elemants differently depending on the

- +




\ -
type of problem confronting them Qn intrapersonal
problems subjects showed significantly more analysis and
evaluation of themselves. This finding indicates that with
probleme that focused only on the self, subjects usee more

1nterna1 introspective elements. "They analyied aseessed

.
oy - ear s g gy e = 2o oy

evaluated and questioned themselves before or during the

action phase.

; '
R .
‘.

Conversely, on interpe}sonsl problems s&bjeet§‘
. utilizeﬂ sigpificantly more evaluation of st;ategiee and
evalnaéion of' the problem situation itself. - When the
problem 1nvo1ved other peacple, subjects vere less likely to
analyzeyor-evaluate themselves. - Instead, they eValuated

the situation ~for what ves' needed and evaluated: ;he“'
effectiveness of their ections in working on ‘the problen.
In, summary, with intrapersonal problems, subjects exhibited
more internal probtem-solving ' elements, while Qiqh

LI

interpersonal broblems, 1they were more coricerned with the

world outside of themselves.

o

“Wheh the problem situations were divided on the basis

&f‘ complex versus simple, -a dittereniiconfiguration of

problem-solving elements emerged. On simple problems,

subjects generated more ';trategies and gave more
descriptive detail. On complex problems, subjects did not
’ \

give as many strategiee but instead .used moreé analysis

evhluation -of both thenselves and the sithation and

[ s e R it i e Rty
B .

statement of feelings. Again, these are sensib!e find‘ngs

»

For more suberficial problems such as finding a lost watch,

- . < -
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subjeets used @ more simple approach. They did not

evaluate and analyze as much as they took stretegic action.

| ' On the other. hand, with more conplex problems ‘such as
I . dissatisfaction vith Ii!e, subjects vene more contemplative o
in terms of evaleating and assessing themselves and the

ot . - problem situation. \

Therefore, -thé kind of problem situatlon influenced

the type of elements subjects included in their problem
solving. While - type of situatton did not influence
subjects to pertorm batraer in preblem solving (generating

more strategies) it did influence them to differ in how
;tn;y solved the problems \ Both’_types of situations,

= .interpersonal versus, intrapersonal and complex . versus
simple vere important in determinin§ which cognitive skill

*
- A

elements subjects used in thein.problem solvinq

One interesting facet ot the protocol analysis of

) problem solving elements is noted when the results obtained:
| are compared to" ideal models proposed by social
problem- solving researchers. ’ Two prominent models of

a ' applied problem- solving are those described by D'Zurilla
» and Goldfried (1971) and Spivack Platt and Shure (1976).
D' Zurilla and Coldfried's model consists of five cognitive

-gteps: . (1) ‘general orientation or problem- solvinq set"

.‘,,.,.‘
2

: 4 ‘ (2) problem definition. {(3) generation of alternetives" (4)
i . deeision making, ;nd‘ (5) verification or evaluation of
SR *  solution oetcones.. Spivack et al. (1976) also spe&ity
-, five steps in their model: \fl) reeognition'of the‘range of

-
N .
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problematic si;uaéions, (2) géﬁoratidn. ot'.sdlﬁtions.' (3)
specification of ne;essiry means for solving brobléﬁ;,'(4)
evhldat{éﬁ of consequénﬁes. (S) swareness of motivations of
self and otherss Even though there are ditterences in
wording and classific:tion D' Zuril}a and Nezu (1982)
. believe that the five steps of the Spivack et al. model
are included in the D'Zurilla and Coldfried model. Thus,
the D'Zurilla and Goldfriad steps will be used as the basis
of comparison for thav eight probleﬁ-solviﬁg .élements
1denfitied in the present study. ' ‘

The eight ‘clements of - this study can’ be easily
collapsed to six elements. ' Evaluation of self aﬁdr
evaluation of sirateqios can be coﬁbined to~torn .viluatioh'
in ~ general. - Elaborations :can .also be combined vitht.
strategies because most often elaborations consist of added
detail about the strategy The rosultinq six elements can
then. be compared to the D' Zurilla and' Goldfried model as
‘tollows; (1) problem statemesnt is similar to D' Zuri}la and
Goldfried's gan;ral orientatioh, (2) anadysis is igcluded
~in  their probram dofinition, (3) strategles are identical
. to their generation ot " aIternatives (4) evaluénion- is
" included in their @eqisian waking and verifiéationt'hnd {5)
A reazons iféA;nEiuded 1h'the;r dpcisidn making. That le;veé

 only ‘tﬁd;“cagqgofy bk‘.fqplings as not fitting into their

Amodq'l'.‘ (_ ‘ o A R

From fhc{abov& Cbmpqrinon, 1t.cin'be,seen that there

is similarity »bctﬁugn Eh, ‘' elements pr‘cogﬁitiva skills

.
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actually utilized by‘subjects_ in the present study and
those propgsed as -ideal for training programs ih social -

\problen solving No claim is nade here though, . that ell
i‘subjects_ used all ot the above‘skills. Some subjects only

generated - strategies vithout using any - Bnalysis or
eveluation " However, over half of 'the.‘subjects' used

anelysis, strategies ep,luationh snd reasons yﬂich is
-consistent with the D’'Zurilla lnd Goldfried model-.:

In addition ta the eight problen-solving elements

three problen-selving styles ' were also investiqated

namely anslytical .affective, end behayioral Opcemagsin,
it was iﬁteresting to fipd. thst subjects as a group

demonstrated a variety ot étyles as they approached sacial
problems. However, as, individuals, subjects tended to
utilize'one particular style predominently, regardless of
the type of problem Seventy- five percent of subjects had

at least ; of 8 problems scored as the - -ame style, while

.24% -had - an equal mixture of behavioral and - analytical

styles, and to a lesser extent, the affective style 'Tﬁis
information is beneficial for. increasing our understanding
of how subjects approached social problem solving One” of
the questions posed by the-present study was whether all
people solved social problems 4An the same way. -Hith this
sample it appesrs that subdects did net have~a unitary
problem solving style. This is shown by the breekdown‘ of
scores: 49x bshavioral 18 Ly 4 analytical 8 S¥’ affective

and 24x mixed. .

EE ~ bl ~ el
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Fhen type of s}zﬁation was consich . there were ( no
significant’ dif ces j.n probl.--lolving style vwhen

conplex nnd slq: Broblcu mo comrod . However, ‘-rhcn _

-

. ;ntef‘per&onal md intrapersoml problems tere conparod

. situntion did intlucnca tho stylo used by tubjocta. _.On
| intgrpormll prohlcu subjocts dnnomtrttod - behavioral‘
style stqnlncantly nore than triy cther two stylos This
| ‘uam that “on intnrpersomtl px«oblm subjects concent.ratod
more on lctlon 1n the ¢x:temal uorld than thcy did-- on

e_ma_iysls in t.he internal vor'-l'd‘ Eor J.ntrap.rsonal .
p'r‘oblefns snbjects enp].otyed a gcgatqr> va_riet_y of

prbbleln solvinq styles o N .o - S

-

‘Tbethird asybct ot sbcial. problan solving to.. bo
'investigated vas ’ pmblcm-solvinq procm (soquem:hl

vhousuc,_ simlﬁamous} M ‘with problen solving sty}e BT

the .\ uajor—i.ty vef - nnbjects (612) um ‘one prqcess
“predoninantly (at Ieast 5 of 8 prob‘lm) vhilo 39% used a
jmixture of processes Hovevnr the three procésses
1uvestiqat¢d in’ thi.s study vere not tound to bc J.nfluoacod
| by situat,ion It'. seeus that subjects were more cons.lstant

irith tha type ot 'prncess utuized regardless of :Mtuaticmal

-4

tactors. Hore me:r\c}"ts nocdod to discov:ar what.’ factors .

attect the use of seqxantiq.l vholintic . or stmltaneous
problcn solving prmu - ! R

- . - .o - ) »

~O£~ iﬁé&r“ﬁ:- to— ounsolor oduc;tdnc is thht subjccts
u a gfou,p unod ee di:t.thdt procon.s for- ILIVW
- ,,gqcial. ,p!"_Qb,lmb Ag in th-i( indlcatu t.hat subj-ctt did




notv app;oachlpnoblems in the same way. ‘addition, while _
most subjects, as 1ndf91duals, had one predoninant.brocesg.
most subjects also used more than one process. Therefore.
as with problem-solving style. there was variety in how

subjects approached soclal probless.

One last finding of interest®from the problem-solving

-

" data <oncerneg) the relationship . betwe@ age and problem
ézlving. Older subjects showed significantly nqré
evaluation oI..iFrategles and evaluation of self. This
‘sque§¥s that the approach to soclal. problem solving
chamged with age in this sample. The mord life experience
subjects had. the 'more likely they . were to evaluate
stratagies for their feasibility and quest&on themselves in
problem ..sLtuations These :1ndings are further
corroborétqd by younger subjects having slgnlficantly more
problems s@ored as behavioral, indicating that they tended
‘more toward action and less toward introspection and
evaluatien. ‘This relationship betwveeen age and

problgm;sdlviﬁg elements is cqnsistent vich Sinnott's

(1983) evidence that social‘dndersqandinq is a cognitive

process that 1ncreases.acroés adulthood.

-

At “this poiﬁf one might ask whether the’bsaciaf
problég-polving tindingﬁ from the, present study differ from
findings with well-s?ructdre&'proble?s. In a review of the
problem-solving llte;aturg, Cick (1986) identifies several
components of thofvproblem-qplvlng process that appear

consistently 4in reaéarCh‘ wi%h well-structured problems.

v . e
v .
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The first component is problem representation which 18 the

A}

problem solver's-view of the problem. This is very similar
to the element of stating the problaem in the present study.

Cigk ) (1986) includes .analysis as part of problem

' ,yepresentation.» The second component is searching for a

" solution and involves both the generation and evaluation of

stfategles.

When these components _are compared to the

problem-solving elements of the present study, there appear

to be similarities. The same four elements (stating the -

problem, analysis, strategy. ‘and evaluation of strategy)
are.present in both well-structured and soclal problem
solving. wWhile Gick‘;does not mention the elements of

teaéon and elaboratioﬁ sﬁecifically, wvhen one examines

protocols of well-structured problem solving (Bhésker &

Simon, 1977: Chi, Feltovich, & Glaser, >1981), these two
elements are present. There appear. however, to be some

differences between the two typps of problem solving.. The

subjects in the present study employed 'the additional

élgmonts of, evaiuation of self and feelings particularly

a

with 1ntrapersonal and complex problems It seems

reasonable'éhat subjgcbs vould -be more inclined to  include
these two elements on 'problems that. involved themselves
than they would on more impersonal, ,well-structured
problems. .Thus:. one of th; differences between prﬁblem
solving with well-structured problems and with il1-defined,

social problems may be that subjects are more introspective
. . ’ - 4
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with their feelings and self-evaluations-on some types of

social problems.

- 8

Gick  (1986) alss  -describes tvo difggrent
.problem-solving p}ocesses \that appear in the literature.
with schema-driven= problem. solQing. the problem solver
activates a 'schem# ~(equatiorj or postulate) that leadg'

directly to the problem solution. .The other process |is

(Y e sy e sevy SEUY L TERAN SR

search-based problem solving which offen involves
means -ends analysis'(comparing the problem .stgte to the
goal state) g¢r -dividin§ the prpblem into subproblems and
then sesrching for suitable strategies and an_ appropriate
order for completing tha subproblems When these two
processes . are .compared to the processes employed by
subjects in “the prosent study, the schema-driven process
sgems §1m11ar‘td'the who}istic process'in that both .Eocus
en  one majdr solution to the problem. In addition, the
Qeirch-based process seems similar to both the séﬁuential
’and'siunitaneouq process in that all three processes empl¥y
a number of strategies to arrive iat a soiﬁtibn: Thus,
.there appear to be similarities between piobiem-solving

processes for well-structured and 1ill-defined, social

—

problems. -

One aspbct of social problem solving, however that
does not seem to Jbe accounted for in the woll-structured
problem-solvinq litoraturo is problem-solving style. This
absence ot problem- solving style in the literature may be

due to lack ot direct assessment of style in previous
PO

creemp e cames g




. . . .
- p— e —
=y < ‘W‘Ww -
N . ' ®

125

studies. On the other hand. it may be that well-structured

_probiems lend' themselves moré readily to -one style’

e : Zanalyticai) "and thus dif{ferences in problem-solving style

- ) have not been noted. It seéms likely that the complexity

of social problems would .stimulate a greater variety of

stylés

including pehavioral and affective, than would be

present. in vell structured problem so?

.whilé‘there appear to be some similarities

} . , ) In summary,

between the elements and processes utilized by subjects for

both types of problém solving, there are also differences
~Soctal problem solving in the grasent,study appears to
include more évaluation of se}f ahd faelinqs, plus a
greater variety -of styles tqi'.approachinq the broblem.

These similarities 'and differences, hoveQer. vere not

measured directiy in this study and further.research is

needed to corroborate these ideas. -

Overall, the results of <this

investigation 'suggest

«that with an adult coﬁnselor saﬁple sitﬁa;ional varlables _

have more explanatory power for empathy and social problem

solving than does cognitive style. While cognitive style

appears to relate to a number of different variables with

-

younger populations, jt is questionable whether it has as

much influence on adult counseling behavior, with 1ts

qreater diversity and complexity. In addition, this study

-
clarified the many components of the social problem-solving

process and provided empiriqal support for the D' Zurilla

«

and Coldtried (1971) modal of social problem solving. Eron \
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analyzing the social prdblen-é&lving-elcqon;;, styles. and
processes, it 1s\.claar that subjects approached social
problem solving in different ways. FErom this finding. one
can péstulate that it mak;s more cenceptual sense to
investigate ‘how subjects differ in their approaches to
social‘éroblems than it does to td&us on which squects are
better problemv solvers.'l Hh;n there are so many possiple
sothIons and approaches to a social problem, it seems more

- beneficial to ex;miﬁe the process involved rather than éhe

specific oﬁtcomg.

e wm:mmummm

" fﬁ “+  When directions for future - research  with. these
"YarAables are :consldered;1 several possfbilities emerge.
First, as indicated above. there appear- to be serious

difficulties witﬁ the way in which the cognitive styles of

° fleld dependence and fileld ipdependence are measured,

especially in relation to soclal problem sblvingvin an

adult population. If cognitive sfyle'is truly a pervasive

domain  that 5 cuts across cognitive, personality, and
interpersonal aspects of the adult,'then’ it needs to -be
measured in a variety of ways, as is done with intelligence
‘testing (verbal, spatial, numerical), rather than with a

v single, spat{;lt\ percePtién measure, Messick (1984)
recommends emplSQLng interpersonal skill measures of t;eld‘

. dependence. in additién to thedded‘figures tests. .Thgn
field dependence versus vtipld independence <could ' be

. determined- by an - 1ntra1ndiv1dual contrast between social

< —— . . . v crerdp erawr —m———w T

v
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skill and analytical skill.

In recent years, Witkin et al. (1979) have developed

a more complex theory of psychological differentiation in a

¢ . - broader framework that encoﬁéasses field 1ndependence

Psychological differentiation hns at its core three types

_of differentiation: ~a distinction between self and
nonself, a segregation of péycholoqical functions, and a

" of

segregatioh ineurophysiologlcal functions. The

fieid-indepgndence

construct is placed in the self-nonsel£
. )

category as a process variable. It appears that Witkin et

- reallized some of the limitations of thé

-

. al.

field- independence construct and thus developed

psychological differentiation ‘as a higher-oraer construct
that could better account for phenomena that could not be
accommodated by. the lower-order canstruct of field

independence.
Vi

.

Most research continues, however, to measure only one .

aspect of this :theory: field independence. What is

clearly needed 'is a variety of measures that will tap other

aspects of‘VPSYChological differentiation. It may be that

psychologicaL. differentiation will prove to be more
effectiye in expiain}ng 1ndividual'differences améng adults

. than cognitive styig alone. -

In addition, more research needs to be conducted with
tha adult - learner population to verify the applicabllity of
findings

-

cognicive stxle.

from younger

populations. - As




research with ‘aduits | continues to increase. thé
inadequacies of some theories 'develop;d with younger
populations are’ becoming apparent. Most notable is adult
research based on Piagetian theory in "which a~ (ifih,
"refztivistic"‘;taga is proposed that better expldih; adult
reasoning than the previous final stage, formal: oberations
(Commons, * Richards, & 'Kuhn, 1982: Labouvie-Vief, 1982:
Pascual-Leone, 1983; Sinnott, 1983). The same situation
may be‘ repeated witﬁ.cognitive style.. Increased research

with adults may lead to theory revision.

The above recémmendatiéns for future research with'

coghitive stgles also gpply to further research with social
proplem solving. Knowledge about social problem ‘splving

wouih be increased by measuring it in a variety of ways.

In thi§ study. it was asséssed by observing .and analyzing
verbal \responses én¢ then inferring cqgnitive proc;sses
from those responses (analysis, evaluation) .  This tyﬁe of
measure provides information' about _ how individuals

typically think about social problems. o Co-

dne of the limitations of this approach, however, |is

that because subjects' thoughts are condensed into written

form, a full picture of their thinking process lis ‘not
obtained. To counteract .this problem, . think-aloud
procedures have been proposed-in the research I;teraturé on
p}oblem . solving (ﬁricsson & S;mon, 1984; Giampfa &

Arenkerg, 1980). With this pbocedure, subjects' statements

are recorded - verbatim as they repeat aloud their thoughts

’ ' rd
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dur%:? the process of problem solving. - The resulting

- érotocols provide a great deal of information about:

subjects' cognitive processes, emotions, and self-avareﬁess

levels during problem solving.

The think-aloud procedure also allows for another

level of cBgni;;on t? be studiéd, ﬁanely ;etaeognitions.

.Butler 'and Meichenbaum (1982) describe metacognitive
knowledge as the individual's awvareness of éogni;ive>rulgs.

their own cognitive ability; and their regulation of their

cognitive processes.. These metacognitions are believed to

‘have a significant impact on pfoblem-solvihg ‘performaﬁcé

and, thus. wafrant further study.

In addition.to 1hve;tigating 'fgrfher the .éognit;ons~
and’ metacognitions that .are ?isguned_ to underlie social
Qnoblem-sot\i:g, actual ipn- xixg*‘problem-soiving behavi;r
‘needs to beYexamined.” This would require the addition of
observatidral methods'{n na;uralistic seﬁtings. to aésass
whether .social problem éolving cognitions do in fact '
mediate'problem-soivinq behavior. To accomplish this goal;
Butler and‘ Meichenbaum (1982) highlight the need for the
development of innovative techniques for studying the
~comp{exity of variables that may mediate thg translation of
proﬁléntyéluing thinking into "real-life" behqytor‘ in

problém’ situations. The techniques of thought-listing and

‘" prompted recall in in !lin contexts are two such innovative

assessment methods’ that are iricreasingly being utilized for
this purpose {Marluzzi, Glass, & Cenest, 1981). .

-

| 3
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There is also a ﬂneed. to gtudyv the development oé
sociél problem-;olvfng skills and cognitions over the life
‘span in order to further the understanding in adult’
problem-solving behavior. Réaiizing this objective will
require phe developmégs;ot ;ompdrgsla but. aQe—appr;priate
measures of social problem‘soi#ing for different age groups
to be used in ' longitudinal research projects (Butler &
‘Meichenbaum, 1982) .. n

he .
As with cognitive,séile, social pfoSléﬁ'solving is a

complex  process’ and it is unlikely that -it can be

adequately measured and understood with only one type of

‘aﬁgéésment méthéd. Therefore, . -future research needs to

.t

' Gtiiizé é.variety of techniques simultaneously to assess
. . : , -

" bétter the full gimensién of social problem solving.

-
.

Begildes incréasing .the typegs of assessment tools,
théugh, resaér;hers also need to increase the number of

factors they examine as -1n:1ueﬁiiéi ‘variables in the

’ prbblém-solv;ng .brocess« In this study, two variables,

cognitive sfyle and situatién, were examined for their

-

influence on spcial .proSIem solving. However, there are

many other varjables hesides these two that impinge on

social problem solving -and they need to be ingluded in

future research. R

—

Cavanaugh, Kramer, -Sinnott, Camp, and Markley (1985)

isquest that one way of accounting for a number of

problem-solving variables,  both theoretically and
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* empirically, 1is EprGﬁbh causal modeling (Bentler, 1980).

Causal medeling has several advantages. Through }fs uséf
the“reseqrcher is able to consider sets Sf multivariate
relationsﬁips and examine complex 1nterre1ation;hips améng
hypothetical constructs. . For example, it allows the
researqher to use several measures_of gach gonstrgct as has_
been recommended above with cognitive style and social
P . h problem> solving. . It also‘ ‘clarifies the ‘undérlying
. ' - implications of the research by making hypoéhesizgd
theoretical interrelationships among variables explicit in

a directional way. .

Pl

Cavanaugh et al. . (1985) propose a‘acomplex ‘causal
model for strategy selection. one aspect_oﬁ.social,éroblem
solving. Tﬁis model has 'been modified. by the present _
investigator to incluée the variables in t@is scgdy plﬁs

additional variables that describe more completely some of

the . possible influences on social problem solving. The
model, presented in Flgure 7. suggests an interconnection

of ° postulated causal relationstiips among a number of . ;
constructs. Briefly. so;ial problem solving at -~ any cnq; -
point in time is hypothesized‘as Being determinqd by one's

cognitive skills. social contexts, knowledge, personality, .

/ beliefs about: one's abilities,  1level and €yp9. of

motivation, and the typa’of problem to be-solved. .

.l;.‘ rd .
- - “

Each.of t@éso constructs couib then be measured in a
i - ."‘p - e .
variety of ways. For adult cognition, the CGEFT could be

combined with measures 'of cognitive complexity (Hunt,

’

1 -
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. Butler Noy. - ‘& ‘Rosser, 1976) and cognitive ability~
(Hechsler 1983) In-a similar manner, ~personality cduld‘ '
be essessed through an- objective meesurc such as the-

'iPersonality Rese;rch Eorm (Jackson, 11974) as well as
chrough evdluation by peers ' Lastly, eocial problem
sol-vin‘g "could be measured . by . the MEPS, th.ink-aloud

.procedure, and in vivo observation. Most likely a model of

this natute would Befbetfer able to -explain the multiple -
influences on social ‘problem solving.

Conclusions

L]

. As 'staced‘;earlier, adult ‘educetore .(Brundage_ and
‘ ’ ’ Macheracher. . 19807 cross " ‘Io82; Lovell. 1980) have
advocated the inclusion of the cognitive styles of field
independence ‘and field dependence as a way of'describing
'and understanding‘individual differences present in the
adult leafner :population,_ It .appears.‘ howeuer, that
.cognitive stylp:mey not.be as helofulres these authors bad
’ o hoped "In the present study 'situacionel:vaniables:had a
" more power ful influence on subjects behevionl(em%ethy and
slproblem solving) than did cognitive style.” No claim is
made, however, that §i£uational variables a}e‘all ithat is |
- needed _.to exﬁlain all differences‘ pfesent in‘\adult
" learners.. The likelihood is small that’ any one theory or
. ‘ variable could explain adﬁlt behavior The’ complexity of . T
adult behavior requires a number of ditferent theoriea and '

models to provide a comprehensive enough framework tor , ‘~' 'i;

Lgm v

eftectively delivering inatruction and ' factlitating the

\
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learning process in the field of counselor education.

Therefore, it is recommended that counselor educators

conceptualize the adult by using 2 multiplicity of theories
. and constructs, rather than relying on any single concept

\Q' to explain individual differences.

v eem B LS.
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1. nP’ediha'er {1982) + argues - against c:a.tngor_izing
var"iabilqs guchf. as field lndppendmce ard recom;lds' tho
u;ilization of regression 'an-ai'y,s‘as,- f_ér'- such 'vﬂsblés.
Thereforé_, reér-qssion ~analyses were perfox;u:ed on the same
variables ti_xat 'ﬁre 1nc1:.uded in each - of ‘the H:\NOVA"s in
this- stu‘dy Because the ,saipe pattern .ot: r.esult:'s‘ were
obtained ' from boch:‘t‘he reqression analyses ' and the

MANOVA's, only the MANOVA results are presented. °

-
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-Appendix B
Index of Responding
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N Ihdex Responding
A of Res . S e
.’- . 0y
- - ~

The following index contains eight different

situatlons representing a person talking to someone else

(ygg) about things personally meaningful {o the speaker.
x ,

Each situatiop 1513 separate event. Do not attempt to
relate one to the other. You may conéidar the different
speakers to be persons who have come to see you in a time
of need. He or she has turned to you for understanding,

_ assistance; in short, for a helpful response.

For each statement assume that you are the helping

[

person (facilitator) and write your response exactly as you- o
would say it to the person Feeking help. Yéu ara to use . g
the description below by Carkhuff -{1969) of a helpin; é
person (facilitator) to .guide you in formulktlng your ‘ -é
responses to the stimulﬁ; statemenﬁs in the Respgndiﬁg‘ .}
Index. - ’ ?
The facilitégo} is a persgn wvho {x 'living “
~  — effectively himself and so disclosés himsalf-in S o}
a genuine,‘Qenstchtive fashion in respﬁnse~_td \ 7
others. He éqmmﬁn{gates an accurate empathic %
Underbtanaing and'a‘ refp;ct _}or‘la}l an thq. R .
feelings of "other personQ ."and §Q4403” T ;.
di;cus?idns‘with those persons \infbn spécifié_,' -
feelings and experiences. -(p. 121} ' o “': . o . ;
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o 313331195 I - (Comments of student to his chemistry

teacher)

I spent all weekend working on my chemisgry
[ ]
equations and you know, I really understand them

now, 1 left school Friday feeling really depressed.

but the work I did over the weekend paid off. I
feel just great now!
Write what you would say:
Situation II - (Native student to white teacher

after school)

-

why do you always pick on me in class? You
don't do that to the other kidél You kncw, I use:?’
to think you were a falr person but ‘lately ' géﬁ'the
feeling you are.picklng on me bécause I'm a Native.
. H;L:Q'-zuat.mgmnam'
‘ a . . ) . . ! . ‘ - 4
Situation III - (Sﬁudentitq teacher) .
o .\:’- I sure am happy since we moved to this town -
It is Jjust great! I have met s3 many nice people

;nd'I go to pirties now. I'm ten gimes as happy as

I've ever been! -
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Situation I¥ - (Grade Twelve student to

teachar) C .

¥ou'r; the best teacher I've ever had.. It's
been great. beid§ in your class! You were the only
teacher who didn't make me feel like I was in
terrible trouble if I didn't get everything perfect.

Si:uaﬁlgn ¥ - (Student to teacher) -

I don't know yhy I act up in class. I'm pretty
mixed up right now about what's going on with me and

what I'll be doing after high school.

»

Situation VI - (Teacher to counselory . o

1.feel like on; of my students is using - some
\kiﬁd ‘of- drug. He sIe;ps tﬁf&ugh.classés'and really
acts kind. of "doped Pp." 1 A;n't knpv whether to
talk to him, or the»prlncipal; or his-parents: I‘
don"t know how to handle this. ‘ .

1}
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Ayl I'® really burned up!  Bill Jones lets his

Situatiopn YII - (Student fo'tchher)A

-

I don't_want to study history. It has no

meaning -to me. It's hard and I can't seé how it's

'
R, ‘#{.f&v' A, o < cootumbliall
B R

ever going to help me earn a living. - ) . )

Situation VYIII - (Comments of one teacher to
‘anoﬁher) .

-

students run wild in his class. Then they come into

my class thinking they can do'the same thing..

*
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' Yind.out how excltlng chémistry can be.

'3‘9 Hatd ‘work Qver the weekend really paid off for

_chemistry. - . e
2.0 If you spend a lot of time studying., you will

‘,you. ."You- not only understand your work, but your

'yéu feel. proud of yourself. e

Scoring Maﬁuil'fo?‘Ind;i-oflnesgpnqxné-‘

b
‘R

- Sample Responses for Items -

SN ‘ ‘ _ |
Si;ua:inn 1- (Connents'of student to his chénistry . ‘L
;enéhar) " o <o ' :

I spent all voekend vorkthg on ay chenistry

‘equatlons and. you aow, I really understand them

now. I left school Friday feolinq really depressed
But the - work I did over the~veekend paid off. I ‘o

: ~ .

YN e

feel just great nov'

e
*t

1.0 Ifis.about,t4me you started working on your
et RS W : rov- A R

deprcssslcn 1ifted, too.

3,0 Investing time {n your atudles has really made

T R e A Gttt ol s ool s 14 PN

4.0 You vere really vorried‘ghbthor you understood
the cheﬂi%gry ‘equations. .bgpl_ypuy Rard work v;s ;
re#ardéd~and'nov you fhélanéo-cantfdcnt. ‘

ﬁ‘n You vere doubttnq yourqulf on Eridiy + but attog\

your hard, vork you - have -oro faith 1n‘yourlolt

L] . ) .1‘-



?s;;ugxigb Li (Native student to wvhite teacher
. after school) o o ¢ -
Mhy do.you always pick on ne: in ¢1ass? You
R \ ‘don’t 'do that fo’ the éther w;ds 'You know, 1 used.
. to think yo*’vere a fair persqn but letely I get .
the’ t‘eellng dou ara. -piatlng on me because I'm a

Native

.

L_Q’Nov you knov son, that I am coup'letely fair
vith everybodyl Everyone who needs to be corrected
) 1s corrected in clm no nattbr who they are. ) '
- 1_._0, Yéu're just goinq to have to shape up or ship . ]
. out. Either do the vork or - pay the consequences B
20 I can sze that you are- upset but I dor: t 1
~understand vhat I've done to af Eect you ‘this way B

2_._Q You feel I'm being unfalr to you because you re .

. Native? ) - _
. _ L.Q. You're upset because you t’eel I've treated you
';‘-, o unfairly ' T ‘
J 3_._0_ You' re argry because you feel - I'm dlscrininating
R ‘ agaslnst you when you didn t think I ‘was befqre.
s 1._9, You're teeling pretty angry and disappointed .
e . with »e because 1 seea to not care about you ' ¢
. 4.0 Sonetimp you- f.e’i ;ou can trust ‘u and ‘
sometimes you think I'm just as baci as other white
'.'( poopie . ) N o oL
T s ' - . -
- :




Situation III - (Student to teacher)
I sure am happy since we faoved to this ,towq.'

It is jgst great! I have met .so many nice people

g énd,l go to parties now. 'm ten times as happy as

I've ever. beeri.

Y

1.0 Don't be too sure all these parties are good for

.yo All of the teachers have heard about ihat goes

on. at high school parties

2.0 Going to parties is something new for you.

Z*Q‘I guess you're saying ysu have néver been . this
happy in other towns.

VQ‘Q You' re realiy happy since you moved . here

happier than you've been for. a long time.

. 3.0 You' re teeling elated Fhat life is falling into

place for You

~

ﬁ‘n You feel accepted and comfortable in your new

) community now and no longer want to return to where
. you lived befcro .
" 4,0 It sounds like Qou are.,t1n§liy feeling some

self*contid.nco and are pleased with how well you

- J
are flttinq in. L /

4.0 You're &njoyinq making a new boginninq 1t

- sounds like you were tdeling lonely before.

.

1'.

‘e . . .
“ L iyl . .
- ‘““""“'L‘ R i LT 5 I S VR Y Y Y QeGP B
i
. . .
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Situation 1V - {(Grade twelve student fo teacher)

"You're the best teacher I've ever had. It's
been ‘great being in your class! You wvere the only
teacher who didn't make me feel like I was in

terrible trouble if I didn't get everything perfect.

"-1.0 Oh, I'd have done that much for anybody.

- 4 - . .. .. . _.2.0 It was a pleasure having you in my ‘class. = I N
’ f

enjoy all of my students. '

2.0 Thank you for telling me that. You've made my

k . day. . _ . ‘-
2.0 Thank you! You felt really comfortable being in

- b . e,

' L X ’ my class and I enjoyed having you. .
3.0 It seems that you've been ' under .a lot of

) ‘pressure to' be the perfect student.

AEL. < S Pt Rk et

. ' ' - 3.0 You get annoyed when everyone expects ‘that you
- - . * - -

1

. must have everything perfect. v

4.0 You're'grafeful that I never gave you heck and
. . ~
'made you feel inadequate if you made a mistake.

* 4.0 You've enjoyed iy class ﬁecauso you felt I

4 0 A T AN P p
-

o poes

accepted you as you were and didn't try to make you
\ . - .
. lgto somethirig you're not. N

v ey ..
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Situation Y - (Student to teacher)

4.
-

I don't know why I aect up in class. I'm pretty
mixed up right now about what's going on with me and

what ['ll be doing after high school.

1.0 Well, that's no excuse for you not acting well
in class.’

i*g Things will straighten .Aut,,if you give them
time.

2.0 So, you don't know why you're acting up in

class. ®

S

2.0 It seeps that things aren't going very well
ré

right now for you.
4.0 The future has you ‘confused and unable  to

'expl;in why yéu're acting this wvay in class.

3.0 Trying to decide what to do after high school is

-upsett1n§ for you.

3.0 You're unsuée vhether your confusion about

t

yourself and yodr-fhture is affecting your behavior

in class.

4.0 Your concern about .the future is pretty

L3

disturbing to &ou and is putting you in a turnii}(ﬂ‘-\\

. ¢
4.0 The mess inside of you pakes you feel awful and

like ydu want to/airiko out anywhere.

P

f
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Situation VI - (Teacher to counselor)

I feel like one of my students 1is using some
kind of drug. He sleeps through classes and really
acts kind of "doped‘up." I don't Know whether to
talk to him, &r ;hé ﬁrincipal. or his parents. I

don't know how to handle this.

l.0 You know as well as I do that drug abuse is
against the law. Call the kid's parents and let
them straighten him out. N

2.4 I can unaerstand how yoh feel; Have you thought
about who could best answer your questions?

2.0 This is a problem for a lot. of teachers since
some students reall{ don't‘trust'them.

2.0 Well, maybe we could look at some of your
alternatives.

3.0 You're quite concerned aﬁout this student and
althougﬁ you want to do the right thing for him, you
are not sure what the right thing is.

4.0 You feel mighty darn ‘helpless a§ a teacher,
wanting to help but n;t knowing how.

4.0 ¥ou're angry as hell at this kid who sits there

‘:qd sleeps and then you're held responsible!
4.0 You're caught in the middle and you expect thapl

you__ should knov vhat to do, but it's scary to talk

to parents without having some ansvers for them.

.

o &
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Ssjtuation YII - (Student to teacher)

-

‘I don't want to study histofy. It has no

- meaning to ma. It's hard and I can't see how it's

' ever going to help me earn a living.

1.0 There's more to life than just earning a living.
yaung man:’
1.Q Ancient history can have much meaning to vyou.

Present events can be understood - better with

‘historical perspective. Vo

2.0 I guess Qou'ré just sick of history.
2.0 What is it about history -that you don't like?

2.0 You really.think history is a useless subject.

3.0 You seem to find ancient history uqnecessary'and

difficGit, and it doesn't seem to be related to anf _

job yoﬁ vill ever have.

L - .
2.0 You're wondering why you should bavq'_to study

something that doesn't have ahy meaning for yodr.‘

li?e now.

4.0 It sounds like you resent 'ﬁBQing to study. a’

subject <that doesn’'t seem to have any payoff for

you. : A\

4.0 You re really upset that you have to study

somothinq that locns so valueless to you

" N
, .
T R P AT SR

“w emt? -,

LR 10 R T VAN

Vewae
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- Situation ¥111~-.(Ona teacher to andthé; Eeachor)' -

’

I'm really ‘burned up! Bill ' Jones lets his
students run vild in his class. “Then they come into

my class thinking they qan ‘do the same thing.

1.0 You-can't blame him for their behavior in your
il '

class.

1.0 I suppose we all have different methdds. of

discipline.
2*9 That sure is a problen to have the kids running

wild. /’ . e
2.0 That's’tough. Maybe we can think of some ways

to deal with it.

.3.0 You're angry that you have to-ﬁqlean up" after

’

\3*9 You re upset with the way Bill runs his class
because lt affects their behavior in your class.

”B*Q That must be- really frustrating for yon to have

to continually set standaia; in your class.
4.0 You resent haviqg to work extra- hard beéause

hd's géaling off.

-

4.0 You'd like to do something., about it but are

fearful thtt‘ffalkinq'to Bill or the principal will

just make it vorse for you. o

>
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' times Sometines it A8 difficult

v

. ° N ] . | .
Suggestion Sheet for Client Concerns

“ﬁurine the precticun pertfof ‘the. course, .you. AN

-~

win be asked to be a client a number of different

at tirst to know

s uhat ktnd,ot concerns to dIscuss as a clien;, 'Here

~ will ‘be agked to; turn

apart from others.

_ are aknunber of different ideas to get you.' “started.’

They - are orgnnized under "telf"

lnterpersenal cOncerns becausa ve are interested in .

\ o0

. counselors having experience dealing with both kinds'

of issues and becauge ehch of you as ‘a counselor
in_ yoqr\ last tvo taped
irmterviews: client :

_one with, an intenpersonal

concer? and one with a client “self? 6oncenn.

. . . e - .
. S -
A .
[ -

-

Interpersonal issues ‘are concerned vith.yoq and

any other ™ person in ybur. 1ife (tamily member,

{Fiend peer, -boss). The issues . may - involVe

N conflict or’ they may just be concerned with wtnting\

to lqprove a particular relqtionshlpl Sometlmes 1t

is pnoblenatic to- figure out compromise& betveen the

' conflictinq demends ‘of spouse and ;hildren or

betveen work anq family. All ot these’ and other: -

w’

" ire ldeas for- inf‘?sz;sonal client" concerns.

L =
PR

Selfl _ o ~ e |

Selt islues‘ene nore_tocused on just vyourself,

This can involve wanting to

concerns and -

A I

. ! .
JUCTRER F3pe7 \&_al."-u":. L N F
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‘ explore, understand, and maybe change or accept a'~'~
;part “of yourself that is problenatic. tor example '
your ,procrastinatlon, - lone}iness,‘ s;ubbornnesa,:
‘anger, or shyness. It ‘may bb fbcuSe& on Lﬁtérnai‘
'conflict ' for exémp%e vhen you want two confltcting jlh
cpinqs. at once or uhéh you both.want and don't want
Tsométhiﬁé Or you could assass your life L) far and
fexploro goala you would like to set . you yourselt for’
- the next tiva years Thesa nre just a.few of many
'possible tuplcs ‘you could discuss that tocus on you

as opposed t6 concerns that are . more 1nterpersonal '

in nature.. : '_;f
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intraparsonal probl.ns, 5(1 67) = 11 86 -and - 11.35

'~‘r tively, p <. 001 4 eac.h ase: These results indicate

¥

that subjects were adre 1 1y to bogin solving a self
. problem by éiting sohethlng ‘similar to the tollowing

LA

-
. L. ‘ ~ :
.,.,L..A‘wmbﬂh'n? sy Ty

"Eirst, 1 quld sit down “and try to analyze what- was

-
~tm—,
]

dissatisfying about my life" (analylis) When ‘working on

v

- . intrapersonal problens subjects were' also more 1likely to
C . " include statements . like the follovmg. Coep usually do

_ . L better as soon as I start to taka a closer look at problan '
- e . K

; R -areas” or "Am I being tair or pressinq_too hard or am I a
- e " \ -

push-over with my students?” (evaluating self).

Sroao-

~

-

SR ~ E \ " On the :fur hand, subjects xhoM .significantly - more

S .. i.ivaluatién' strategies (and evaluation of the situation)

with iﬁterperso'nal ‘probléas ‘than wi'r..h intrapei's.onél
o . . “problems, E(1,67) = 10.38, p.* .002. For exasple, subjects

_— - ) were .more likely ‘to write .statements like the fcllowing
L A -

The indirect a roach th this principal' might be more
PP

effective™ (evaluating a strategy) .or "As far as, meeting

.your neighbors, friendships take time 'an;l are an ongoing

' process" (e{-ml‘uating the ‘si.tuatj:ohf." ‘:}

,
4 - el .
‘ - e PR L g ragman ARSI S UM

VR SR
.

.' - ' -, " 'When these types of stat_uionbs are considered, onb.._c;n
” ~;see t‘;le \logic of subjects  employing more evaluation of
‘ . th.'mgs 'outside of _themselves ~ (the :ituation,- the bthery
DR o 7, p.r-ogi tho approach thcy are t:akinq) "when sclvlnq -
*i E . lntorpornonal problm _because” these problm by thcir \ A

'vory nature j.nvolvo fore ot the outsidn world. Sinilarly, Y

. .'i‘ or one can understand the reasonableness of subéccts .nqnqinq
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. Guidelines for Unratable Réspépsés

r e T . . .

Tt amy Qf-ﬂhe fdllowing redﬁg;ses fall at the
So-foot‘interval, do’not rate them, but go on to the
next counselor response.

1. Minimal encouragers:

.

“"Uh uh; oh: yes: yeah: I see: right.”

.2. VWhen the client asks the " counfelor a qubd&ion

and the counselor responds to that question.

3. Requests for mere information or clarification

that are appropriate and not an avoidance of

feelings:

"Is Ed your brother or husband?"

£ »
v .
-

"Tell me more about that."”

*

"I'm-not sure what you wean by that."
‘ »

- /4 ~
4. Respondes of concreteness that are appropriate

and not an avoidance or change bt topic:

I

"Could you gize me ;} example of when you have

been out of control with anger?"

' "You said you think you turn people off. What

makes you think that?" -

"What is your anxiety all about?"

S. ' Structuring or focusing responses th%t' are

LT N

RSN P
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.

N
.
i
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' ) appropriately timed: ' .

-

P . "Maybe we could look at this fn more detajl." _ ,f.

~

-, o .
"You talked earlier about being - loneély. How

-

. . PO | )
6. Sometimes what appears to be 2-3 counselor.
responses is really one response broken up by the

client agreeing. Treat thes s © nse énd
/,gr g ea e a /_jui”f!?po

‘ does that fit with what you are telling me now?" . ‘&; :

-

’ /
"_N\\\give one rating for the entire segment taken

a

together: i .
o "4 Co:  So, you're feeling confused about this,
S s '

CI: Ya, right.

. — .
) : Co: And you're finding that it is negatively
. affecting your work, .
Cf ' Cl: Ya, that's true. '

Co: And you want to get it settled soon.

Y
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Y
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' Means-Ends Problem-Solving Procedure
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In this procedure we are interested in your

problem soiving. You will be given eight problem

'

situations and told the outcome of each situation.

Your job is to write ‘how you would solve this
problem by’connecting t¥e beginning that is given to
you with the ending that is given to you. Write at

least one paragraph far each situation..

y "~ 1. You come home after shopping and find that

you have lost your watch. You are very upset about
it. You eventually find your watch and feel good
about it. You begin where you find that you have

lost your:watch.

; 2.

5 You have just moved into a new neighborhood

and do not know anyone. You want to make friends in

The situatidn ends with you

this neighborhocod.
having good friends and feeling at home in the
neighborhood.

You begin the story in your room

immediately after arrIVLné in yaur new home.

-

3. You need money badly and must get—wmare.
The . situation ends when you succeed in getting'the
money you need. The situation begins

realiza.how badly you need the monay.

when you"'
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Y. One day you see a wonderful person you have

- ' -
} ’ napbr seen before while eating in a restaurant. You
. . .
are immediately attracted Sto this person. The
t ' ; ' 4 .
. situation ends with you getting married to each

other. You begin by first noticing the other person

in the restaurant.

5. You are feeling that your teaching is' not

-—— - -

goingwell and would like to make some 1mpfo§ements.
. : . The situation ends with you feeling good about’
teaching. You begin when you first realize that

youf teaching is not going weld. o~

alpAd

DTS

6. You love your spouse (or siénificant other)

very wmuch, but you have been having many arguments.

~ One éay ydur spouse leaves you. You really want

things 't - be better between the two of you. The

:
%
!
?
£
3
®
¥
3

situation ends with everything being fine between
you and your spouse. You begin with your spouse

leaving you after an argument.

- 7. You are finding'lately that your life |is

not as satisfying as you would like it to'be. The,

S N S

situation ends with you féeling more satisfied with
; * your life; You begin when you first réalize that

H / :
) . you are feeling dissatisfied.

P

8. You are having trouble getting along with
your principal and are unhappy about tlgs. The

. N,
Y ~
.~

- .- ' - \\.

e -
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situation ends with your prihclpal likiﬂé you. . You

begin where you are not gettlng along with your

principal.
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_Sﬁn:ins Manual for
Broblem-Solving Brotocols

I. Separate{units are denoted by the following:
A. Sentence structure. . "

B. Changes of content within the sentence.

D T

¢ 11. Sentence Structure
A. Set off as a separate unit any sentence which

: identifies one complete thought.

Example (units no;eci‘ by slash narks)‘:
1. Watch problea ’

"I have tried to retrace ‘ny steps 'tor.the
\ ' .immgdiat‘ péstl/ Notbiné occurs to me."/
I111.Changes of Content Within the Sentence

A. When a conjunction such as "and. but, because, ’
although, because, so, or éincé” appears, “check & ¢
the statement to see if there are. two seﬁarite
" units on each side of the conjunc‘ on. ‘If the o Lo
P conjunction is followed by an Scﬁ)verb, most : , '
| often (not always) it will begin a separate unit. -
Example: Restautant'Problem ,'
// - ' "I wézld get sonoono-pllé to introduce us/ : S0

or I would get in an actiyity wiﬁh him where

it would be_natural to intrdduce myself."/
B. In some Cases, the presenca of a conjunction

doces not denote separate units. '

/ »

I
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1. Do not unitiz, vhen the conjunction is in
list that ;ccompanies one action verb.
Example: Money probiem '
"l started by listinq my income sources, day-
. to-day expensas and present debts."/
k - 2. Db‘hot unitize whqn the meaning of statements
© joined by the conjunction requires that they
stay as one unit to be understood. Often,
even though there are two action verbs,
they constitute one complete action.
Ex;mplo: Money Problem
o "I sit down with pad, pen, and calculater )
. to rearr;ng..my budget."/ (one unit)
. B 3. Do not unitize when th; statements on each
j ' ‘ side of the conjunction have the same
meaning. o .
Exampio: Teaching Problem
t "I talked tp a few of the students in the
? class and aikod Fhem for suggestions to )
} ' make things better. "/(ono unit)
? 4. Do not unitize statements that contain, or are ¢
é ’ ~ - preficed by. the conjunction "if" donoting
1 suppositions or hypothetical conditions.
P 7 ) "After a few months, if it w;s going vell,
; \ 1 ' 1 would want to live together for a year."/ e
. : 3
g . :
i

S E— ey
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Scoring Manual for Problem-Solving

Elements

After the protocols have been unitized, each
unit needs to be placed Iin a scoring category.
These scoring categories represent . aspects of the

problem-solving . process.

v

They are mutually

‘éxclusive in that one uﬁit can be placed in only one

category. The eight scoring categories are labeled"

as follows:

1. State the problem (P)

;. Analyze the problem (A)

3. State*a-st}ategy (StS ‘

4, Elaboréte the strategy (E1l)

+« 5., Evaluate the strategy or situation (Ev St)

6. Evaluate the self (Ev- Self)

e

- 7. Reason for strategy (R St)

8. Statement of feeli;gé (F)
I. State the Problem (score "B")
A. The subject describes the problem or "sets
the stage" before‘takigg any action, doing
any analyzing, or assessinq~th§ problim.

Example: Restaurant Problem

E:‘.

F

N
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1]8
"I was-traveling on business and I usually
eat alone./(P) I vent to a Jafhnese
restaurant one night for a change."/ (P)
B. If the statement goes beyond a doscriptiog_of
the problen, do ﬁot score it "P.E\\ )
Exaﬁplo: Teachlng.Pnoblem .\\\
"Once i'roalizod that things were. not going
’ - well, I had to 1dent1fy my weaknesses."/
| (Analyais) \
II. Analyze the Problen (score "A")
A. Units which directly or indirectly indicate
that the problem solver is analyzing the : 4
problem before taking other steps or action are

scored "A." ' With analysis, the subject is

Y g e s

doing mental work before taking action. i“._
Examples: Unsatisfying Life Problem - ”".V -
"I would first try to anal&zo what isn't - "f'
satisfying about my iite fight now."/(A)
. "1 sat down by myself and considered each
area of my life in turn.”/ (A)
B. Units which indicate that the subject is

simply rememboringiintormation ar§ not scored "-
as analysis. ‘ g - ‘ o
Example: Watch Problem ,
“I'd think about places I had been that o {

day. "/(Strltogy -of r.call not :hnlysis)
III.State a Strategy. (score "St") \ " ?

B e T L SrT e CHNoRs v
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A. Units wvhich describe a strategy. an approach,

"

.:Vwi&"‘¥1—'nr—v- e ]
-9
-

an idea, or an action that can be used with

v
.

thclproblen situation are scored "St."
Examples: Principal Prdblem
"1 prepared a lisé of specific things I.
did not like about my relationship with
uy'principal."/ (S;’
"I would talk to a few other teachers
about their rcaéticns."/ (St) ~
P*»\‘ : . B.. Strategies are not only behavioral actions,
but also 1nc1ud; cognitive strat.gids.
- . Example: Unsati;tying Life Problem
S "After tolerating this state for some ,
- time, I finally decided that I have to
do something to change things:"/ (St} .

- .. C. Strategies can also emanate from people in . -
the problem situation other than the problem

o : solver. This is particularly true in the

\

—— ,--m-u-.v-g—-»w-—-,.-...;wm-..w AR L e g mn vy o e — ey

storlies dealing with meeting people.‘
1.\‘Neigh$brs'9:pb1em
"Being shy. I mighs wait for the neighbors
to siy something to me."/ (St)

* 2. Restaurant Problem -

1

"I'd wait for him to ask me for a date or
for my ﬁhono number."/ (St) .=
Iv. Elaborat;gp (score "élr) .

A. Units vhich are not a separate strategy in IR

- . - N e

)
v A .
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Y.

s

thcnsolv.s but rather d.scrih. 1n more ‘detail

' a stratogy or approach are scorod "E1." - , - -
4 Example: Watch Problem . "
- "I'd then <all the stores that I'd been 3

jait 4

" in since the last time I r-u-bor.so.ing
e’ uyv:ech\/(St) Itthoydi&mtfin&ny
vatch, I'd not go and ‘look myself."/ (El)
B. Units which give more doscrtptiv- detail about
the story situation are also scored "El."
Example: Neighbors Probtca . ~
"I just pluqq.d the kittlo in tor a cup of
_ ~tea; would you 1like €o join me?"/ (E1)
EvaluatO'ﬁ Stratoqy or the Problea Situation
(scoro "Ev St") - ) oL .
A. Units which oviluate.b} judé- the'fe:sibility, . j' -
etfecu_v-fmns'. or desirabiliby of a strategy . |
" are scored "Ev‘sfi“ | A
Example: Money probl&n" -
"f could nak. non-y typinq th.tes / (St)
I don' t want to do this bccauao 1t will -
‘ cut 1nto my frec time. "/ (EvSﬁ) .
B. Units which -valuaso the problen sftuation &
-other people in the prablcn situation are also

- scored "Ev St. o ‘

-

-~

Examples: R.staurant Prablem _
o ¢ d.cido to move in with hin./ (St) Aftor
=~ two y.ar.. I fesl sur. h. s thn right

P ko K T2t



man for me.”/ (Ev the other person)
+ "A restaurant isn't a v-}y good~placo to
meet somecne. "/ (Ev.thc situation)
VL. Evalpat. s.lt (score "Ev Selt")
.A. Units which cvaluat. or ‘judge the subject are
. scored “Ev So;t." These units have a qqality
of introspection £0'tﬁci.'
2 . Examples:
1.- Nejghbors Problem s

"r‘think I'm better at encouraging or -

. é _ rocpondiﬁé to'tr§cnd1y contacts, rather

I ( PR o - thm initinting t.hcn "/ (Ev Sell)

N -2, Tnachinq Probinn

' s ¢ uould try to anhlyzo uhat was wrong
wvith my teaching./ (A) Is rt that I

+shaven't been spendirg '.no'u'g!?. time
preparing?/(EvSelf) Is if that I have
'too'-qch'c;sc'dccurgnqlin.ny 115‘130

. that I'm not doing webl?'/ (Ev Self)

v

VII Reason for Strategy (:coro "R St")

.

* A, Units vhich qivo a reason or explanation for
' a' particular strategy are scored "R St " Thesc

units are san.tin.a part of a ?ontonc. and

5 -

often boqin wigh the cqnjunctions-"so that,
cinco h.c:unt to see, An: ord.r to. These
rcasons .ro'dlltlnguishnd tron ovaluations in

that thcy'do not. conv-y a sense ‘of Judqnont

l.i

.
LI

- s duv,

PRVR SRTIV VRN VY N
.

[y LA

3
[ '-; _
) »
a
§
%
‘ B
},.
-
- ~ LN 7 —
U
.
s vh
.
’
~ o




109

JOPRRSEUIY ppu

Examples: Spouse Problem
"V;Q spent thé weekend alone at a local
. hotel./ (St) (This was my idea so éhat
our talks wouldn't be interrupted by

triends dropping in)."/ (R St)
"§inc. my need to feel cax;od for is
opposite to his need to fesel free,/(RSt)
)

' we éuﬁrato nev ways to meet both of our
needs."/ (St)
———=—= —-=" 7= 7 B TReasol¥ TiN al¥E BT TTHked ’ to feelings and

3
\l
.
)
%
?
A
p
3
H
H
H
<
®
E

. evaluatiors, not. just to strategies.

.
<« -

1. Teaching Problem . N e ,

- "My sense of inadequacy.is just a‘- - o

* misperception/ (Ev Self) because I'm, ' o
A ‘ comparing myself to a perfect | '

. standard."/ () -

} " . 2. Unsatisfying Life Problem

"I've raqontlg been’ f.clinq unoasy/ (!:‘)

=y

because I doh't have -a sense of .

- -, direction in my life."/ (R)

"

VIII.Statement of Feelings (score "F) ° ' ) 1

, K. Untts vhlch rcpért how the subjoct feels Py '
a‘bout tho problm about one of tho

.tratoq.i.u, .or about’ the butcon_. of the

- : . ,pi-ablcn solving are scored "F." Sometimes . ,A_':,_: ‘ L
/ thuo units are v.(; tpociuc oxpruliom ' S 1 -

of feelings (e.q. lonoly angry, happy) tnd

A

. Ve
- . PP O pagyy —~————— v
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sopetimes they are more general. (e.g. _
' "feeling better about mysolf&:

-

3itting here
S

with all of these feelings." "feeling

understood by my spouse.”)

vl

2.

‘Examples:

Unsatisfying Life Problem

"l felt satisfied that I had decided to
'.got ;ut of my “rut."/ (F)

Watch Problem

"I feel somewhat panicky/ (F) and begin
to search my pockets."/ (St)

193
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‘Scoring Protocols for

Problem-Solving Btyle.

Once the individual units of the'protocol have
been scored, then the protocol as, a whole is

analyzed to assess the style the problem solvdr has

used. There are three categories representing three
mutually exclusive problém-solving styles. The

three scoring categories are as follows:

Analy;ical
Affective

3. Behavioral R
Analytical Problem-Solving Style

This style is characterized by-'a cognftive
approach  that ‘do;; not include’ feelihqs. e
problem sclver not oﬁiy presents strategies for-
dealiﬁg' vitﬁ the problem, _Hpt ?isq analyzes the
problem,‘gives reasons’ for strategies, evalugtes
strategias, ‘and elaborates strategles ‘mora‘éften ’
than in the‘other two categories. There is evidence
of mental work occurring either before action. is
tnkeh.to solve the problem, or during .the actual

problem solving. The order for this style~varies,

but most often fits into one of the two following
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patterns:

-

]
Analyze-strategy-reason-elaboration-strategy

Strategy-reason-evaluate-strategy

"The first thing I did was to <call 'Welcome
Wagon' and make an appointment./ (St) since I
thought they might be able to give me netghborhogd
information such as parks, local organizations (e.gq.
lobby groups. Block Parents, etc.} which I might be
interested in./ (R st) ‘Als;*::i thought *that this
might holp‘ th;~ more informal process of pecple

\

finding out about me and then initiating contact./

(R sSt) (T think 'I‘w better at encouraging or-

responding to friendly contact, rather than

initiating them)./ (Ev Self) The other thing I did

was try -to -spend a lot of time outdoors (taking
walks, washing my car. étc;)/ (St) t; maxi;ize' the
likelthood of chance meetings with my neighbors./ (R
St) I found that'this was too slow a process for_ my
liking/ (Ev St)., so ‘I‘ vent to my Iimmediate
neighbors'_b&meg to ask them' inforpation such as
‘where is the best suporqarkef 1n:th9 area?"/ (St)
After these initial meetings, I started to invite my
nelghbors into @y home (for cotfe\o)/:'(s:) and to get
1nv91v9& 1& tholloéal«‘"goinq:-oﬁ" such as garage

~

[

‘
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sales, petitions./ (St) Gradually I made friends."/

>

F kSv St)

A\

This style is characterized by the inclusion of

e o the problem solver's feeling or affective state

during %‘problentsolviﬁg process. Most often,

. " problem solvers begin with their feeling reaction to

the problem and their feelings about having solved

the problem at thé end of the protocol. Sometimes‘a
[ - 1 , -+ feeling rgaction_'is also _included about the
| " strategies being presented. While the analytical,

problem-selving style often includes evaluation of a

 strate§y, in the.affpctive style, evaluation is more
. likaly to be.about tﬁe seltr. In general the order

for this style is as follows:

.

, Feelings - evaluate.- strategy ' - elaborate - .

reason - feelings

4

b - "I'm in my room and feeling somewhat . anxious./
{ - ' . (F) 1 had moved to a new city and didn't really know
' . :

P . anyone./ (P) I liked fitnéss activities/ (Ev Self)

"and there was a health club a few blocks from where
I lived./ (P) I jotned p veek later/ (St) and began .

meeting pedble throdgh plpylnd squash, ~ social . o

——
.
k4
-
P

activities, stuff like that./ (St) Eventually, I : _}’ ,
N . - . . -




[

formed some clode friends over time/ (Ev St) and
feel quite at home."/ (F)
" Behavioral Problem-Solving Style
. -

\\This style has neither the analysis and
e{gluatidh of the analytical style, nor the feeling
g} self-reflection of the affective style. Instead.
the problem sclver simply reports 6ne strateqy after
an&ther The emphasis is on, action or behavior
rather than on analysis or teelings

Example: Neighbors Problem

“I would make a point of being friendly and

._casu51 basis./ (St) With the immediate neighbors

talking to my neighbors am I saw them ofside on a 7

‘. next door on each side or behind the fence. f‘vould

invite them over for a drink on some nice afternoon

- in the baég yard./ (St) I would use them to get

information about other neighbors ﬁhat might be

potential acquaintances./ (St) If 1t was the kind of

' * * nelghborhood that hpd a neiqhbcrhood party, 1 .would

go .to that / (St) Then I would 1n1tiate activities

" with one neighbor that T like. "/ (St)

-
Q

— . e order - for this style is as - follows:

*st}étegy" strategy, strategy. Sometimes Ihere_afe

)

additional elenants, but the main flavor is of.

bchavioral approach vith little montal proaessinq
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Scoring for Problem-Solving Process
A
) </
N
Once the type of probleﬁ\i:i:}ng style has been
! ' . categerized, the protocel is then scored as a whole o
: for overall process of problem solving. .\There are -
E -three mutually exclusive categories. Hhe three
§ . . categories are as follows:
s 1. Sequential
2. MWholistic )
N 3. Simultaneous . E

. k 'quugniia] .o - ‘ ' H
The sequgntial ?rocess is a step-by-step

procedure‘that lists several different strategies in

tgmpérﬁl order. This is indicated by phrases such -
as, "Eirst I would do this, then I vould do this.

PRGN

/ -Next I vould do this. - After that I would do this.
Ldst I \‘lo;uld’*do this."

. Ex#mnla%' Teaclfing Prablep

A~ S ——

N "Once ‘1 real;zgd that things were not going
well, I had té identﬁfy my weaknesses./ (A) First I
gave a ,qu:,;ioﬁnairgA to my student;y (St) and
‘started to’ AIICQ;i teaching pract4ces-}vith my

\ .

y colioaguod fq find out what they do./ (St) I also
*

B e

p— e, YWy
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. took careful note of how the students reactéd during
class/ (St) as a benchmark for my h0ped for

. inprovement./ (R St) Of the ident}fied wveaknesses, [
chose chree/ (St) which were easy tc"change and
se;;gd to be important./ (R St) Each week 1 focused

on fmproving one of €hese,/ {St) while maintaining

fhe prcvious improvements./ (St) Again I watched thcc
students/ (St) and realized that my -changes had

™~

_indeed been effective."/ (Ey St)
.

Scmetimes there_arc no key words 1like "first"
or "last" in the protocol, but it is stil% clear
ﬁhdt the-problem:solving:steps are in a temporal
order because they vould not make sehse in any other
crden. Thus ‘the problem solution is cateqorized as
sequenitial since the steps listed would not be
hapnening simultanbousiy (the other choice for

numerous strategies).

-

'"I go home and talk to my husband about it./

(St) We discuss my- Teelings about what is going vell
and what is not goinq vell./ (f) ;We,'think about |
d;her--wsys of doing things which would make me éeel
better./ (St) I sit down' and decid; vhicn strategies
- wotld work and which wouldn't, in my sitq:f}on ./
'(St) I return to vork and try out my strategles

which might require some newv materials which I have

’
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) to order./ (St) I begin to feel better as sobn’ as

Q
‘e

v
P e )

I'm involved and things are working for me.”/ (Ff

In this example, it is clear that before the
problem solver tries out new strategies, she decides
which strategies to use, L and before that she ) ;

discusses with ‘her husband several different

possibilities. Thus, this is a sequential

problem-solving process.

Wholistic Problem-Selving Process

< -

.
RS =l .
pravdat woaen o

v

In the wholistic approach, the focus is on only

PRI CPETNTTTRY W NN

one strategy-or solution te a particular problem as
compared to the sequential method vﬁibh has several
stratdgies in a step-bf-steﬁ order. This tends to
be a more simplistic appropcﬁ~in that it i{ fotused

on only one overall strategy. :

Examplé: Teaching Problem

"I have just taughﬁ my second class/ (P) and i
~don't feel very good about it./ (F) The students

‘'seem to be leavipg completely confused at the end of é

L | . " the class./ (Ev Situatgon) 1 decide that something , é
: | L . has to be done abqut'_it./ (St) I talked to a few :
o students in the class and asked them if they had any ]

‘'suggestions as-to what I'night do to make. tﬁ;nga . .
) béttsrt/ (St)- They made several squpstidns,/ (El{ . 4

and I rasélved to work on incorporating their

- »
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suggestions in teaching my next class."/ ()

While at first glance it might appear that
there are several different strategies in this
example, when it is compared to the previous two
examples, one can see that the strategies in this
1 second example are all part of one overall strategy:
talk to the stﬁdents to get suggestions that could
be used in class. .

Simultaneous Problem-Solving Process N

In ,the simultaneous approach, several =
strategies are pr;sented at the same time. There is
no indication’ that the stfategies need to be in any
sequential order. It is more of a multi-pronged

approach to a problem that hapgens simultaneously.

»
.

? .7 Example: TIeaching Problem

"I would sit down and try to analyze what i
spéci%ically was wrong with my teaching./.(A) Is it
that I haven't been spending enough time in

§ = preparation so that I have interesting lessons?/ (Ev ;j

St by rebe el e e e

e
> X .

1&- Self) Is it that I haven't been spending enough time

. talking to- students individually to find out what

they want and need?/ (Ev Self) These factors and

others could be posiibilities./ (E1) With the first,
I would get some new Looks/ (ép)-and talk to other !

‘\‘A . teachers to get new ideas to freshen up what I vas

U G




oA ‘ ' 202

JEE Y vy

IRy

- doing./ (St) I would also increase the time I was
spending on preparation/ (St)ﬁﬂhéil I felt things
were going well again./ (Ev St) Part of this
preparation time would‘be mental work of anal&z;pg

, more thoroughly what I needéd to do, antjcipating
student Jreactions, and planning fo; them./ (A) If I

did all of these things my teaching would improve/
(Ev St) and I would feel good about it."/ (E)
—

Compared to the previous three examples, this’
e approach has more in common with the sequéntialA
. approach than with the wholistic apprdach in that
several different strategies are preéented. The :
main differenée betwveen the sequential and
simu{taneous process is that in the {irst the order
of the strategies is a necéssary parﬁ of - the :
problem-soWwing .process. For example, "I_begin by
idéntitying my weaknesses with a questionnaire and
X3 ’ having a colliague sit in. Once I know wﬁat my
weaknesses are, thenvl.éan focus on changing them
and evaluating whether the changes have been
effective.” In the simuitaheous example, while the
problem solver Astarts lby analyzing.’ and uses the

wvord, "lastly," .the strategies given do not have-. %o ~

—

be in any order and the impfession.is given shat

they would bd'occurring simulfangously.
- . <

PeY
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- Information Sheet Yor Resesch and
Evaluation of ‘the midixi_ce Prograp -

v . - ., “a *

EValu_atii';g the effectiveness of the summer
scho'ol program 1s “an ‘1n§ogrnl palrt of the course,
This progran evaluation and’ rmarch is designed to
hel‘p students gain furth\(er awareness of their slt:Ll ls

thc areas of problem solving and -q:athy and .to

evaluato how .‘Vell, the summer school courses are

| meetfﬁg their »objocti.m 'Ihe data wil] " also be
used for a Ph. 15 thesis in qdu_catiorpl psychology.

-

'I'o achieyo then qoals, st:udents wil]: bc 'asléed -
to conplete five 1nstrunmts Those 1nc1udc the

-
- -

. following:. e T = .

~ -
L] ~ e

The Croup Embeadad Eigu;-es Test ’
LA . . - -
X ‘V'I'vhe Means-E_nd& Problen-Solvj,ng Procedure -

- -
‘ -

T 'I'he Indox oﬁ Rcsponding : o

<+

- T .
A forni complef:qd_after taping two- ;ntérviéub
. L ) ‘ . .' ) ¢ . .. "
'A short-answver 'test .of cous;c Qontent EEREE
. . = AR TN e : )
. $tudents are - alco askod to’ turn in thcir 1ast

{:w‘d counscling tap.s “one Iith an» intarpcrsonal
' clicnt cancom and one with :-clj.onf. sqlf" concorn

Thcib i tapn w.lll. “be usod cxclqszvcly ton‘ th.




~

immediate purpose of this research and evaluation.

Only a’ . trained research -assistant will hear the
ltapoe. -All tapes and' test_gesulté will have a code
.name ° or number chosen by you to ensure
contidentiality of participants (that is names ot
participants will not appear on files or labels).

.Orlce the tape's have been .scored, they will _bey

N 1]
erased. . ' P

<

. In addition, students will be asked to fill out
¥- a form about each of the tapes to be tumed in. It
is hbped that by analyzinq all of t;his data plush
using .(student ‘ qr‘ades -and course evaluations, N
information will be obtained. that can help * in
'strengthening t_he summer sch.ool guidahce program.,
Results of the Group Embedded Figqures Test will be
given to students at the end of the c"‘se Other,
resultls will be avallable to st‘udernts after the
,’conplet_idn of the tou’rse en request. ) ’
: v
If you agree to participate in t.his evaluation

and résearch please read the vattached consent form

‘sign and date it. o ‘ .
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Information Sheet for

Group Embedded Figures %ést
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Information Sheet for

Croup Embedded Figures Test

[ ]
Your Score

=
| | |

Field- Mid Field- Mid Field- Fleld-

Dependent Dependent Independent Indepéndent

Main Characteristics of Relatively Field-Dependent

and Field-Independent Pecple®

Field-Dependent

Perééiyes field as a whole
Views things in a glébal way
Learns .social content better

Uses }?tultive problem-

<

. solving approach

L]
Attentive to social frames

of reference

' More external frame of

raference for feelings

'Likes to be with>poople

Field-Independent

Perceives items as discrete
from background \

Views in articulated way

‘Lgarns abstract content well

Uses hYpéthesis-testinq

problem-solvihg approach

.Not as sensitive to social

qndercurrents
More internal frame of
rnforphco for feelings

More individualistic

pon
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