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anticipated intervfew. Although modeling did not result in 

increased self-exploration, it was noted that participants, 

who viewed a model, exhibited higher levels of speech 

duration than participants in the role rehearsal condition. 

Although initial self-exploration did not occur, the length 

of time spent in verbalizing by the interviewee did appear 

to increase after viewing a model. 

Doster and McAllister (1973) investigated the effects 

of pre-interview role-training on interviewee verbal 

behavior in a structured interview. Participants in the 

experimental condition received descriptive instructions and 

a audiotaped example of interview-appropriate self 

disclosure. A control group received only minimal 

instructions and no taped model. The type of model was also 

experimentally varied in this study. Participants were 

exposed to a peer model and to a psychologically 

sophisticated model. Exposure to a model of reported 

clinical experience produced greater imitation of modeled 

behavior than a peer model. The experimental role 

preparation, regardless of the type of model, was also more 

effective than the control condition in eliciting more 

effective client interview behavior. 

In a study comparing clients who viewed a videotaped 

presentation with a no-treatment control group, Annis and 

Perry (1977) hypothesized that mixed-sex groups would 

disclose more than same-sex groups, and that groups exposed 

to a videotaped model would disclose more than groups which 
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did not view a model. Six research groups, with four 

participants per group, were utilized. Three groups viewed 

a 15-minute videotape which portrayed a group of two men and 

two women discussing things of a personal nature. At the 

completion of the videotape, the experimental groups were 

given directions to interact for 40 minutes. The three 

control groups who did not view a videotape were also asked 

to interact for 40 minutes. All group interactions were 

audiotaped and analyzed according to the dependent measures. 

A three-way ANOVA was conducted for a 2 (Treatments) X 2 

(Subject Sex) X 2 (Group Sex Homogeneity) factorial design. 

Results indicated that in groups of one sex or mixed-sexes, 

the videotaped treatment produced a significantly higher 

percentage of self-disclosure behaviors. 

Stone and Stebbins (1975) also utilized a videotape 

presentation with self-disclosure as an outcome measure. 

Three different groups of 10 undergraduate volunteers either 

viewed a videotape, listened to an audiotape, or were read a 

brief statement. Following the treatment phase, students 

participated in a structured interview which had been 

standardized so that the content would be the same for all 

students. The dependent measure for this study was the 

number of self-referent statements emitted during the 20-

minute structured interview. Students presented with a 

videotaped model showed a significantly higher frequency of 

self-references than did either of the other groups. 
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Myrick (1969) compared a videotaped pretraining 

treatment to an audiotaped treatment to determine the 

efficacy of each in facilitating client participation in 

counseling. This investigation was much like the Annis and 

Perry (1977) study except for different outcome measures. 

The audiotape treatment was found to be the most effective 

of the three treatments (videotape, audiotape, and control) 

in facilitating client participation. The videotape 

treatment was also more effective than the brief statement. 

Overcash (1975) investigated the efficacy of 

vicarious learning for shaping client self disclosure, 

concreteness, and satisfaction. The sample consisted of 34 

counseling-naive clients from a university counseling 

center. Each client was seen by master's level student 

counselors. Treatment consisted of a videotape of two five

minute segments demonstrating a client appearing to move 

from low self-disclosure and concreteness to beneficial 

levels of cooperation in counseling. The videotape also 

included an introduction to counseling and an explanation of 

the behaviors exhibited by the model which contributed to a 

successful counseling experience. Following the viewing of 

the videotape, the treatment group was interviewed and these 

interviews were audiotaped and rated by three judges. The 

control group in this study was a no-treatment control 

group. Findings revealed that client self-disclosure and 

concreteness can be taught to new university counseling 

center clients, and that the pretraining model increased 
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levels of satisfaction in the counseling experience. 

In a study similar to Overcash's study, Johnson 

(1976) investigated the effectiveness of a role-induction 

film to increase expectations of participation and 

acceptance of responsibility for vocational counseling. It 

was hypothesized that role-induction would alter 

expectations and influence behavior toward increased 

participation. Both self-report and behavioral measures 

were used as dependent variables. Ninety-six undergraduate 

volunteers were assigned to either an active participation 

group or a passive participation group according to their 

pre-counseling expectations. One half of each group either 

viewed an active role-induction film or a passive role-

induction film. Following the film, participants 

participated in a 45 minute vocational counseling session 

which was audiotaped and analyzed. Results indicated that 

the active role-induction film facilitated active self-

reports of participation for both groups. These effects, 

however, did not extend to their in-session behavior. These 

findings would seem to indicate that expectations are much 

more easily changed than the actual behavior it symbolizes. 

It was also found that the active group was more actively 

involved in their counseling sessions, tended to report 

their counselors to be more competent, and reported more 

satisfaction with the outcome of counseling. It would 

appear that expectations held before the treatment 

influenced in-session behavior more so than expectations 
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which were shaped by the treatment intervention. 

Kemmerling (1973) also sought to manipulate client 

expectations through the use of videotaped models. Seventy-

nine males and 71 females volunteered to participate in this 

study at the University of Iowa Counseling Center. Prior to 

the intake interview, participants rated problem statements 

in terms of which kinds of problems they expected to receive 

help for from a counselor. Participants were assigned to 

three groups: a high expectancy group, a neutral expectancy 

group, and a no-treatment control group. After the intake 

interview, participants viewed a videotape which was 

consistent with the type of group to which they were 

assigned. Raters, after evaluating the taped intake 

interviews, rated the effects of the respective videotapes. 

Results indicated that the high expectancy videotape raised 

the client expectancies, while the neutral tape had only 

minimal effects. 

Schmitz (1974) compared the relative effectiveness of 

audio-modeling, video-modeling, and precounseling 

instructions for facilitating self-disclosure in a simulated 

counseling session. It was hypothesized that the treatments 

would decrease the amount of time for initia~ client self-

disclosure to appear, and increase the total number of 

disclosure statements. Thirty-six student volunteers served 

as participants for this study. Results indicated that none 

of the treatments were effective in reducing the response 

time, but the videotape group increased significantly the 
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total number of self-disclosure statement they made in the 

counseling session. 

Stewart and Jessell (1986) also attempted to 

investigate the comparative effectiveness of videotaped and 

written modeling treatments for students entering a 

simulated counseling session. Dependent variables included 

perception of the client-counselor relationship and a 

measure of client self-exploration. Sixty first-time, 

student clients to a university counseling center viewed a 

videotaped presentation of a simulated counseling session in 

which effective client behaviors were being modeled. 

Participants in the written modeling group received a 

written explanation of counseling similar in content to the 

simulated counseling session. Results indicated that 

videotaped modeling, as compared with the written modeling, 

facilitated a perception of a higher level of therapeutic 

relationship but was no more effective in facilitating self

exploration than the written treatment. 

Hemmerlich (1976) utilized modeling procedures to 

encourage accurate expression of feelings during the initial 

session. Treatment combined both didactic and modeling 

techniques for the pretherapy experience. Forty clients 

from a community mental health center participated in the 

study. All were classified as lower SES clients with no 

previous counseling experiences. Participants viewed the 

videotape and entered their initial session. These sessions 

were audiotaped and rated on an experiencing scale as a 
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measure of the counseling process. A personal reaction 

questionnaire was used to examine the attraction enhancement 

effect of the videotape. Results indicated that a reverse 

effect occurred, that is, attraction was increased for the 

therapist for those clients who had viewed the pretreatment 

videotape; however, there was no increase in clients 

attraction toward the therapist as a result of the 

precounseling videotape. 

Day and Reznikoff (1980) extended counseling 

pretraining research to child psychotherapy. In their 

study, they utilized a videotaped modeling procedure as the 

preparation experience. Dependent variables consisted of 

parents• and childrens• treatment expectations, appointment 

keeping, dropping out, verbalizations within treatment, and 

childrens• satisfaction with treatment. The sample 

consisted of 42 boys and their parents. One week before the 

first treatment session, the 21 families of the experimental 

group viewed the videotape entitled "What•s Therapy?" A 

control group of 21 families viewed a placebo videotape on 

children•s health. Therapy surveys were given shortly prior 

to the videotape and again before the first treatment 

session. An analysis of covariance revealed that the 

children and their parents who had seen the videotape began 

their treatment session with a significantly greater number 

of correct expectations than their control group 

counterparts. The prepared group also had fewer 

cancellations and missed fewer appointments than the control 
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group. Further analysis revealed that neither group of 

children verbalized more in treatment nor were they more 

satisfied with treatment. It was concluded that incorrect 

client expectations can be an impediment to the treatment 

process. It was further concluded that it is important to 

address expectations prior to treatment since those families 

with incorrect expectations were found to be more likely to 

drop out before natural corrective processes occurred. 

Bandura and Barab (1973) investigated the alternative 

disinhibitory processes in a comparison with different forms 

of modeling. Snake phobic adults were recruited to 

participate in this study and were assigned to one of three 

groups in which they viewed filmed adults or children 

modeling approach responses to snakes. A control film was 

also utilized which was irrelevant to treatment. Modeling 

treatments were similar in informational content, but model 

similarity was varied. Vicarious fear arousal was 

continuously monitored through galvanic skin responsiveness. 

Results indicated that disinhibitory effects were not 

mediated by the generalization of model similarity. Adult 

participants who viewed a fearless child model reported 

feeling pressure to perform fearful tasks more so than 

adults who viewed an adult model. It was the concluded that 

model similarity was not an important factor in the 

effectiveness of modeling to reduce avoidant behavior. On 

the other hand, the consequences of a model's behavior was 

more likely to produce matching behaviors in the viewer than 
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the characteristics of that model. Relevant to the current 

study, is Bandura and Barab's conclusion that "Therapeutic 

results would be more consistently achieved by arranging 

favorable consequences for modeled behavior •... " (pg. 

7). The modeling videotape utilized in the current study 

was built upon and consistent with this conclusion. 

Horne and Matson (1977) compared the differential 

effects of modeling, desensitization, flooding, study 

skills, and no-treatment on the test anxiety of college 

students. One-hundred, test-anxious students were selected 

on the basis of their scores on the Test Anxiety Scale and 

placed in one of four treatment groups or a control group. 

Five dependent measures were. used to assess treatment 

effects: the Test Anxiety Scale, heart rate, the !PAT Self 

Analysis Scale, and an observational checklist of actual 

test-taking behaviors. Results indicated that modeling, 

desensitization, and flooding respectively were the most 

effective in reducing test-anxiety. In terms of general 

anxiety (heart rate), modeling and desensitization proved to 

be the most effective. Anecdotally, clients reported 

modeling to be the treatment of choice. 

Albert (1974) examined the effectiveness of a 

videotaped presentation, coupled with a written presentation 

in teaching attending and accurate empathy responses. 

Fifty-six undergraduate participants were assigned to either 

a no-treatment control group, a group which viewed a male 

videotaped model with written materials, a group which 

i 
~~: 

.. 

~ •. 
' 



viewed a female videotaped model with written materials, or 

a group provided with written materials only. Results 

revealed no significant differences between modeling 

combined with written materials and written materials alone. 

In addition, there were no differences between groups which 

viewed a male model versus a female model. 

In another study which used self disclosure as the 

dependent measure, Scheiderer (1975) compared detailed 

instructions with videotaped modeling. The sample consisted 

of 32 male undergraduates who had sought counseling at a 

university counseling center. The three pre-counseling 

interventions were a videotape in which the client discloses 

a number of personal problems to a counselor, live 

instructions by a counselor about role expectancies and 

behavior, and the combination of a videotape and 

instructions. A fourth group was utilized as a no-treatment 

control group for comparative purposes. Results showed that 

detailed instructions and videotaped modeling were both 

effective means for increasing problem disclosures and 

decreasing superficial communications. It was also found 

that the magnitude of the effect was more pronounced for 

detailed instructions than for the videotaped model. 

Summary 

Results are mixed in the area of symbolic modeling, 

in that no consistent pattern of findings has emerged. On 

the one hand, a number of studies questioned the utility of 
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symbolic modeling over other modes of communicating 

information (Myrick, 1969; Schmitz, 1974; Stewart & Jessell, 

1986; and Albert, 1974). At the same time, other 

investigators reported very positive results in their use of 

some form of symbolic modeling (Annis & Perry, 1977; Doster, 

1972; Doster & McAllister, 1973; Stone and Stebbins, 1975). 

One firm conclusion that can be drawn is that some kind of 

preparation is better than none at all. The unique feature 

of the current study was the exploration of the effects of a 

videotaped role-induction method using symbolic modeling on 

expectations and perceptions of the counseling relationship. 

The current study also examined the efficacy of such an 

intervention in changing students' expectations of the 

counseling process and relationship. 

Summary of the Review of Related literature and Research 

The evidence for the existence of client expectations 

and their impact has been well documented. Historically, it 

was postulated that client expectations were an important 

force in the therapeutic process, and much of the initial 

research confirmed this assumption. As research 

accumulated, this assumption was not found to be as well 

substantiated as had been earlier assumed. Needless to say, 

client expectations have generally been found to be 

incongruent with what actually happens in counseling. This 

was also revealed in the university population. To correct 

the incongruency with which client begin counseling, various 
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pretraining procedures have been developed including those 

utilizing filmed or videotaped models. An examination of 

the existent literature reveals that the effectiveness of 

these interventions have been mixed. One conclusion has 

been confirmed -- that some preparation prior to counseling 

is better than none at all. To correct the incongruency 

with which clients begin counseling, various pretraining 

procedures have been developed including those utilizing 

filmed or videotaped models. Because of the ambiguity in 

this area of research, this study was undertaken to further 

examine the efficacy of videotaped pretraining in the form 

of symbolic modeling, and to specify the relationship 

parameters it affects. 
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Chapter 3 

PROCEDURES 

The chapter to follow presents a description of the 

procedures used in this study, including a description of 

the sample collected and the instruments utilized. Also 

included is a description of the design, data collection 

procedures, and how the data were analyzed. 

Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 123 

undergraduate students enrolled in a variety of introductory 

and advanced psychology courses at Iowa State University. 

Participants ranged in age from 17 to 22 years, were multi

racial and multi-cultural in composition, and contained 

approx y an equal number of males and females. The 

class status of students in this sample ranged from freshman 

through senior. 

Participants were asked to sign up for a specific 

time to participate in the study. The sequence in which 

groups were conducted was randomized by a drawing of a 

letter from a pool. The resulting sequence was group B 

(control group 1), group A (expe~imental group 1), group C 

(experimental group 2), and group D (control group 2). The 

same rotation of groups was used until the sample was 

constructed. Criteria for participation in this study 
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were: (a) The individual had never experienced a formalized 

counseling/therapy situation in which a professional 

counselor/therapist was involved. This criterion was 

determined prior to participation by stating it to the 

prospective participants on the posted sign up sheet and in 

the consent form (Appendix A). They were asked to 

disqualify themselves from participation if they had been 

involved in professional counseling as defined in the 

definitions section of this study. The participant must 

have been at least a freshman at Iowa State University. 

INSTRUMENTS 

The dependent variables investigated in this study 

were assessed by the following instruments: 

Expectations About Counseling Questionnaire (EACQ) 

The amount of change in client expectations prior to 

and following viewing the symbolic modeling videotape was 

assessed by the use of the Expectations About Counseling 

Questionnaire (EACQ). The EACQ was developed by Tinsley 

(1980) as a research instrument for measuring all of the 

theoretically important expectancies a prospective client 

might have of counseling. Normative samples were taken from 

students enrolled in introductory psychology courses at a 

four year university. Four hundred and forty-six students, 

all under 22 years of age, completed the questionnaire with 

an equitable distribution by class and sex. 
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Care was taken to include scales to measure clients' 

expectancies regarding their own attitudes and behaviors, 

counselor attitudes and behaviors, counselor 

characteristics, characteristics of the counseling process, 

and the quality of the counseling outcome. The 

questionnaire consists of four main factors: Personal 

Commitment, Facilitative Conditions, Counselor Expertise, 

and Nurturance. These main factors were derived through a 

factor analysis conducted by Tinsley, Workman, and Kass 

(1981). They consist of 17 subscales designed to measure 

client motivation, openness, responsibility, acceptance, 

confrontation, directiveness, empathy, genuineness, 

nurturance, self-disclosure, attractiveness, expertise, 

tolerance, trustworthiness, concreteness, immediacy, and 

quality of outcome. Questionnaire Form A is composed of 135 

items. Internal consistency reliability estimates of the 

17 subscales, retained from the test construction process, 

range from .77 to .89, with a median reliability estimate of 

.82. These coefficients were estimated using Cronbach's 

Coefficient Alpha formula. 

A revised Form B (brief form) of 66 items. developed 

by Tinsley (1980), was used in this study. Form B consists 

of 18 subscales with internal consistency reliability 

estimates ranging from .69 to .82 with a median coefficient 

of .76. The new scale of realism was omitted because of its 

lack of validity information, thus the total number of 

scales used in this study was 17. The correlation between 
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corresponding scales on the full and brief forms of the EACQ 

typically exceeds .85. Consequently, the scales are judged 

to have sufficiently high internal consistency to warrant 

their use in research. The brief form of the EACQ is judged 

to be a suitable substitute for the full EACQ where 

circumstances require a brief form. Information on the 

reliability of the full scales was presented from one study 

( T i n s 1 e y , Work rna n , and K ass , 19 8 0 ) . Information regarding 

the relationship of the scale and factor scores on the full 

and brief EACQ is presented in six studies reviewed by 

Tinsley ( 1982). 

At present, the use of this instrument to direct one 

in the counseling of clients is not recommended. The 

author has explicitly stated that the use of this instrument 

is for research purposes only (Tinsley, 1980). 

Interpretation of results of the EACQ to clients is not 

justifiable until systematic investigation of the validity 

of the instrument has been concluded. The scales yield data 

having properties of ordinal level measurement; however, 

Baker, Hardyck, and Petinovich (1966) have demonstrated that 

use of interval level procedures with a scale of this type 

is permissible. 

Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (BLRI) 

Client perceptions of the counseling relationship 

prior to and after viewing the symbolic modeling videotape 

were gathered through the use of the Barrett-Lennard 
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Relationship Inventory. The Sarrett-Lennard Relationship 

Inventory was developed to gather data and provide 

measurement scales for the assessment of therapeutic 

relationships. The inventory examines four variables of a 

relationship: level of regard, empathic understanding, 

congruence, and unconditionality of acceptance. Necessary 

modifications were made for this instrument so that it could 

be used prior to viewing the counseling session. 

Additionally, items• verb tenses were altered in order to 

examine what students• perceptions were of the counseling 

process and relationship prior to viewing the SMV (See 

Appendix C for Sarrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory.) 

Sarrett-Lennard describes his instrument (two forms -- one 

for the counselor, one for the client) as a multiple choice 

questionnaire with anchored response categories. It was 

designed to minimize comparison of answers to "related•• 

items and to be flexible with regard to eliminating or 

adding new items. The forms make provision for three grades 

of "yes" responses and three grades of "no" responses, which 

are identified as +1, +2, +3; and -1, -2, -3, respectively. 

It was devised to obtain answers that reflect how certain 

the respondent feels about the item statement being correct 

or incorrect, and how important it is that it is true or 

false. Items are arranged in random fashion and are 

dispersed throughout the inventory in order to obtain 

maximum independence of answers. (1962, p. 6) 



Reliability data for the SLRI are reported using a 

split-half reliability estimate. The corrected split-half 

coefficients for each scale for clients and counselors are 

presented below (Table 1, Sarrett-Lennard, 1962, p. 12). 

Table 1. 

Corrected Split Half Reliability Estimates for Scales of 

Sarrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
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Scale 
Clients 

(N=42) 
Counselors 

(N=40) 
-----------------------------------------------------------

Level of regard .93 .93 

Empathic understanding .86 .96 

Congruence .89 .94 

Unconditionality of Regard .132 . 9 2 

-----------------------------------------------------------

Evidence of construct validity was offered by 

Sarrett-Lennard (1962) through content and congruent 

validity studies. Five independent judges classified each 

item of the scale as either supporting the variable in 

question, rejecting the variable in question, or of neutral 

value for the variable. Items for which unanimous agreement 

was not obtained were eliminated from the scale. In a study 

comparing scores achieved by counselors (as rated by 

clients) on the SLRI with counselor scores on a measure of 

self-actualization (Personal Orientation Inventory), 

Selfridge and Vander Kolk (1976) found that 82 percent of 
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the scores on all subscales of the Relationship Inventory 

had a positive Pearson r of .70 or higher when correlated 

with the Personal Orientation Inventory. 

In the present study, the revised form of the 

Relationship Inventory (OS-M/F-64) was used to measure 

relationship differences along specific dimensions for the 

groups utilized in this study. Specifically, the OS-M-64 

form was used for reporting students' response to the 

counselor ( for example, "S/he respects me as a person"). 

The revised edition was the result of an item

analysis based on data taken from earlier versions of the 

instrument. The revision was based on (a) a need for 

balance between positive and negative items on the scale; 

(b) minor theoretical refinements on the unconditionality of 

regard scale; and (c) improvement of the wording and 

practicality of potential responses to the scale (Sarrett

Lennard, 1969). According to Barrett-Lennard (1969), these 

revisions improved the scale in terms of its sensitivity and 

versatility in measuring significant interpersonal 

relationships. 

Barrett-Lennard (1969) reported reliability 

estimates, based on a study with 40 University of Waterloo 

undergraduates, using the revised BLRI to examine the 

perceptions of subjects toward their parental relationships. 

The test-retest reliability estimates are shown in Table 2. 



Table 2. 

Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients for Scales 

of Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 

Scale 

Level of Regard 

Empathic Understanding 

Congruence 

Unconditionality of Regard 

Total 

Correlation Coefficients 

.88 

.86 

.92 

.86 

.92 

Barrett-Lennard (1969) reported that construct and 

concurrent validity for the basic theory that the BLRI was 

designed to test has been supported by studies using the 

Truax and Carkhuff Rating Scales to assess levels of 

relationship conditions. The BLRI, however, cannot be 

directly validated against these scales since the BLRI is 

based directly on phenomenological data drawn from 

participants in the relationship. The Truax and Carkhuff 

Rating scales, on the other hand, require participation of 

trained raters and their perceptions of the relationship 

parameters. 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape 

The symbolic modeling experience was represented 

through the medium of a videotape simulated counseling 
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session (SMV). A 26-year-old, female volunteer was used as 

the videotaped client. She had had previous experience with 

counseling through participati·on in a counseling course and 

was familiar with role playing. She was instructed to be 

. cooperative, warm, and active in the counseling session. As 

this counseling session developed, she attempted to 

demonstrate a variety of ideal client behaviors such as 

being verbal, making self-referent statements, and accepting 

the counselor's responses in a non-defensive fashion. She 

also attempted to openly discuss her concerns in the 

counseling session. These concerns were of a 

social/personal nature which had distinctly affective 

components. A list of effective client behaviors and the 

modeling scenario (Appendix E) were given to the model to 

study prior to taping so that they could be included to the 

fullest extent possible during the duration of the session. 

The videotaped counselor was a staff psychologist for the 

Student Counseling Service who had had three years 

experience in that position. She was also given the 

scenario and list of client behaviors. This was done so 

that she could be helpful in eliciting the ideal client 

behaviors, and to stylize her approach in order to maximize 

the portrayal of these behaviors. 

This videotape was approximately 17 minutes in 

length and was evaluated, through a 25-item questionnaire 

(Appendix D), by three, Ph.D. level psychologists prior to 

its use in this study to secure agreement on the content and 
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effectiveness of the client behavior portrayed in the 

videotape. Evaluators were asked to rate the videotape for 

the presence of effective client behaviors such as open 

expression of emotions, personal responsibility for her own 

decisions, talking about present concerns, and a willingness 

to identify situations where problems exist. The videotape 

was rated on a four-point, Likert-type scale which inquired 

as to whether the behavior, attitude, or process described 

was strongly depicted, not strongly depicted, mildly 

depicted, or not depicted at all. These descriptions were 

rated +3, +2, +1, 0, respectively. The videotape was judged 

to be an accurate representation of the counseling process 

and effective client behaviors if the average of the three 

judges' total scores was 45 (90 percent of the critical 

items rated "strongly depicted"). A minimum score for each 

judge was expected to be at least 41 (80 percent of the 

critical statements rated "strongly depicted"). The 

minimum criteria were established with an average rating of 

43. Pearson product moment correlations were calculated on 

the judges' ratings. Inter-judge reliability ranged from 

.67 to .87. The first vignette submitted was judged to be 

sufficient for use in this study. 

Design 

The design utilized in this study was a Solomon Four 

Group design. In this design, the sequence of testing groups 

was determined by drawing a letter from a hat for the 
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position in the four group sequence. There were two 

experimental groups, one for which there was both a pre- and 

post-treatment measure, and one for which there was a post

treatment measurement only. There were also two control 

groups, one with a pre- and post-treatment measurement, and 

one with a post-treatment measure. The post-treatment 

measures were administered after a comparable length of time 

had elapsed (24 hours) following the administration of the 

pre-treatment measure. 

Data Collection 

Data from the EACQ and the BLRI were collected 

through soliciting participants from undergraduate 

psychology classes at Iowa State University. Sign-up sheets 

were posted and participants signed up for an appointed time 

to meet to participate in the study. The sign up sheet 

described the study and explained the criteria and amount of 

time required for participation. Participants reported to a 

college classroom at a designated time and were given the 

consent form (Appendix A) to read. This consent form 

requested their participation and explained the criteria for 

participation once again. Following the collection of 

completed consent forms, students in the pre-post test 

conditions ( groups A and B ) completed the pretest 

versions of the instruments. Upon completion of the 

instruments, they were instructed to return to the same 

location the next day at the same time. At that time, 
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participants in group A were given a brief written 

introduction to the SMV ( Appendix F) and the videotape'was 

shown. Participants in group B returned to the same 

location and completed the posttest versions of the 

instruments. Following the viewing of the videotape, 

participants in Group A also completed the posttest versions 

of the instruments. 

After signing up for a participation time, 

participants in the posttest only conditions ( groups C and 

D } reported to the classroom and followed the same 

procedures as those of the pre-post test conditions. 

Participants in Group C completed the consent form, read the 

brief introductory statement, and viewed the symbolic 

modeling videotape. After viewing the videotape, they 

completed the posttest versions of the instruments. 

Participants in Group D also completed the consent form, and 

completed the posttest versions of the instruments. All 

participants were debriefed following completion of the 

posttreatment questionnaires by the experimenter. 

Data Analysis 

Eight two factor, randomized, factorial design 

analyses of variance were conducted in this study to analyze 

the raw data. In this analysis, exposure to the 

pretreatment measure and exposure to the videotape were the 

independent variables. The posttest measures (01, 02, 03, 

04} were the dependent measures. Each of the eight null 
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hypotheses was tested by a two-way ANOVA. The Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences was utilized (SPSS; Hull and 

Nie, 1981) to analyze the data. 

LIMITATIONS 

The following limitations applied to this study: 

1. Students participating were solicited from a 

variety of psychology courses, and the ~ecision to be 

involved in a psychology course was probably not random. The 

sample consisted of volunteers, therefore, it cannot be 

considered random. 

2. The videotape was judged by three, Ph.D. level 

psychologists to secure agreement regarding the its content 

and effectiveness. The videotape was rated via a scale 

(Appendix D) created by the investigator for this study. The 

reliability of the scale is unknown, and content validity 

was established specifically for this study and may be 

considered questionable. 

3. The symbolic modeling videotape was 

approximately 17 minutes in length, and might not have 

allowed sufficient time for the actual counseling 

relationship parameters to be sufficiently demonstrated. 

4. This study was an analogue study which only 

approximated field conditions, therefore, the conclusions 

must be qualified until the findings have been substantiated 

through a field study with actual counseling center clients. 



ASSUMPTIONS 

The following assumptions were made in this study: 

1. Participants responded to items on the 

instruments honestly and accurately. 

2. ·The EACQ and the BLRI are accurate measures of 

client expectations of counseling and client perceptions of 

the counseling relationship, respectively. 

3. Client expectations and perceptions of the 

counseling relationship do, .indeed, affect the process of 

counseling, and necessitate the pretraining experience to 

facilitate clarification. 

' 
~ : ... 
'1'1 

"' ·:~ .. 



89 

Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

This analogue study was designed to investigate the 

effects of a symbolic modeling videotape on participants' 

expectations and perceptions of counseling. This videotape 

was used to examine the efficacy of socializing students to 

counseling and the utility of such an intervention to change 

participants' expectations prior to entering counseling. 

Expectations and perceptions were measured by the 

Expectations About Counseling questionnaire (EACQ) (Tinsley, 

1982), and the Sarrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (SLRI) 

(Sarrett-Lennard, 1964). The EACQ contains four main 

factors of Personal Commitment, Facilitative Conditions, 

Counselor Expertise, and Nurturance along with 17 subscale 

scores which constitute these main factors. The SLRI 

contains the four scales of Nurturance, Unconditionality, 

Level of Regard, and Congruence. The Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences 9.0 (2nd ed., Hull and Nie, 1981) 

was utilized to analyze the raw data of this investigation. 

Results of the statistical analyses of the data as they 

pertain to the eight null hypotheses investigated in this 

study are presented in this chapter, as is a discussion of 

the results. For this study, the level of significance for 

rejection of the null hypotheses was p < .05. 



FINDINGS 

Null Hypothesis 1 

It was hJpothesized that there is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings obtained for the EACQ 
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factor of Counselor Expertise between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. This factor is composed of the subscales of 

Directiveness, Empathy, and Expertise. A two-way analysi~ 

of variance was computed to test this null hypothesis. The 

means and standard deviations for the main effect of the SMV 

are presented in Table 3 along with the results of the two-

way analysis of variance computed to determine differences 

in expectations regarding counselor expertise between 

participants who viewed the symbolic modeling videotape and 

those who did not. 

The data in Table 3 show that the main effect of the 

SMV for the EACQ factor of Counselor Expertise was 

significantly affected by the SMV ( F(1,119) = 7.834, p < 

.01). Also, the main effect of Pretesting proved to have no 

impact on questionnaire ratings ( F(1,119) = .342, p > .55) 

nor did it interfere with the effects of the SMV ( F(1,119) 

= 3.006, p > .05). In view of this findings, the null 

hypothesis pertaining to the EACQ factor of Counselor 

Expertise was, therefore, rejected. 

Null Hypothesis 2 

It was hypothesized that there is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings obtained for the EACQ 

"' :11 
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factor of Facilitative Conditions between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. The factor of Facilitative Conditions is composed of 

the six subscales of Acceptance, Confrontation, Genuineness, 

Trustworthiness, Tolerance, and Concreteness. Table 4 

contains the mean scores and standard deviations for the 

main effect of SMV and the results of the two-way analysis 

of variance computed to test null hypothesis two .. 

The data in Table 4 indicate that the SMV failed to 

produce any significant impact on participants' expectancies 

of the facilitative conditions provided by their counselor. 

It may also be noted that Pretesting exerted no influence 

either as a main effect or through interaction with the SMV 

( F(l,ll9) = 1.707, p > .15, and F(1,119) = .143, p > .70, 

respectively). The null hypothesis pertaining to the EACO 

factor of Facilitative Conditions was, therefore, retained. 

Null Hypothesis 3 

It was hypothesized that there is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings obtained for the EACQ 

factor of Nurturance between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

The factor of Nurturance is composed of the four subscales 

of Acceptance, Self-Disclosure, Nurturance, and 

Attractiveness. Table 5 contains the mean scores and 

standard deviations for the main effect of the SMV and the 

results of the two-way analysis of variance computed to 

test null hypothesis three. 
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Table 3. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Expectations 

About Counseling Questionnaire factor of 

Counselor Expertise. 

N Mean S.D. 

No-Video 55 4.38 0.90 

Video 68 4.45 1. 05 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source Sum of df Mean F p 
of Squares Square 
Variation 

Video 7.170 1 7.170 7.834 .006* 

Pretest .313 1 .313 .342 .560 

Interaction 2.751 1 2.751 3.006 .086 

Error 108.918 119 . 915 

Total 118.984 122 .975 

*Significant, p < .01 



Table 4. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Expectations 

About Counseling Questionnaire factor of 

Facilitative Conditions 

N Mean 

No-Video 55 5.59 

Video 68 5.58 

Two-Way .~J!Q_'{~ -~our_ce __ la_ble 

Source Sum of df Mean F 
of Squares Square 
Variation 

Video 0.000 1 0.000 .001 

Pretest 1.072 1 1. 07 2 1.707 

Interaction .090 1 .090 .143 

Error 74.727 119 .628 

Total 75.891 122 .622 

93 

S.D. 

0.89 

0.70 

' 
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Table 5. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Expectations 

About Counseling Questionnaire Factor of 

Nurturance 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source 
of 
Variation 

Video 

Pretest 

Interaction 

Error 

Total 

Sum of 
Squares 

.201 

1.153 

.070 

97.838 

99.204 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

.201 

1. 15 3 

.070 

. 8 22 

. 813 

Mean 

4.87 

4.94 

F 

.244 

1. 402 

.085 

S.D. 

0.94 

0.88 

p 

. 6 21 

.239 

.891 

94 
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The data. in Table 5 illustrate that the SMV failed 

to influence participants' expectations of the prospective 

counselor's ability to be nurturant, accepting, and 

appropriately self-disclosing. The null hypothesis 

pertaining to this EACQ factor was, therefore, retained. In 

addition, the pretesting, which was the other independent 

variable in this study, did not influence the questionnaire 

ratings as a main effect, or through an interaction with the 

SMV ( F(l,119) = 1.402, p > .20, and F(1,119) = .085, p > 

.85, respectively). 

Null Hypothesis 4 

It was hypothesized that there is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings obtained for the EACQ 

factor of Personal Commitment between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. The factor of Personal Commitment is composed of the 

seven subscales of Responsibility, Openness, Motivation, 

Attractiveness, Immediacy, Concreteness, and Quality of 

Outcome. Table 6 contains the mean scores and standard 

deviations for the main effect of the SMV and the results of 

the two-way analysis of variance computed to determine 

differences in expectations for the EACQ Factor of Personal 

Commitment. 

The data in Table 6 indicate that the SMV failed to 

produce any significant impact in this area of client 

expectations. The null hypothesis pertaining to the EACQ 

factor of Personal Commitment was, therefore, retained. 



The other main· effect of Pretesting did not affect the 

ratings for the Personal Commitment factor ( F(1,119) = 

.337, p > .55), neither was it found to interact with the 

main effect of the SMV ( F(1,119) = 1.561, p > .10). 

Null Hypothesis 5 
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It was hypothesized that there is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings obtained for the BLRI 

factor of Empathic Understanding between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. This factor is composed of items which indicate the 

degree to which the counselor is conscious of the immediate 

awareness and experiencing of the client. Table 7 contains 

the mean scores and standard deviations for the main effect 

of SMV and the results of the two-way analysis of variance 

computed to determine differences in the expectations of 

participants for the BLRI factor of Empathic Understanding . 

The data in Table 7 indicate that the SMV produced a 

significant impact on participants' expectancies in this 

area. The null hypothesis pertaining to the BLRI scale of 

Empathic Understanding was, therefore, rejected. It may 

also be noted that the main effect of Pretesting was 

insignificant in its affect on participants' perceptions in 

the area of counselor empathic understanding ( F(1,119) = 
49.714, p > .35). In addition, the interaction between 

pretesting and the SMV also proved to be statistically 

insignificant in its effect on this scale ( F(1,119) = 

2.100, p > .80). 



Table 6. 

Means and Standard D~viations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Expectations 

About Counseling Questionnaire Factor of 

Personal Commitment 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source 
of 
Variation 

Video 

Pretest 

Interaction 

Error 

Tota 1 

Sum of 
Squares 

.232 

.234 

1. 561 

82.538 

84.535 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

.232 

.234 

1.561 

. 694 

.693 

Mean 

5.23 

5. 31 

F 

.334 

.337 

2.251 

S.D. 

0.94 

0.74 

p 

.564 

.563 

.136 



Table 7. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Sarrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory Scale of Empathic 

Understanding 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source Sum of 
of Squares 

Variation 

Video 384.771 

Pretest 49.714 

Interaction 2.100 

Error 

Total 

6993.986 

7451.366 

* Significant, p < .01 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

384.771 

49.714 

2.100 

58.773 

61.077 

Mean 

65.28 

66.88 

F 

6.547 

. 846 

• 0 36 

98 

s. 0. 

7.81 

7.81 

p 

• 0 12* 

.360 

.850 
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Null Hypothesis 6 

Null hypothesis six stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings obtained 

for the BLRI factor of Congruence between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. This factor measured participants' expectancies of the 

counselor to act consistently with how s/he feels in the 

counseling session. Tab1e 8 contains the mean scores and 

standard deviations for the main effect of the SMV and the 

results of the two-way analysis of variance computed to 

determine differences in participants' expectations for the 

BLRI scale of Congruence. 

The data in Table 8 reveal that the SMV produced a 

significant impact on participants' expectancies of 

counselor congruence. The null hypothesis for the BLRI 

scale of Congruence was, therefore, rejected. Table 8 also 

presents findings related to the effect of pretest and the 

interaction between pretesting and the SMV. The data 

indicate that the main effect of pretesting had no impact on 

participants' ratings regarding the congruence of the 

videotaped counselor ( F(1,119) = 1.085, p > .25). The 

interaction between pretesting and the SMV also proved to be 

insignificant ( F(1,119) = 0.159, p > .65). 

Null Hypothesis 7 

Null hypothesis seven stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings obtained 

"''I 

·~~.~ 
''"' ,,~, . 
•.. 

"'"11
1 . 

"' 



Table 8. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Barrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory Scale of Congruence 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source Sum of 
of Squares 
Variation 

Video 526.249 

Pretest 113.173 

Interaction 16.556 

Error 

Total 

12412.712 

13104.797 

* Significant, p < .05 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

526.249 

113.173 

16.556 

104.309 

107.416 

Mean 

68.80 

71.00 

F 

5.045 

1. 085 

.159 

s . f). 

9.66 

10.93 

p 

.027* 

.300 

.691 

100 
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for the BLRI factor of Level of Regard between participants 

who viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who 

did not. This factor refers to the affective component of 

the counselor's response to his/her client. Table 9 

contains the mean scores and standard deviations for the 

main effect of SMV and the results of the two-way analysis 

of variance computed to determine differences in 

expectations for the BLRI Factor of Level of Regard. 

The data in Table 9 reveal that the SMV failed to 

produce any significant impact on participants' expectancies 

of counselor level of regard. The null hypothesis 

pertaining to the BLRI scale of Level of Regard was, 

therefore, retained. Table 9 also presents data indicating 

that the pretest and its interaction with the SMV proved to 

be nonsignificant in its effect on participants' perceptions 

of counselor level of regard ( F(1,119) = .570, p > .45, and 

F(l,ll9) = .337, p > .55, respectively). 

Null Hypothesis 8 

Null hypothesis eight stated that there is no . 
significant difference in post-treatment ratings obtained 

for the BLRI factor of Unconditionality of Regard between 

participants who viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) 

and those who did not. This factor specifically measures 

how much or how little variability there is in the 

counselor's affective response to the client. Table 10 

contains the mean scores and standard deviations for the 

1 



Table 9. 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Barrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory Scale of Level of Regard 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ANOVA Source Table 

Source Sum of 
of Squares 
Variation 

Video 252.870 

Pretest 50.825 

Interaction 30.061 

Error 

Total 

10608.432 

10958.992 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

252.870 

50.825 

30.061 

89.146 

89.828 

Mean 

70.35 

73.32 

F 

2.837 

.570 

.337 

S.D. 

8.67 

9.95 

p 

.095 

.452 

.563 

102 
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Table 10o 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effect of 

Symbolic Modeling Videotape for the Sarrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory Scale of Unconditionality 

of Regard 

No-Video 

Video 

Two-Way ~~Q~A Source Table 

Source Sum of 
of Squares 
Variation 

Video 122o207 

Pretest 50o237 

Interaction 2o044 

Error 

Total 

9000o086 

9186o016 

df 

1 

1 

1 

119 

122 

N 

55 

68 

Mean 
Square 

122o207 

50o237 

2o044 

75o631 

75o295 

Mean 

60o42 

62o51 

F 

1. 616 

0 6 6 4 

0 027 

SoD o 

9o30 

8 0 09 

p 

o206 

o417 

o870 

103 
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main effect of SMV and the results of the two-way analysis 

of variance computed to determine differences in 

expectations for the BLRI scale of Unconditionality of 

Regard. 

The data in Table 10 reveal that the SMV failed to 

produce any significant impact on participants' perceptions 

regarding the unconditionality of the regard offered by 

their counselor expectancies. T.he null hypothesis 

pertaining to the BLRI scale of Level of Regard was, 

therefore, retained. Table 10 also presents data indicating 

that the pretest and its interaction with the SMV proved to 

be nonsignificant in its effect on participants' perceptions 

of unconditionality of the regard offerred by the counselor 

( F(1,119) = .664, p > .40, and F(1,119) = .027, p > .85, 

respectively). 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

Null Hypothesis One 

The Expectations about Counseling Questionnaire 

served as a measure of expectations regarding four distinct 

dimensions of counseling. Null Hypothesis One predicted no 

difference in ratings regarding the overall expertness of 

the prospective counselor between participants who viewed 

the SMV and those who did not. Testing of Null Hypothesis 

One indicated that the SMV did have a significant, positive 

impact on the ratings of participants who viewed the 
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videotape. The EACQ factor of Counselor Expertise is 

composed of the three dimensions of Directiveness, 

Expertise, and Empathy. Participants who viewed the 

modeling SMV were more positive in their expectations 

regarding the competency of their prospective counselor than 

those who did not view the videotape. These positive 

expectations would seem to indicate that participants who 

viewed the SMV had higher expectations that the counselor a) 

would be able to explain what was wrong with them, b) would 

be able to know how clients felt even when they could not 

quite say what they meant, and c) would be able to help 

clients to solve their problems. This finding is further 

supported by the lack of significance for the interaction 

between pretesting and the SMV. This indicates that the 

effects of the SMV were not weakened by exposure to 

pretreatment questionnaires. One possible explanation for 

this finding can be found in the symbolic modeling component 

of the videotape. Other studies have found that client 

perceptions of specific counselor characteristics can be 

influenced by audiotaped precounseling information (Price & 

Iverson, 1969, Davidshofer & Richardson, 1981), but the 

addition of the modeled behaviors representative of these 

characteristics had not been previously examined. The 

addition of a modeling component of the counselor 

characteristics of expertise, directiveness, and empathy may 

have facilitated the adjustment of expectations regarding 

these qualities. Through the use of a videotape, 
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verbalizations were given substance because participants 

were not only able to hear what was said, but also were able 

to view it through the counselor's nonverbal behaviors. 

This finding complements those of Claiborne and Schmidt 

(1977) and Price and Iverson (1969), all of whom found that 

increased status of the counselor affected client 

satisfaction and client perceptions of the benefits of 

counseling. In both of these studies, status of the 

counselor included an expertness component (e.g., the 

comparison of a "novice" versus "head" counselor) similar to 

the EACQ factor of Counselor Expertise. 

Null Hypothesis Two 

Null Hypothesis Two predicted that participants' 

expectations regarding the psychological conditions which 

facilitate client problem definition, exploration, and 

resolution would remain unaffected by the SMV. Results 

revealed no significant difference in participants' ratings 

regarding facilitative conditions for those who viewed the 

SMV and those who did not. The factor of Facilitative 

Conditions is comprised of the subscales of Acceptance, 

Confrontation, Genuineness, Trustworthiness, Tolerance, and 

Concreteness. The most plausible explanation of the lack of 

significance for this factor is that participants' 

expectancies in this area were already high (5.59 for the 

control group, and 5.58 for the experimental group on a 7-

point likert scale), and the amount of actual change that 

I'll 
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could be expected was minimal. Participants who did not view 

the SMV (the control group in this study), indicated by 

their ratings that they may have already expected their 

prospective counselor to facilitate conditions which would 

be conducive to effective counseling. This lack of 

difference between control and experimental groups would 

seem to suggest that participants may have been more 

sophisticated in their expectations of facilitative 

conditions than expected, thus the SMV did not ~ppear to 

have presented information which would have altered these 

expectations. Additional support for this contention may 

also be found in the lack of significance for the 

interaction between the pretest and the SMV. If this had 

proven to be significant, one would be forced to explain the 

effects of the SMV relative to the effects of pretesting. 

This was not the case in this study, therefore, the lack of 

effect for the SMV may be explained in a straightforward 

fashion. 

An alternative explanation of the lack of 

significance in the facilitative conditions factor is the 

multi-faceted character of the dimensions that comprise it. 

The SMV was approximately 17 minutes in length, and because 

of its brevity, the depth of these dimensions were most 

likely not portrayed. For example, both trustworthiness and 

genuineness are qualities of the counselor which develop and 

gain meaning over time through the normal vicissitudes of 

counseling. It may have been unrealistic to expect that 

',II 
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these qualities could be portrayed effectively in a period 

of 17 minutes. 

Null Hypothesis Three 

Null Hypothesis Three stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACQ 

factor of Nurturance between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Results indicated participants' expectations about the 

counselor's willingness to give support and encouragement, 

and his/her willingness to disclose about him/herself was 

unaffected as a result of viewing the SMV. Again, this 

finding may have been a function of the length of the SMV. 

Both the dimensions of self-disclosure and nurturance may 

have needed more time to be effectively portrayed by the 

SMV. 

An alternative explanation of the lack of 

significance in the factor of Nurturance is that because of 

an absence of a sense of continuity for the participants, 

which may have been realized over a number of counseling 

sessions, participants were unable to view the behaviors 

described by the dimensions of this factor which would serve 

to alter their expectations of the counselor's nurturance. 

In other words, because participants had no opportunity to 

observe the counselor's nurturant behaviors, perhaps it was 

unreasonable to expect any change in expectations regarding 

nurturance. 
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Null Hypothesis Four 

Null Hypothesis Four stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACO 

factor of Personal Commitment between participants who 

viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did 

not. Results indicated that the SMV failed to affect 

participants' expectations regarding their willingness to 

get personally involved in counseling through discussion of 

present concerns, their persistence in counseling even 

though unpleasant at times, and their expression and 

discussion of feelings. The same explanation may be offered 

as that offered for the factor of Facilitative Conditions; 

that is, participants indicated by their responses that they 

were already in agreement with many of the statements which 

were used to measure this factor (e.g., "I expect to . 

take responsibility for making my own decisions"). In other 

words, because scores were high without viewing the SMV 

(5.23 for the control group vs. 5.31 for the experimental 

group ), it would appear that the SMV had little or no 

impact on participant expectancies of their personal 

responsibility and commitment to counseling. 

Null Hypothesis Five 

Null Hypothesis Five stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings obtained 

for the BLRI factor of Empathic Understanding between 

participants who viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) 
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and those who did not. Results indicated that the SMV 

positively influenced participants' perceptions of the 

couns~lor'~ ability to perceive and respond to immediate 
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feelings. Participants more readily perceived the 

counselor's ability to respond to client immediate awareness 

after viewing the SMV. This finding seems to support the 

efficacy of the SMV for increasing sensitivity to counselor 

empathic understanding. The usefulness of a videotaped 

pretraining experience to affect client perceptions of 

counselor characteristics is, however, not a unique finding 

in the area of counseling pretraining. Claiborne and 

Schmidt (1977) and Greenberg (1969) also found that 

pretraining experiences were effective means to alter 

clients' perceptions of their counselor. 

One quality of this study which deviated from 

previous studies (Grosz, 1968, Lawe, 1976, Stewart & 

Jessell, 1986) was the use of the four individual scales of 

the BLRI • It was speculated that the addition of a 

symbolic modeling component to a pretraining experience 

might ellicit some effects not previously found, therefore, 

the use of the individual scales was pursued. Although some 

authors have suggested that the BLRI be used only with a 

global score (Lawe, 1976; Mills & Zytowski, 1967), the 

addition of a graphic presentation of precounseling 

information seemed to be sufficient to facilitate client 

recognition of this quality of the counseling relationship; 

that is, the addition of the modeling component to the 
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precounseling presentation may have allowed participants to 

discriminate and recognize the sensitivity of the counselor 

more readily. 

Null Hypothesis Six 

Null Hypothesis Six stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI 

factor of Congruence between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who ·did not. 

Results provided evidence for the efficacy of the SMV to 

alter participants' perceptions of the counselor's ability 

to act consistently with how s/he feels within a counseling 

session. Participants' reported their perceptions of the 

counselor's genuineness and honesty as more positive after 

viewing the SMV than did participants who did not view the 

SMV. The BLRI scale for Congruence was used as a measure of 

this counselor characteristic. Again, as was true of 

Empathic Understanding, participants' understanding of the 

counselor's congruence seemed to have been facilitated after 

viewing the SMV. Participants who viewed the SMV indicated 

by their responses that they recognized this quality in the 

videotaped counselor to a greater extent than those who did 

not. This finding seems to support the use of the SMV as a 

viable means to influence specific perceptions of a 

counselor's congruence. 
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Null Hypothesis Seven 

Null Hypothesis Seven stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI 

factor of Level of Regard between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Results indicated no difference in ratings by participants 

who viewed the SMV and those who did not regarding their 

perceptions of the level of regard offered by their 

counselor. This finding provides further support for the 

findings related to the EACQ, in that much like facilitative 

conditions, participants may have already been exhibiting a 

relatively high level of perceptiveness of counselor regard 

(70.35 for controls vs. 73.32 for experimentals relative to 

a top mean score of 96). The lack of significance would 

seem to indicate that participants already had fairly well

developed perceptions of counselor level of regard, and the 

SMV failed to provide enough additional information to 

change these perceptions. 

An alternative explanation for the lack of 

significance of this variable could be that the fine 

discriminations called for to recognize regard was a 

difficult task for participants who had never experienced 

formalized counseling, thus making such discriminations 

difficult indeed. Participants may have had no reference 

points from which to judge these qualities and may have 

struggled with discriminating the actual level of counselor 

regard and respect offered. 



Another plausible explanation for the insignificance 

of the factors of the BLRI and the EACQ would seem to rest 

in the increasing level of sophistication of the lay people 

and college students who seek counseling. As the findings 

of Tinsley, Workman, and Kass (1980) and Garfield and Wolpin 

(1963) indicate, increasing numbers of people are becoming 

familiar with the important concepts of counseling. It is 

possible that the sample of students who participated in 

this study reflected this trend. What this seems to imply 

is that prospective counselees may be approaching counseling 

with well-developed expectations of their own behavior, 

counselor characteristics, and the psychological conditions 

provided by the counselor during counseling. The effect of 

the SMV could have been considerably lessened if the 

information it provided was not instructive nor different 

from the information participants already possessed. 

Null Hypothesis Eight 

Null Hypothesis Eight stated that there is no 

significant difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI 

factor of Unconditionality of Regard between participants 

who viewed a symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who 

did not. Results indicated no difference in ratings by 

participants who viewed the SMV and those who did not 

regarding their perceptions of the extent to which they were 

respected and valued by their counselor. 

I ill 
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The most plausible explanation for this finding also 

applies to the findings regarding the BLRI scale of Level of 

Regard. This explanation is based on the limitations 

reported by Mills and Zytowski (1967), who have described 

the lack of discriminability of these scales within the 

BLRI. This may be particularly true for the scales of 

Unconditionality of Regard and Level of Regard. 

Conceptually, they differ only by degree. Level of Regard 

attempts to examine aspects of counselor respect offered to 

the client. Unconditionality examines the degree of this 

respect and regard. It may be that the discrimination 

necessary to determine each of these qualities in the 

counselor are beyond the capacity of counseling-naive 

clients. 

Summary of Results 

The results of this study indicate that the SMV was 

effective in positively influencing participants' 

expectations of counselor expertise and their perceptions of 

counselor empathic understanding and congruence. The 

findings also indicated that participants may have been more 

sophisticated than expected in their expectations of 

facilitative conditions, personal commitment to counseling, 

and the nurturance offered by their prospective counselor. 

It was reasoned that the lack of statistical significance in 

each of these areas may have been due to the brevity of the 

SMV, the sophistication of the participants, and the 
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Chapter 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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This chapter presents a summary, conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations for further research based 

on the results of this study. 

SUMMARY 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

usefulness of symbolic modeling as a vehicle to pretrain 

counseling-naive clients for their encounter with a 

counselor. Four groups of students were compared in an 

analogue situation, and were asked to view the videotape or 

serve as the control. Two groups completed a questionnaire 

prior to either viewing the videotape or returning the next 

day to complete the questionnaire a second time. The context 

of this study was analogous to a client approaching 

counseling for the first time and receiving pre-counseling 

socialization by way of a videotape. The independent 

variables were the symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and 

completion of the pre-treatment questionnaire. The 

dependent variables were congruence of expectations as 

measured by the Expectations About Counseling Questionnaire 

(EACQ) and participants' perceptions of the counseling 



117 

relationship as measured by the Barrett-Lennard Relationship 

Inventory (BLRI). The· socialization process consisted of a 

symbolic modeling videotape which portrayed a first 

counseling session in progress between a female counselor 

and a female client. This tape was developed to provide 

information about counseling processes, "good client role 

behavior," and to deal with stereotypes often associated 

with counseling of college students. The role-played 

counseling session was presented in a color, audiovisual 

format of approximately 17 minutes in length. Participants 

in the control groups either completed the pretesting and 

returned the next day to complete the questionnaires again, 

or as in the case of the post-test only group, reported to 

the testing room and completed the questionnaires to end 

their participation in the study. The two experimental 

groups also differed in whether or not they completed 

questionnaires prior to viewing the videotape. 

Review of the Literature 

A review of the literature revealed that clients' 

expectations are often incongruous with the expectations of 

their counselors or prospective counselors. In addition, 

theorists have differing opinions as to the effect of the 

discrepancy between the participants' expectancies as well 

as the effectiveness of pretraining clients to understand 

the processes of counseling. Studies were reviewed which 

indicated the usefulness of pretraining clients for dealing 
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with various therapeutic settings; e.g., 

educational/vocational counseling, group counseling, and 

individual counseling. Several different modes of 

pretraining clients have been successful in helping clients 

progress through counseling by enabling them to participate 

more fully in the counseling process. Symbolic modeling was 

also found to be successful in other settings and with other 

problems; e.g., phobias, preparation for surgery and other 

medical procedures, and dealing with social situations. 

Research indicated the lack of systematic app~oaches for 

modeling effective behavior to prospective clients. Other 

approaches have emphasized providing a variety of 

information whether through ~n audiovisual format or an 

audio format only. Investigating the effectiveness of 

symbolic modeling in this type of setting was an attempt to 

fill a gap in the literature regarding pretraining of this 

nature. 

Null Hypotheses Investigated 

The following null hypotheses were investigated: 

Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACO factor of 

Counselor Expertise between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 2: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of 

Facilitative Conditions between participants who viewed a 
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symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 3: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of 

Nurturance between participants who viewed a symbolic 

modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 4: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of 

Personal Commitment between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 5: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI factor of 

Empathic Understanding between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 6: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI factor of 

Congruence between participants who viewed a symbolic 

modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 7: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI factor of 

Level of Regard between participants who viewed a symbolic 

modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 

Null Hypothesis 8: There is no significant 

difference in post-treatment ratings of the BLRI factor of 

Unconditionality of Regard between participants who viewed a 

symbolic modeling videotape (SMV) and those who did not. 
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Sample 

The sample for this study consisted of 123 

undergraduate, student volunteers enrolled in psychology 

classes during the 1985 fall semester, at Iowa State 

University. Participants were 22 years of age or younger, 

and mean class membership was sophomore, with participants 

from all four undergraduate classes. Participants were 

approximately evenly distributed by sex, predominantly 

white, with no previous experience with counseling. 

Participants were volunteers who indicated interest in 

participating by responding to a request through sign-up 

sheets which explained the nature of the study and the 

extent of involvement. The criterion for participation in 

the study was that participants had not been involved in 

"non-routine" counseling, which was explained on the sign-up 

sheet and consent form. Thirty-eight participants were in 

the pretest/video group, 30 were in the no-pretest/video 

group, 27 were in the pretest/no-video group, and 28 were in 

the no-pretest/no-video group. 

Collection of Data 

Students were invited to participate in this study 

as a way to gain extra credit in their psychology class. A 

sign-up sheet was posted which described the nature of the 

study and the extent of involvement required to receive 

credit for participating. The rotation of groups was 

established prior to posting of the sign-up sheets in order 
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to assure random group sequencing. This was accomplished by 

random drawing to determine the sequence of group data 

collection. FUrther randomization was assumed through the 

process of sign-up according to when participants were 

available. Participants in the pretesting conditions 

reported to the assigned room at the appropriate time and 

completed the pre-treatment questionnaires. Upon 

completion, they were instructed to return the following 

day. Participants in the pretest/videotape condition 

returned the next day, viewed the videotape, and completed 

the questionnaires for a second time. Participants in the 

pretest/no-videotape condition also returned and completed 

the questionnaires. The same procedure was used for 

participants in the posttest only groups. They reported to 

the assigned room, viewed the videotape, and completed 

questionnaires, or reported to the room and completed the 

questionnaires. All participants were debriefed and 

questions answered after their participation ended. 

The videotape was a role-played counseling situation 

in which a female counselor was viewed counseling a female 

client. The content of the videotape was rated by three 

independent judges (Ph.D. level psychologists} with 

agreement ranging between .67 to .87 on critical behaviors 

exhibited by the client. 
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Analysis of the Data 

Data obtained from measures on the Expectations 

About Counseling Questionnaire and Barrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory were analyzed by a two-way analysis 

of variance with unequal cell frequencies. The independent 

factors were: exposure to the symbolic modeling videotape 

(two levels}, and completion of pre-treatment questionnaires 

(two levels}. The four main factors of the EACQ 

(Facilitative Conditions, Personal Commitment, Nurturance, 

and Counselor Expertise}, and the four scales of the BLRI 

(Empathic Understanding, Congruence, Level of Regard, and 

Unconditionality of Regard} were specifically analyzed by 

the analyses of variance. 

Results of the Study 

The results of the analysis of the data related to 

the eight null hypotheses are summarized below: 

1. A significant difference ( p < .01} was found in 

the post-treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of Counselor 

Expertise between participants who viewed the symbolic 

modeling videotape and those who did not. The results 

indicated the SMV had a significant, positive impact on the 

ratings of participants who viewed the videotape 

2. No significant difference was found in the post

treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of Facilitative 

Conditions between participants who viewed the symbolic 

modeling videotape and those who did not. 
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3. No significant difference was found in the post

treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of Nurturance between 

participants who viewed the symbolic modeling videotape and 

those who did not. 

4. No significant difference was found in the post

treatment ratings of the EACQ factor of Personal Commitment 

between participants who viewed the symbolic modeling 

videotape and those who did not. 

5. A significant difference ( p,< .05 ) was found 

in the post-treatment ratings of the BLRI scale of Empathic 

Understanding in favor of participants who viewed the 

symbolic modeling videotape over those who did not. Results 

indicated that the SMV positively influenced participants' 

perceptions of the counselor's ability to perceive and 

respond to immediate feelings. Participants more readily 

perceived the counselor's ability to respond to client 

immediate awareness after viewing the SMV. 

6. A significant difference ( p < .05 ) was found 

in the post-treatment ratings of the BLRI scale of 

Congruence in favor of participants who viewed the symbolic 

modeling videotape over those who did not. Results of 

testing provided evidence for the efficacy of the SMV to 

alter participants' perceptions of the counselor's ability 

to act consistently with how s/he feels within a counseling 

session. Participants reported their perceptions of the 

counselor's genuineness and honesty as more positive after 

viewing the SMV as compared to those who did not view the 

SMV. 
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7. No significant difference was found in the post

treatment ratings of the BLRI scale of Level of Regard 

between participants who viewed the symbolic modeling 

videotape and those who did not. 

8. No significant difference was found in the post

treatment ratings of the BLRI factor of Unconditionality of 

Regard between participants who viewed the symbolic modeling 

videotape and those who did not. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study was devised to test the efficacy of a 

symbolic modeling videotape as a vehicle to pretrain or 

socialize students to the processes and outcomes of 

counseling. The findings and conclusions provided only 

limited support for the usefulness of this approach for 

client role-induction. The following conclusions were based 

on the data analyzed in this study within the limitations of 

the study which included: 

a. Students participating were solicited from a 

variety of psychology courses, and the decision to be 

involved in a psychology course was certainly not random. 

The sample, therefore, cannot be considered entirely random. 

b. The videotape was judged by three, Ph.D. level 

psychologists, but the videotape itself was rated via a 

scale (Appendix D) created by the investigator for this 

study; thus, the reliability and validity of this scale may 

be considered questionable. 
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c. The symbolic modeling videotape was 17 minutes 

in length and may not have allowed sufficient time for the 

actual counseling relationship parameters to have been 

sufficiently demonstrated. 

d. This study was an analogue study which only 

approximated field conditions; therefore, the conclusions 

offered must be tempered until the findings have been 

substantiated through a field study with actual counseling 

center clients. 

1. The SMV was a viable means to influence 

participants' sense of the counselor's ability to help them, 

and respond to their feelings. A videotaped symbolic 

modeling experience, such as the one developed by this study 

appeared to be effective in shaping student attributions of 

competency, directiveness, and empathy of a prospective 

counselor. The SMV had its impact through more positive 

evaluations of a counselor who would be effective in helping 

them to resolve their concerns and respond to their feelings 

in a supportive way. This conclusion was also supported in 

the literature. Greenberg (1969) found that both trait and 

role information about the therapist affected participants' 

evaluation of a counseling session. In addition, Greenberg 

concluded that trait information, which was included in the 

SMV through visual means in terms of a a well-dressed 

counselor, who was articulate, nurturant, and helpful, 

appeared to be more powerful than role information. The 

factor of Counselor Expertise includes both trait, (e.q., 
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the dimension of empathy) and role information (e.g., the 

dimensions of directiveness and expertise), and, therefore, 

effectively highlighted a change in participants' 

expectations of their prospective counselors' competency and 

empathic responses. Childress and Gillis (1977) also found 

that by maximizing social influence variables, clients 

exhibited promising symptom improvement and progress through 

counseling. The role and trait information included in the 

SMV (such as the counselor's explantion of what happens in 

counseling -- see Appendix G) also attempted to maximize 

social influence variables such as counselor competency, and 

thereby produced an impact on participant expectations in 

this study. 

2. The SMV does not appear to be effective in 

communicating information about the psychologically 

supportive conditions offered by their prospective 

counselor. The brevity of the SMV limited its effectiveness 

in portraying the complex conditions which facilitate 

effective counseling. 

3. The SMV does not appear to be an effective means 

by which to influence participants' expectancies regarding 

the counselor's nurturance of the client. The SMV did not 

seem to be a suitable vehicle for communicating this 

information to college students. This conclusion is in 

opposition to that of other studies whereby client 

perceptions of a variety of counselor characteristics were 

altered by pretraining information (Claiborne & Schmidt, 
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1977; Price & Iverson, 1969). 

4. The SMV does not appear to be a suitable vehicle 

for effecting any change in participants' expectancies 

regarding their personal commitment and active participation 

in counseling. If participants' ratings regarding their 

level of participation in counseling are already elevated, 

as was the case in this study, it is unlikely that any 

significant change can be expected. 

5. Participants' perceptions of counselor empathy 

appeared to be positively influenced by the SMV. This is 

not a unique conclusion in expectational research in that it 

has been shown in previous studies that participant 

perceptions of their counselor could be affected through 

precounseling information {Greenberg, 1969; Claiborne & 

Schmidt, 1977). Specifically, participants' perceptions of 

counselors ability to respond empathically to their clients' 

immediate experiencing seems to be affected by the SMV. 

This conclusion is consistent with that of Lawe {1976), who 

also concluded that a pretraining videotape was effective in 

facilitating the recognition of positive, therapeutic 

conditions during the counseling session. 

6. Participants' perceptions of counselor 

genuineness and congruence appear to be positively 

influenced by the SMV. Following their exposure to the SMV, 

participants more readily recognized when the counselor was 

behaving congruently with how she felt. Videotaped symbolic 

modeling was shown to be an effective vehicle to communicate 



this type of information about a prospective counselor in 

this study. 
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7. A videotaped symbolic modeling presentation does 

not appear to be effective in conveying information to 

influence participants' perceptions of the extent of 

counselors respect and valuing of their client in the 

counseling relationship. In this study, this type of 

presentation was also ineffective in portraying information 

about the counselor's ability to convey respect and regard 

for his/her clients. This conclusion is consistent with that 

of Lawe {1976), who also reported a lack of impact of 

counseling pretraining on client perceptions of the 

counseling relationship. 

Because of the fine discriminations needed to 

complete the items of these scales in the BLRI {Level of 

Regard and Unconditionality of Regard), the lack of 

counseling experience of the participants may have made it 

difficult for them to answer the items related to these 

dimensions of the counseling relationship. This would be 

consistent with the recommendations made by Mills and 

Zytowski (1967) and Lawe (1976), who recommended that only a 

global score be used because the individual scales do not 

discriminate between the qualities suggested by their 

titles. It may be that the specific scales of Level of 

Regard and Unconditionality of Regard do not discriminate 

between the qualities they purportedly represent; therefore, 

the recommendations of Mills and Zytowski (1967) and Lawe 
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(1976) are justifiable for these specific scales. On the 

other hand, the findings of this study do not support these 

recommendations relative to the Congruence and Empathic 

Understanding scales of the BLRI. 

8. Role and trait information regarding a 

prospective counselor seems to be more amenable to change 

than expectations regarding facilitative conditions, client 

personal commitment, and counselor nurturance. 

9. Within the constraints of a typical university 

counseling center, an SMV would not be a cost effective 

means to convey information regarding counseling processes. 

In order to effectively convey this type of information, a 

more extensive and more thorough presentation would seem to 

be necessary. For most naive clients, pretraining of the 

nature suggested would most likely precipitate a higher no

return rate, and consume valuable time which could be spent 

by the counselor building rapport with the client. 

10. Along at least seven of the eight variables 

examined, participant expectations about counseling and 

perceptions of the counseling relationship were already well 

developed, and did not therefore, change as a result of 

viewing the SMV. This seems to indicate that the 

participants in this study were more sophisticated about 

their role behavior and the counselor's behaviors than 

expected. 



IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

The findings of this study have implications for 

counselors in counseling centers or other settings where 

helping clients understand the various aspects of 

counseling, including the personal attributes of their 

prospective counselor, are important. 

IMPLICATIONS 
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1. The use of an SMV in university counseling 

services may be an effective means to ·communicate counselor 

trait information. This trait information can be 

systematized through a videotape presentation and, 

therefore, communicated in a fashion which is understandable 

to the prospective university client. This investigation 

supported other investigators' findings that pretraining 

does have a favorable impact on subjects' perceptions of 

their counselor (Greenberg, 1969; Strupp & Bloxom, 1973; 

Winkel, 1975; Grosz, 1968). 

2. The SMV offers a concrete example of ideal 

client behavior enacted in a counseling session as confirmed 

by the judges' ratings ( Appendix D ). Pretraining of this 

kind would appear to benefit the prospective client by 

providing specific behavior referents to the cognitive 

information furnished. It could also benefit counselors by 

reducing some of the burden of preparing clients for their 

style of counseling. 
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3. The SMV procedure could easily be used as a 

component of the intake procedure in most counseling 

settings. This process may be employed to change the 

emphasis of many counseling centers' intake procedures from 

information-gathering and diagnosis to clarification of 

faulty expectations and promotion of positive expectations. 

4. The SMV would appear to be useful in 

facilitating clients' confidence in their counselor's 

abilities which would seem to serve to increase client 

participation and satisfaction with counseling. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

1. The application of this study to a university 

counseling center to examine the effectiveness of such an 

intervention for actual prospective clients of counseling 

may yield more substantial data regarding the efficacy of 

this role induction approach. 

2. The effectiveness of the videotape presentation 

should be improved by including a series of counseling 

sessions in a time sequence to portray the various aspects 

of counseling. 

3. It is recommended that measures be taken over 

time following clients' viewing of the videotape to examine 

the duration of its effects and whether the potency of the 

videtape diffuses with time and exposure to the counselor. 

4. Research is recommended to examine the 

combinations of symbolic modeling and written information, 
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or symbolic modeling and videotaped professional disclosure 

by the counselor in the modeling sequence. This strategy 

would provide information about means to further heighten 

the impact of a videotape such as the one used in this 

study. 

5. It is recommended that future research examine 

the effects of videotaped symbolic modeling for clients who 

have experienced counseling and compare them with naive 

clients. This comparison could provide information 

concerning the effectiveness of this intervention for 

changing expectations that are based on experience rather 

than stereotypic inexperience. 

6. It is recommended that when the Barrett-Lennard 

Relationship Inventory is used in future pretraining 

research, a global measure of the counseling relationship be 

used rather than more specific scales suggested by its 

construction. This recommendation specifically applies to 

naive clients with few reference points from which to judge 

or understand the nomenclature of the BLRI. 

A variety of pretraining procedures to socialize 

clients for counseling currently exists. Additional 

research, however, is needed to explore what combinations of 

methodologies are most efficacious in helping clients become 

prepared for their counseling encounter. Also, 

specification continues to be needed as to what effect 

pretraining, in its various forms, has on specific outcome 

variables. This approach would appear to enhance current 
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attempts to establish counseling effectiveness relative to 

other modalities of service. 
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Appendix A 

Research on Counseling 

This research project is designed to study certain 

aspects of the counseling process in order to develop ways 

to make it more effective and useful to university students. 

To be a participant in this study, a student should not have 

been involved in "non-routine" types of counseling or 

therapy which entail the discussion of personal issues which 

are emotionally charged and sensitive in nature. Examples 

of such issues are conflict in relationships with other 

people (i.e., parents, boy/girlfriend, other significant 

persons in the young person's life), or identity/sexual 

concerns. Students will be allowed to participate if they 

have been involved in "routine" types of counseling which 

are more commonly experienced by high school students. 

Issues discussed in this type of counseling would include 

career counseling relatively devoid of emotional issues, 

financial aid arrangements, academic scheduling, and 

planning for college/university. If you qualify to 

participate in this study and choose to do so, you will be 

requested to complete two questionnaires which will ask you 

to describe yourself, your expectations of a university 

counseling experience, and your perceptions of the 

relationship in which you might be involved. Your 

involvement in this research project will consume a total of 
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roughly 90 minutes over a two day period. Your identity 

will be kept strictly confidential, and the right to 

withdraw from this study is always available at any time. 

Also, any data collected will be confidential, none of your 

responses will be shared with anyone including your course 

instructor(s). At the completion of this study, the 

results are available to you upon request. If you are 

willing to participate in this study, please sign on the 

line below. Thank you for your willingness to participate 

and help us to make counseling more effective in the future. 

Name{please print) 

Signature 

University 

Date 
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Pretend that you are about to see a counseling 

psychologist for your first interview. We would like to 

know just what you think counseling will be like. On the 

following pages are statements about counseling. In each 

instance you are to indicate what you expect counseling to 

be like. The rating scale we would like you to use is 

printed at the top of each page. Your ratings of the 

statements are to be recorded on the answer sheets provided. 

For each statement, darken the space corresponding to the 

number which most accurately reflects your expectations. Do 

not make any marks in the questionnaire booklet. 

Your responses will be kept in strictest confidence. 

DO NOT fill in the NAME GRID OR STUDENT NUMBER GRID on the 

answer sheet. Your answers will be combined with the 

answers of others like yourself and reported only in the 

form of group averages. Your participation, however, is 

voluntary. If you do not wish to participate in this 

research, just hand the questionnaire and unmarked answer 

sheets back to the person in charge. 

To complete the questionnaire properly, you need one 

answer sheet and a #2 pencil. Tell the person in charge if 

you do not have the necessary materials. When you are ready 

to begin, answer each question as quickly and as accurately 

as possible. Finish each page before going to the next. 

NOW TURN THE PAGE AND BEGIN. 
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET 

1 
Not 
True 

2 
Slightly 
True 

3 
Somewhat 

True 

4 
Fairly 

True 

5 
Quite 

True 

6 
Very 
True 

7 
Definitely 

True 

I EXPECT TO 

1. Take psychological tests. 

2. Like the counselor. 

3. See a counselor in training. 

4. Gain some experience in new ways of solving problems 
within the counseling process. 

5. Openly express my emotions regarding myself and my 
problems. 

6. Understand the purpose of what happens in the 
interview. 

7. Do assignments outside the counseling interviews. 

8. Take responsibility for making my own decisions. 

9. Talk about my present concerns. 

10. Get practice in relating openly and honestly to another 
person within the counseling relationship. 

11. Enjoy my interviews with the counselor. 

12. Practice some of the things I need to learn in the 
counseling relationship. 

13. Get a better understanding of myself and others. 

14. Stay in counseling for a least a few weeks, even if at 
first I am not sure it will help. 

15. See the counselor for more than three interviews. 

16. Never need counseling again. 

17. Enjoy being with the counselor. 

18. Stay in counseling even though it may be painful or 
unpleasant at times. 

19. Contribute as much as I can in terms of expressing my 
feelings and discussing them. 
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET. 

1 
Not 
True 

2 
Slightly 

True 

3 
Somewhat 

True 

4 
Fairly 

True 

5 
Quite 

True 

6 
Very 
True 

7 
Definitely 

True 

I EXPECT TO 

20. See the counselor for only one interview. 

21. Go to counseling only if I have a very serious problem. 

22. Find that the counseling relationship will help the 
counselor and me identify problems on which I need to 
work. 

23. Become better able to help myself in the future. 

24. Find that my problem will be solved once and for all in 
counseling. 

25. Feel safe enough with the counselor to really say how I 
feel. 

26. See an experienced counselor. 

27. Find that all I need to do is to answer the counselor's 
questions. 

28. Improve my relationships with others. 

29. Ask the counselor to explain what s/he means whenever I 
do not understand something that is said. 

30. Work on my concerns outside the counseling interviews. 

31. Find that the interview is not the place to bring up 
personal problems. 

32. Explain what's wrong. 

33. Help me identify and label my feelings so I can better 
understand them. 

34. Tell me what to do. 

35. Know how I feel even when I cannot say quite what I 
mean. 

36. Know how to help me. 

37. Help me identify particular situations where I have 
problems. 
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ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET. 

1 
N.ot 
True 

2 
Slightly 

True 

3 
Somewhat 

True 

4 
Fairly 

True 

5 
Quite 

True 

6 
Very 
True 

7 
Definitely 

True 

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS CONCERN YOUR EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE 
COUNSELOR. 

I EXPECT THE COUNSELOR TO . 

38. Give encouragement and reassurance. 

39. Help me to know how I am feeling by putting my feelings 
into words for me. 

40. Be a "real" person not just a person doing a job. 

41. Help me discover what particular aspects of my behavior 
are relevant to my problems. 

42. Inspire confidence and trust. 

43. Frequently offer me advice. 

44. Be honest with me. 

45. Be someone who can be counted on. 

46. Be friendly and warms towards me. 

47. Help me solve my problems. 

48. Discuss his or her own attitudes and relate them to my 
problem. 

49. Give me support. 

50. Decide what treatment plan is best. 

51. Know how I feel at times, without my having to speak. 

52. Do most of the talking. 

53. Respect me as person. 

54. Discuss his or her experiences and relate them to my 
problems. 

55. Praise me when I show improvement. 

56. Make me face up to the differences between what I say 
and how I behave. 



148 

ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ON THE ANSWER SHEET. 

1 
Not 
True 

2 
Slightly 
True 

3 
Somewhat 

True 

4 
Fairly 
True 

I EXPECT THE COUNSELOR TO ... 

5 
Quite 

True 

57. Talk freely about himself or herself. 

6 
Very 
True 

58. Have no trouble getting along with people. 

59. Like me. 

60. Be someone I can really trust. 

7 
Definitely 

True 

61. Like me in spite of the bad things that he or she knows 
about me. 

62. Make me face up to the differences between how I see 
myself and how I am seen by others. 

63. Be someone who is calm and easygoing. 

64. Point out to me the differences between what I am and 
what I want to be. 

65. Just give me information. 

66. Get along well in the world. 



149 

Please answer the following questions about yourself. This 
information will be used in combining your responses with 
those of other students like you. 

67. What is your present year in school? 
1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
5. Other 

68. How old are you? 
1. 22 years old or younger. 
2. 23 years old or older. 

69. What is your sex? 
1. Female 
2. r4ale 

70. Have you ever been to see a professional counselor? 
1. Yes 
2. No 

71. What is your race? 
1. Black 
2. White 
3. Hispanic 
4. Asian or Pacific Islander 
5. American Indian or Alaskan Native 

STOP 

Check to see that you have answered all of the questions. 
Then return the questionnaire booklet, the two answer 
sheets, and the #2 pencil to the person in charge. 
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Appendix C 

(Pretreatment Version) 

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY 
NAME ________________________________ _ 

DATE ___________________ __ 

Mark each statement in the left margin, according to 
how strongly you feel that it will be true, or not true in 
an expected counseling relationship. Please mark every one. 
Write in +3, +2, +1, or -1, -2, -3 to stand for the 
following answers: 

+3 = 
+2 = 
+1 = 

-1 = 

-2 = 
-3 = 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 • 

7 . 

Yes, I strongly feel that it will be true. 
Yes, I feel it will be true. 
Yes, I feel that it will probably be true, or more 
true than untrue. 
No, I feel that will probably be untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 
No, I feel it will not be not true. 
No, I strongly feel that it will not be true. 

S/he will respect me as a person. 

S/he will want to understand how I see things. 

His/her interest in me will depend on the things 
I say or do. 

S/he will be comfortable and at ease in our 
relationship. 

S/he will feel a true liking for me. 

S/he may understand my words but s/he will not 
see the way I feel. 

Whether I am feeling happy or unhappy with myself 
will make no real difference to the ways/he will 
feel about me. 

8. I feel that s/he will put on a role or front with --- me. 

9. S/he will be impatient with me. 
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10. S/he will nearly always know exactly what I mean. 

11. Depending on my behavior, s/he will have a better 
opinion of me sometimes than s/he has at other 
times. 

12. I feel that s/he will be real and genuine with 
me. 

13. I will feel appreciated by him/her. 

14. S/he will look at what I do from his/her own 
point of view. 

15. His/her feeling toward me will not depend on how 
I feel toward him/her. 

16. It will make him/her uneasy when I ask or talk 
about certain things 

17. S/he will be indifferent to me. 

18. S/he will usually sense or realize what I am 
feeling. 

19. S/he will want me to be a particular kind of 
person. 

20. I nearly always will feel that what s/he says 
expresses exactly what s/he is feeling and 
thinking as s/he says it. 

21. S/he will find me rather dull and uninteresting. 

22. His/her own attitudes toward some of the things I 
do or say will prevent him/her from understanding 
me. 

23. I will be (or would be) able to be openly 
critical or appreciative of him/her without 
really making him/her feel any differently about 
me. 

24. S/he will want me to think that s/he likes me or 
understands me more than s/he really does. 

25. S/he will care for me. 

26. Sometimes s/he will think that I feel a certain 
way, because that's the way s/he feels. 

27. S/he will like certain things about me, and there 
will be other things s/he will not like. 



28. S/he will not avoid anything that will be 
important for our relationship. 

29. I feel that s/he will disapprove of me. 

30. S/he will realize what I mean even when I have 
difficulty in saying it. 
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31. His/her attitude toward me will stay the same: 
s/he will be not pleased with me sometimes and 
will be critical or disappointed at other times. 

32. Sometimes s/he will be not at all comfortable but 
we will go on; outwardly ignoring it. 

33. S/he will just tolerate me. 

34. S/he will usually understand the whole of what I 
mean. 

35. If I show that I am angry with him/her s/he will 
become hurt or angry. 

36. S/he will express his/her true impressions and 
feelings with me. 

37. S/he will be friendly and warm with me. 

38. S/he will just take no notice of some things that 
I think or feel. 

39. How much s/he likes or dislikes me will be not 
altered by anything that I tell him/her about 
myself. 

40. At times s/he will just not know or realize until 
later, what his/her feelings are with me. 

41. I will feel that s/he really values me. 

42. S/he will appreciate exactly how the things I 
experience feel to me. 

43. S/he will approve of some things I do, and 
plainly disapprove of others. 

44. S/he will be willing to express whatever is 
actually on his/her mind with me, including any 
feelings about him/herself or about me. 

45. S/he will not like me for myself. 

46. At times s/he will think that I feel a lot more 
strongly about a particular thing than I really 
do. 



47. Whether I am in good spirits or feeling upset 
will not make him/her feel any more or less 
appreciative of me. 

48. S/he will be openly him/herself in our 
relationship. 

49. I will seem to irritate or bother him/her. 

50. S/he will not realize how sensitive I am about 
some of the things we discuss. 

51. Whether the ideas and feelings I express are 
"good" or "bad" will make no difference in 
his/her feeling toward me. 

52. There will be times when I feel that his/her 
outward response to me will be quite different 
from the way s/he feels underneath. 

53. At times s/he will feel contempt for me. 

54. S/he will understand me. 

55. Sometimes I will be more worthwhile in his/her 
eyes than I will be at other times. 
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56. I will not feel that s/he tries to hide anything 
from him/herself that s/he feels with me. 

57. S/he will be truly interested in me. 

58. His/her response to me will be usually so fixed 
and automatic that I will not really get through 
to him/her. 

59. I don't think that anything I say or do will 
really change the way s/he feels toward me. 

60. What s/he says to me will often give a wrong 
impression of his/her full thought or feeling at 
that time. 

61. S/he will feel deep affection for me. 

62. When I am hurt or upset, s/he will recognize just 
how I feel without getting upset him/herself. 

63. What other people think of me will effect the way 
s/he feels toward me. 

64. I believe that s/he will have feelings s/he does 
not tell me about that will causing difficulty in 
our relationship. 



65. Who do you think is the greatest man who ever 
lived? --------------------
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66. Who do you think is the greatest woman who ever 
lived? --------------------



NAME 

DATE 

(Post-Treatment Version) 
RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY 

------~---------------------------------

---------------------
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Mark each statement in the left margin, according to 
how strongly you feel that it was true, or not true in the 
viewed relationship. Please mark every one. Write in +3, 
+2, +1, or -1, -2, -3 to stand for the following answers: 

------

+3 = Yes, I strongly feel that it i s true. 
+2 = Yes, I feel it is true. 
+1 = Yes, I feel that it is probably true, or more 

true than untrue. 
-1 = No, I feel that is probably untrue, or more 

untrue than true. 
-2 = No, I feel it is not true. 
-3 = No, I strongly feel that it is not true. 

1. S/he respects me as a person. 

2. S/he wants to understand how I see things. 

3. His/her interest in me depends on the things I 
say or do. 

4. S/he is comfortable and at ease in our 
relationship. 

5. S/he feels a true liking for me. 

6. S/he may understand my words but s/he does not 
see the way I feel. 

7. Whether I am feeling happy or unhappy with myself 
makes no real difference to the way s/he feels 
about me. 

8. I feel that s/he puts on a role or front with me. 

9. S/he is impatient with me. 

10. S/he nearly always knows exactly what I mean. 

11. Depending on my behavior, s/he has a better 
opinion of me sometimes than s/he has at other 
times. 

12. I feel that s/he is real and genuine with me. 
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13. I feel appreciated by him/her. 

14. S/he looks at what I do from his/her own point of 
view. 

15. His/her feeling toward me doesn't depend on how I 
feel toward him/her. 

16. It makes him/her uneasy when I ask or talk about 
certain things. 

17. S/he is indifferent to me. 

18. S/he usually senses or realizes what I am 
feeling. 

19. S/he wants me to be a particular kind of person. 

20. I nearly always feel that what s/he says 
expresses exactly what s/he is feeling and 
thinking as s/he says it. 

21. S/he finds me rather dull and uninteresting. 

22. His/her own attitudes toward some of the things I 
do or say prevent him/her from understanding me. 

23. I can (or could) be openly critical or 
appreciative of him/her without really making 
him/her feel any differently about me. 

24. S/he wants me to think that s/he likes me or 
understands me more than s/he really does. 

25. S/he cares for me. 

26. Sometimes s/he thinks that I feel a certain way, 
because that's the way s/he feels. 

27. S/he likes certain things about me, and there are 
other things s/he does not like. 

28. S/he does not avoid anything that is important 
for our relationship. 

29. I feel that s/he disapproves of me. 

30. S/he realizes what I mean even when I have 
difficulty in saying it. 

31. His/her attitude toward me stays the same: s/he 
is not pleased with me sometimes and critical or 
disappointed at other times. 
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32. Sometimes s/he is not at all comfortable but we 
go on; outwardly ignoring it. 

33. S/he just tolerates me. 

34. S/he usually understands the whole of what I 
mean. 

35. If I show that I am angry with him/her s/he 
becomes hurt or angry. 

36. S/he expresses his/her true impressions and 
feeling with me. 

37. S/he is friendly and warm with me. 

38. S/he just takes no notice of some things that I 
think or feel. 

39. How much s/he likes or dislikes me is not altered 
by anything that I tell him/her about myself. 

40. At times s/he just doesn't know or realize until 
later, what his/her feelings are with me. 

41. I feel that s/he really values me. 

42. S/he appreciates exactly how the things I 
experience feel to me. 

43. S/he approves of some things I do, and plainly 
disapproves of others. 

44. S/he is willing to express whatever is actually 
on his/her mind with me, including any feelings 
about him/herself or about me. 

45. S/he doesn't like me for myself. 

46. At times s/he thinks that I feel a lot more 
strongly about a particular thing than I really 
do. 

47. Whether I am in good spirits or feeling upset 
does not make him/her feel any more or less 
appreciative of me. 

48. S/he is openly him/herself in our relationship. 

49. I seem to irritate or bother him/her. 

50. S/he does not realize how sensitive I am about 
some of the things we discuss. 



51. Whether the ideas and feelings I express are 
"good" or "bad" seems to make no difference in 
his/her feeling toward me. 
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52. There are times when I feel that his/her outward 
response to me is quite different from the way 
s/he feels underneath. 

53. At times s/he feels contempt for me. 

54. S/he understands me. 

55. Sometimes I am more worthwhile in his/her eyes 
than I am at other times. 

56. I have not felt that s/he tries to hide anything 
from him/herself than s/he feels with me. 

57. S/he is truly interested in me. 

58. His/her response to me is usually so fixed and 
automatic that I don't really get through to 
him/her. 

59. I don't think that anything I say or do really 
changes the way s/he feels toward me. 

60. What s/he says to me often gives a wrong 
impression of his/her full thought or feeling at 
that time. 

61. S/he feels deep affection for me. 

62. When I am hurt or upset, s/he can recognize just 
how I feel without getting upset him/herself. 

63. What other people think of me does (or would, if 
s/he knew) effect the way s/he feels toward me. 

64. I believe that s/he has feelings s/he does not 
tell me about that are causing difficulty in our 
relationship. 

65. Who do you think is the greatest man who ever 
lived? --------------------

66. Who do you think is the greatest woman who ever 
lived? --------------------
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Appendix D 

VIDEOTAPE RATING FORM 

This is a questionnaire to obtain feedback about the 
videotape you have just seen. Please indicate how strongly 
this videotape depicts the various aspects of the counseling 
process and effective client behaviors. Thank you very much 
for your time and helpfulness. 

+3 = 
+2 = 

+1 = 
0 = 

Judges Ratings 
#1 #2 #3 

2 2 1 

2 2 3 

2 3 2 

2 3 3 

1 3 3 

3 3 3 

1 0 0 

3 3 3 

1 2 3 

Feel that it was very strongly depicted 
Feel that it was depicted although not 
strongly 
Feel 
Feel 

1. 

2. 

3 • 

4. 

5 • 

6 . 

7. 

8. 

9 • 

that it was mildly depicted 
that it was not depicted at all· 

Client communicated that she was willing 
to stay in counseling even though it 
might be painful or unpleasant at times. 

Client openly expressed emotions 
regarding herself and her problem. 

Client contributed as much as she could 
in terms of expressing her feelings and 
discussing them. 

Client appeared to feel safe enough with 
the counselor to really say how she felt. 

Client appeared to take responsibility 
for making her own decisions. 

Client talked about her present concerns. 

Client asked the counselor to explain 
what he meant when she didn't understand 
what was said. 

Client appeared to understand the purpose 
of what happens in the interview. 

Client communicated that one goes to 
counseling only for serious problems. 



0 1 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

3 3 3 

3 2 1 

2 2 2 

3 3 3 

3 3 3 

1 1 2 

0 0 0 

3 2 3 

1 0 0 

3 2 2 

2 1 1 
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10. Client appeared to expect that all she 
needed to do was answer the counselor's 
questions. 

11. Client seemed to expect that she would 
never need counseling again. 

12. Client seemed to expect that the 
counselor would simply give her 
information. 

13. Client appeared willing to identify 
situations where she has problems. 

14. Client seemed to be willing to practice 
some of the things she needed to learn 
within the confines of the counseling 
relationship. 

15. Client appeared comfortable with using 
the counseling relationship to help 
herself and the counselor to identify 
problems on which she needed to work. 

16. Client.appeared to be willing to stay in 
counseling for at least a few weeks, even 
if at first she wasn't sure it would 
help. 

17. Client seemed willing to work on her 
concerns outside the counseling 
interviews. 

18. Client seemed to expect that she would 
become better able to help herself in the 
future. 

19. Client seemed to expect the counselor to 
do most of the talking. 

20. Client seemed to expect she would be able 
to improve her relationships with others. 

21. Client appeared to expect the counselor 
to tell her what to do. 

22. Client appeared to want the counselor to 
help her discover what particular aspects 
of her behavior were relevant to her 
problems. 

23. Client expected the counselor to be able 
to determine what was the matter with 
her. 



1 3 

3 3 

2 

2 
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24. Client expected the counselor to help her 
solve her problems. 

25. Client appeared to expect to get a better 
understanding of herself and others. 



Appendix E 

EFFECTIVE CLIENT BEHAVIORS 
AND MODELING SCENARIOS 

Effective Client Behaviors 

1. Communicate a willingness to stay in counseling even 
though painful or unpleasant. 

2. Openly express emotions. 
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3. Contribute as much as possible in terms of feelings and 
discussing them. 

4. Take responsibility for making own decisions. 

5. Talk about present concerns. 

6. Willing to identify situations where s/he had problems. 

7. Willing to practice new behavior within the confines of 
the counseling relationship. 

8. Willing to stay in counseling for a few weeks. 

9. Willing to work outside of the session. 

10. Expect to become better able to help her/himself in 
future through counseling. 

11. Expect to improve relationships with others through 
counseling. 

12. Help discover particular aspects of behavior relevant to 
problems. 

13. Expect to get better understanding of self and others. 

Modeling Scenario (Female) 

This scenario is to portray a young lady who is 

involved in a relationship with a young man who says that he 

cares a great deal about her but he seems to spend more time 

with his male friends. When she comes up with ideas about 



163 

things that they can do together, he makes excuses about why 

he can't go. Later, when she is in class she overhears some 

of his friends talking about the great time they had on the 

night that she had suggested that they go out. When she 

confronts him about the fact that he goes out with his 

friends but not with her, he gets very defensive and accuses 

her of denying him the opportunity to have some time with 

his friends. During th.is interchange she eventually feels 

guilty, and ends up apologizing for hindering his 

friendships. After some time passes, and she has thought 

about it a little, she feels hurt and furious that she has 

been manipulated into feeling guilty for something that she 

feels she deserves. She feels this way because she has a 

commitment from him that he and she would go out on a steady 

basis. She also feels she is more important than his 

friends, and if he really cared about her he would spend 

more time with her. 

Another aspect of this situation is when this young 

lady goes out with her friends and her boyfriend finds out, 

he becomes furious. He accuses her of not being out with 

her friends at all, but going out with another guy. Often 

he calls her room even when he's out with his friends to 

check up on her to see if she is where she has said she 

would be. He also stops by her room expecting her to drop 

everything to go out and do something with him. At times, 

she has had very important homework to do, and has explained 

to him that she needs to do it first. When this happens, he 
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usually sulks and goes away mad, and doesn't talk to her for 

a few days. 

Remember this portrayal should include as many of the 

effective client behaviors listed on the first page as 

possible. 
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Videotape Introduction 
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In recent years more and more students experience 

emotional and psychological problems and have been seeking 

help from professional counselors. We are interested in 

learning more about counseling and the reactions of people 

to this type of treatment. Therefore, we are asking you to 

review a videotape of a counseling session and later ask for 

your reactions to it. As you listen to the videotape we 

would like you to put yourself in the place of the client 

and imagine how you, as the client, would react to this 

session. This client is seeking help after finding that she 

was having a difficult time knowing what to do in her 

particular situation. Thank you for your attention and 

cooperation in this project. 
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Appendix G 

Transcript of Symbolic Modeling Videotape 

Co: Lynn, have you been to the counseling service before? 

C 1 : No , t h i s i s my f i r s t t i me . 

Co: Okay. Let me tell you a little bit about how we 
operate so that you can kind of know. Basically, we 
see students that are enrolled at the university here 
and their spouses and families. We address a wide 
range of concerns from personal, to study skills, 
academic concerns, career exploration, and these kind 
of things. Basically we do what we call short term 
counseling here -- and if someone is needing more long 
term kind of services we'll refer you to another agency 
and we'll help you with that process. 

Cl: Okay. 

Co: All information stays confidential within this agency. 

Cl: Good. 

Co: And the only time we break confidentiality is if we 
feel there's a threat to life in some way, or if a 
student signs a release form that allows us to talk to 
someone else. 

Cl: Okay. 

Co: We do have emergency services and I usually like to 
tell students about this in the case that you might 
ever need them or a friend and you know what the 
resources are that are available to you. We have what 
we call intake service where a student can walk in and 
see a counselor within 15 minutes to a half an hour 
without an appointment and those are usually real short 
sessions. 

C 1 : U h h mmm. 

Co: Then we have services through the student health 
service where a student can walk in there and through 
their emergency service we can be contacted, or through 
Mary Greeley Hospital -- their emergency room. And we 
can be contacted through that agency also -- they'll 
contact us. And those are for hours when we're not 
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open. 

Cl: Okay. 

Co: Okay? 

Cl: Okay, for emergencies. Okay. 

Co: So, I like to let students know about that. 

Cl: Yeah ... I •.. About how long does counseling 
normally take? With just, you know, my problem's not 
real great -- but about how long do you expect that 
we'd have to meet together? 

Co: Well, that's something that you and I will kind of 
negotiate. 

Cl: Okay. 

Co: Why don't you start by telling me something about what 
you're here for, we can decide on, oh, oftentimes it's 
three or four sessions. 

Cl: Oh, okay. 

Co: That's a general ... at the end of those we'll see if 
you want to come in for something else to continue or . 
. • if that's enough. And sometimes it doesn't take 
that long. It just depends, so we'll negotiate that as 
we go along. 

Cl: Okay .•. sounds good. 

Co: Well, alright ... Why don't you tell me a little bit 
about yourself and what brings you in today. 

Cl: Okay. I'm a sophomore in college here, and my 
girlfriends kind of suggested that I come because 
they've been helping me and we're really kind of unsure 
about what to do-- I'm unsure about what to do. I've 
been dating this guy:-oh, for about a year now and it 
just seems that lately things are not going so well 
between us, and I'm frustrated because I talk to my 
friends and I just don't know what to do. And they 
said I should just come here and talk to somebody and I 
said, "Well, I'm not sick." And they said, "Well, but 
you know, this is the kind of place where you can come 
and talk to someone." So, that kind of why I'm here. 

Co: Okay ... okay. First of all, I want to catch you 
back on .•. that you're not sick. That's right -
m~st of the people that we see here are, are healthy 
people just trying to make ..• 
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Cl: Oh. 

Co: In fact most of the people we see here are real healthy 
individuals that are trying to make some decisions 
about things, and they're just needing somebody who can 
give some objective options for them. 

Cl: Okay ... That makes me feel better. 

Co: Or, you might decide that what you've already decided 
is the right thing but you just needed somebody to kind 
0 f . . 

Cl: Yeah ..• Okay. Someone else to talk to is really 
what I needed -- somebody to help me get a different 
perspective, I suppose, on it. 

Co: Okay, why don't you tell about the situation. 

Cl: Okay. Like I said, we've been dating for about a year, 
and it seems that, oh gosh, within the last ..• four 
months or so he's decided to not spend as much time 
with me. Initially when we started dating we spend a 
lot of time together. And it was a real mutual 
relationship where we could call each other up; where I 
could call him or he could call me up and we could get 
together and we could go places. We just spent a lot 
of time together but we were still able to spend time 
with our friends. 

Co: Uh hmmm. 

Cl: But, lately, it's become more the other way that he's 
spending most of his time with his friends and not very 
much time with me. And I don't know how to handle it; 
it's just kind of making me angry, at this point. 

Co: Okay. So you're not real satisfied with the amount of 
time that you're spending ..• 

c 1 : No, I'm really not. 
-- it's not how the 
relationship began, 
at all. 

It's not what we started out with 
friendship began or how the 
and I just, yeah, I'm not satisfied 

Co: Okay. Have you expressed this to him? 

Cl: Oh, when I do, he just flies off at me, you know. 
There have been times when, well, for example-- well, 
one of the biggest up --well, probably the only big 
uproar that we had was a week or so ago. And I called 
him up and asked him if he wanted to go out and he 
said, 'No, he had to stay home and study.' And so I 
thought, fine, that's no problem. And then the next 
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day, I was with some of my friends and they were 
talking about this big party that was on campus and 
that he went too -- that he was there. And so I 
approached him about it, and I was angry-- I'll admit 
I did not handle my emotions real well. I was really 
angry and he just came back at me and said, "You don't 
want me to have my friends; you want to rule my life; 
you want to deprive me of all my friends." And this 
and that. And what could I say? You know ... so 
lashing out wasn't really a good option for me, I 
guess. 

Co: It seems like you both have different perceptions on 
what you'd like the relationship to be at this point. 

Cl: I suppose-- but it didn't used to be that way. So it 
seemed like before we were both coming from the same 
place -- and what confuses me is just the way he talks 
to me when we're in our alone times, in our romantic 
times he'll say things like he wants to stay with me, 
he loves me, he cares for me. And really romantic 
things but they're not matched with actions. You know, 
it's not-- his heart's just not in it. When we're out 
.•• when we ••• when it comes to going out, his 
friends seem to be more important now. 

Co: Okay. What is it that you would like in a 
relationship? 

Cl: Oh ..• I would like ..• I would like to have 
someone that could be my best friend, that I can spend 
time with and talk to and share my hurts and my joys 
and the things that happen to me • • . • But I 
understand that there needs to be some freedom in that 
relationship and I'm willing to give that-- because I 
myself would like some freedom to do things with my 
friends. I guess to maintain kind of your 
independence, but not . . . . Just to communicate 
about things •. 

Co: Do you feel like you're getting that now? 

Cl: No •.. no, I really don't. I feel like we're in 
different worlds when it comes to talking about this. 
I really do. 

Co: How do you think you might be able to get it -- to get 
what you want? 

Cl: Well, the two ways that I've tried haven't gotten me 
very far and what I've normally done in the past is to 
be kind of passive and let him kind of run things. I 
figured that's what it would take to keep him-- to 
hang on to him. But the last explosion, handling it 
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with anger didn't work very well. I guess I just don't 
know what I could do •.. I could try talking to him. 
I haven't done that without being angry or without 
giving in so easy ... But that really scares me. 

Co: What's scary about it? 

Cl: Oh, all he could say, or what he might do •.•. 

Co: What's the worst that could happen? 

Cl: Oh gosh, he could say, "Forget you, you know, you're 
just, you're pushing too hard and I don't need that. 
So long." And I don't want that. 

Co: You don't want it, but would you survive if that 
happened? 

Cl: Well, I guess I'll survive, people do all the time. 
Ugh •.• yeah, I would. 

Co: And that's the absolute worst? 

Cl: Yeah. 

Co: But what else do you think could possibly happen? 

Cl: Oh, the very best that could happen would be he could 
say, "I'm so insensitive and I'm so sorry. I'm so 
sorry I've hurt you and let's talk about this." And 
then be able to talk without being angry and defensive. 
That would be the best and that's the ideal. And I 
don't think that would even happen. I just don't know 
how I could get it to happen with him. He seems so 
defensive right now and I don't know what of-- I don't 
know what he's defending-- if he feels like I just 
threaten his, I don't know, his independence. I don't 
know what it could be. 

Co: Do you think he wants a relationship as bad as you do? 

Cl: (Softly) That's a good question ... Oh, I really 
can't say. I really don't know where he is now. 
From what he says, yes; from what he does, no. 

Co: The reason I'm asking is, that possibly couple 
counseling is something that might be helpful for you 
both • 

Cl: Yeah. 

Co: A way to kind of better communicate. 

Cl: I don't think that he would ever agree to anything like 
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that. I fear that if I were to approach that he really 
would do the very worst and he would say, "So long, 
you're pushing it too far ... " 

Co: That's scary then to present that option to him. 

Cl: Kind of, for me, yeah. 

Co: Okay. It sounds like a lot of things here -- you're 
kind of scared to present anything to him. 

Cl: I really am. I guess that's just the way I am. I 
don't operate that way-- I'm not really a-passive 
person. I've just never been that way. With my 
friends I've always been able to say how I feel and to 
communicate and to have it be a mutual sort of thing .. 
. And I'm just really disgusted with myself for letting 
me remain in a relationship that is like this but I 
really care for this guy -- and I don't know how to 
straighten that out between how I feel --you know, I'm 
so disappointed in myself -- because I would see the 
qualities that I possess in someone else and say, "How 
disgusting -- look at what that guy is doing to her 
life." But on the other hand, it's all different when 
you're there .•. (Softly) I can't believe I'm saying 
all that. 

Co: One of the things that I seem to pick up on ... is 
that-- it doesn't sound like you have really expressed 
some of the feelings you have about being angry. You 
need to sit down and really communicate how you feel 
about that. 

Cl: That'strue. 

Co: But on the other hand, are you open to what he might 
say as far as when he doesn't want to spend time with 
you and be with his friends at times. How do you react 
when he does that? 

Cl: Hmmmm ... I say some things that I probably shouldn't 
say -- like "If you'd rather be with them, fine. Go 
ahead." Then I just go ahead and withdraw. I guess I 
do kind of get my jabs in a little bit. But if he 
could only understand that I wouldn't mind that if he 
could only spend a little more time with me. I 
wouldn't mind that, if he could just understand that. 

Co: How much time are you wanting to spend with him? 

Cl: Oh, I haven't really thought about that. I just know 
that I want more. Oh, three or four nights a week, a 
weekend, Saturdays. I know that he's got to study .. 
. I don't know. 
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Co: Maybe that's something that you two need to negotiate. 

Cl: How would we do that? He's so defensive •.• How 
would I do that? Just talk to him. I've just not done 
that ... I guess I'm just afraid of him. 

Co: Afraid like you said before, that he might break off 
the relationship? 

Cl: Or way something real hurtful or attack me for 
something-- I don't know. 

Co: Are you willing to stay in the relationship the way it 
is -- versus lose it? 

Cl: Hmmmm. I don't know . 
think I can survive this. 
being second, which is how 
I don't think I could. 

I don't think so. I don't 
I don't think I can handle 
I feel ... I don't know 

Co: Uh hmmm. So maybe you're going to have to take the 
risk of talking to him about how you feel. 

Cl: Cause what have I got to lose-- if I don't want to 
stay in it. You know, -that's true -- on the one hand, 
if I don't want to stay in it the way it is, it's no 
different. If I were to talk to him and he says good
bye. I'm no further ahead or behind. Yeah, I could do 
that. 

Co: And if you have a difficult time with that you could 
present the idea of coming in here together and having 
someone help you negotiate things. 

Cl: Yeah. Just maybe a third person to be able to ... He 
would be toned down with another person around, that's 
for sure. He wouldn't be so likely to do his typical 
things of being fiery. I don't know, yeah. 

Co: Why don't you think about those things? Maybe give 
yourself some time to think about those options. How 
you're going to talk to him and if you're still having 
a difficult time with that you could come back next 
week and we could possibly role play some way you could 
talk to him or look at some different things. Or if 
you go ahead and talk to him and you decide to come 
back in you could make an appointment to come back 
together. So you've got some things to think about. 

Cl: Yeah, I sure do. I really do. My friends were right. 
This was a good idea, yeah. 

Co: Okay? We'll leave it just open and if you want to come 
back in by yourself next week . 
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Cl: Yeah, I think I will .•• I think I'd like to. I 
think I'd like to just work a little bit more . I'd 
like to understand a little bit about myself and why I 
fell into the pattern of being so passive. That really 
bothers me personally, that what quality or trait do I 
possess that allows me to do that or what's happened to 
me to be that way? That really bothers me and I'd like 
to come back and talk a little bit about that. 

Co: Okay. 

Cl: Another time too. I'm kind of that same way with my 
dad. I never was strong enough to stand up to him. 
I'm strong enough to stand up to most anyone else. 
But, I don't know, maybe its men now. I've never had 
this trouble with any other boyfriends, but this one 
really scares me like it's a beginning of a way I'm 
going to be ..• So ...• 

Co: Okay. Well, why don't we maybe come back next week and 
maybe talk about that •.. And in the meantime think 
about what we talked about today. Bring me some 
feedback about that. 

Cl: Maybe I'll have some good news. 

Co: All right. 

Cl: Okay. Thanks. 




