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/\ ABSTRACT ' :

The purﬁose of the present research was to investigate the
utilization of provided constructs by 39 female and 13 male subjects
‘in Telation to a series of films of three famous therapists inter- -
viewing the same client. The study focused on the following hypo-
theses: (1) whether naive observers would be able to utilize
Cattell;s Sixteen Personality Facior source traits as construéts
in a Role Repertory Construct Test format to differentiate the
therapists from other significaﬂt~r01e figures; (2) whether
subjects' responses on a Therapy Rating Form, developed for the
present research, would show specific therapist preference éroups
and; (3) whether those preference groups would show differential
patterns of Role Reé Test construct utilization, specifically in
relation to thé threé therapists. A number of univariate and
multivariate analyses were performéd. The results of those analyses
failed to confirm hypotheses one and three; hypothesis two was
confirmed. The marginal evidence 3uppo£ting hypothesis one and
three was discussed in terms of the relative inadequacy of the 16PF
source traits as differentiating constructs for the assesément of
observable personality characteristics. Future research was sug-
gested, focusing on the development of more useful construct dimen-
siops before the Role Construct Repertory Test can be further in-

vestigated as a tool for maximizing therapeutic interactions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A complex process begins when two individuals meet in the unique
encounter we label psychotherapy. It is a complicated an& Iittle-
understood process. Many researchers have attempted to &elineate the
critical dimensions or variables that exist in the therapeutic inter-
action. Usually they have begun their investigations from a theore-
tical position and then attempted to show that one or more of the
variables péstulated by the particular theory were actually present
in the psychotherapeutic encounter. Often the assessments of therapy
in these studies have been made by ”exﬁggfs"-—spécially trained ob-
gerVers or other psychotherapists.

The focus of this study; however, was how the naive observer,
that is, a person we may think of as the potential consumer of psycho-
therapy, approaches and understands an actual therapeutic interaction.
The prese&t research investigated how naive observers utilized parti-
cular psychological dimensions to organize and uﬁderstand their own
personal worlds; how those same dimensions were utilized by the sub-
jects in understanding a coﬁplex therapeutic interaction and, finally,
how the observers' utilization of those dimensions was related to
their evaluations of that same therapeutic interaction.

Specifically, the study consisted of having individuals view

1

videotapes of three famous therapists conducting.sessions with the
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same client. After viewing the therapy sessions, the subjects were

asked to respond to a 55 item questionnaire developed to assess their

_reéctions to the client, the therapists and the therapeutic process.

These ratings provided a comprehensive measure of the observers'
rcagt%ons to the videotaped sessions. Because the research was also
intended to develﬁp a way of understénding how the individual related.‘
to the film, another major instrument, the Role Construct Rgpertory
Test (Kelly, 1955) was administered. This test permittedtﬂé subjects
to make important comparisons among the therapists and the client. in
the fflm,‘and significant others in their interpersonal spheres. The
questiohnaire and the Rple Construct Repeftory.Test were first ana-

lyzed individually and then a comparative analysis was made in order

to identify the underlying similarities of the two techniques.
N .

A. Review of Relevant Psychotherapy Research

Typicélly, a person seeking psychotherapy has very little infor-
mation about the process that will occur. The client is usually ig-
norant, not only of the variety of therapeutic techniques but also of
the specific roles required of a client and the;apist w;thin the

psychotherapeutié framework. The assumptions that the client does
. . 4 :

have may be based on spurious or stereotyped notions communicated

through the popular media. In short, the typical consumer of therapeutic

services is ill-informed and ill-equipped to make what may indeed be

a very important decision. In spite of the development of an elec-

tronic technology that makes such items as videotape recorders readily

N
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accessible, they have seldom been utilized to help educate or ﬁreparé
the potential client,

It has long been recognized by-researcherg‘thqt the character-

1

istics of clients and their attitudes toward therapy have a signifi-
I

cang.effect on the treatment outcome. This.makes the relative absence
of applied élinical methods for assessing these factors even %ore‘
remarkable. Variables that have been studied as they relate to thé .
success or failure of treatment are the follow&ng: 1) general.perl
sonality qualities such as anxiety tolerance (Siegel § Rosen, 1962),
ego s;rength (Kernberg et al. 1972), suggestibility (Imber et al.

1956]; 2) expectations {J. D. Frank, 1973); 3) sacial class and race «
(Holingshead § Redlich, 1958; E. E. Jones, 1974); 4).psychosocial
‘characteristics such as age, sex, intelligence (Spiegel, 1967); 5)

degree and type of disturbance (Luborsky, 1959; Lub;rsky-et al. 1971;
Nash & Imber, 1961; Barron, 1953; and Stepenls' § bﬁrup,' 1965); and -
# finally, 6) qualities relevant to patient role such as motivation for
therapy, readiness to communicate feelings or openness to therapeutic
. influences‘fStrupp, 1971}, and likeability of client (Heller §
Goldstein, 1961} .. .
Whilq these studies h&ve demonstrated that the variables in
quéstion effect the‘outcome of treatment; few, if any, have elicited
- the reactions of clients to act;al therapy sessions.. The studies have
classified individuals along certain standardized dimensions and then

used that categorization to predict the success of treatment. For

example, we can state that an individual with low 'motivation for



therapy“ (classification) is a poor risk for success in'fherapy_
(predi;éion)._ But the more important question, from a clinical view- .
’faint, remaiﬁs unanswered; What'type of intervention might be suc-
=
cessful with this particular client? How can we move beyond simply
sorﬁing people éccording to certain constructs and begin matching Co
clients with appropriatq treatment on an individual basis?

One way to attain this goal might be to assess an individual's
specific.reactions to.a real treatment situation -and then to investi-
gate the relevant dimenSions hsed“by the individual in fo;ming those
reactibﬁs. This_woﬁld, of cdurse, require the development of a methoﬁ-
fsr.hbtaiﬁing the needed data, but once obtéined, the information
could serve a number of pyrpoées._ Prior éB treatment, the aséeésmént '
could aid in ma;ching‘the potential client with a preferred form of

treatment and also with an individual therapist. If the assessment

continued during therapy, it would provide a framework for assessing

the process of therapy and for making selective changes in that pro-

cess according to the changing needs of both the fherapist and client.

While the program outlined above may be only a fantasy at the
present time, these are the ideas which'provided a ﬁodel for the
preseht exploratory study. To move toward actualization of‘the dream
it was first necessary to dévelop a method for obtaining and analyzing
the data--data which would represent the reactions of potential clients
expoéed to actual therapy sessions.

The therapeutic interview films, to be used as stimulus materials

in this study, were developed by E. L. Shos#rom (1966). They consist

[
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of three famous therapists, each representing a particular thera-
peutic approach, interviewing the same client. The therapists are
Carl Rogers; Client-Centred Therapy, Fritz Perls; Gestalt Therapy
and, Albert Ellis; Rational-Emotive Therapy. ‘The three interviews
are élleged to represent their typical clinical methods for treating
.a client such as the one in the film, Gloria. In ogher words, it is
stated by each that the encounter depicted on the film is a typical
thefépeutic encounter and similar to one a-client could expect if he
or she were interviewed by each therapist.

This film has, of courée, been utilized in previous studies.

For example, Shostrom and Riley (1968) in their research had pro-
fessionals observe and analyze the techniques of the therapists shown
in the film. A compariéon of two sample groups showed that Rogers,
Perls, and Ellis had unique patterns of ratings on the dimensions
studied but also each had some rating on all of the 10 dimensions.
Shostrom and Riley's conclusions is that each therapist i;-én "emerging
eclectic” and the method can be used in future by‘students or super-
.visors in psychotherapy to describe a pattern of parameters which

will give a clear picture of his "emerging sf;le."

The films were also utilized by Barak and LaCrosse (19?5) when
they investigated Strong's p}ediction of the existence of three
dimensions of perceived counselor behavior--expertness, attractiveness
and trustwortﬁiness (Strong, et al., 1968, 1970, 1971). Their sub-

jects rated each counselor on thirty-six bipolar scales and the fac-

tor analysis of the ratings supported the existence of the hypothesized



dimensions for Rogers and Perls but only two .dimensions for Ellis.
- The films were used quite differently in the current research,

however, than in either of the above studies. The observers were
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naive subjects; their assessment of the film was in response to the
55 question rating form developed fgr this study and the Role Rep
Test devised by George Kelly (1955). To elucidate the focus and

_— .

‘direction of this study, it is first necessary to introduce the

ool LR R e b

bl

reader to the work of George A. Kelly and his Personal Construct

Caoadalsntd

Thepry.

B. General Review of Personal Construct Theory
. -

The Psychology of Personal Constructs is primarily the work of
one man, George A. Kelly (1905-1967). As-a comprehensive system of
general psychoiogy; it represents one of the few attempts to formulate
an integrated appreciation of the human éondition. In addition, it

provides a framework for the understanding of psychotherapy. Kelly's

approach is embodied in two volumes entitled, The Psychology of

3 Personal Constructs (1955). This work, which began as a handbook of

clinical procedures generated from Kelly's interest and skills as a

psychotherapist, gradually was 'expanded to include what can lepiti-

mately be called a metapsychological theory.

Kelly}s style of theorizing departed from traditional psycholo-
gical theorizing in many respects: Most obviously, it differed from
cdntemporary psychological theories in its conceptual structure.

Familiar terms such as learning, ego, motivation, reinforcement, drive,

™~



need, unconscious, etc., do not even appear in the theory. In order
to cénvey new ideas Kelly felt the necessity of developing new terms
which conveyed his intended meanings, terms such as: 'foci of con-.
venience,” ''propositionality,"” "fixed-role therapy,' and ”tran;;tive
diagnosis." This utilization of theory-reladéd language toiconvey
unique meaniﬁgs has, of course, been met with significant resistance
on the part of many psychologists. )

Another distinction between Kelly and other more traditional
personality theorists, was his development of an integrated system
of principles and theorems rather than depending ﬁpon a more inductive
and experimental approach. Kelly, in a systematic fashion, set down
his basic assumptions, a fundamental postulate with a series of cor-
reéponding corollaries, and finally, generated a ‘therapeutic technique
called "fixed-role therap*ﬁawhich represented the application of the
principles to the therapeutic encounter.

Most relevant to the present research, howevér, are the empirical
methods and techniques which Kelly developed for assessing what he
considered to be the primary channels through which an individual
experiences and organizes his or her world. These channels, a term
loosely taken from his basic posfulate, and which has much more sig-

.

nificance than a single word can convey, are called 'constructs,"

hence, the name, "Personal Construct Theory." The instrument that Kelly

devised for assessing an individual's construct system is traditionally

called the "Role Construct Repertory Test" (Role Rep Test). Not a

traditional '"test," it is, rather, a method for assessing the dimensions

PP
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along whicﬁ people experience.their physical and interpersonal world.
It would require an extensive volume to adequately do justice
to personal construct theory. Excellent reviews can be found in
Bannister (1968), and Landfield (1971). This review will focus on
the meaning of the %erm, "econstructs'" and the techniques which have
. been developed for construct assessment.
From Kelly's point of view, the most important characteristic of
any ‘individual is how he or she makes sense. of the world? He assumes
'
that there is a characteristic manner in which every individual inter-
prets or construes the wealth of information which is generated by
contact with the environment. Therefore, it is more important for a
Ppsychologist to understand how an indiv&dual construes the forces
that influence him or her, rather than to focus on the objective nature
of those forces. Kelly's philosophical base, construééi%e.alterna-
tivism, assumes that all present interpretations of the universe are
subject to revision and replacement. This means that the world can
be lonstrued in various ways at different points in time and that one
basically deals with the world by choosing alternative constructions.
In order to understand fully the meaning of the term, construct,
a primary distinction must be made between constructs and concepts--
a construct is not a concept. Bruner (1956) in his review of Kelly,
labelled him a "cognitive theorist" because he seemingly interpreted
the word construct to be equivalent to the word conceét. The term

"construct" defines the active and vital way in which a person chan-

nelizes his or her world. In the most general sense, it refers to a



manner of processing. Therefore, constructs are not necessarily

symbolized by words, ndr are they always capable of béiné verﬁalized.

The individual is unable to express the whole of his or her construc-
tidn systgm. Within Kelly's theoretical framework, every construct

must have two aspects or poles although both poles may not be access-
ible to conscious awareness. Thus, & constyuct may be thought of as

a bi-polar dimension al;ng which new information is evaluated and
given meaning. i
| Kelly believed that it is the task of the therapist to gain in-
sight into the client'slconstrual process in order to form clinical
hypotheses and facilitate change. While a perceptive therapist could
hopefully achieve this insight by personal obseérvation over time,

' Kelly attempted to remove this function figﬁggﬁe purely subjective,
observational mode by developing techniques which would more quickly
and accurately eludicate individuals’ construct systems.

The first technique, labelled the Self:Characterization approach,
will not be discussed here. Fundamentally an autobiographical char;
acter sketch, the method is of inestimable value to the clinician but
is limited by its very nature as a research tool. Over time, Kelly
developed the more formal Role Rep Te;t as it is known today. The
Role Rep Test provides two versions or approaches to the measurement
of constructs and these will be'ﬁEEEEjfed in the next section on the
Role Rep Test.

Kelly originally developed the Role Rep Test as a clinical tool

to be used in assessing the construct systems of individual clients.
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This original form of the test is known as the Minimum Context Card

- Form. A full description of its administration can be found in Kelly
(1955} and a ﬁore simplified version of the administration can also

be found in Bannister § Mair (1968). .The second version of the Rolé
Rep Test, the Grid Form, was utilized in this research and an explana-
tion of its structure and administration will'be Provided here.

The repertory grid of the Role Rep Test should not be viewed as
a separate test but rather as an extension or alternate format of
Kelly's other technlques for gathering construct 1nformat10n ft ié,
.however a very 1mportant extension of the other methodologies since
they are primarily ideographic ard intended for clinical use. The
grid form permlts 1nvest1gat10n of the relatlonshlps and hierarchy of
constructs and is, therefore, a much more useful research tool. The
basic procedures for adpinistration are as fpllows.

The subject is first giﬁen a list of role titles which are seiected
to represent the significant individuals and relationships in any )
person's life. Kelly originally developed 24 role titles and the con-
vention in subsequent research has been to use 18-24 titles. In the
present study Subjects were provided with 22 role titles. Some were
takeﬁ from Kelly's original list, some were specifically chosen by
the author for this research and, in addition, the three therapists
and the client from the film were included (See Appendix A). It ?5
also possible to create unique role titlespfor assessing specific
populations or to meet specific research needs.

The subject is next requirved to supply individuals from his or

—

\
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her personal experience to fit each role. These Individuals become
the elements of the gridaand their names are written acro;s the top

of tﬁe grid form (See AppendixB). 1In the usual situation, triads of
elements are imbedded in the grid form for each row. These are usually
indicated by circles benegth'the Tole titles. The subject is then
ésked to consider each element triad and suggest some way in which

two of the‘people are alike and different from the third. So, for
example, the subject may requ;d that her mother and best friend are
"warm" while her father is "stern." These dimensions then ;epresent
the emergent and implicit poles of the first construct. The subject
then goes on to consider the triads embedded in each of the subsequent
rows until all relevant combinations have been considered.

A variation on this grid techniqug is to provide construct la-
bels rather than eliciting them frdmnthe subjects. In the present
research sixteen construct-contrast .pairs were provided. These pairs
were bi-poiar descriptions of Catteil}s_ﬁrimary source traits (See
| Appendix C and the discussion of Cattell's work on pages 24 to 27).
While utilization of this techﬁique necessarily implies the loss of
information about the construal process oflihe individual subject,
the variation offers certain advantages. It provides the potential
for comparison across subjects given the rational assumption that
there is greater homogeneity of construct utilization when each sub-
ject is provided with the same labels. Thus it is especially useful
when, as in the present study, the focus of researc& is the gtruc- |

tural organization of constructs rather than their unique meanings
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to individual subjects.

When construct labels are provided, or after they have been eli-
cited as described above, it is possible to employ another variation
of the grid technique, the rating form method. 1In this context, the
subject is required to rate each element on the particular construct
dimension, for example, from "extremely attractive" to "extremely
uh;ttraCtive.” This method was used in the present study and a
7-point scale was utilized. |

Other modificatibns of the grid form have also been utilized by
researchers.r Bannister (1959).suggested a format which requires the_
'subject to place half the elements at the emergent pole of each con-
struct and later, (1963) proposed a rank order form. In addition,
content modifications have been suggested and elements other than
people have been utilized, for example, emotions (Fransella and
Adams, 1965), paintings (Mair, 1966a) and films (Carver, 1967).

Many different types of statistical analyses have been used with
the different methods in&buding matching scores, correlation tech-
niques and factor amalysis. A principal components analysié program
has been developed by Slater (1965, 1967) which provides the signi-
ficant orthogonal structure of both constructs in relationship to

delements and elements in relationship to constructs: This type of
program gives a clear mathematical overview of the subject's psycho-
logical space. A review of person perception studies using the Role

Rep Test will perhaps further elucidate its usefulness in the present

research effort.

™
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g.f General Review of Person Perception Research and The Role Rep Test

Person perception research focuses on how one individual judges
the emotions, motivation, personality, or other characteristicslof
other individuals. The majority of these researchers’use "naive ob-
servers," that is, psychologically untrained persons such as teachers,
employment.interviewers, students, etc. Thorough reviews of the par-
ticular types of rating and the methods of assessment can be found in
_such books as Cronbach (1970), and Anastasi (1961). Cértain theorigs
of what constituted the personality or basic features of the indivi-
dual have determined the various methods and techniques that have
been used. Personality was see; in the early studies as more of a
static pheﬁomenon which could be divided into Yarious_factors or
traits and researchers were mﬁinly concerned with determining how »
reliable people were or how valid their observations were in speci-
fying the existence of these traits in other individuals. Subjects
were exposed to photographs or other modes ;é};xpression such as
voices, handwriting, literary style, drawings, projective materials,
etc., and attempted‘to‘match personality descriptioné to various
characteristics of these productions (Allport & Cantril, 1934; Vernon,
1935). All of these methods, to one extent or another depended upon
the perceptive ability of the particuldr judges and, to A large ex-
tent, on the heterogeneity of the persons being judged. As Cronbach
(1948) points out there are many difficulties with this type of
judgemental approach and in a later book, Cronbach (1970) reviews

all of the pitfalls and methodological issues in making judgements

DPRPRV |
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abo&ﬁ other™feople. .
It has been pointed out by Vernon (1961) that the methods of

obtaining reliable raﬁings of peoples'-traits are well-esfablished

and little has been done since the early fifties to radically improve
these techniques. Ordinarily judges are trained in some systematic
way to observe certain traits in other individuals and are then pro-
vided with reliable and valid scales through which they assess certain
known .characteristics of the individuals being observed. In their
training the judges can be made aware of difficulties and instructed
in intgrpreting the traits under consideration uniformly. Even with
all of the precautions and with carefully developed Qnd prepared
scales, researchers have obtained only moderate correlations between )
independent raters and, in addition, there is excessive OQeriﬁpping

of ratings on'different traits known as 'halo effects' (Bayroff et al.,
1954). Subjective rater components such as this, even with all of the
refinement in the rating procedures, remain one of the major deter-
minants of a person's perceptions or, at least, rated perceptions of
other individuals. These components have been known as generalized
bias, projection (Sears, 1951), halo effect, social desirabilit},
response tendencies, or faking. No matter what lgbel has been given

to this personal interpretation by the researcher, it has influenced
the rating process so significantly that Cronbach (1970).d0ubts.whethér
there is any consistent rating ability apart from response ‘'sets and

similar artifacts.

The work of Osgood and his associates (1957) has raised another

L]
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important issue. People not only have biased methods of rating other
éeople,-but they also tend to use very few dimensions when ranking
others. In other words, tHey_collapse their ratings or self-reporté
into very few dimensions which‘éorrespond, according to Norman and
Goldberg (1966) to the very nature of ouf language. They assert that’
néarl} every trait name implies eitﬁer a level of goodness, activity
or strength. Thus, while people have many trait descriptors available
to them, they usually ﬁse’only thrée dimensions of meaning to sort

out most of their observations. Much of this work has been examined
and reviewed by Osgood (1957) in the developmentlof the Semantic
Diffgrential technique. This‘technique systematically illustrates
ho; information prQyideH by_;aters can be capture& in three dimén-_

sions: good vs. bad; strong vs. weak and; active vs. passive. Osgood

found this to be true of ratings of patients by their therapists and

- of normals by their acquaintances so consistently that he claims these

three dimensions account for the major impressions we have of otpers.
Another issue to be considered when discussing person perception
is the subjeétive or personal contribution of the observer. In 1928,
. il
Wickman showed that teachers tend to associate maladjustment and wiéh-
drawal or aloofness. Thus, tﬁe judgements'that these individuals
make of children would be bound to differ and, accorﬁing to the na-
ture bf the criterion, the teachers' or psyéﬁaarrists' accuracy scores
would suffer.. Wickman was saying essentially that any judgement of

2 person on two Or more traits or items implies.a set of correlations

in the judges' minds between these traits. This hypothetical set of
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correlations or persona%,meénings which Ehe'viewer imposes upon the
situation must be taken into account if we are to understand the .
idiosyncratic methods wereby the person is viéﬁgng their world.

Jhis leads us from a brief general introduction of person per-
ception into the work of George Kelly and his associate; who have
attempted to apply Personal Construct Theory and the Role Rep Test
in Ehe area of pérson perception. Early studies by Bieri (1955)_and
Bieri &.Blacker {1956) éroduced evidence that the cognitive complexity
of judges kas positively related to théir-ability to assess various
characteristics in other people. This cognitive complexity component ‘
is ;ésicglly a measure of the number of distinct constructs or dimen-
sions a person uses, as expressed in the Role Rép Test, in describing
other people. Cognitively complex individuals use more dimensions

than people who are more cognitively simple. What Bieri and Blacker

were trying to tap was a rater variable or a eogﬁitive state variable
of the fat?r which related to the rating task.

This cognitive structure approach to person perception segan
with studies by Asche (1546) and Kelly (1955) and continued through
the work of other researqhers suchﬁag Bruner (1957), Cronbach (1958)_
and Wishner (1960), to mention a few. wPile the common theme, cog-
nitive complexity, went through many of these studies, Kelly's model
of person perception\(lgss, 1969, and 1970} which wés summarized by

Addams-Webber (1970a) is much more inclusive. He pfoposes that each

individual in the course of his or her social development evolves a

unique system of cognitive dimensions or personal constructks for
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predicting and interpreting his or her behaviour. Bieri (1966)

',pointed out that "personal constructs are inferred on the basis of

~

the individual's behaviour, usually verbal in nature, as a response

to the persons in his or her environment." Research within the frame-

-

wérk of Kelly's.theory has bgén concerned primarily with the way in

which an individual -acrerizes himself and others in texms of his
owWn persdnal constructs (Bannister § Mair, 1968). However, étcording
to Kelly, interpersonal perception alsp involves making inferences
about the personal constructs of others. Specifically, Kelly's
{1955) social corollar£ asserts ''to thé extent that one person con-
strues the const;uction processes of another, he may play a role in
the social process involving the other where the term role is defined
explicitly as a coﬁ;se'of activity which is played out in the light
of one's own construction of one or more persons’ construct systems"
(Addams-Webber et al., 1972), As A&dams—Webber et al., (1972) empha-
size, it follows wifhin the context of Kelly's theory that indivi-
duals' social development involves the acquisition of incééasing
skill in a} inferring the personal constructs of other persons in
social situations and,.by implication, b} in discrimination between
persons on the basis of individual differences with respect to.their s
personal constructs. In other words, the perceiver utilizes his or
her own éérsonal construct system in- understanding observations and,
. .
secbndly, often attempts to apply this understanding by projecting
what the personal constructs of others are in thé immediate environ-

i

ment. In as much as these two functions are successful, Addams-Webber
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(1969} claims that people will be more likely to make a variety of'
distinctions among their associates and respond to them differentially.

These studies,'especially those of Addams-Webber (1973), have
provided a variety of techniques for tapping the relevant construct
dimensions a person utilizes in person perception studies. Few of
these studies, however, have focused on how observers perceive a
psychotherapeutic transaction. No study, to this author's knowledge,
has systematically tapped the perception of psychotherapeutic trans-
action as a whole by non-participant observers. Landfield {1971) in
a most extensive researéh project, did, However, employ the Role Rep
Test and P?rsonal Construct Theory in the investigation of psycho-
therapy. In this landmark investigation he focused on seven hypo-
theses concerning the congruency of the cliént and his or hér thera-
pisf as measured by the content and organizat%on of their personal
construct systems. As described by Landfield, this was an attempt
to explain how therapists understand their clients and how this
understanding is relagkgxfo conceptuél congruence in the"therapy
dyad. He went on to say that it 3ighlights the relationship between -
client-therapist gcongruence, the content and structure of their con-
ceptual systems and premature termination and improvement.

Although the design of this study is fdr too complex to describe
here_in detaii, Landfield attempted to relate the concept of congru-
ence to premature termination,of therapy, improveﬁent in therapy and
attributed pathology. Under each of these headings he developed '

sub-hypotheses which illustrated the import of patient-therapist
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congruence as assessed by the Role Rep Test. He also did extensive
work in delineating specific séoring techniques and developing an |
extremely useful rating scale which applies to the constructs elicited
from the clients. This work is an excellent example of a clinical
application bf Personal Construct Theory.

To.summarizelfor a moment; we have thus far reviewed the general
area of person perception as approached from the Personal Construct
Theory point of view and we have discusséd one major work which
illustrates its utility in psychotherapy research. The.concept of
cognitive complexity was the major variable used in many of the
studies. Landfield, however, brought out many other methods of
sorting the data and reliably relating these facets of the Role Rep
Test to psycﬁbtherapeutic transactions. An excellent example of a
coﬁtinuation‘of this work was done by Space (1976). In this ;esearch,

ace was inte;esteq in examiping the differenceg between normal and

epressed patients on such measures as cogﬁitive complexity, self-

ideal congruency, negative self-construing, identification
other distances), degree of positive and negative coy

factor dimensions, and factor linkage (overlap). is study opened

\

many new dimensions whereby a erson’ Struct system could be
up p Y

related to his or her behaviour, namely, depression. Space's iden-
tification scores, which were correlations between the subject's
£

description of self and another role figure on the Role Rep Test,

were used to predict how he or she would relate to other people in

" his or her world. In other words, various hypotheses were generated

i) AT
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bésed 6n the distance or closeness felt in relation to other indi-
viduals and to his or her subsequent behaviour pattern. He found
that the Role Rep Test provided abundant data for making these com-
parisons and this identification index will be one of the major
methods used in this study.-

There has been an increased awareness for some time that the
individual théraﬁist and not theoretical persuasion is the major
element influencing succesgful quicome in treatment. Realizing
this, researchers have attempted to define either specifi; charac- .
teristiés of therapists or types of therapists that facilitated the
therapeutic process. A basic assumption of this reséérch has been
that these variables rgsided in the therapist and were constants,
which existed across different clients. Rarely, 'if ever, was the’
perception of the client considered or were these therapist variables
considered from the perspective of éhe client.

The purpose of the present research wa5 to investigate how non-
participant observers perceived and understood the three therapists
in the film in relation to other importg;; figufgg in their personal
worlds. These relationships were assessed by the Role Repertory
Construct Test responses. It was then hypothesized that the pattern
of relationships which emerged would be related to the subjects'
prefereﬁces for the therapists. These preferences were measured by

the second instrument utilized, the Therapist Rating Form. Based on

the above, the following hypotheses were made:
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The purpose of the present study was to investigate how non-
participant observers utilized the 16PF source traits as provided
constructs in a Role Construct Repertory Test format to construe
therapists in relation to other important role figures in their
interpersonal world. Once this relationship was defined it was
posited that there would be a relationship hetween the patterns of
construct ratings of therapists and role figures which’emerged,
and subjects preference for the therapists as measured by another
instrument, the Therapy Rating Form. From the ébove considerations
three specific hypotheses were generated:

(1) The first hypothesis was that subjects!' responses on the Role
Construct Repertory Test would producé distinctive patterns of
construct-element relationshiqs which would have at least two dis-
tinct‘dimensions. The first dimenéion would define their evaluation
of important role figures in their lives and the second dimension
would be a the}apist specific dimension. In other words, it was
predicted that subjects would generate constructs which define and
distinguish important persons in their interpersonal worlds and ’
which would also differentiate the three therapists from tﬁis group.
(2) The second hypothesis stated that the subjects! reponses to

the Therapy Rating Form would 'define subséts of individuals who
exhibit statistically different patterng of preferences for the
three therapists.

(3) The third hypothesis stated that the therapist preference

patterns which the subjects presented on the Therapy Rating Form
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would be related to differential construct ratings on the Role <i*/

Construct Repertory Test grid, specifically in terms of the three’

therapists under consideration.

s



* CHAPTER II

METHOD AND APPARATUS

Selec{ion'of Subjects

The subjects for this study were drawn from the pdpulatioﬁ of
students at the University of Windsor. Fifty-two subjects were
tested. "lthough an attempt was made to have equal numbers of males
and femalés, this was not possible because of a limited sub%ect pool.
This factor was considered important since previous studies have
shqwn that person perception is influenced by sex differences. The
subjeéts ranged in age from 18 years to a maximum of 61 years of age
with a mean age of apﬁ&oximately 25 years. There were a total of
39 females and 13 males. The subjects were acquired by approaching
their class instructors and asking for volunteers from undergraduate
psychology and social work courses.: Thesg volunteers were then con-

tacted by the experimenter and a time period of approximately 7 hours

was scheduled with each participant} Subjecfs were generally run

in grodps of 6-10 people. Course credit points were given for par-
ticipation. Twelve of the subjects had been in therapy and six had
some counselling experience but were not considered professional

psychotherapists.

Psychometric Instruments

Materials to be used in the present investigation were a depen-

dent variable rating form devised by the author called the Therapy .

23

A seven hour period was required because subjects completed a second

Role Rep Grid as well as Cattell's instruments, the 16PF and the C.A.Q.
This data was not included, however, in the present analysis.
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Rating Form and Kelly's Role Construct Repertory Test (Role Rep
Test). The Role Rep Test has been discussed in the introduction and
will be further explicated in the procedure section; however, it is
necessary to explain how and why the provided coﬁstruct labels were

chosen.

Role Rep Test-uProvidéd Constructs '

‘ Constructs were provided on the Role Rep grids rather than eli-
cited from the subjécts because the focus of tﬁe present research
was on structural properties of Fhe Role Construct Reéertory Test
and not the particular construct systems of individual subjects.
While Kelly's theory implies that individuals will construe even
these construct labels in their own unique fashicns, it is reasonable
to assume that there is greater homogeneity of usage of clearly des-
cribed, provided constructs than in the elicited construct situation.
This also serves to make data move easily interpretable.

To maximize the Role Rep Test methodology it was-necessary to
provide a fairly large number of construct labels which represent
relatively independent dimensions. It was alse critical that the
dimensions chosen should be relevant for assessing the personality
characteristics of individuals and that they be adaptable.for use
with a rating scale.

. The dimensions which met these criteria and were utilized in

the present research were the 16 basic personality factors taken

from the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire developed by
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R. B. Cattell (1957). Cattell's major assumétion in developing the
16PF centered upon his conception of a source trait. A source trait
is that- major causal entity derived from factor analysis which lies
behind the more superficial clusters of associated personality var-

iables. In other words, the innumerable dimensions of personality
alluded to by theorists of different persuasions (i.e., Freudian,
Jungian, etc.) with their organization.and complexity which determine
behaviour, should be revealed in these factors of souree traits. The
method for discovering.these invariant and stable source traits is
blind rotation of the obtained factors to oblique simple structure.

Thus, Cattell relied basically upon the internal evidence of consis-

tent clustering rather than on correlations with an external criterion.

Cattell's basic personality factors.were extracted from data
provided by successively reducing the completé-list of personality
trait-names given by Allport and Odbert (1936). By this method he
hoped to ensure comprehensive coverage of the whole *sphere' of per-
sonality. The first half-dozen in the following list have been es-
tablished repeatedly, and the other nine, though possessing smaller
variance, have been replicated in several studies either by Cattell
or other factorists. Neologistic names have been assigned to many
of the latter, since they nec;ssarily represent qualities which have
not be?n widely recognizéd in clinical or lay usage, however, these

names were not utilized in the present research and instead descrip-

tions of the traits were provided (See Appendix C).' .-
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a)

b)

c)

d}

e}

£)

g)

h)

3)
k)

1)

m)

n)

Schizothyme-cyclothyme (easygoing, warm-hearted, frank vs.
reserved, obstructive).

Intelligence, not simply the cognitive ability but the

complex of associated intellectual and personality qualities.

Ego-strength vs. neﬁroticism (stable, mature vs. emotional,
undependable).

Excitability vs. security (nervous, demanding vs. self-
controlled). This does not always separate off clearly.

Dominance vs. submissiveness (forceful, assertive vs.

timid).

Surgency-desurgency (cheerful'vs; depressed). Note that
this is distinguishéd from cyclothyme-schizothyme. |
Super-ego strength (conscientious, persevering vs. friv-
olous, indolent).
Parmia vs. harria (dependent, feminiﬁe, hysterical vs.
hard, practical, self-sufficient).
Coasthenia vs. zeppia (neurasthenic, obsessional vs.
vigorous).
Comention vs. abcultion (refined, cultured vs. philistine).
Protension vs. inner relaxation (paranoid vs. trustful).
Autia vs. praxernia (unconventionél, ideational vs. con-

. , r
formist, sensational).

Shrewdness vs. naivete.

Guilt proneness vs. confidence.

The 16PF purportedly assesses 16 normal personality dimensions.

.

26
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As stated before, these factors are claimed by the authors to be
source traits as opposed to surface traits as typically measured

by other tests. In addition, the dimensions are presented in the

bi-polar format appropriate to the present effort.

Therapy Rating Form

The questionnaixe designed by the author for the purposes of
the present investigation—will be referred to as the Therapy Rating
Form. The fifty-five (55) statements which make up the Rating Form
were developed by the investigator to tap a number of areas relevant
to the participant's reactions to the film segments to be ﬁ;;sented.
More specifically, our-interest was in having tﬂe subject make judge-
ments regardihg: (a) the ;hree therapists in the film to be viewed,
() the client iﬁterviewed by the therapists in the film, (c) the
effectiveness of the three therapists in treating a variety of prob;
lemg, and (d) the padrticipants general attitudes towards psychotherapy.

A rating scale\gonsisting of the numbers 1 through 7 accompanied
each statement on thg}form. A value of 1 denoted the least preferred
aspect of tQF variable being assessed and the number 7 dgnoted the
most preferred aspect of that variable. For example, the following
item was presented: 'Rate h&w ;imilar'};u feel you are to each of
the therépists.” The subject then assigned a value for each of the

three therapists in relation to this statement. An assigned value

-0of 1 indicated that the subject felt extremely dissimilar from the

particular therapist being evaluated; a value of 2 indicated a moderate
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degree\of dissimilarity; and a value of 7 indicated that the subject

Sk e Sk & Uit R )

felt extremely similar to the therapist in question. Other values,

of course, indicated ratings between the extremes. (See Appendix
D for a complete description of the Therapy Rating Form).

A personal information sheet was also devised by the author

L A S i sl L LY )

which each subject was reﬁuired to complete. The purpose of the

questionnaire was to obtaiﬁidemographic information about the sub-
jectg which was used in desciibing the subject population. The
following general variaﬁles wefg: sex, age, marital status, religion
(optional), race, occupation, edﬁcationalfand socioeconomic level,
and psychotherapy experience (as therapist and/or patient} (See

!
Appendix E).

LS

Apparatus

A series of films titled "Three Approaches to Psychotherapy"

(Shostrom, 1966) were utilized in this research. Three therapists
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are presenteﬁ in the films, each of whom has. founded his own "school"
of psychotherapy; a) Carl Rogers - Client-Centered Therapy; b)
Frederick Pefls - Gestalt Therapy; and c) Albert Ellis - Rational-
Emotive Therapy. Each therapist works individually with the same
client, Gloria, on the .same afterncon. In the original film the
segments are presented in the order listed above. Fop'the‘purposeé
of this study, however, the segments were recorded on individual
video cassettes so that the order of presentation could be varied.

This randomization balanced for order effects. Hopefully, this
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avoided any bias in the subjects due to fatigue toward the end of

viewi d the varying lengths of the film segments. -
Each film segment represents an initial therapy session_and

typifies the three therapists' styles of therapy. The segment on -

. -
Carl Rogers interviewing the client, Gloria, lasted approximately’

32'minutes, the Perls segment lasted approximately 23 minutes and
Ellis' segment lasted approximately 17 minutes. The film also in-
cludes introducti;ns'and summations by tﬁe therapists, and a summa-
tion by the élient, Gloria. These segments were not shown to the
subjects, howéver, in order to avoid any bias in their ratingslof
the therapists. .

The film Segments were reprpduced on individual KCA ¢® Sony

Video cassettessand were presented to the subjects using a Sony

Video Player and an RCA 21 inch colour television set.

. Procedure

The subjects were tested in small groups by the exﬁerimenter.
For our purposes 5 small group is defined as between 6 and 10 indi-
viduals. Each subject viewed the three segments of the psychotherapy
film in the initial phase of testing. The total time requ;xeg}fbr
viewing the tapes was approximately 74 minutes. The order of pre-
sentation of each of the therapists was varied randomly with each
of the groups in order to control fof”any o%der effects. After

viewing the tapes, each-of‘the subjeétﬁawas given the Therapy Rating

Form which is found in Appendix D. As pieviously described this
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form was -an attempt to assess how the viewer perceived the tapes
along various dimensions. Seven-point ra%ing scales were u;ilized
by the sﬁbject to'indicaté how well of how poorly that particular
statement agreed with the subject's opinion about that topic. This

form required approximately 15 - 20 minutes to complete. Attached

to the Therapy Rating Form was the Personal Information Sheet. The

-completion of this form required approximately another 10 minutes.

After completing the above descri?ed forms, the subjects were
given a set of instructions for the Role ﬁép?Test procedures. These
instructions are printed in Appendix F. fhé first, step in this pro-
cess required the subject to list the names of the pecple who cor-
responded to the role titles listed on the Role Specification Sheet
(See Appendix A). In all there were 22 names which the subject
li;ted on'this form before he or she could proceed to the next step.
These 22 names were then transferred to the Role Rep grid form it-
self. The experimenter assisted the subject in iisting the names
in the appropriate slots on the top of the Role Response Sheet (See
Appendix B for this form). The instruc;ions-then required that the
subjecf rate each person {element) in each row on either the construct
or the contrast provided, depending on which described the person
better. These provided constructs and coﬁtrasts, are descriptions
of Cattell's primary source traits (See Appendix C and the discussion
of Cattell's work on pages | ). Utilization of these dimensions
also provides the potential for future comparison and analyses of

the data.
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In completing this form, the first element 'to be considered was

the self. The subject decided whether the construct or the contrast

applied to ‘himself/herself and oncéméééide&'upbn; his or her task

was to judge how well that ?olérity described the self. The rating
was dohc,on a_;even point scale; three of the points (5, 6, aﬂd 7}
referred to “the construct, three of the pd&nts (i, 2, and 3) réferre&
to the contrast and one point (4) indicated that neither was appli-
cable’. lThus, if the subject chose the construct, "reserved" as
applying to himself/herself he or she would thcn'have to decide if-
it applied d;finitely (7);’modera£e1y (6) or mildly (5).‘ If on fhe.
other hand, the subject chose the confrast *warm-hearted" as'qpplying
to himself/hérself he would then have to decide if it applied défi-
ﬁitely-(l), moderately (2} or mildly (3). In éome.cas%é, the gub&ec;
decided that neifher the construct nor the contrast aéequately des-
cribed the elemeit in question and would have then assign a value of
4, indicating that neither applied. The subjec£ proceeded across

the row and assigned a rating for each of the elements. The subject‘
then followed the same procedure for each of the 22 rows: in the grid.
Completion of the Role Rep grid was the last step in the testing

procedure.

Statistical Analyses

Part A. Grid Analyses

I. Technique For Comparison of Grid Data.‘ Each subject com-

pleted an individual grid of 22 elements by 16 bi-polar constructs.

R
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To compare the data‘ffbm the 52 individual grids, a group grid was
| derived by entering a mean score for all 52 subjécts for each
'eleﬁent-construct‘cqll. The combined group grid formed a new 16 by
22 grid of means scores for all subjects. This type of analysis‘
assumes that there are structural properties i.e., mathematical
relationships between thé elemenfs and constructs which reflect the
psychological processes of the group, irrespective of therspecific ’

data generatea_by an individual in the total sample {Slater, 1977}.

II. Univariate Statistics for Constructs. (1) A mean score

was derived for each construct across all elements in each of the

16 rows of the grid. (2) A vériance estimate was calculated for

the constructs using the standard variance formula. (3) “The total
variance about the consfruct means was.caiculated. (4)' The variance
estimates were used to éalculate thé percentage of the. total variance
accouﬁted for ﬁy each construct. (5) A variébility estimgte of the
tendency for subjects to use ratings at both end; of the scale whif;
not utilizing the middle ratings was calculated according‘to a for-
mula provided by Slater (1§77). (6) A bias estimate of the tendency'
for subjects to use ratings at one end of the scale was calculated
according to a fo;mula provided by Slater (1977}. |

III. Univariate Statistics for Elements. (1) A mean score

-

was derived for each element across all constructs in each of the
22 columns of the grid. (2) A variance estimate was calculated
for the elements using the standard variance formula. (3) The

total variance about the element means was calculated. (4) The



variance estimates were used to calculate the percentage of the
total variance accounted for by each element. (5) A variability
estimate was calculated as previously described. (6) A bias esti-‘
mate was calculated as previously described.

IV. Construct Intercorrelations. The intercorrelations of

each construct by all other constructs were calculated using the
mean scores of all subjects. These scores resulted in a 16 by 16
matrix of construct intercorrelations.

V. Element Intercorrelations. The intercorrelations.of each

¢lement b} all other elements were calculated using‘the mean scores
of all subjects. These scores resulted in a 22 by 22 matrix Pf
element intercorrelations. )

These correlation matrices provide the researcher with consi-
derable information regarding the nature and composition of the
constructs or elements under'invcstigation. However, since the
focus of the present investigation was on the structural properties
of the group grid rather than a content analysis of individual
-grids, the correlation matrices were calculated to allow a principal

components analysis of the group grid data.

VI. Principal Components Analysis of Construct Variables. (1)

All construct variables were intercorrelated and factored across all

(2)

Graphical plots of the loadings of the elements on the first three

elements using a principal component analysis without rotation.

construct factors were provided for visual inspection.

VII. Principal Componénts Analysis of Element Variables. (1)

33

P

et e A Rt m e S A BT e,

[T S T TSI S



atr

HACLE v e

34

All element variables were intercorrelated and factored across all
constructs using a principal components analysis without rotation.
(2) Graphical plots of the loadings of the constructs on the first
three factors were provided for visual inspection.

These analyses were performéd to extract the minimum number of
independent dimensions that account for the variance in the original
séf of variables. The PCA provided a number of other measures with
which to describe the data e.g., the number of factqrs, factor scores,

eigen values and factor lcadings.

Part B. Therapy Rating Form Analyses

I. Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation of TRF

Items. All items of the TRF were intercorrelated and factored to
obtain information about the basic structure of the TRF. The resul-
tant factor pattern was then reviewed to determine whether the fac-
tors represented interprdtable dimensions of preference for a parti-
cular therapist or combination of therapists. )

II. Factor Scores. Factor scores were calculated for all

subjects on the first three factors. Therefore, each subject had a
set of three scores for all 55 items of the TRF acfoss the three
factors. These scores indicated the subjects' preferences for the
therapists as represented by the factors.

III. Cluster Analysis of factor Scores. A cluster analysis of

the above factor scores was performed in order to identify groups

of subjects who responded similarly in their therapist preferences.
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IV. Analysis of Variance of Clusters and Factors. An analysis

of variance provided the following information: (l) Whéther the
mean scores of the subjects in each cluster showed statistically
significant differences and; (2) Whether the grouis were identi-
fiable along preference dimensions as represented by the factors.

-

Part C. Analysis of Relationship Between Grid and TRF

I. Multivariate Analysis of Variance. A multivariate analysis

of'Variancebwas performed in order to determine: (1) Whether sub-
jects utili;ed the sixteen Role Rep constructs to differeﬁtially
rafe the three therapists and, if so, which constructs were thus
employed; (2) whether the defined preference groups utilized the
constructs differentially in rating the three therapists and, if so,
which constructs and; (3) what was the nature of the relationship
between the overall differential ratings of therapists and prefexr-

ence group differences.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS -

The results of this study will be presented in three sections.
Under .the heading, Grid Analyses, Part A will focus on the analysis
of the Role Construct Repertory Test grids completed by 52 subjects.
This section describes the transformation of the 52 individual grids
into a group grid and then the utilization-of both univariate and
multivariate_procedures.in the analyses of this derived group grid.
Part B will focus on the analysés of the second instrument utilized
in this research, the Therapy Rating ggrm. This:section includes a
structural analysis'of the questionnaire, itself, andfthe spetification
of therapist(s) preference groups among the 51 sﬁbjects who completed
the form: In Part C of the results section an attempt i§ made to
integrate the individual sdbjects‘ éfid data with their responses on’
- the Therapy Rating Form. This involves utiliziﬁékfhe groups of sub-
jects determined in Part B 'who had Prefereﬂces for one or more of the
therapists and then determining what “structural properties of their

individual grids are associated with those therapist preferences.

Part A. Grid Analyses -

I. Technique for Comparison of Grid Data. The primary ana}ysis

of the Role Rep Test grid data required combining the 52 individual
grids into a group grid in order to obtain an overall representation

of the group data. Prior to the study it was impossible to anticipate
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what pattern of relationships woﬁld emerge from the grid data. The}e-
fore, it seemed important to first utilize & nomothetic analysis.which
would provide an overall appreciation of these relationships, or .
structural variables, as well as reference parameters for any further
analyses of the individual grids.

The raw data used for the'formation of the group grid consisted
of the 52 individual grids completed by the subjects. Each grid had
22 element columns and 16 construct rows. The element variables
represented the 22 role titles (Appendix A) and the construct variables
were the 16 bi-polar personality dimensions taken.from the 16PF
(Appendix C). The raw scores consisted of whole integers ranging from
1 to 7 taken from the provided rating scale (Appendix G). To collapse
the data for analysis of the structural properties, a group grid was
derived by calculating the mean score of all subjects for each con-
Struct-element cell (Table 1). For example, in Table 1, the mean
score of 2.58 in cell one (the intersect of construct 1, "Reserved/
Outgoing" and element 1, "Self' in the upper left hand corner) reﬁre-
sents the scores of all subjects in that cell divided by N=52. As
seen in Table 1, there were a total of 352 coﬁstruct-element pairings.
This grid and its transpose provided the matrices used in further
analyses,

The univariate statistics which follow will describe the group
grid in the same manner that would be used if the apalyses.applied
to an individual grid. The rationale and assumptions, as well as

selected research designs utilizing this method, can be found in



CONSTRUCTS

Cell For All 52 Subjects

Table 1

Group Grid: Mean Scores Of Each Construct-Element

ELEMENTS
5 10 11
1 2.58 1.63 2.81 2.92 2.37 2.69 2.44 3.69 3.19 3.00 3.38
2 2,12 1.62 2.71 2,29 2.40 2.15 2.29 3.35 3.67 1.8 1.77
3 3.56 1.96 3.79 3.27 2.92 3.27 3.31 3.96 5.38 1.83 2.08
4 3.83 2.56 3.98 3.54 3.29. 3.27 3.40 3.67 4.63 2.83 2.08
5 3.12 2.48 4.04 3.96 2.96 2.96 2.67 3.87 3.90 4.52 3.96
6 2.31 2.04 1.96 2.17 2.58 2.71 2.67 369 3.00 2.37 2.94
7 4.00 2.71 3.90 3.38 3.23 3.35 3.40 3.60 4.35 3.31 2.58
8 3.81 4.23 3.56 4.69 :4i15 4.35 .3.58 3.87 2.85 4.38 5.27
9 5.56 6.27 4.65 5.27 5.50 '4.87 5.37 3.73 3.58 4.77 4.06
10 4.40 4.08 5.04 5.17 4.37 4.52 4.08 -4.17 4.85 4.94 3.96
11 5.10 4.92 5.02 4.79 4.96 4.73 4.83 4.04 4.58 3.85 3.13
12 4.31 5.94 4.12 4.56 4.81 4.50 4.85 3.83 2.44 5.94. 6.04
13 " 3.27 3.00 5.25 4.90 3.52 3.52 3.04 3.67 4.33 3.85 3.19
14 2.98 1.92 4.06 3.23 3:52 2.85 2.83 3.85 5.00 2.25 1.98
15 2.56 2.42 2.44 2.46 2.94 2.79 3.04 3.77 3.63 2.62 2.27
16 4.00 5.19 4.06 4.31 4.50 4.12 4.67 3.88 2.65 5.44 4.85




CONSTRUCTS

Table 1 Continued

. ELEMENTS

13

12 14 15 16 17 . 18 19 20 21 22
1 3.21 4.50 3.73 4,52 2.44 3.94 4.50 3.35 3.08 2.13 2.23
2 1.77 3.29 3.71 2.88 2.37 3.13 3.98 2.19 1.77 1.83 1.81
3 2.00 4.37 4.94 4.44 2,92 3.69 4.79 2.44 2.56 2.33 2.21
4 2.02 2.71 4.40 2.17 3.29 2.56 2.62 2.10 2.40 3.12 2.85
5 3.98 4.19 4.17 3.79 2.67 3.88 3.83 4.48 3.71 2.25 2.75
‘6 2.69 4.37 3.85 3.65 3.23 3.27 4.71 1.92 2.29 2.19 2.29
7 2.63 3.35 4.44 2.98 2.81 3.31 2.58 3.40 2.79 2.83 3.00
8 5.15 4.81 3.38 5.25 3.67 4.50 5.06 5.12 5.06 3.98 3.69
9 4.15 2.73 3.46 2.94 5.19 3,58 2,48 4.52 5.06 5.52 5.56
10 4.19 4.23 -3.96 3.83 3.67 4.77 3.60 4.96 4.67 4.25 4.08
11 2.75 3.15 4.29 3.21 4.65 3.42 3.27 4.08 4.13 4.83 4.67
12 5.92 4.12 2.79 4.29 5.19 4.52 3.94 5.50 5.50 5.69 5.38
13 3.06 3.63 4.31 3.83 3.25 3.75 3.54 4.71 3.58 3.21 3.33
14 1.98 3.65 4.67 3.37 3.23 2.94 3.67 2.27 2.44 2.35 2.29
15 2.96 3.85 3.8% 4.13 3.13° 3.44 4.81 2,21 2.52 2.21 2.60
16 4.46 3.33 3.65 3.10 4.44 4.15 2.94 4.63 4.65 5.04 4.42
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ratings at both ends of the rating scale while not utilizing the
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Slater {1976, 1?77]. \

II. Univariate Statistics For Constructs. \ Table 2 presents the

descrlptlve statistics of the construct varlables based on the group
grid data for all subjects. The following statlstlcs are presented

A
1) a row mean for each construct across twenty—two ele%ents; 2) a
sum of squared deviations from the mean of each row (SS)'for each con-
struct across twenty-two elements; 3)'the standard deviatibn for each
construct across 22 elements; 4) the total sum of squared de iations
around the construct means; 5) the percentage of the total SS eccounted

for by each construct variable; 6) a variability estimate of the

tal construct variable indicating a tendency for subjects to use

middle ratings; and 7) a bias estimate of the total construct variable
indicating a tendency for subjects! ratings to group at one pole of
the rating scale.

The column labelled row mean in Table 2 presents the mean ratings

" of the twenty-two elements for each of the sixteen constructs. While

construct labels are printed in the table, these statistics will be

_ further clarified by referring to tle construct descriptions and the

rating scale utilized which are presented in Appendices C and G res-
pectively. Construct 1, for example, refers to the construct/contrast
pair, "Reserved-Ouegcing." The mean rating of 3.11 indicates that,
overall, the subjects rated elements toward the lower end of the
seven-point scale which refers to the contrast pole, 'outgoing."

The wean ratings range from 2.50 to 4.74 with ten of the sixteen
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constructs receiving average ratings less than 4.00. This indicates

that, overall, the contrast poles‘of the ‘sixteen dimensions tended

_/f‘}’¥ .

to be more salient for evaluating the element variables.

Other research,.utilizing elicited rathex* than provided con-
structs, has shown that the construct poles are usually more saiienf
for describing element variables and tend to represent posivitvely-
valenced characteristics, This is consistent with other personality
research, for instance, Osgood (1957}, who in the development of the
Semantic Differential found that the pfimar; dimension which con- -
.siétently emerged from factor analyses was an evaluative dimension.
A quick scan of the construct-contrast déscriptions utilized in the
present study (Appendix C) indicates that, in general, more positively
Qalued characteristics tend to be found among the contrast descrip-
tions, however, explaining the apparent reversal of expected results.

The means of the ten dimensions which weré less than 3.0 and
their associated antrast labels can be rank-ordered as follows: -

2) More Intelligent (2.50), 6) Conscientious (2.86), 15) Coﬁtrolled
(3.03), 4) Assertive (3.06), 14) Self-sufficient (3.06}, 1) Outgoing
(3.11), 7) Venturesome (3.27), 3) Emotionally Stable (3.28), §)
Happy-Go-Lucky (3.54) and 13) Experimenting (3.72).

While none of the mean ratings fell in the 5-7 range denoting
-a clear construct préfeience, those which exceeded 4.0 can be inter-
preted to show a tendency toward ratings in that direction. ThoSe
means, hie;arChically arranged with their associated consgiuct labels

are as follows: 11) Forthright (4.20), 16) Relaxed (4.20), B)

J



Tough-minded (4.29), 10) Practical (4.35), 9) Trusting (4.49) and

12) Placid (4.74). This shift toward the construct pole éan per-
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haps be partially explained as a shift away from negatively valenced

or less valued qualities. Three of the contrasts which were rejected

were: 9) Suspicious, 12):Apprehensive and 16) Tense. These are

probably the three most clearly negative descriptors among the total
thirty-two. Two of the contrasts (8) Tender-minded and 10) Imagina-
tive) have clearly feminine connotations and research has generally

found feminine traits to be less valued than masculine qualities,

‘again, supporting a shift in construct usage away from the negative.

These results are important since they appear to indicate an almost

unilateral approach to construct utilization.

The second and third columns in Table 2 present the sum of ‘f/ﬁ

squared deviations about the mean (8S) and the standard deviatioﬁ

for each construct. In the present context these statistics repre-

sent the degree to which the 1-7 range was utilized in rating the
elements along each dimension. Thus, a construct with a relatively

"

low SS was applied in a similar manner across elements or, in Keily's
terms, had a narrow r?ngenof convenience.‘ The opposite is true,
however, of a construét with a relatively large variance estimate.
This type of construct enabled the subject to appreciate the elements
differentially and, in mosé instances, this indicates a more uéeﬁul
dimensions. The last column in Table 2 presents an estimate of the

percent ratio contribution of each construct SS to the total SS

about the construct means.
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The results presented in Table 2 indicate that Construct 10,

+

Practical/Imaginative, had the most limited variance component,

4.35, with a standard deviation of .45. This means that the con-

struct was used in a relatively_narrow faShion. From the subject's
perspective, the elements we;e appreciated very similarly in terms
of this construct. Eleme?? ratings varied minimally around a mean
5

of 4,39 with 68% of the responses falling within 1345 of the mean.
Thisfcan be interpreted to indicaté that most elements were rated
slightly more alqggﬂ;QeHRractical dimensions but that few eleménts-
were’éééhlés.éxtreme in either direction.

The constructs which accounted for the 1arge;t perceﬁtage of
the total variance and had the largest standard deﬁiations were
Construct 3 (Affected By qselings/Emotionally Stable) and Construct
9 (Trusting/Suspicious), both of which had standard deviations of
1.05. Thus, both of theﬁe dimensions had relatively broader ranges
of convenience and were more useful ti the subjects in discriminating
the element variables.

The above discussion illustrates briefly how the statistics in
Table 2 can be interpreted. Overall, it appears that the more
positively-valenced construct poles were the preferred descriptors

and, as reflected in the variance estimates, most had intermediate

ranges of\eﬁﬁvknﬁence'for the appreciation of the element variables.

ITI. Univariate Statistics for Elements. Table 3 presents
the descriptive statistics of the element variables for all subjects.

‘The'fpllowing statistics were computed: 1) a column mean for each
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element across 16 constructs; 2) the sum of squared deviations from
the -mean. (SS) for each element across 16 constructs; 3) the standard
deviation for each element across 16 constructs; 4) the total SS about

the element means; 5) the percentage of the total SS accounted for

: * -
by each element variable; 6) a variability estimate of the total

élement va;iaple (as.described above).
Overall, the means are extremely similar rang}ng only from 3.31
(Ellis) to 3.97 (Pitied Person). It.should be nofed that the means’
of all of the more éositive role figures aré claser to 310 or the
contrast pole of the provided dimensiéns.. As mentioned in‘the pre-

ceding section, other research utilizing the Role Rep Test with eli-

cited constructs seems to indicate that the construct pole is usually

_more positively valenced while the contrasting qualities are asso-

ciated with more negative characteristics. Since more positively
valenced characteristics tended to be associated with the contrast
descriptioné in the présent research, hpw@ver, the mean ratings of
positive roie.figures close fo 3.0 are rational and expected results.
If the means are hie}archica;ly afranged, Ei}is (3.31) and
Perls (3.41) both fall into the lowest, or apparently most positively
valenced, quadrant while Rogérs (3.61) is.just below the median. |
This indicates that the therapists, especially Ellis and Perls, were
rated in the same manner as other positivgly‘valenced impdrtant role
figures in the subjects' lives. The.tendency to move from neutral to
positive evaluations as mean raiings'approaéh 3.0 can be observed
by ordeying the means: self (3.59), spouse (3.54), friend (3553),

ok
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Table -3

Univariate Statistics For Elements:

Derived from Group Grid

Standard

Bias Estimate =

.169745

Variability Estimate =

. 398701

_ Row Sum of Squared Row SS As %
Element . Mean Deviations (SS8) Deviations Of Total SS

1 Self 3.59 14.35 .95 4.18
2 Ideal Self 3,31 36.79 1.52 10.71
3  Mother 3.84 13.63 .92 .3.97
4 Father , 3.81 16.24 1.01 4.73
5 Bro/Sis 3.63 14.16 .94 4.13
6 Spouse 3.54 110.96 .83 3.19
7 Friend ' 3.53 13.68 .92 - 3,98

8 X Eriend 3.78 55, .19 16
9 Gloria 3.88 12,02 .87 3.50
10 Rogers 3.61 25.09 1.25 7.31
11 Perls 3.41 22.81 1.19 6.64
12 ' Ellis 3,31 22.33 1.18 6.50

13 Rejecting 3.77 6.08 .62 1.77
14 Pitied 3.97 4.36 ;52 1.27
15 Threatening 3.65 8.98 .75 2.61
16 Attractive 3.51 12.27 .88  ° 3.57
17 Uncomfortable 3.68 5.44 .58 1.59
18  Harmful 3.77 10.71 .82 3.12
19 Authority 3.62 24.12 1.23 7.02
20  Successful 3.51 21.31 1.15 6.21
21  Normal 3.36 26.47 .1.29 7.71
22 Helpful 3,32 20.99 1.15 6.12

" Total S§S About Element Means = 343.358
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successful (3.51), attractive (3.51), normal (3-365, helpful (3.32),
ideal self (3.31). Since the mean rating for Ellis is equivalepf
to the ideal self, he appears to be the most positively rated across
constructs while Roéers seems more neutral coming near the median
between self (3.59) and authority (3.62).

I Consistent with the above, it can be seen that role gigures
seem to be more negatlve as ratings increase and moye toward the
construct pole: authority (3.62), threatening (3. 65), uncomfortable
(3.68), rejecting (3.77), hammful (3.77), X-friend (3.78), pitied
(3.97). Interestingly, Gloria (3.88), the patient in all three
segments is rated very close to the pitied person as are moteer
{3.84) and father (3.81). This particularly negative rating of
parental figures may be more meaningful if it is remembered that most
of the undergraduates who partlclpated in the Study were entering -
xoﬁng adulthood'and, perhaps it could be assumed, were in the pro-
cess “of~differentiation from the ﬁatal fﬁmilY-

The sum of squared deviations from the mean (SS), the standard |,
deviation and the SS as percentage of total SS are three methods
of expressing the disfersion of construct scores around the element
means. The standard deviations for Ellis (1.18), Perls (1.19) and
Rogers [1.25) indicate that a very similar range of constructs was
utilized in describing the three therapists. In comparison with
the standard deviations of the other role figures, however, the
range of usage was quite broad. The measures of dlsper51on also

indicate that, along with the therapists, other valued, desirable
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figures were given more diverse ratings; for example, helpful (S.D.
= }.15), successful {1.15), authority (1.23), normal (1.29), and
ideal self (1.52). In contrast, the more negative figures were
defined in a much narrower manner as the six lowest standard devia-
tions reveal: X-friend (8.D.=0.16), pitied tS.D.=0.52), uncomfor-
table (S.D.=0.58), fejecting (S.D.=0.62), threatening (S.D.=0.75)
and harmful (S.D.=0.8£). These six figures account for only 10.5%
of the total SS. These findings demonstrate that negatively valenced
figures tend to be defined in a much narrower, more stereotyped way
than positive figures, including the therapists, who elicited a
broader‘range of construct utilization.

These findings, of course, offer a myriad of possibilities for
making hypotheses, in addition to the relatively few&offered above
concerning the relationships among-the 22 elements. While the group
grid in Table 1, the gnitial simplification of the raw data, reduced
the data to 352 blts of information. Tables 2 and 3 further reduced
the complexity of the matrlces by summarlzlng__be data in the sta-
tistics presented above, A prlnc1pa1 components ana1y515 was next
undertaken in order to bring further prec151on to the findings., A
principal components analysis allowed con51deration of the relatio
ships between constructs, between elements and between constructﬁfﬁt\
and elements. It'should be kept in mind that the same data base %e
being utilized, however, and that the PCA simply involves a furtherl~_

revision of the data presented in Tables 2 and 3.
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IV, Construct Intercorrelations. Table 4 presents the matrix

6f construct correlations (matrix a) which was the first step necessary
. °
to allow a PCA of the constructs. These Pearson Product Moment. cor--
relations represent the degree of similarity between any two construct
variables. Correlations ranging from +.40 to +1.00 represent an
increasing degree of correspondence while negative correlations de-

creasing from -.40 to -1.00 indicate a decrease in correspondence or

an increase in dissimilarity in the ratings of the two constructs as
4

applied to the 22 element variables. The intermediate correlations

- .

from -.39 to +.39 can be interpreted as showing no significant pat-
tern of correspondence in the construct ratings. The 16 X 22 grid
produced 352 correlation coefficients.

V. Element Intercorrelations. The matrix of element inter-

correlations is presented in Table 5. As described above for the
3,

construct variables, this table presents the correlations between
elements which portray the degree of relationship between any two
of the 22 element variables. The 22 X.16 grid used in generafing
these correlations also produced 352 correlation coefficients which

can be interpreted in the manner described above.

VI. PCA of Construct Variables. Principal caomponents analyses

(PCA) were performed on the two major matrices CA and B) in order to

further simplify this vast amount of data. These analyses serve to

identify the minimum number of independent dimensions needed to ac-
©

count for the major sources of variance in both construct variables

and element variables.
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Matrix of Construct Intercorrelations For All 52 Subjects

Table 4

Constructs 1 2 "3 4 5 6 7 8
1 .00 .69 61 -.20 .71 .78 .08 .45
2 .69  1.00 .93 .43 .37 .79 48 -.23
3 .61 .93 1.00 .55 .28 .67 .60 .31
4 .21 .43 .55 1.00 -.11 .01 .82 -.87
5 .71 .37 .28 -.11 0 1.00 2 .28 .37
6 . .78 .79 .67 .01 .26 1.00 .01 .13
7 .08 .48 .60 .82 .28 .01 1.00 -.66
8 .45 -.23 ..31 -.87 .37 13 -.66 .00
9 .96 .78  -.68 09  -.65 -.84 -.13 .28
10 14 -15  -.10 .20 .40 -.58 42 -.06
11 .78 -.23  -.07 .64 -.59 _.58 .39 -.69
12 .44 -.88 -.96 -,73 -.25 -.53 -.76 .49
13 .26 .36 .38 .37 L1 -.13 .57 .11
14 .39 .86 .91 .75 .25 .51 .72 +.53
15 .74 .86 .78 12 .24 .92 .13 .00
16 .67 -.85 -.92 _-.34 -,30 -.69 -.40 .12
Constructs 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1 96 -.14  -.78 . -.44 .26 .39 .74 -.67
2 s78 -.15  -.23 .88 .36 .86 .86  -.85
3 .68  -.10 7 -.07 -.96 .38 .91 .78 -.92
4 .09 .20 64 .73 .37 .75 A2 -.34
5 .65 .40 -.59 - 25 .61 .25 .24 -.30
6 .84 -.58 -.58 -.53 -.13 .51 .92 -.69
7 .13 .42 .39 -.76 .57 .72 13 -.40
8 .28 -.06 -.69 .49  -.11  -,53 .00 .12
9 .00 .21 .75 .54 .23 ..50 -.81 .74
10 .21 1.00 .27 -.03 .67 .03 47 .18
11 .75 .27 1.00 -.10 .15 .14 - - .46 .24
12 .54 -.03 -.10 1.00 -.45 -.95 -.66 .85
13 .23 .67 A5 -.45 1,00 .51 020 ..29
14 .50 .03 .14 ~.95 .51  1.00 .63 -.79
15 .81 -.47 -.46 -.66 -.02 .63 1.00 -.80
16 .18 .24 .85 -.29 -.79 -.80 1.00

T.74
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Table 5 .

Matrix of Element Intercorrelations For All 52 Subjects

Elements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 1.00 .84 .75 .83 -.91 .93 .92 .53 .10 .65 46
2 .85 1.00 .55 .80 .96 .93 .95 .43 .37 .85 .76
3 .75 .55 .00 .88 .69 .70 .59 .48 .41 .55 .28
4 .83 .80 .88 1.00 .85 .90 .75 .54 .02 .80 .64
S .91 .96 .70 .85 .00 .95 .95 .55 -.13 .76 .62
6 .93 .93 .70 .90 .95 .00 .93 65 -.11 .78 .68
7 .92 .95 .59 .75 .95 .93 1.00 .53 -.16 .72 .58
8 .53 .43 .48 .54 .55 .65 .53 1.00 .25 .39 .34
9 JA00 .37 .41 .02 .13 A1 -.16 .25 1.00 -.45 .67

10 .65 .85 .55 .80 .76 .78 - .72 .39 .,45 1.00 .91
11 .46 .76 .28 .64 .62 .68 .58 .34 -.67 .91 .00
« 12 .44 .75 .25 .62 .61 .66 .57 .34 -.65 .90 .98
13 -.40 -,26 .34 -.14 .33 A5 -.37 .26 .23 .01 .31
14 -.13 -.58 .18 -.22 .37 .35 -.37 .09 .88 -.60 .75
15 -.19 -.03 .18 .06 .09 .07 -.15 .33 .27 .13 A2
16 .80 .95 .49 .69 .94 .87 .95 A7 231 .72 .64
17 .28 .50 27 .56 .40 .54 .36 .51 -.39 .72 .81
18 -.59 ' -.40 .59 -.42 .47 .36 -.49 -.08 -~.21 -.33 .02
19 .61 .76 .64 .87 .70 77 .61 .39 .34 .92 .88
20 .72 .90 .56 .86 .85 .89 .79 52 -.41 .94 .92
21 .86 .98 .61 .82 .96 .94 .96 49 -.31 .84 .74
22 .87 .99 .62 .83 .96 .94 .95, A5 -.31 .86 .74

Elements 12 13 14 15 16 17 i8 119 220 221 .22
1 .44  -.40 .13 -.19 .80 .28 -.59 .61 .73 .86 .87
2 .75 -.26 .57 -.03 .95 .50 -.40 .76 .90 .98 .99
3 25 -.34 .18 -.18 .49 .27 -.59 .64 .56 .61 .62
4 .63 -.14 .22 .06 .69 .56 -~.42 .87 .86 .82 .83
5 .61 -.33 .37 -.09 .94 .40 -.47 .70 .85 .96 .96
6 .66 -.15 .35 -.07 .87 54 -.36 .77 .89 .94 .94
7 .57 -.37 .37 -.15 .95 .36 -.49 .61 .79 .96 .95
8 .34 .26 .09 .33 .47 .51 ..08 .39 .52 .49 .45
9 -.65 -.23 .88 -.27 .31 .39 -.21.-.34 -.41 -.31 .31

10 .90 .01 .60 .13 .72 .72 -.33 .92 .94 .84 .86
11 .98 .31 .75 .42 .64 .81 .02 .88 .92 .74 .74
12 ™ 1,00 .33 77 .46 .62 .84 .05 .86 .91 .71 .73
13 .33 1.00 .16 .90 .30 .59 .85 .16 100 =027 .27
14 -.77 -.16 .00 -.27 .50 .53 -.13 -.51 -.60 -.52 .53
15 .46 90 -.27 1.00 .08 .67 .82 .33 .30 .06 .05
16 .62 -.30 .50 -.08 .00 .34 =37 .59 .79 .95 .94
i7 .84 .59 .53 .67 .34 .00 .28 .81 .77 .49 .49
18 .05 .85 .13 .82 .37 .28 1.00 -.19 -.18 -.44 .45
19 .86 .15 .51 .33 .59 .81 -.1% 1.00 .93 .75 .77
20 .91 .10 .60 .30 .79 .77 -.18 .93 1.00 .89 .90
21 .71 =27 .52 -.06 .95 49 -.44 .75 .89 1.00 .98
22 .73 -.28 .53 -~.05 .94 .49 -.45 .77 .90 .98 .00
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" Table 6 presents the three factor solutions obtained from the

PCA of construct variables. The plots of Factor I versus Factor II,

in Figures 1, 2 and 3 respectively. : .

inspection of the three factor solution reveals that Factor I
had high positive loadings for constructs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 13,
14 and 15, and high negative loadings for constructs 9, 12 and 16.

Factor II had high positive loadings for constructs 4, 7, 9, 10, 11
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" Factor I versus Factor III and Factor II versus Factor III are found .

and 14, and high negative loadings for constructs 1, 6 and 8. Factor .

III had high positive loadings for constructs 5, 10 and 13 and no
high.negativg loadings. Factor I accounted for 49% of the comman
variance, Factor II accounted for 28% of the variance and Factor III
accounted for 15% of the variance. As indicated in Table 6, the
three factors together accountedlfor 92% of the construct variance.

The number of factors to be retained was determined by the Kaiser

criterion of eigenvalues > 1.00.

Figure 1 graphically illustrates that a rather large numbef of
construct variables clustered at one.pole of Factor I while three
constructs, 9, 12 and 16 grouped at the negative pole,hphe labels
oflthe constructs at the positive pole are as follows: outgoing,
more‘intelligent, emotionally stable, assertive,'happy-go—lucky,
conscientious, venturesome, experimenting, self-sufficient and con-
trolled. It would be tempting to interpret the negative pole oﬁ
this factor in terms of the contrast labels of constructs.9, 12 and

16, that is, suspicious, apprehensive and tense. This would then



Table 6
Three Derived Dimensions from Principal Components

Analysis of Construct Variables

Variables

(Constructs) ‘Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

1 . .76 -.58 .25

2 .97 .02 -.08

3 .96 .17 -.10

4 . .43 .86 C-.14

5 .47 -.29 b7

6 .78 -.47 -.35

7 .54 .71 .24

8 E -.18 -.85 .34

9 -.83 .51 -.13

10 .. ‘ .44 .82

11 -.29 .89 t19

12 -.91 -39 .06

13 .40 .38 74

14 ' .88 a2 T -.05

15 | .85 -.32 -.33

16 -.91 .03 .11

Eilgen Values 7.85 4._47 2.39

Cumulative % :
Of Variance ° .49 .77 .92
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Figure 1. pilot of Factor I with Factor 2;: Loadings of Constructs

On Factors 1 and 2 From Construct PCA.
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Figure 3. Plot of Factor 2 with Factor 3: Loadings of Constructs

On Factors 2 aﬁd_S From Construct PCA.
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lead to an interpretation of Factor I as a bi-polar evaluative factor
-" : .

with "good" constructs clustered at the positive pole and "'bad"

- -

constructs at the negative. Hobever, it is impdr@ant to keep in
mind that these are bi-polar constructs which are not uniformly val-

enced; that is, more positive characteristics tend to be found in

the contrast column but this is not always the case. Specifically,

in constructs 9, 12 and 16, the more socially desirable tralts are °

described - in the construct column and, as discussed in the previous .
sections, subjects tended to shift their ratings in that direction
for thes;,constructs. Thus, the -bi-polar nature of this factor

is purely a mathematical phenomenon an artifact of the particular
ratlng scale an%ﬂconstruct placement Inr actuality, Factor I is
probably best interpreted as z unipoelar evaluative dimension"with
construct 9 (trusting), construct 12 (placid), and construct 16
(relaxed) defining.one pole of Factor I statistically, but in

actuality, grouping'with the positively-loaded constructs for pur-

‘poses of interpretation.. Since none of the three constructs were

clearly rated in the construct direction (that is, 5-7), even this
interpretation is tenuous. '
Factor II is again difficult to interpret for the same reasons

2\ .
discussed above. It appears that the construct labels associated

with high positive loadings are assertive, venturesome, trusting,

-practical, forthright and self-sufficient. The two highest positive

loadings are .89 for construct 11 (Forthright/Shrewd) and .86 for

construc;_4‘(Humble/Assertive). The labels associated with the high
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negativé.loadings are outgoing, conscientious, and tough-minded with
the highest negative loading of -.85 for éonstru;t 8 (Tough-minded/
Tenqer-minéed). While it app;ars fﬁat this factor may be interpret-
able as an assertiveness or intrusiveness factor, the factor patéefn
is far from distinct apd any analysis can only be offered tentatively.
Factoi,III is a unipelar factor with only three high positive
~ loadings.. They are as followsf construct 5 (Sober/Happy—Go—L;cky)'
.77, constxuct 10 (Practical/Imaginative) .82 and construct 13
(Conservative/Exper;mentingj'.?4H_ It appears that this factor taps

a conservative-liberal dimension.

VII. PCA of Element Variables. The four factor sdlution‘obtaincd

frﬁm a Principal Components.Analysfg of the elément sample is pre-
;engpd?in Table 7. The plots of Factor I.versﬁs Factor II, Factor
I Versus Factor III and Factor-II versug Factor III are presented

in Figures 4, 5 and 6 respeé%ifély.

Ingpectioﬁ of the factor pattern produced in TaBle 7 reveals the
folloﬁing. Factor I had high po§gtive-loadings on séﬁenteen of the
twenty-two elements, elements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, S, 10, 11, 12, 16,
17, 19, 20, 21 and 22, and a high negative loading only on element
1@. Factor IT had high positive loadings on elements 11, 12, 13, 15,
17 .and 18, and high negative loadings on elements 1, 3, 9 and 14.
Factér IIT had high ppsifive loadings on elements 3, 8, 9, 14 and 15 -
and no significant negative loadings. Factar IV, although meeting
the Kaiser criterion for retention.with an eigenvalue = 1,01, ha§ no

‘significant factor loadings and will not be discussed. 'c-
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Table 7 /

1
Four Derived'Dimensions from Principal Component : S i
) . . 3

. Analysis of Element Variables

Variables‘ : .
gElements) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Facgor 4
- . \

1 Self .84 - .44 .14 .10

2 Ideal Self . 97 - .10 - .17 V 13

© 3 Mother . L.64 - .45 © .44 - .34

4 Father .89 - .17 .29 - .24 .

5 Bro/Sis .93 - .27 .02 .16 fl

6 Spouse - .95 T .17 14

7 CLS Friend .90 - .29 - .06 .27

8 X Friend. .53 .03 .68 .38

9 Gloria : - .32 - .61 .70 - .03 .

10 Rogers . .92 .16 - .09 - .27
11 Perls | .84 48’ - a3 T s

12 Ellis .82 .52 - 12 - .12 S

13 Rejecting | - .40 .89 .41 .04 |

14 Pitied .54 . - .53 .60 - - .06

15 Threatening .11 .85. 41 A1 :
16 Attractive .89 1 .18 - 17 .34 T
17 Uncomfortable « .65 .63 J27 - .16 - :
18 Harmful L3S .8 ©o24 0 33 T :
‘19 Authority .88 . .25 12 - .38 j
20 Successful $.97 . . .21 .05 ~ .07 ?
21 Normal ‘ .97 - .15 - - .12 13

22 Helpful . .97 - .14 - 12 .09

Eigen Values 13.27 4.58 2.24 1.01

Cumulative %
0f Variance .60 781 B} | .96 .
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Factors 1 and 2 From Element PCA.
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~ Factor I accounted for-approximately 60% of the total variance,
~Factor II accounted for 21% of the variance, Factor III accouﬁt@d
for 10% of the variance and Factor IV accounted for 5% of the total
variance. As indicated by the cumulative percentage of varianée

figures in Table 7, the four;factors;together accounted for 96% of

the total &ariance. O

Factof I appears to define a primarynéczlgative dimension; how-
ever, it is unclear whether the evaluation is in terms of "gdod vs.
bad".or 'positive-strong vs. vulnerable—wgak." A hierarchical
arrangement of the role tifles for the elements, with their.signi-
ficant positive loadings will further explicate this. Those are as
follows: 2) ideal self (,97), 20) suécéssful (.97), 21) normal
(.97}, 22) helpful (.97), 6)'spouse (.95), 5) brother/sister (.93},
10) Rogers (.92), 7) friend (.90), 4) father (.89), 16) attractive
(.89),%19) authority (.88), 1) self (.84), 11) Pefls (.B4), 11)
Perls (.84), 12) Ellis (.82), 17) uncomfortable (.65), 3) mother
(.64), and 8) X-frignd (.53). The only significanE negative l?ading
for Factor I was on element 14, pitied person, (-.54). The other
. elements which loaded negativeiy (although not significantly) -were Py
| elements 9 (Gloria), 13 (rejecting) aﬁd 18 (harmful). Thesé.results
indicate that most of the role titles were rated similarly along
the evaluative dimension and most were perceived pogﬁzively. The
three therapists were grouped with these positivel& valenced elements
with Rogers loading most extremely. Factor iI seems most reasonably

interpreted as a dimension which discriminates aggressive from passive

.
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" or intrusive from non-intrusive role figures. .The ranked high posi-
tive loadings are‘as follows: 13) rejecéing (.89), 15)-th£eatening
: (.55), 18) harmful (.81), 17) uncomfortable ({.63), 12) Ellis (.52)
and li) Perls (.49). The negative pole was &efined by: 9) Gloria
(.61), 14) pitied (-.53), 3) mother {(-.49) and 1) self (-.44). It
is interesting that the thfee role figures with highest loadings on
this factor (threatening, rgjecting and harmful) did not load nega-
tijely on the evaluative dimension but rather clearly defined a
gepa;ate'diménsion. Perls and Rogers al;o loaded on this factor
ﬁh&ch can be interprefed to mean that, although. perceived as "good, "
they were also assessed as intrus;Le or dominating while Gloria was
seeﬁ as quite the oﬁpositev/’These relaﬁionships can be sesn quite
clearly in Figure 4. |

The phird.factor does not readily lend itself to interpretationm.
,A-basically unipolar factor;{Factor III had high positive loadings |
for elements: ‘9) Gloria.(.TB), 8) X-Friend 1:68), 14) pitied (.60),
3) mother (.44) and 15) threatening (.41). While perhaps interpre-
table as a client factor, any other conclusions would seem highly
speculative.

To summarize, a principal components analysis was performed on
each of the major intercorrelation matrices (Tables 4 and -5) generated
from the group grid data described in- Section I of fart A. These
anﬁlyses served to explicate the minimum number of independent di-
mensions necessary to describe the major sources of variance in both

construct and element variables. The purpose of these analyses was

Lo

~
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to gain a general understanaing of the ﬁnderlying structure of the
ETOup grid data. Both matrices were analyzed s¢ that the data could
be approached from alternate perspectives. It is emphasized that
these are not independent, unrelated analyses; rather, they represent
tworapproaches_to.the same set of intercorrelq;ions among construct
and element variables. The PCA of constructs aliowed an appreciation
of construct utilization aCross elements while the element analysis
permitted this same appreciation of element variables across con- .
structs. The infprmafion thus gained fropm these principal components
analyses about the underlying structyre of the group grid data pro-
vided the author with a general understanding éf the Role Rep instru-

ment and a means of assessing the efficacy of the 16pF constructs

for this type of evaluative task.

'
N

Part B, Therapy Rating Form Analyses

I. PCA of Tﬁerapy Rating Form. Part B will present the analysis

of the Therapy Rating Form (TRF} and describe the subsequent identi-
fication of 8Toups whose responses on the TRF demohstrated clear
Preferences for one or more of the therapists.

The instrument itself, will first be reviewed. Briefly, the
TRF consisted of‘SS items measuring: 1} impressions of the three
therapists: 2} impressions of the client: Gloria; 3) perceived
effectiveness of the three therapists in dealing with specific
problem areas ;nd; 4) genmeral attitudes regarding psychotherapy,
Each item was rated on a Seven point scale with a value of 1 indi-

cating the most negative evaluation of the item in question and a



value of 7 indicating agreement or a positive evaluation. The
rating scale was clearly described for each item. (See Appendix C)
The seléction of the 55 items was done on a rational Basis and,
therefore, a PCA with varimax rotation was performed in order to
assess the rélationship betwéen the items.

In all, thirteen factors were identified but only seven will
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- be described here because the remaining six were either too specific

or did not “lend themselves to interpretation. The rotated factor

pattern matrix for the first seven factors, including tﬁeir propor-

tional contribution to the Eommon variance, is presanfed in Table 8.
Examination of this matrix indicates thf\following.

Factor I had-high positive- loadings for items 1, 4, 7, 10, 19,

22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 37, 40 and 43. There were no significént.nega-
tive loadings.

' Factor II had high positive loadingé.for items 2, 5, '8, 11, 14,
17, 21, 23, 26, 29, 32, 35, 38, 41 and 44, and again, no significant
negative loadings.

Factor III ha& highrpositive loadings for items 3, 6, 9, 12,
20, 24, 27, 30, 33, 36, 39, 42 and 45. Once again, there were no .
~significant negative loadings.

Factor 1V had high positive loadings for items 46, S0 and 52
with no significant negative loadings.

‘Factor V had high positive loadings for items 9 apd 20 while
Factor VI had a significant negative loading for item 4%. Finally,

item 47 loaded positively on Factor VII while item 49 had a negative
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loading. . .
The percentage of the total variance accounted for by the first

seven factors was the following: Factor I - 20.1%, Factor II.-

15.4%, Factor IITI - 12.4%, Factor IV - 5.0%, Factor V - 4.3%,

Factor VI - 3.9% and Factor VII - 3.6%. The percentage of the total

variance accounted for by these 7 factors was approximately 64%.
Factor I is cleariy interpretable as a "Rogers factor." All

of the items with positive loadings on this factbr referred to some

assessment of CarllRogers by the subjects and none of the items

referring to Perls or Ellis had a significant loading. Further,

all of the Rogers items with significant loadings were positive in

L]
direction implying a consistency of endorsement across items re-

ferring to Rogers. This finding supports the rational selection
of these items referring to Rogers.
Factors II and III can be labelled Perls and Ellis factors,

respectively. Like Factor I, these were unipola; factors with every

positively loaded item referring to the particular therapist. These
results indicate that the groups of items, which were selected
rationally to measure'observers‘_attitpdes toward the therapists,
.were responded to in an interﬁally consistent or reliable manner.
This also implies that the fhree subsets of items estimate distinct
and coherent perceptions of the three.therapists. The structure of
the first three factors will be discussed further but a summary oé

the other four factors will be presented first. . .

. Factor IV will be labelled the "Patient Factor' since the three
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items with significant positive loadings (item 46 - +.86, item
50 ~ +.4]1 and item 52 - +.43) refer to judged characteristics of
Glorias_ The loadings suggest that the less pathological the patient -
was ju;;za/;;—ggﬂzltem 46), the more the subjects liked her (Item ’ '
50} and the less seriocus they assessed her presenting problem |
(Item 52). Since these are the only threg items with significant
loadinés, it is apparent that the items were again wTelated psycho-
metrically as well as rationally. In addition, this factor demon-
strates that the subjects were able to form a clear impression of
Ithe client independent of their assessments of the therapists. N
The items with the highest loadings on Factor V referred to

how much confidence the subjects Qould have in Ellis if they sought
help from him with a problem of their own (Item 9 - +.70) and how
therapeﬁtically effeétive they judged him to be, in general (Item

Zd - +.70). This factor thus reflected a specific and general :.»r
appraisal of Ellis as a psycbotheraﬁist independent gf’fie appraisal

of his effectiveness with Gloria. It should be noted that a similar
evaluative dimension for Perls and Rogers did not appear in the TRF
factor pattern.

Factor VI is the first bi-polar factor to emerge. The two

positively loaded items refer to the subjects' perceived similarity

to the client (Item 51, +.85) and the perceived seriousness-of her
problem (It;m 52, +47); while the negative pole was delineatéd by

a single item which referred to how Gloria felt about Ellis (Item 2

49, - .48). The positive pole relations appear plausible and - -
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. consistent with Factor IV;‘the more similar subjects felt they were

to Gloria the less seriously they assessed her.probléms. There is

b

no apparent reason, however, for why the subjects who paired these

71

items also believed that Gloria evaluated Ellis in a negative fashion.

FactoriVII, another bi-polar fac;or, is more easily interpreted.
The positive loading referred to Gloria's perceived feelings about
Rogers (Item 47, +:71) and the negative (Item 49, -.49) to her
feelings about Ellis. Clearly; if Gloria was pepceived as. liking'
Rogers there was a tendency to view her as disliking Ellis. éerls
evaluation on tﬁis quéstibn (Item 48, +.009) was\neutral and he
apparentl‘y did not enter into the compe:rison.

To summarize, the derived factor structure of the Therapy
Rating Form corresponded well to the rationally-derived dimensions

which the questionnaire was designed to estimate. The factors which

appeared were both discrete and discriminating. Overall, the PCA

findings permitted the following analyses to be undertaken with

confidence.

II. Factor Scores From Therapy Rating Form. For the purposes

of the presentPresearch it was necessary to determine how individual
subjects scored on particular factors relating to therapist pre-
fereﬁce. Because the PCA indicated that the first three factors
were almost exclusively related to evaluations of the theraplsts,

it can be assumed that a subject who scored high on one or more of

these factors was expressing a relative preference for the therapist

in question. The individual subject's factor score on each of the

e
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three factors was determined by mulfiplying the standard score for

each suﬁject on each variable by the loadings of the variables for

eaéh of the factoxrs. The loagéngs then are being utilized esséntially‘
as beta wéigﬂts and multiplied by the subject's standard score for

each variable. The individual's factor seore for-a given factor is

the sum of these products (Lawlis and Chatfield, 1974). A factor
score was calculated for each subject for each of the fisest three
factors which emerged from the PCA of the Therapy Rating Form. As
stated above, the three factors were designated the Rogers factor

fI), the Pérls factor (II) and the Ellis factor (III).

An inspection of these factor scores revealed that & number of
preference patterns existed. In other words, each subject did not
show a clear preference for one and only one therapist which might
have 5een-expected if only'onelof the therapists were.skilled and
experienged. Since all three are acknowledged exéerts and since
the questidnnaire permitted a full range of assessment for each of
fhem, the subjects' factor scores instead revealed more complicated
patte;ns of prefe;ence. An individual example may furthef elucidate
this. Subject 23 received the following factor Scores: Rogers
factor = +.54, Perls factor = -1.68 and Ellis factor = -.23. These
scores indicated that the subject scored about one-half standard
deviation above the group mean, indicating a moderate_endorsément‘of
Rogers. In contrast, the scofe of -1.68 on the Perls.factor Teveals
a strong ﬁevaluation of Perls and -.23 on the Ellis factor indicates

a slight devaluation of Ellis, relative to the group as a whole.
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While there was a great deal of variability in the preferégge

patterns of the individual subjects, the important information

- ~gleaned from this analysis is that differences in preference ratings
h T4 -

did appear even for three renowned, expert therapists. This per-

L8 .

-

* mitted investigation of whether groups of subjects shared the same

- preference patterns for the three therapists. -

III. Cluster Analysis of Group Factor Scores. In order to

discover which subgroups among tl¢ 51-subjects shared similar pre-

%e;ences, a cluster analysis of the factor scores on the thrég
therapist factoré kas undertaken. The cluster procedure proéram
from the SAS package was utilized and that pf%gréQ performed a
hierarchical cluster analysis based on an algorithﬁ by.Johnson
(1967j. The purpdﬁe of the. analysis yas to classify subjects, into
éroups;'a.cluster'or group beingiagfinad as those individuals“gha'.
correlafed highly with'one another ;nd had comparatively low corre- -
lations'witﬂbindividuals in other clusters.

"Table‘;_;resented tﬂe results of this analysis, including the
numbgr o{d’hsic clusters which appeared, the specifiﬁ,subiects who .

-

comprise each cluster énd mg§t‘important1y, the mean scoré for the
‘group of subjects on each of the factors in the cluster. To further
clarify the results, those mean scores are presented separately in
Table 10.

.Five basic clusters or groups were_delineated...é{usterﬂl con- .
sisted of thirteen subjects whose mean preference‘ratings were:

Rogerxs -0.61, Perls -1.69 and Ellis -0.65. This group of subjects



Table 9

‘Results of Cluster Analysis on SubjectsJ.Factor'Scores

Cluster

Subject #

II

1

35
16
40
24
22

23

29
32

- 12

33

- 39
. 38
N =
2

51

13

31

- 36
34
10
47
21

4
42
48
44

7

- 27

[N

%

Factor Scores

Factor A Factor B Factor C
{Rogers) (Rerls) {Ellis)
- .15, -1.07 - .37
- .69 -1.51 - .36
- .25 -2.12 - .72
- .05 -2.06 . - .66
.07 -2.53 - .85
.35 -2.27 - .28
547 -7 .71.68 - .23
- .12 -1.27 -1.83
- .18 -1.17 -2.18
-2.23 +-1.26 - .05
-2.32 -1.12 12
-1.23 -1.68 .53
-2.17 -2.17 -1.54
-0.61 x=-1.69 ¥ = - .65
.90 .39 .18
1.04 11 .13
.48 -..10 .58
.52 - .21 .42
.52 .07 .74
1.25 .85 73
.74 .68 44
.20 1.12 .74
1.32 .07 .73
1.43 - .29 1.10
-1.78 .29 .99
1.09 - .98 1.59
1.55 - .96 - .01
1.18 -1.08 .62
=1.00 x=- .003 = .64
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Table 9

~ Subject #

III

11
49
14
25

19
26
15
17.

13

18
20
41
28
43
45
46
30
50

37

. -
Continued
Factor Scores
Factor A Factor B Factor C
" {Rogers) (Perls) (E11is).
.42 . 1.67 - .20
.70 2.04 - .14
1.03 1,82 - .25
.70 2.38 .15
. 1.57 1.36 .24
1.71 2.00 1.37 .
1.98 2.87 - .94
.10 - .62 -1.30
- .07 .37 - .96
.24 - .07 - .50
1.56 . .13 - .94
.82 .69 - .79
= 80 x= 1.22 .x=- .36-
-1.74 .90 .68
-1.72 .84 .35
- .79 200 L .10
-1.10 .04 - .47
-1.17 - .15 - .19
-1.21 .1.08 - .38
-1.70 1.42 - .05
- .40 .51 1.19
.- .86 - .08 1.27
-1.63 .99 ‘1.61
~-2.44 1.89 1.49
X =1.34 x= .70 = .51
-1.91 .43 -1.50
x=-1.91 x= .43 ¥ =-1.90
.4

—
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Table 10 @ - ' S

Mean Scores Of Preference Groups On

The Three Preference Factors
Factor A Factoy B Factor C
(Rogers) (Peq}g) (Ellis)
"""“G .
“"" Group I o - 61 -1.69 - .65
4 (Negative)
Group II
(Rogers-Ellis) +1.00 - - .003 +.64
Group III : .
(Perls-Rogers) 7 + .90 +1,22- -.36
Group IV .
- (Perls-Ellis) -1.34 + .70 - +.51
A
% o
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i
had a relatively negatiﬁe rating for all three therapists, the most
significant being that'assigned to Perls (-1.69). This group will
be referred to as the total negative group.

Cluster II consisted of fourteen subjects who preferred Rogers
(+#1.00) over Ellis (+0.64) - but were close to the éean with regard
to Perls (+.002). This cluster will be called the Roger-Ellis
group. The third cluster préferred Perls (+1.22) qvef Rogers (+0.90)
and were slightly negative in their eﬁaluatioﬁ of Ellis (-0;36).

. These 12 subjects are characterized as the Perls-Rogers group.

Cluster IV, consisting of .eleven subjects, showed a'preferenée
for Perls (+0.70) and Ellis (+0.51) but demonstrated a marked de-
valuation of Rogers (-1.34)}. This group was designated xhe Perls-
E1lis but dislike Rogers cluster. The fifth cluster consisted of
only subjegt 637, who %;vored Perls (+0.4§) but dévalued Rogers -
(©1.91) and Ellis (-1:50). .This final cluster having an N of only
1 will be dropped from future analyses. |

Four distinct groups were identi}ied, each of which had a
complex preference pattern toward the three therapists in the film.
Table 10 presents the mean scores or prgfile scores; across the
three factors for each group, which defined the preference'patterns.
These profiles illustrate that the subjects showed preferences for
pairs of therapists with the third therapist being assessed either
neutrally or negatively: All possible preference pairs were foﬁné

in Clusters II, III and IV.

It is interesting that no single -therapist was perceived as




outstanding and favored over his other two peers. This may relate

to the issue raised in the previous section; namely, that all three

therapists are considered particularly astute, superior professionals,

The naive observer, without technical or theoretical biases, would
probably relate to the general impressions created by the therapists
and find it difficult to make a single, clear choice when confronted

with three who are "the best' in-their Jield. Thus, discriminations

were made in the form of pairings.

Cluster I articulated a fourth logical pattern: all therapists

were rated negatively. It would appear that these éubjects consis-
tently rated the therapists negatively and found their intervention
to be oﬁgsmall-value, perhaps indicating a general disavowal of

v

psychotherapy.

IV. Analysis of Variance of Preference Groups. A 4 X 3 analysis

of variance was performed with four levels of grbup assignment
determineﬁ by the cluster analysis, as the independent measure and
three levels of factor scores as the dependent measure. The purpdse
of this analysis was to determine whéther the preference groups
defined by the cluster analysis were significantly different from
one another. The mean scores for each of the four preference groups
across the three factors are presented in Tablg 10.

The results of the analysis of variance are presented in Table

11. The ANOVA indicated a significant main effect for preference

groups with an F-ratioh of 37.18 (p<.001) and, in addition, a sig--

--nificant- group-factor-interaction effect (p<.01). The significant
[¥3

€



Table 11-

Analysis Of Variance Of Mean Score

Values For The Effect Of Preference

Group And Factor Scores

Source of Variation SS df MS F
LY
Between ’
'A (Préference Group)  57.880 3 19.290 37.18%**
ﬁ (Factor Scores) .137 . 2 069 1.33
AB ' 5.191 2. 2l600 5.01*%*
Within Ceil 71.590 138 519

#+%Significant beyond the .001 level.

**Significant at the .01 level.
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main effect for groups &ndicatés clearly that the four preference
groups differéd significantly in their preference patterns. The

' signifieant interaction effect indicates that, while the groups
were significantly different, those differences were not cdnsistent
dfer thé_;hree levels of factor scores. An inspection of Table 10

will further elucidate the crossover of factor scores between groups

which created the significant interaction.

" .
Part C. Analysis of the Relationship Between Individual Grids and
the Therapy Rating Form

I. Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Therapists' Grid

Ratings. A multivariate analysis of variance was performed in order

to investigate the relationship between preference group membership,

as deFermined by the Therapy Rating Form analyses, and subjects'
Role Rep grid ratings of Rogers; Perls and Ellis on the sixteen pro-
vided construct dimensions. The analysis thus involved two classi-
fication variables: Preference Group (levels = 4) and Therapist
(levels = 3) and sixteen dependent variables, that is, the grid
ratings on each of tﬁe sixteen construct-contrast dimensions. }he
results of.that analysis are presented in Table 12. To facilitate |
analysis, eleven subjects were randomly chosen from éroups one, two
and three resulting in four equal groups, N =11 ESee Table 9).
Subjects 2, 7, 14, 21, 32 and 38 were eliminated from the analysis.
More‘specifically,lthe analysis was performed to determine whether

subjects utilized certain constructs differentially in rating the

three psychotherapists, whether the TRF preference groups utilized

80



Table 12
. Multivariate Analysis of Therapists' Role Rep Grid

Ratings For Four TRF Preference Groups

/r,r’

: _ Source of
Dependent Variable Variation , SS af F
Construct 1 Group 26.02 3 2.35
Therapist 6.11 2 .83
Group X Therapist 21.77 6 .98
Error 443.82 120 '
2 Group 9.96 3 1.92
Therapist G.05 2 0.01
Group X Therapist 5.11 6 0.49
Error 207.64 120
3 Group 10.08 3 1.73
Therapist 1,77 2 0.46
Group X Therapist 4.35 6 0.37°
Error ©232.73 120
4 Group 8.79 3 1.25
Therapist 17.56 2 3.74*
Group X Therapist 1.89 6 0.13
Error 281.64 120
5 Group 10.45 3 0.92
Therapist 10.74 2 1.42
Group X Therapist 6.53 6 0.29
Error 452.91 120
6 Group 31.90 3 3
Therapist 11.88 2 1.94
Group X Therapist 8.48 6 0.46
Error 367.45 120
7 " Growp - 15.05 3 2.50
Therapist 19.11 2 4,76%*
- Group X Therapist 3.56 6 0.30
- Error 240.51 120 :

*

Significant beyond the .05 level
** gipgnificant beyond the .01 level

RO SR g
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Table 12 continued
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Source of '
Dependent Variable Variation SS df F
Construct 8 Group 4.88 3 0.49
) Therapist 22,74 2 3.40*
Group X Therapist 3.26 6 0.16
Errox 401.97  .120
9 Group 2.51 3 0.22
Therapist 15.86 2 2.07
Group X Therapist 4.56 6 0.20
Error 460.48 120
10 Group 44,02 3 3.99**
Therapist 24 .56 2 3.34*
Group X Therapist 28.55 6 1.30
Error 441.09 120
11 Group 47.45 3 7.09%*
Therapist 34.65 2 7.76%*
Group X Therapist 12,32 6 0.92
Error 267.82 120
12 Group 3.00 3 0.69
" Therapist 0.47 2 0.16
Group X Therapist 2.14 6 0.24
Error 174,91 120
‘13 Group 15.12 3 1.57
Therapist 18.65 2 2.81
Group X Therapist 11.47 6 0.60
Error 384.73 120 '
14 Group 10.57 3 1.67
Therapist 1.56 2 0.37
Group X Therapist 1.41 6 0.11
Error 253.63 120
15 © Group 23.48 3 2.46
Therapist 14.74 2 2,32
Group X Therapist 4.59 6 0.24
Error . 381.27 120
16 Group 14.27 3 1.34
Therapist 28.14 2 5.44**
Group X Therapist 4.89 6 0.32 -
Error 310.66 120

*: Significant beyond the .05 level
** Significant beyond the ,01 level
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constructs differentially in rating the therapists and whether any
sigﬂificant interaction between therapist rating and preference
group rating would emerge.

"As presented in Table 12, four constructs were utilized differ-
entially.in’rafing the therapists across groups (c&ﬁstructs 4, 7,
8 and 16), ome construct was associated with significant overall
preference group differences (construct 6) and two constructs (con-
structs 10 and 11) were associated with significant differences for
both groups and therapists. There were no‘significant interactive
effects.

variable means for those cells which showed §ignificﬁnt“differ-
ences were calculated and a consideration of these means can indicate
the direction of those significant differences and assist in inter-
pretation. Table 12 indicates, for example, that construct 4,
i Humble/Ass;ftive; was utilized differeptially in rating the three
therapists by the forty-fédr subjects being considered. The over-
all means for Rogers (2.82), Perls (2.07) and Ellis (2.02) suggest
that Rogers was evaluated more in terms of the construct pole,
Humble, than Perls and Ellis. For construct 7, the means (Rogers
3.32; Ellis 2.63 and Perls 2.52) indicate an evaluation of ﬁogers
in thé direction of Shy versus Venturesome. Rogers' mean rating
t4.54), for construct 8, in contrast with Perls (5.34) and Ellis
(5.20), implies a tendency to rate Rogers'more in the direction of
Tender-minded, while the means of the.other two place them clearly

at the construct pole, Tough-minded. For construct 16, Relaxed/Tense,

AR |
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the therapists' means (Rogers 5.45, Perls 4.73 and Ellis 4.34) seem

to rank them with Rogers perceived as most relaxeéd and Ellis as most -

tense.

.~ Significant differences among the preference groups were found

‘for construct 6, Expedient/Conscientious. A ranking of group means

provides an interesting result: Group 1 - 3.54, Group 3 - 2.67,
Group 2 - 2748 and Group 4 - 2.24. These suggest strongly that group
1, the "Total Negative" group teﬂded'to rate the three therapists in
the construct directionm. fhe description of this construct (Appendix

C) stresses '"mot following rules' and suggests the interpretation

that group 1 members, who were most negative about psyéhotherapy,

may have perceived the psychotherapists as not following the sccepted
rules of social interaction.

For construct 10, Practical/Imaginative, both group and thera-
pist differences were found. The mean ratings of all subjects for
Rogers (4.93), Perls (4.02) and El}is (4.11) suggest that again
Rogers received the most deviant ratings, in this case, in the dir-
ection qof the éonstruct, Practical. Mhen preference group differ-
ences are considered, the mean of Group 3 (Perls-Rogers) is most
clearly in the construct direction, While this result was expected
considering the mean rating of Rogers across groups, it was somewhat
surprising that Group 2v(Rd§erS;E;lis) had the mean rating most |
clearly in the contrast direction (3.45). Groups 1 and { (Total
Negative and Perls-Ellis, respectively) had mean'therapist‘rafings'

of 4.45 and 4.48. 'These results cannot be easily interpreted.

v



and 11, while not totally clear, are consistent with' the therapist
) : ‘
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-Group and therapist differences were also foﬁpd for construct
11, Forthéight/Shrewd. The mean.therapist r?tings across groups
(Rogers 4.07, Perls 3.14 and Ellis 2.77) sho; that Rogers was rated
most in the construct direction. The mean preference group ratings
across therapists (Grﬁup 1 - 2.64, Group 2 - 4.48, Group 3 - 3.03 |
and_Group'4 - 3.15) indiéates that Group.2 (Rogers-Ellis) tended
to rate the therapists more in the construct direction.

In summary, the rssults su;éest that, ove;all; constructs 4,

7, 8, 10, 11 and 16 Qere utilized to difféerentiate Rog;rs from the
other two therapists and that he was pefheived to a greatk’r degree
than the others in terms of the following dimensions: humble, shy,
tender-minded, relaxed, practical én§.forthright, If construct
descriptions (Appendix C) are carefully considered, these results
are not surprifing considering Rogers! ﬁersbnal stylé aﬁd his non-
directive approach to psychotherapy. J | ‘

The significant preference.grodp differences for constructs 10
ratingé for thqse constructs. A particularly interesting finding
was that Group 1, the group that wés totally neéative about the
psychotherapists, and particularly Perls, in the TRF analyses, appeared
to be significantly different from the other three preference groups

in their application of the construct dimension, Expedient (Construct

6) to the three psychotherapists.
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CHAPTER 1V

Y

" DISCUSSION | -

Three major hypotheses were 1nvest1gated in the present research
The first was that non—partlclpant observers would be able to utilize
Cattell's source traits, derived from his Sixteen Personality Factor

Questionnaire (16PF), as constructs in a Role Rep Test format to

‘ evaluate important role flgures in thelr interpersonal worlds and

l

to differentiate those figures from the theraplsts and client they

had observed in a preceding film presentatlon.i The second hypothesis

stated that subsets of subjects with spec1f1c theraplst preferences

¢ould be determlned from responses to the Therapy Ratlng Form (TRF),

« 9

a rationally derived instrument constructed by the author. Finally,

the third hypothesis stated that those TRF subgroups would show

.differential patterns of Role Rep Test construct ut111zatlon, speci-

fically, in relation to the three therapists.

. ' ”
As outlined in Part A of the Results. section, the first hypo-

thesis was not confirmed The univariate analyses of constructs, T

.taken from the group grid data, indicated that, in general, the means

of more soc1ab1y desirable traits tended to be grouped together and

less sociably desirable traits were rated in the opp051te dlrectlon.

As might be expected, positive and negative role figures were eval-

uated in this same bl-polar fashion, the therap1sts being included

w1th the p051t1ve frgures and Gloria with those more negatlve.

4

[
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; - A ﬁowever, because the ;angé of means was quite ndrrow, only tendencies

toward a bi-polar, evaluative use of the constructs could be Teported.
Interestlngly, the variability estimates ‘for the elements or

role flgures indicated a much’ na;;gwer utilization of constructs

for the more negativeerole figures.-'ﬁhiie this may support the

notion that negative figures are evaluated in a more stereotypéd

§ way, it most probably is the result of the relatively few negative

4 or socialiy undesirable descriptions that were presented- among the

thirty-two descripfions provided for consideration.

A E T

While the tendencies reported in the univariate analyses were

generally supportive of the first hypothesis, the principal compo-

TSR RS -,

nents analyses of the group grid data did not confirm those ten-

dencies. The PCA of construct variables produced a first factor

that was statlstlcally bi-polar but concieptually unlpolar and posi-

\\x// tively-valenced. The second and third factors were not conceptually

W AT T D e P TR Ay T

clear and could only be tentatively interpreted however, the second

Ll SR
H

fadctor did -seem to define an intrusiveness or "tough vs. tender-

minded" dimension., The PCA of element variables also did not pro- et

HLAkA . Lt S MCE-

duce very lucid results. .The first factor distinguished the client
from the more positive role figures but omitted those which were
¢Q§t clearly negative, thus further refuting the possibility of an
e&aluative primary dimension. However, the results do support the
fact that the subjects were able to utilize the constructs to diff-
erentiate Gloria from the therapists and other pogitive role figures.
The second factor separated the most negatively-valenced role figures

K
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from mother, self, Gl;ria and pitied person. Ellis and Perls also
received significant loadings on tﬁis factor in the directiqn of
the negative figures, although Rogers did not. This again encouraged
an interpretation of an intrusiveness or tough-mindedness dimension
and showed that subjects were able to use the provided constructs °
to make some distinction regarding the therapists, namely in terms
of differentiating Rogers from Perls and Ellis in the direction of
"tender-mindedness. " )

To summarize, the results pertaining to the first hypothesis
did contain marginal support for the genefal hypothesis of differ-
ential construct utilization in evaluation of therapists, client and
other role figures; howevér, the clear evaluative and therapist-
élient dimensions predicted did not emerge. While rotation of the
element PCA to simple structure whether orthogonal or oblique,
-might have produced those interpretable dimensions, ?t is interesting
that in parallel research by Haber (1979) utilizing elicited rather
than provided constructs, those two factors dia appear withgut'
factor rotation. It seems that the 16PF source traits.did not
function as well as subjects' personally generated dimensions as
évaluative construc%ﬁ for judging others' behaviour and personalities.
This is supported by the relatively uninferpretablé results -of the
PCS of constructg. . The 16PF source traits were chosen because they
are purportedly the underlying and most basic qualities in tHe nor-

‘mal human personality and are relatively, but not completely,

independent dimensions. The present Tresearch suggests that, although

1
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thege dimensions‘dé meet all empirical cFiteria for the above

claims, they would seem to be lacking in construct validity. In

other words, overall, the subjects were not able to utilize these ©

traits to evaluate the behavior of others which calls iﬁtﬁ question

how valid they are as constructs which describe actual, observable

' Thraracteristics. An important implication of this is the issue of
how useful these source trait$ are when the user of the 16PF attempts

. to interpret the test results in terms of them, and link the con- * *

cepts to their behavioral manifestations in the individual they

d_‘\\\ug_qk:\ . pﬁrport to define. Another criticism of these traits as evaluative

| construéts is the relative lack of negative or sbcially undesirable

qualities—¥ncluded among them which obfuscated the jﬁdgment;l task

;o _ .. of the subjects. .

The second hypothesis stated that specific therapist preference
"groups could be deterﬁiped by an anal?sis of subjects' responses to
™ ' ' the Therapy Réting Form. As described in Part B of the Results
section, this hypothesis was confirmed. The preference patterns
which~emerged indicated that the subjects either disliked all of
the therapists or preferred two at the expenge of the third. Four
preference groups emerged with three of the groups showing all
possible combinations of‘therap;st preferences. This result seemed
reasonable since all three therapists are acknowledged experts and
it would be difficult for the naive subject to identify one of them

as exceptional. The finding that one group rated all three thera-

pists negatively seems to point to a general hostility toward or

.
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-
disavowal of psychotherapy by those subjects.

The third hypothesis, that the TRF preference groups would
show differential patterns of construct utilization, was only mar-
ginally confirmed. The groups diffeﬁd significantly from one
another in their utilization of only three con;tructs. . On constr&ct
10 (Practical/Imaginative), Group IiI, the Perls-Rogers prgferencc
group, rated the therapists more in the direction of "Practical"
which was consistent with the overall group rating of Rogers in
that direction. On construct 11 (Forthright/Shrewd), Group II,
the Rogers-Ellis group, rated the therapists most in the direction
of "Forthrigﬁt" again seeming to reflect the overall evaluation of
Rogers. Indeed these results also indicated that when the ratlngs
of all four groups were c0n51dered ‘Rogers was differentiated from
the other two therapists not only on the two constructs mentioned, -
but also on constructs 4 (humble), 7 (shy), 8 (tender-minded) and
16 (rgldxed); however, significant preference group differences did
not result for these four constructs. These results indicate that,
while a variety of preference patterns emerged from the TRF data,
the subjects were able to utilize the limited construal possibilities
presented by the 16PF traits as Role Rep Test constructs only
differentiate Rogers from the oéher two therapists. This cgé;:z;;;n
is supported, as well, by the element PCA results which indicated
that Rogers was differentiated from Peris and Ellis on the second

factor.

_The third significant difference among the preference groups

i
!
1
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was related to utilization of construct 6 (Expedient/Consciehtious).
Group 1, the group which disliked all three therapists,'tended to
rate the therapists much more in the direction of “Expedient” than
“the other three groups. The description of this construct is:
"Doesn't follow rules. Feels few obligations to others. Erades
Tesponsibilities. Not bound by rules." This suggests a number of
interpretations. Perhaps Group 1 members belieﬁed that the thera-
pists behaviour in relation to the client was too socially uncon-
ventional and impolite. More likely, they distrusted the therapists'
intentions and saw them as manipulative. From a psychodynamic
viewpoint, it is even possible to hypothesize that these subjects
tend to be characterological. This woﬁld lead them to conflicts |
with and‘dislike of authority figﬁres tin this case, the therapists)
and, perhaés, to projection of their own "expedient" characteristics
onto those figures. All of this is purely conjéctural and bﬁsed on
little d?ta; howeﬁer, the result does raise several interesting
issues for possible future research.

Since the provide& constructs broved clearly inadequate as
evaluative, differentiating dimensions, no further attempts were
considered to investigate how therapists were perceived in relation

|

to other important xole figures in the subjects' interpersonal

worlds.

Conclusions and Implications: The general purpose of the present,

exploratory research was to investigate how well non-participant



observers could utilize 16PF source traits as constructs utilized

to evaluate therapists in relation to other important persbns in
their interpersonal worlds. Overall, the results indicated that

the source traits are not well-suited to this type of construal task.
Future research is necessary to develop construct descriptions which
are more useful for evaluating the personalities aud behavior of
others. Once constructs are developed which permit clear differ-
entiation of therapists, clients, and positive and negative role
figures it would then be n?cessaiy to investigate how individuals'
construals of therapists and other figures were structurally re-
lated. Finally, it would be important to determine how much |
predictive power such preferences and cognitive-structural relation-
ships had in terms of a clinical setting; the ultimate goal of this
type of investigation being the development of a meaﬁs by which
therapist-client congrﬁence and productivity can Qe predicted and

maximized.

#
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ROLE SPECIFICATION SHEET CODE NUMBER

PLEASE DO THE BEST YOU CAN TO THINK OF PEOPLE WHO BEST FIT THE .
DESCRIPTIONS GIVEN BELOW. AFTER READING THE DESCRIPTION, PLACE
THE PERSON'S FIRST NAME ONLY IN THE SPACE PROVIDED. IF TWO PEOPLE
HAVE THE SAME FIRST NAME, USE A SECOND INITIAL TO BETTER IDENTIFY
THAT PERSON. PLEASE BE SURE TO LIST EACH NAME ONLY ONCE.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

l.

8.

Gloria

9.

Rogers

10.

Perls

11.

Ellis

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

=y

Yourself.

Your ideal self.

Your mother or the person who has played that part.
Your father or the person who has played that part.

A brother or sister.

Your spouse or girlfriend/boyfriend (indicate which it

A pal or close friend.

An ex-friend.

The client you have just seen in the film.

A therapist you have just seen in the film.
A therapist you have just seen in the film.
A fherébiéﬁnydh'haﬁéﬁﬁuSt'seen in the film.
A rejecting person you know.

A person you pity the most.

The most threatening pexrson you know.

An attractive person you know.

A person you feel most uncomfortable with.

A person you would consider to be harmful to others.

An authority figure in your life.

A successful person you know.

i

is)

A person you would consider to be well-adjusted or normal.

A person you would go to for help.
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Construct Descriptions

Taken from Cattell's 16PF

RESERVED |
Detached, Cool, Critical, -
Aloof, Likes things rather
than people, Precise.

LESS INTELLIGENT
Dull, Thinks very concretely,
Slow to learn, slow to graspe
meaning of things.

AFFECTED BY FEELINGS
Emotions change quickly, Easily
upset, easily frustrated, Very
changeable, Easily annoyed, Loses
cool easily. :

HUMBLE
Readily gives into others,
conforms easily, Very mild, Overly
dependent on others, Readily
confesses faults.

SOBER
Very prudent, Serious about life,
A pessimist, Doesn't say much,
Seen as very correct by others.

EXPEDIENT
Doesn't follow rules. Feels
few obligations to thers, Evades
responsibilities, Not bound by
rules.

SHY
Timid, Withdraws, Very Cautious,
A wallflower, "Feels inferior,
Avoids expressing self to others,
Avoids groups.

TOUGH-MINDED
Self-reliant, Realistic,
Nonsense, Practical, Acts
* "masculine', Hard, Smug.

98

- OUTGOING
Warm hearted, Easygoing,
Kindly, Likes 'to work with
people, Expresses feelings, -
easily.

MORE INTELLIGENT
Bright, Thinks abstractly,
Quick to grasp ideas, Quigk
to learn.

4

EMOTIONALLY STABLE
Very mature, Stable, Realistic
about life, Stays cool in a
crisis, Doesn't get upset easily.

ASSERTIVE

‘Confronts others easily,

Independent-minded. Dominates
others,* Self-assured, A law -
to himself, %tubborn.

HAPPY -GO-LUCKY
Lively, Gay, Impulsive, Very

“active, Very talkative, Care-

free, Enthusiastic about life.

CONSCIENTIOUS
Very responsible, Takes rules
and regulations seriously,
Deep sense of duty, Stays
with things, Perserveres.

VENTURESOME .
Bold, Uninhibited, Spontaneous,
Ready to try new things,
Pushy, Ignores danger.

TENDER-MINDED
Very sensitive, Artistic,
Over-protected, Acts feminine,
Impatient, Impractical, Dislikes
crude people, Day-dreamer.

/ - .
. , , -
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

TRUSTING
Adaptable, Free of jealousy,
Easy to get on with, Good
team worker, Uncompetitive,
Cheerful. -

PRACTICAL
Careful, Proper, Does what is
expected, Concerned with detail
Unimaginative, Attends to
practical matters.

FORTHRIGHT
Natural, Simple,- Sentimental,
Content with what comes, Crude,
Artless, Unsophisticated.

PLACID
Confident, self-assured,
Untroubled, Unshakeable nerve,
Never flustered, Rarely anxious.

CONSERVATIVE
Respects established ideas,
Cautious, Opposes change,
Traditional, Confident in ‘tried’
and 'true' ideas.

GROUP DEPENDENT
A joiner, A follower, Depends on
social admiration, Goes along with
group, Needs group support.

UNDISCIPLINED
Careless, Follows own urges,
Will not be bothered by control,
Not considerate, Not careful.

RELAXED
Tranquil, Composed, Not driven
Unfrustrated, Very Satisfied,
Almost lazy in manher, Very
inactive.

99

SUSPICIOUS

.Self-opinionated, Hard to

fool, Mistrusting, Doubts
things, Involved in self,
Poor team worker.

IMAGINATIVE
Careless, Unconventional,
Unconcerned over everyday

matters, Imaginative, . ’?§L// .

Creative, Self-motivated.

SHREWD
Calculating, Worldly, Polished,
Unsentimental, Experienced,
Shrewd.

APPREHENSIVE
Worrying, Depressive, Troubled
Moody, Broods often, Becomes

* anxious easily, A worrier.

EXPERIMENTING ‘
Critical, Liberal, Free-thinking,
Doubts older beliefs, Very
inquiring, Tolerant of change,
Likes new Ideas.

SELF-SUFFICIENT
Prefers own decisions, Likes
going own way, Independent,
Does not need support of others,
Takes own action.

**  CONTROLLED
Socially precise, Strong
control of emotions, Careful,

‘Follows his 'image' of himself.

TENSE
Driven, Frustrated, Restless,
Excitable, Impatient, Tense,
Must be doing something.
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MR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIOQNS PLEASZ CIACLE THE NUMIER BENEATH TYE
STATIMENT WHICH MOST ACCUPATELY CESCAIILs YOUR TSOUTHTS OR TEELINGS. ‘ 101
Page 1. R : _
1. Pleazs raca how zuch you llked each of the theragizcs in the fila, } ] P
axzrome Todarate aild naelzher 'ika aild =odarsta axsTrama t !
dizl:ke digtike 2islike nor 2i3like Lliking licznz liking I :
. Zogers: L - 2 3 4 s 5 7 ' / i :
sorls: 1 2 b | 4 3 H 7 52 A
. gllis: 1 2 1 s 5 6 7 .
e . 3
i. Pleass rats how h-.t.:tﬁl. each zharapiss was with she slisnt, Gloris.
axcsacely aodezately oildly amizher halpful ablldly modarscely extoecely t
uvaheloful unhelpodul unhelpful nge unhelodul helsful  helsful helodul !
., Pogurs:., 1 2 3 T -] 6 - 7 lq_;
. " [
13
7arls: 1 2 3 4 5 § 7 I ! '
- Ij'“ L
Ellia; 1 2 1 . 5 s .7 ' ‘o i
. . 1. Please race how much confidanca vou would have in each of tha t."tnrl.pi,sl:': l -
. if you warw GO Imak aIsiITINCE from them for A problem af your own.
dxt=sah |, modezate aild " mild codecate  extzome -
lack of lack of lack of ancunt of amount of amount of Teo- [
conficdance confideancs confidsnce nelthar confidence confidenca confidenca —
Rogeza: ! s 1 3 . 6 1 7 T
Ellls: 1 .2 b 4 s 3 7 ‘8 i
Purls: 1 | i 4 s § 7 q -
. , - tow
4. If this had bean vour firat session With sach af tha therapisea, I ,
how likely Ls Lz tnat you would continue with asach? i
N X absolutaly st pEobably " cost . ]
noc probably not probably probably =bsolucaly 1 H
soncinue not ' concinua  zajbe conginua  contizua  _coptinue ! i .
fogara: L 2 3 T | 5 7 - ld o)
. *
. . :
Parts; L 2 F ‘ s K 7 - " oo
Eliis: 3 2 1 ‘ "3 s 7 A 12 i -
5. Ratw how ajizilar yau fesl you ars ko asch of tha tharapisca. .
axtramely =moderscaly albldly alldly md;ratlly axtromaly :
dissinilar dissimilar dissimilar naelther similar asimdilar similaz .
Rogers: 1 2 3 . 5 § 7 301
i 1
Pacls: 1 2 k) 4 5 [ 7 Iz s ! ! i
Ellia: 2 3 478 J 7 5 o
V !
S —— et e .
*
6§, fate how phvasicallvy actractivae vou Jincd- each of the tlarapistsx, -
excnoely modaracaly mildly oildly :ndqn.l:aly extreoely i :
uzattTactiva unactSictive Tunactractiva nelther attiactive atsraceive agszaccive . . H !
dogacs; 1 2 ] 1 5 3 7 !&: i )
: : ! : H
Zaria: L 2 1 ‘ 5 s 1 P72 B
- ————
CELlis: L 2 3 . s & T8 b
i H !
7. ace how sffactive sach of the thecaplics’ Mo [ i P p' !
. 3 pid 1t % placs' cest 8 war . H
ralaclon 35 CISEia) . Fues wase fnee I P i
) 3
u:::ﬂnl.y =ocerataly aitdly: zildly soderataly axtoznely ! : I
theflacsive tneffsctive Lnadfecsiva zeitbar efiacxive 4ffacoiva alizcrive P & :
AogRry: L 3 - 3 1 3 o i {g: ;
' . H . t
Tilla; L 2 1 % 5 5 1 20 : ~——i
parlis: L 2 3 . 3 ] 7 1! H -—i—'—-.——1




P_age 2.7

" -

IMAGIN® YOURSZLT GOTNG TO IACH OF THE. THEZAPISTS YOU 5aW I[N THES filvs
WITY ZACH OF THE FOLLOWIDIG 2ROBLIMS. PLEASE RATE HOW IFTECIIVI YOU
TRIMX ZACY WOULD 3E N HELPING voO WITH THAT PARTICULAR PROBLEM.

1. Plesss race how affactive sach would be for & marziage problen oz
& problam wigh your jizliriead/boyfziend.

ext=etaly oodaracaly =ildly oildly =odaracsly ext-emaly

ineffectiva ineffsc-tve ilaffecuive neither effsctive edfective cffsgmlve
Bogezs: L 2 B | 4 5 - 5 ?
Pazls: L 2 3 4 - [ 1
Ellis: 1 2 3 4 5 § 7

2. Pleasa raca how afZective sach uou!,é be iZ you wara seziously
considering suicide.

-mﬁly ooderately =ildly alldly codsrately nmmciy

Ainetfective innf2nctive ineffactive nalthar effective effactiva . afiactive
Ragera: 1 H T3 s 5 - 6. 7
Parla: L 2 3 4 - € 7
Ellis: 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7

J. Pleass rats how affactiva each would ha If you wara very dapressad.

axtTunaly oDodarcataly =mildly adldly modersately ext-ecaly
ineffeczive ineffsczive inaffdcziva nalither affective effwctiva effwczive
Rogers: L 2 3 H 5 [4 7
_ Perlsg: 1 2 1. 4 H : 3 7
Eilis: 1 1 *3 4 3 [ 7

4. Plaase ata how effactiva each would he Lf you wantaed to L::.pévn vaur
salf—confidence and undezatand yourselfl becter. :

-

1.

B

|

h b o]

.

|

3
%

!z‘sf ' .'i i
29 . | E
| ' :
i 30 :

b
[ !
o
ar::le oocerataly mildly olldly codexataly extramaly . i !
inaffective ineffcctive LnefZpciive paithar affactive effpctive adfvctive . -
Rocarcs: 1 2 T 4 ) 3 ‘ & - ! 3/ - "----':..._\ l .
’ .‘. .I H '
Parla: 1 2 3 . 5 § 7 3z ! P
’ . ) } . . :
Ellis: 1 2 ! 1 4 L 6 7 33 X i
_ :

-

3. Pleasa rats how sffsctive each would be i: you had & problea with
dzugs or, alcahal. B

t
i *
extramely ootlerataly noildly alldly soderatuly axt-acaly '
ineffnc=ive inaffsctive inaffective neiltber saffacrive affwcciva effsceive ._._._;_._..._........’
. i ' i :
foqecs:. 1 2 k! a 4 5 [ 1 7 34 l 4 . H
e
' | H .
Parlar . 1 2 3 4 s § 7 351 | 1 '
: r
Ellfa: 1 2 3 4 5 & -7, 3 i i !
. —
) ' T
6. Pleasa “ate how affective each would be £f you wantwd to do bevzer in . i . '
school or at work. ! | : .
.* b
axcramaly aoderacsly nbldly aildly codarataly axtzamaly : ’ :
©  inefZmcrtive ineffectiva izeffective naitbher affective acfectiva  affsctive ! .
fogqars: L 2 1 . s 5 7 27 oo
Paris: 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 ' 39 : R
1 ‘. -
£llis: 1 2 1 4 S 1 7 - - :

7. Pleasa zats how afZactive each would be L2 you wanted =3 ralaze
bezter wvith ozhaera and izprove your stocizl zkills,

extramaly codezacely mildly alldly! rmoderataly extzamely

inaffactnive Lneffecive ineffective nelzharn edisntive eoflmaciva effactive
Aogers: 1 2 b} w 4 H 5 7
Pazls: 1 2 k] ) 5 § 7
Zllis: L b3 b 4 5 H i

<

=
~
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- »

» t

. 3. ?Ploaga =ata how efipctive each would 34 12 you wete havizg & nIoblea i l e
Page 3. with vour child-sn. ' 7& . ‘ l R I

extremaly zodarately =ildly =ildly zodaracaly axcrecely i
ineffmactive ineffectivn :nefective neitier affactive sffective adisesiva |.
Rogars: 1 1 ] - 4 H N 1 1 .qg,! . !
pmrls: ! 2 3 ¢ s 5 T A i ‘, .
t 1 H -
£llis; X 2 1 4 s 6 7 ; o !
45 |
. . { :
. S
. TOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AGAIN CIICLE THE YUMSER 3ENEATH THE ' :
. STATEMENT WHICH MOST ACCURATILY DESCRIZES YOUR THOUGHTS OR FEZLLICS. : ‘
" R t
-1
- il [ .
\. Pleasa rate how disturbed you felt the cllent was in thia 2iln, ; . i
f v !
extrunely zoderatmly nildly adldly moderataly axtracaly : I l
diaturbed clsturbed discuzbad naither ltealthy healshy healtiiv ‘—.__..._..I ! :
—_— - - g I [ A
1 2 3 . 4 H § 7 & i i s
) 4 ] ! ;

*

i

1. Dasccibe how you !a;l Gloria felt u::;u: each ‘.'_h.-rapt;r. L;.L !;hn ila. |
|

|

uxtra;a-.ly rodesntaly alldly neither mildl nodaratl = :
Sioltwed’ dralined ! Gislired  neicaer diked . Lixed T Ifrﬁﬁ“w i
2oqars: 1 2 o 4. s, § C 1 4-;; !
. H -
. i
Parls: 1 2 3 4 H [ 7 g . ;
i
ELLis: 1 2 1 4 H 6 7 ; . !
’ﬁ; H l

3. How much 4id you like Gloria. '

L axtzacaly =oderataly =oildly midl sodarataly axts .
disliked disliked dialiked neithear .L.Lkeg l‘_k:d ‘ :.‘.k:::n.lv :

1 2 1 4 s $ 1 50' i

. H

4, How similar do vou feal o Gioria.

\ excranaly zodazately xditdly naither mildly modezacaly extramely
- disytmilag dissipilan 4d 1 geithas  _similagr si;ilsep hailes
"
1 2 3 4 5 6 15

5. Considering just She problam that Gloria oroisated, how serious Jdo
you thizk Lz was, —

axt=amaly aoderataly aildly aildly coderately extIamely

abnormal abaormal abnornal neither his14a] nocmal nogmal
)
1 2 . k| 4 .5 11 7 ﬂ:

l

1

THZ FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE RELATED TO ATTITUDES ABQUT TREATMENT. PLEASE
CIRCLE THE NUMHER BEMUEATH THE STATTZMENT THAT 3EST DESCRIBES YCUT THQUGHTS
AND FEELINGS.

P
. b -

1. How much confidance do you have in paychoraarapy for halplng pianle
with problems?

axtoamaly moderacaly: =ildly : nildly codaracely extzacsly |
uiconfident uncon®ident uaconfident peithes confidant canfident  capiident
L 2 ©3 4 s 5 T3

2. L2 you had a problem, how probable i3 i: chae vou would saek halp
from a tharapiac? .

‘_

[P U

extoemmly coderately oildly mildly modarately axtZemely
‘- lmpeobable ioorobabla  inorobabls neither orobable ozgbablae probable_ !
1

'

1 2 3 ] 5 3 Ty

1..nuu disturbed 4o vou think an individual suse be Safore he or she
suaks Help Irom 4 thersplac?

!
»
4
G

sxtzwmaly zodercataly maldly maldly moderacaly axToacaly
disrusbed discursed discuzbed apichar hsalzhy Realeohy healsh :
L 2 3 4 5 3 T 55

———i s e = e b A o rm g e b s
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PERSONAL INFORMATION SHEET

. CODE NUMBER
: ~

Please make up a six—digit number and put it in the space provided
after "code number.™ Do not put your name on any materials., Use
only your code number.

*

All information given will remain confidential. Please provide the

" following information:

AGE:

8EX: Male  Female_ .

MARITAL STATUS: Married__ Single_;__ Separated_  Divorced_
RACE: ] g

RELIGION: {optional)

EDUCATION-- Please circle the number of years beyond higﬁ school of
education completed:

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 g 10

PRESENT OCCUPATION:

" YOUR GROSS FAMILY INCOME YEARLY: (Check one}

Undex 55,000
$5,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $20,000
$20,000 to $30,000
Over 530,000

IF YOU HAVE EVER PARTICIPATED IN PSYCHOTHERAPY AND/OR COUNSELLING,
PLEASE CHECK ONE:

Long-term treatment--inpatient (more than 15 sessions)
Long-term treatment--outpatient " " " »
Short-term treatment--inpatient (less than 15 sessions)
Short-term treatment--outpatient " " " "

.

NEVER HAD PSYCHOTHERAPY AND/OR COUNSELLING:

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN A COUNSELLOR OR THERAPIST YES - Nq
IF YES, PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EXPERIENCE:
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Now that you have viewed the film, we would like you to complete the
following questionnaire. This questionnaire will require that you make
judgments about various people, including the four individuals that
you saw in the film. Please read all of the instructions carefully.

This questionnaire will consist of four parts:
1) a set of instructions

2) a role specification sheet

3) a response sheet

4} a scoring sheet

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS ) ®

This questionnaire is designed to consider important ways in which you
see different people. If the instructions are not perfectly clear
please ask for more informatiom. First take the role specification
sheet and read the instructions at the top. Starting with your own

name write only the first names of the people that come to mind when you’
read the given descriptions. Some of the names will be provided (the
four people in the film).. Be sure to list each name only once and if
two people have the same first name, use a’'second initial that will
clearly identify that person for you. ‘

Step 1.

When you have completed the role specification sheet, please take the
response sheet numbered '2' and list the names in the numbered blanks,
starting in the upper left hand corner. Please indicate the sex of the
person (where necessary) by putting either an F(female) of an M(male)
beside that person's name. {See sample response sheet below).

SAMPLE:
/ 1. 2. / 3./ a. 5. 6./
~ Mom Dad Sue gill John Mary
Row 1
Row 2

SteE 2.

Now read the following instructions carefully. Look at the response
sheet on which you have just entered the names in Step l. You will see
that constructs and contrasts have been provided for you in’ the far right
hand columns. The descriptions in the first column (e.g., Reserved,

Less Intelligent, etc.} represent the constructs and the second column
(e.g. Outgoing, More Intelligent, etc.) contains the contrasts. Look at
Row 1 and consider the first name. You must first decide whether the
construct or contrast (i.e., Reserved or Outgoing) applies to that persomn.
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Then rate that person in accord with the provided scoring sheet. When
you have decided on a rating please put the numerical value in the
square under the person's name. Continue across the row utilizing

the first construct-contrast pair, Reserved-Outgoing, and then go on

to the other rows, being sure to utilize the correct pair for each, un-
til all 16 rows are completed. Please do your best not to leave any
blanks. Thank you for your generous time and cooperation.
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