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’ ABSTRACT

Counsellor intention has recenfly become an important:
~area of process researfﬁ; A number of instruments have been °
generated tovcaptﬁre counséllor intentions. This thesis
follows a study which“developed the Counéellor Intentions

List to rate counsellor intentions for the client. In that
stﬁdfl concordance between the céunsellor's intention for .
the client and the client's perception of the counsellor's
‘intention was examined. Tﬁe authérs found that 20% of. the
”intentions wére classified in a catégory labelled "other".:

The lZG'descripiidns of counsellor intentions‘that were
classed as "other" were;ré—analyzéd to assess whether the
Couﬂ;éllor Intentions List was iﬁcompiéte. That-is,tfould
the "other" intentions be categorized under the exiéting
categories, or do they represent ébunsellor intentions tha£
are not included. in the existing categories?

Two research questions were examined: 1) Can a grou§ of
independent raters agree on classification of these
intentiops using the Counsellor IﬁtentionS'ﬁist categories?

2) Do trained counsellors. and non-counsellors agree ;n the’
claSSificatioﬁ of these descriptors?

Two groups of ratefs were used; counsellors and n;n-
counsellors, with equal numbers ;f méfe and feﬁale
"participants in ea;h gtoup. Participants in b&?k the

counsellér_and non-counsellor groups used a five-point

rating scale to rate each descriptor in terms of degree of



similarity to the intentions in. the Counse11%§ Intentions
List. ' - e

One-way Friedman analysis of variance for ra@%ed-datéﬁ
‘'yielded chi Square values for each ofnthe descriptors.

—_—

Significance at p <.05 Qas fdund for all but five

descriptors, suggesting that the Gbuﬂ;ellor Intentions List

contains a complete range of inténtions.
———
High correlations between counsellors and non-
cqunselloré for all but one of .the descriptors suggest that
counsellors and non—counsellérs similarly fated descrfbtors
to the categories contqined in the Couqséllor Intentions
List. Finally, t&gfe were insufficient unclasSi%igﬂae
descriptors to fg?ﬁ consistent patterns that would suédest

undefined intentions.

afr



. ) ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS.

I would like to thank the following people who
generously shared their time, patience, knowledge, and

expertise. Without their help, this task would have been

very difficult to complete:

’

‘John Rosboroﬁgh and Tim Sullivan for their assistance with

designing the HyperCard stack.

Doctofs Adam Horvath, Ron garx; Nand Kishor, aﬁdeichard
Weatherman for their input and assist;nce.

‘The péoplé whé donated their time to contribute the datah
for ﬁhisyétudy. |

My.wifé, Kristine Weatherman for her suppo;t in a multitude
of ways. “z ;

You are all greatly appreciated. Thank you.



vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS

' - 4 - . .
Approval Page............... et e ettt j
ADSELACE . v v eeeetene e eeeeeenenn. [ e, i
Acknowledgements.................. e e ne e e e e s et e et v
TabLe of Contents.......... SR I et ee e vi
‘Appendices...l.................5.}.....................Eviii
List of Tables....... U Bore o e e e e X.
List of Figures ........................................ ;:.xi
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION'AND STATEMENT OF THE PRCBLEM ...... 1‘
Development and use of the Counsellor Intentions List
(0 5 7 3
Purpose of this study............ ... i i, 8
Definition of terms........c ittt it esenneasaesd
SUMMALY .« vttt vttt et ovonsnsnsnsas e et e ettt 10
$HAPTER II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE...... ettt ve 11
|
N OVeIVIeW. .ttt ittt ittt it seenntoveoeossssoesassosnnsss 11
Problgms associated with defining process........... 12
Research on counselling process variables........... 16
Counselling process viewed in terms of reciprocity...1l8
Cognitive medjation......... r ettt e e et e e 21
‘Towards finding the tools........... e e s e e 23
Interpersonal Process Recall......... Te e e e e 25
Inventories of process variables.......... et et e 27
Development of counsellor intention inventories..... 30
~ Congruence between counselors' and clients' .
perceptions of counsellor intention........... ,/f.... 33
- The present study in relation to previous research
on counsellor intention......... ittt ittt 36
CHAPTER 11I1. DESIGN AND HETHODOLOGY ...................... 38
Ooverview............. i...;’ ......... et el .38
Description of participants.................. 000039
Data Collection Methodology.............. e 40
Briefing.............. iteseseesassararotaoresns 40
Design......coiiii ittt R e e e 40
Equipment..... e e eiraeee e 41
Procedure........ ... .o P e v e e ee e 42
Locations. ...ttt tnnnnnn ettt 42

Selection...........covvvuinnn e 43



? Vidﬂ
CHAPTER III. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY (continued) ~ #
. . Page
Ranking.......... ettt er ettt e e r et .46
- Debriefing....... N e e e e e et ST U R 1:
. € ] .
CHAPTER 'IV. ANALYSES AND RESULTS.%....a. ....... e e e 50
OVeEVIiOW. o v vt e eeensnenenennss e s wmesonasnes e raeeaas 50
Def1n1t10n of terms........... PR e e iv .51
Mapping the 1tpms using the CIL ...................... 51
The data in terms of the research hypotheses....5l
The Frxedman one-way analysis....... e 55
Establishing criteria for "fit"................. 57
! ' Determining the strength of a "fit"........c..... 57
Comparison between Groups C § N................0....n 59
Results.....cvii it iiiiiennonnnnonnas e et et e e 60
Caveat.....ovurrurnrnnsns S P 60
Overview of the results..... N e s eccs ettt e anne ee 61
Descriptors "successfully mapped”.............. .61
Mapping the Descrlptors using the comblned data’
from both groups........cciii il ennonss 62
Relationships between the groups................ 63
Relating Descriptors to Intentions.............. 65
Relating Descriptors to Intentions for the e
ccombined GroUPS. .t vttt ittt i e e e 66
Frequencies of Mean ratlpgs of sxmllarlty of :
Intentions.......... aJ.@ ........................ 69
Frequencies of Mean ratings of similarity of
Intentions for the combined groups........... “.. 70
Summary of the results.....i..viiiii it Tl
CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION. . .. ittt i ittt eataannsanssnsas 74
DiSCUSSIOM. vt ittt veeetoeeasmenesevensasanosasanssnsss 74
Bias due to level of education........ ittt 77
Comments on the methodology of this study ....... el 18"
Summqﬁy ......................... A .79
<



- | viii

kﬁ

\_‘7\ .
Page
APPENDICES ‘ : R |
A: 126 Descriptors assigned to Int.# 17 ("Other") in the
R O3 & P R O L
B: -Handofit to Respondents.......;...;..\...,..f.;i....i.lOZ.
@t‘» . . . - ~
C: Chi-Squares\for Group C (Counsellors)....... . .:i..... 106
C;: Chi- Squares for Groﬁp'N (Non—CounseIlors)..Lu..;....110‘
. T, $

D: Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL,‘rated as similar

to Descriptors 1-126........ .00ttt nnnnnnnnnns ..114
E: Chi Squaresffor Groups € & N..viiitiiininnenenennn ..123
F: Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as simiLa:
to Descriptors 1-126 (combined data for Groups..... .. 127
G: bescriptors identified by respondents as similar to
cIntention 1........0000i i iiiiiiiitietiiinnaaas eeeee ..118
.-Gl Descriptors identified by’respondents as similar to
' Intention 2........... ettt mee e 2119
G2 Describtors identified by respondents as similar-to
Intention K T TP B3 |
G3 Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to *
' Intention 4........ccc0 .. et et e e e eeaan 123

G4 Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intention 5.............. ... ... et e e «..124

s A : ® )
G5 Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to .
Intention 6.............c. .., et et 125

G6 .Descriptors identified by respondénts as similar to
Intention 7.......... . i, tereireiiereaeeen.. 126

G7 Descriptors identified by respondents as—similar to
Intention B....... . ittt iiieeteeeensnneneerinsens 127

~G8 ‘Déscriptoxs identified’by'reépondents as similar to:

Intention 9..........cc.... s st s esaeseent oo e e e 129
G9 Descriptors identiéiff by respondents as similar to -.
Intention 10..... P 130



APPENDICES (continued.

Gl0 Descriptors identified by respondents as-similar to

TOEONEION 1Lurverenanvnnenenennenensenensenenesnennss 131
Gll Descriptors identified by respondents as_simiiar to
Intention 12.........c0iiinenann. et eserrec e s e 132
Gl2 Descriptors identified-by respondents as similar to
Intention 13........ Mo easaneseeenee s e e Ce e 133
Gl3 Desdriptors identified by respondents as similar to
"Iptention 14, .. ittt it e e e e et e s e 134
Gl4 Descfiptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intention 15.. ... ..ttt ennoasen e e et e e 135
Gl5 Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intention 16...... .07 .0t e eena e s...136
REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY......... et e 137
" ° N . ~
& —
; & | -
<\
l
o —
‘._—/



" Table 1

Table 2.

B

- LIST OF TABLES
P Page
Correlation betweéh non-counsellotrs' and
counsellors' ratings on Descriptor 1l: "feel

joiqed (with) by me"............. e .60

Correlations between counsellors' and-Non-
Counsellors' similarity ratings of CIL Intentions
to Descriptors 1-126........¢0i ittt nceennnnns 64



- Figure 1.
Figure 2.

Figure 3.
Figure 4.
AFigure 5.

Figure 6.

_ Figure 7.

Figure 8.

- Pigure 9.

Figure 10.

-

Pigure 11.

xi

LIST OF FIGURES

- Page
Computer screen for "the Selection phase........44
Computer screen for the Ranking phase.......... 47

m

Similarity ratings of Descriptor 1 "feel joined
(with) by me" (Non-Counsellors: N=1l6........... 53

Frequency and range of Chi-squares for Counsellor
and Non-counsellor groups................ te....62

Frequency and range of Chi;squares for Counsellor
and Non-counsellor groups combined (N=32)...... 63

Frequencies of Intentions rated as at least
moderately similar to Descriptors..............,66

Frequencies of Intentions rated as at least
moderately similar to Descriptors (combined data:
1 L T T 67

Frequencies of instances in which one, two, or
three Intentions were cited as at least
moderately similar to a Descriptor being

exXamined. . .ot e e e e e e 68

Freqguencies of instances in which one, two, or
three Intentions were cited as at least
moderately similar to a Descriptor being examined
(combined data:N=32) ..ttt it ttneeenneenneneen 69

Frequencies of mean ratings of similarity for
Intentions to Descriptors...... et et e e e 70

Frequencies of mean ratings of similarity for
Intentions tosDescriptors (combined data:N=32):.71



CHAPTER I | ‘

v STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM » i

A current issue of significance to counselling and
psychotherapy concerns the evaluation of the counselling

process (VandenBos, 1986). According to Greenberg’(l986,

. g
i«_

LN

p. 4), procefs is "what is going on in therapy". It involves
the transactions between therapist and client daring

" .

counselling, whereas outcome incorporates the results of s
J , , ) y
those transactions in terms of therapeutic effectiveness, as

‘w%ll as durability oyer time. ’

Over the last 25 years,~two basic‘directions in
counselling research have beep developed. The first is
usually identified as the comparative outcome paradigm. This
more éétablished tradition usually compare; the effects of
counselling based on two different theories or techniques,
and attempts to identify approaches or technigues that are
more efficac}bus with respect to certain problems or certain

o _
clients. The éecond, more recent tradition concentrates more
“on the process pf counselling. Although this paradigﬁ is
also interested in the effectiveness of interventions, it
attempts to identify the mechanisms b& which effective
changes are produced (Highlen & Hill, 1984; Rice &
Greenberg,® 1984; GreenbgfgT 1986). In this latter tradition,

one of the major challenges is to identify éppropriate units

of analysis, and categories to use within these units.



~4The'essential rationale er exé}oring.the interactions
between‘counsellor and cl%ent, is to "better understand the
mechanisms of [clientj“cﬂange so as to develop...more
effective methods of treatment" (VandenBo§, 1986. p.Klil).
Such knoﬁledge will ideally further enable the counsellor to’
be more specif&c in‘planning the course of his/her work with

clients (Strupp, 1970). ; .

One approach to the problem of fdentifying units of

‘client/counsellor interaction involves the 'segmentation of a -
counselling interview into units. Within these units,
attempts are made té recall or regenerate counsellor and
client cognitions and/or affects which Qefe present during
that particulag segment.

Of specific importance to this particular methédology
is the analysis of couﬂsellor intentions during these
4segments, and the impact of these intentions wpon the
client. This «.approach arises from assumptions held by
cognitive mediational models which emphasize that clients
understand‘or decode significant portions of the
coﬁnsellor's intention or‘message, in order to benefit from
these intentions (Martin, 1984; Martin & Hiebert, 1985).

To study how client éhanges are related to counsellor
inteﬁtion, it is necessary to identify the intentions
counsellors have for their clients. Thege has been a number
of attempts to develop methodologies to accohplish this.

Each seeks to i1dentify the important counsellor intentions

4
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during éounselling sessions (Elliott & Feinstein, 1978; Hill
& O0'Grady, 1985; Martin, Martin, & Slemon, 1986a).

In addition to‘eviluating‘counsellor intentions, tﬂe
perqeptions of both counsellor and'client during counselling
haQe also been considered important factors. Fundamen€§1 to
this analytic épproach to counselling, and central to
understanding therépeutic transactions, is the assumption
that the perceptions of both client and therapist play an
iﬁportant part in counsel{ing sessions (Fuller & Hill, 1985;
Martin¢ 1984; Van Der Veen, 1967).

It is logical to assume that if the counsellor is more
able to clearly comprehend the client's“peréeptions of the
counselling event, s/he will be better equipped to structure
the course of events towards é more effective outcome
(Martin, et al., 1986a). Similarly, some schools of
therapeutic fhought consider it essential for the-client to
have clear perceptions of the counsellor's intentions during
the course of fhe session (Martin, Martin, Meyer, & Slémpn,
1986hb).

The Counsellor Intentions List_(CIL) which was
developed by Horvath and Marx (1988), and Kamann (1989), ig
in part, based on previously established inventories (e.g.,
Elliott & Feinstein, 1978, Martin, et al., 1986a; Hill &
0'Grady, ;985). The CIL was designed as a complete list of

essential counsellor intentions.
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Recdanizing the importance of both the counsellor's
intention and the client's perceptions of the counsellor's
intention as integral to the counselling session, Horvath
;nd Marx (1988) fécused solély oh those counsellor
‘intentions which, according té Stiles (1986; 1987), were
either: a) literal, b) pragmatic, or ¢) hint. They then
divided the su;ject of counselling intentions ihto three
main areas: 1) the thérapisé's intention for his/her own
action; 2) issues pertaining to the counselling
relationship; and 35—£he client. Their study focused
specifiéally‘on the third; intentions for tﬁe client.

The purpdse of the CIL was to facilitate analysis of
counselling session; by providing both the counsellor and
client witﬁ a co&ggz\method of classifying the counsellor's
intentions for the client._For examplé, the stem ét the
beginning of the CIL reads: "The Counsellor intended for the
client to...Recognize_actions/thoughts/or feelings as his or

~her own" (as with Intention #1; "recognize actions/ |
thoughts/ or feelings as his/her own")i

The CIL was designed to capture counsellor's intentions %
for their clients (to do, think, or feel), based on video-

stimulated recall procedures éimilar to Interpersonal
Process Recall (IPR) described by Elliott (1979). Both the
cou%selloriand client were thgn required to rate episodes
within éhe session, using the CIL. Following Greenberg's

(1986, p. ' 5) definition of an episode as a "meaningful unit

of therapeutic interaction...designed to achieve an
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interﬁediate therapeutic goal", Horvath and Mnrx (1988)
identified an episode;as a perigd which t;; counsellor
identifies as marking the end of n previously held intention
"and the beginning of a new one.

The aim of developing the CIL was to: 1) capture the
broad varieties nf intentions that counsellors of diverse
theoretical orientations may have E;g their clients; 2) to
do so in a manner thét minimizes a bias introduced by jargon
or language specific to}a particular theory or technique;l
and 3) to use as few categories a§¥is practical, and yet
captnre the full variety or range dgrintentions used in |
counselling. ’

In ihis respect, the CIL was intended to be
comprehensible to the client, so that s/he would be able to
read it and use it without the constraints of counsellor

~

biased language (jargon). Examples of words that fit the-

~ ¥

descriptibn"of ‘%argon' may be found in the list aeveloped
by Hill and 0'Grady (1985):_"cathart"i "insight", and
"reinforce change”. Wording that was considered ny Horvath
and Marx (1988) to be difficult, or § 00 technical for the
client to understand, such as; "attending", "encoding"”,
"associating”, and "metacognizing" can be found in Martin,
et al. (1986a).

The designers of such categories, however, can never be
a priori certain that their particular list or methodology

accomplishes the task of capturing all the possible

inte?fions. This is the case with z>ﬁ CIL as well. The



(
pfévision of "éthefvuin the C{L a}loﬁed for participénts to
define their own-catégories, if, fér ﬁhatevér rgéson they .
felt that the éIL's @ntentipn categories were insufficient.
In ﬁéct, participants in Horvath and Marx's study coded-
approximately 20% of their responses as "other". This

“procedure resulted in 126 descriptions of counsellor

intentions which had been classed as "other". It is also’
.interesting to note that the option for "other" was almost

exclusively ysed by the counsellors.

When the "other" category was s%ﬁected, the respondents

. i A
were requited to elaborate on the intention, by providing a
description of the intention. For example, the statement; "I

wanted the client to feel joined (with) by me" was described

by a respondent as an intention which s/he felt did not fit

L]

the CIL.

These results are important, becauée they éuggest tha

the CIL may have either missed or allowed for the
mislabeling of some intentidns. The presence of an o
category, suchAas "other", allows for classification of
intention*kwhich the rater does not consider to be subs
by the instrument (i.e., the CIL). Such an option is
convenient, but runs th; risk of confusing the overall
results by allowing a level of ambiguity where one may not
actua%{é be present. The fact that 20% of the data in

Horvath and Marx's (1988) study was classified as "other"

might support this suggestion.

b
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Given these results, the question)arises as to whf was
this relatively large number of fother" categories chosen.
'Thelfgllowing logical possibilities emerge: 1) It may be -
thé; the CIL categorie$ fail to céptureione or more -
important classes of intentidhslthat counseliors»use.p
2) Although the CIL makes provision to identifyrali the
ihportant intention categories, it is possible that
counsellors ip éarticular, and perhaps eQen~c1ients, have
some preferred way of identifying these intentions, and are
reluctant to classify a particular intention or intentions
under the headings provided by the CIL. ép'

The data generated by Horvath and Marx's (1988) study
has yieldeq‘a database of intentions identified as "other".
One method of establishing whether either option 1 or 2
aﬁove isw%ore likely to be the caée,‘is by asking a number
of réters to examine each of the 126 descriptions of
intentions. The‘participants could then be asked to rate .
each descriptor in terms 8f—similarity to the CIL
categories. If most of the respondents agree that a
statement belongs to a particular categorx in the CIL, then
it can be t%ken as evidence that, alternative 2, (i.e., the:
participants in the Horvath and Marx study were simply‘
reluctant to use the label) is the case. However, if thére
is little agreemeng among raters as to which CIL categor; a
particular descriptor is most likely to belong, it mayvbe

taken as evidence that the particular descriptor is not

adequatelyBaccommodated by the CIL.



~Furthermore, it may also be that counsellors and

clients understand and respond to the CIL categories

Rs

¥ differently. In ordér to verify this hypothesis, it would be
ng%essary to ask Eounsellors, as well as those Qhoiare not
trained as counsellors to rate these descfiptors. Their
ratings could then be exaﬁined to see if their responses are
significantly different from one another. If their reéponses
are different) then it would suggest some syétematic Bias in
the laﬁguage 6f application- of the CIL with respect to
clients and counsellors. On the other hand, if the
differences are not significant between_the two groups of
lragprs, it would be taken as evidence supporting the

proposition that the CIL categories are being understood in
4

a similar way by these two groups.

t

The purpose of this study is to”exgmine those

descriptions of counsellor intentions whichxﬁérefassigned to

« the 17th category, "™other™ in the CIL. The objective in this

L . o
'study will. be to see if these descriptors actually belong to

-

categor;éérunnamed»by,the CIL.

S

b

The first objective addresses the critical research

X .

= -

gquestion }éla€?bg Eo the Contént validity of the instrument:

Are 'the sixteen CIL intentions representative of the domain
being measured, and &b*the,intention categories cover the

. . , :
domain of counsellor intentions in a representative fashion

{Ghiselli, Campbell, &.Zedeck, 1981)7? %fter‘removal of the

17th category, "other” from the CIL, would there be

- -



significant agreement among resgondents in redefining those
intentions‘previously classed as "ché:", as intenfions
within the CIL? This study also examines the possible’

v N
existence of undefined intentions, and whether additional
categories need to be\ﬂaﬁed and\added to the CIL. If the
“descriptors éré not reassigned into the existing CIL
categofies, it is feasible that one_or more additional
caiegories to the CIL may need to be considered.

The second objective'considers the important issue of
'differential ratings between two groups; one group
consisting of trained-counsellors, and the other of non-
‘counsellors.
Definiti £ 1

For the purpose of clarity, the following terms which

&

are used in this study are defined

Intention. Any of the intentions listed in the CIL, or
other inventories cited. For fhe most part, this study
discusses the CIL Intentions (see Appendig B). It is
important to remember that Intentions in the CIL are
counséllor intentions for client response; i.e., "The
counsellor ihtended for the client to..." (followed by'an
intentidn, such as: "feel mére hopeful™) .-

Descriptor. The 126 qescriptions of intentions from Horvath
and Marx's (1988) study tﬁat were allocaGed to "ofh?r" in

the CIL. These descriptors were rated by participants as

intentions that did not fit the CIL (see Appendix A).
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Summary ,
Specifically, th}s study examines the following

research questions:

1. When a new group of raters examines each of the

intentions classed as "other", will those descriptors

be assigned to intention categories within the CIL, or

will the results indicate that there are possibly

intentions that have not been defined by the CIL?

2. Will significant differences be found between a .

group of counsellors and non-counsellors, in rating the

126 descriptors classed as "other"? .

As mentioned above, the CIL was designe o minimize

g

the confounding effects of technical jargon upo ients. If
significant differences exist between the two groups i.e.,
counsellors and non-counsellors), is it reasonable to
suggest that the difference may, in part, be attributable to
the specific meanings that céunsellors ascribe to certaiq
words? Such a factor may influence counsellors' ability to
classify intentions that do not contain jargon words or
phrases with which they are familiar. For example; " Feel
that her feelings.are'validated", could feasibly have been
interpreted as Intention #14; " Feel understood", instead of

v

being identified as "other".

N
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CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This investigétion deals with the area of counselling
process research that addresses the identification and
definition of counséllor»intentions. More specifically, this
study looks at a parficular segment of Qata generated by ’
Horvath and Marx's (1988) study, which examined the match
between counsellor and client in terms of.their perceptions
of the coupsellor's intentions for client response.

This chapter reviews those studies which have lead to
research in counsellor and ciient pgrceptions of couﬁseilor‘
intention. In particular, this study is concerned with
reviewing work which addresses qoncordance by both
:counsellor and client in recognizing and identifying those

\, B .
counsellor intentions which have begn listed in The

Counsellor Intentions List (CIL). Thisuinventory was
developed as part of a cqmbined project involving Langton
(}986) and Kamann (1989), under the auspices of Horvath and
Marx (1988). ‘ |

According to Frank 21976), the primary aim of
psychotherapy or counselling is to facilitate change in
clients, so that they gain an increased.proficiency in terms
of control over themselves, ;and effectiveness within their
social environment. As positive client change is a

fundamental objective of counselling, it follows logically

that a major conceptual focus in this area of research would



view counsellor intention as a means of generating client
response(s) which would lead to change.

wlThis apprdéch differs from‘examining the counéellor's-
intention to dé something, such as execute a stratedgy. For
example, the diff;rence bgtween the stems: "the counsellor
intgnﬂgdﬁ;g...(conffont the clientl", and "the counsellor
intended for the client to...(gain insight)" sﬂgéest two
different activities on the part of the couﬁsellor; It
cannot be assumed that being confrontational will leéd to
client insight, even if the counsellor states the latter és
his/her infb;Qiopa From a research perspective, both stems
lead to completely different information about the

counselling process. As with Horvath and Marx (1988), this

o,

sfudy focuses on counsellor intentions for client respénse.
Problems associated with defining process

Part df he problem in capturing and defining the
components that méke ué ;ounselling,process may be a
function of‘the wﬁole (df process) being different than the
sum of its components. Therefore, when process is
partitioned into its compoments, something is‘altered as a
result. Rogers (1961) points out that the prbblem of
identif.ying-process is common, npt only to ‘psychotherapy,
but to many fields of scientific research. Inhorder for
scientists to know what they are observing, it is imperative
that the o@)ect(s)‘under#scrutiny 53 clearly defined and

operationalized. The problem involves not only definition of

e

&)
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the phenomenon, but the establishment of an appropriate
paradigm which enables adequate mggsurement
An additional problem to that of establlshlng a

paradigm for psychotherapy process research is the low

concordance among researchers in defining process (Kiesler,

1971; Russell & Stiles, 1979). The Sufi fab}e of the b}indl
" men identifying an elephant (Shah, 1970) seems to fit this
situation; as does Highleh and Hill's (1984) parable aﬁout_¥
;he use of different coloured spectaclis with which to vieﬁx
the world of. "Ypareht" (therapy). As xecently as 1978,
Orlinsky and Howard (p. 284) noted an absence gf a "standard
definition of what occurs in, or is distinctive of,
therapeutic process." They also noted little or no
concurrence with regard to the selection-and measurement of
meaningful process aﬁd outcome:va;iables. d

In sciernce, %he approach to dealiﬁg with a pargicular
research prgblem can be affecged by its mggnitude, as well
as the theoretical framgs of reference used to examine it.
Authors contributing to thé literature on psychotherapy
process hévewnéﬁ, as yet, shared a common picture. This may,
in paft, be due to the predominant characteristic of
counselling, which is that it incorporates many;different~
paradigms (Orli sky & Howard, 1978; Highlen & Hill, 1984).

It is reasonable to suggest that unanimous dgfinitidnﬂ
of process has been hampered by the magnitude and
elusiveness of‘thé construct, together with problems

associated witle the creation of_ sound research tools. For

Y
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example, Pinsoff (1981) notes that process\reseafch,fg
especially in the field of family ﬁheraﬁy, has often been
conducted by isolated workers, whose communication with
others in the field has been sparse at best.

In order to define process, Orlinsky and Howard (1978)
firstzdefined psychotherapy, then used that definition as
tﬁeir basis for defining process:

Psychotherapy is a relation among persons, engaged in

by one or more individuals defined as needing special

assistance to improve their functioning as persons,
together with one or more individuals defined as able

to render such special help (p. 284).

Therapeutic process, then; can be conceptuélized as having
the same characteristics as all social relationships, which
Orlinsky and Howard (1978) assume to be éomprised of fou:ﬁa
facets of process: 1) co-oriented activity (behaviour);

2) concurrent experience (perceptions); 3) dramatic
interpretation (symbolic formulation); and 4) regular
assqciationu(forming patterns of relatedness). From this
description, it is clear that the authors view counselling
as an interpersonal process, and that process itself
reflects the dynamics of social exchanges.

When examining counseiling sessions, Stiles and Snow
(1984) define process as the sequence of counsellor's verbal
interventions, linked,Ey sessional outcomes (referred to as
"impacts’' by Stiles and Snow, 1984; and Caskey, Barker, and
Elliott, 1984), to determine a final outcome. Rice (1965)

uses the term process to include: both the lexical and vocal

characteristics of the therapist's style of engaging in
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therapy. Expressed in more global terms, Greenberg (1986)
considers process- as everything that transpires between
ciient and therapist during therapy. This latter description
implie; that all transactions (verbal and non-verbal) which
take place during psychothefapy warrant recordiné and |
measurement.

It would appear that an undeflying assumption in

process research suggests that once counselling process

variables have been clearly defined and operationalized,

predictably effectiveiéognselling will be closer to reality.
According to this proposition, independent input and
situational variables would be more readily manipulatable,
in order to affect the dependent variables which constitute
outcome. This type‘of logic echoes the assumptions of Rogers
(1957), and later by Van der Veen (1963, p. 295): "If
certain therapist and client conditions are present, then
predictable changes will take place [withiin the client".
However, despite the,researéh on psychotherapeutic
process over the past forty years, the profile of an “ideal
session' has yet to be identified and replicated. Hill
(1982) illuminates this issue to sbme extent, by pointing
out that in counselling, dependent vgriables which
constitute change are rarely adequately controlled, due to
variation in the counsellor's responses. She further
suggests that individual differences among counsellors and

among clients may actually preclude complete control of

extraneous variables. Also, Rice and Greenberg (1984) point
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out that different clients will respond differentlf to
es;entially the same interve;tions,'depeﬁding upon their
perceptions of the situation.as well as their awn personal
agendas. Without controel over the extranéous, it is ‘
difficult to identify/ipgse-ua;iabies;which constitute a
causal relationship between the counsellor's actions and
session impact orrlong—term outcome.

Research on counselling -process variables

Until recently, one main avenue of the research has
focused on comparative outcome between different schools of
psychotherapeutic thought. According\to Caskey, et al;
(1984), themajority of counselling research has
concentrated qn.outcome father than process. The task of
long-term and short-term outcoﬁe research has been~to
examine the effepts of the transactions that take place
during counselling sessions, whereas process research
explores methods of identifying and measuring the variables
that make up those transactions.

There 1is substantiai consensﬁs‘within the literature
that, in terms of outcome, little difference exists between
the current modes of psychotherapy (Bergin & Lambert, 1978;
Frank, 1982; Luborsky, Singer, & Luborsky, 1975; Smith,
Glass, & Miller, 1980; Stiles, Shaﬁiro, & Elliott, 1986):
This factor is further emphasized when long-term follow-up
has been conducted (Rice & Greenberg, 1984). While different
schools of treatment can be recognized for their distinct

-

styles of approach, in keeping with their respective
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theories (Luborsky, Woody, McLellan, O'Brien, é Rosenzweigq,
1982; Stiles, Shapiro & Firth-Cozens, 1988), the literature
has not found significant differences between different
therapeutic orientations and outcome. .

This phenomenon may be due to a simple point, suggestedv
by Frank (1976, 1982), that all.schoo}s of psychotherapy
implicitly or explicitly include the aim of empowering
clients to gain increased proficiency over themselves and
their social environment. With increased pérsonal\mastery as
a primary objective for the client, it follows that there be
some commonality between the schools of psychotherapy, ini
terms of feTating fheir procedures ioua common goal. The
challenge has been to look at psychotherapygresearch from a
’differenﬁ perspective, concentrating on process rather than
outcome variables. | |

Over the past 30 yearé, a number of researchers haver
reported comprehensive reviews of the literature relating to
methods of evaluating the_counselling process, by
identifying observable “process'’ variables within the
counselling session. The authors who have contributed
extensively to research on the topic of process in
psychotherapy include: Rogers (1957, 1961); Rice (1965); Van
Der Veen (1967); Carkhuff (1969); Hbuts, MacIntosh and Moos
(1969); Orlinsky and Howard (1967, 1978); Strupp (1973);
Stiles (1979, 1987); Elliott (1979a, 1983); Hill (1982); and

¥

Greenberg (1986). Each of these authors has examined process



e

18

from a different perspective, resulting in the
ideniification of various process variables.

‘Mintzz Auerbach, Luborsky, and Johnson (1973) suggést'
that the compléxity of an event, such as a counselling
session, yields various levels of meaning, depending on the
perceptual frame of reference specific to the observer at
.the tfme. Contextual as well as temporal and possibly t
cultural or demographic factors are important components of
the overall matrix of the counselling process (Carkhuff,
1969; Moos & MacIntosh, 1970).

The factors cited in the literature are integral and
eésential to counselling process research as a whole, but
they are nonetheless isolated variables that make up part of
the overall pictufe. For example, the apparent trend in
earlier research was to look at process solely in terms of
either the cbunsellqr or the client, typicallf at the
exclusion of one from éhe-other. More recently, research has

4 , ~
begun to examine factors which are integral to the

w

relationship between the client and therapist.
Counselling process viewed in terms of reciprocity -
A recent shift in conceptualizing céunselling pré;ess

acknowledges its interactional and reciprocal nature

(Strong, 1968; Highlen & Hill, 1984). Counselling process

f

has been described as a function of both counsellor and
o

client by Houts, MacIntosh, ak@#®Moos (1969), and by Hill

(1982). Highlen and Hill (1984 p. 344) conceptualize



counselling as involving a "two-way process of influencing
that is defined by the respective role of each participant”.

Garfiéld (1978) postulates three main influences in the
psychoth?rapeutic proc;ss: the ciient, the therapist, and
the resuf%ing interaction between both. By extending this
point, if one considers Moos and Clemes’' (1967) proposal.
that the counsellor and the client are each mutually

influential over the other, it follows that if €ither the

counsellor or the Elient were to be replaced by another

‘;Ldividual, the process in that particular session would be

3 .
altered. Greenberg (1986) extends this line of thinking by

suggesting that the counselling process 1is not only unique

“to each counsellor/client dyad or system, but also to the

context of the counsélling event itself.

The implications of the above suggestions are critical
to conceptualizing the design of methodologies‘whiéh record
events to be classified as common to any pa;ticular
counselling session. If, for each session, the participants,
issues, and contexts are different, it follows that all
sessions are therefore different,  and more iilusive in terms
of measurement. The challenge involves identifying
descriptors of those process elements which'are common to
all sessioﬁs.v . - //

An interesting observation made by Moos and Clemes
(1967) concluded that, in the context of the therapeutic

relationship, therapists modify and adapt their behaviour,

depending upon the presenting characteristics of the

-
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particular client being interviewed at the time. Moos and
Clemes' (1967) findings lead them to conclude that
therapists are in a position to modify their behaviour to a
much greater degree in response to client differences than
clients modify their behaviour with different therapists.

These conclusiogs are important because they
demonstrate that although counselling is a mutually
influencing pfocess, it ié not evenly weighted in ferms of -
who is influenced (i.e., counsellor or clientj. This line of
research suggests that, although the client ostensibly seeks
counéelling in' order to change, it is the therapist who is
the more malleable participant w&thin the context of the
therapeutic re}ationship.

Stiles (1980) has reported that:

Variations among erapists' styles*énd theoretical

approaches are aygmented by variations among client's

sessions....[s0o that] variation in what happens (i.e.,

process) in psychotherapy is accompanied by great

variation in outcome (p. 176).

FPindings such as tﬁese have profound implications over three
areas: 1) design of research methodologies; 2) development
of counselling strategieé relative to client feedback; and
3) the creation of valid and reliable instruments.

If, as the literature suggests, clients predictfbly
inf{uence therapeutic direction, then this has strong
implications in terms cf the desigh of specialized research
tools. Client v&riables are of critical importance to the
construction of inven*tories designed to record client

responses to therap.st direction. In particular, inventories

\
hag
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designed to identify specific therapist inteﬁtions, and the
client's perception(s) of ﬁhe therapist's intentions are |
potentially powerful sources of process data. |
Cognitive Mediation

. Recognizing c¢counselling process as mare than;a
unidirectional counsellor-to-client, "process-prdduct">set
of activities, Martin (1984) discusses a model of
counselfing process based on the concept of cognitive
mediation. The term "cognitive mediation™ was introduced
from research in the field ofvinstructional psychology
(Winne & Marx, 1982). This cohéept entertains the view that
"teacher and student behavicurs [act as] a mutually
inté;dependent.causal system whsfein each source of
behaviour £s influenced by the other" (Winne & Marx, 1977,
p. 675). In terms of applicability of the cognitive
medigtion paradigm to counselling, Martin, Martin, and
Slemon (1986a, p. 8) suggest that "kﬁowledge of client and
counsellor cognitive activity during counselling can enhance
understanding of relationships between counselling processes
and outcomes". =

Martin (1984) conceptualizés counselling as a learniﬁg

sitggtion, in which the relaticnship between counsellor and
cfiéﬁt corresponds to that of teacher and student. Cognitive
mediation applies to coqnselling'in the sense that, as in
g&e cége of teacher and pupil, the cognitioné of both

couﬂéellor and client actively mediate-between the

interactive behaviocurs of one with the other. The
: *

==
@

. %
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counselling process, as described b*gﬂartin (1984),xinvoives
the following cycle of sequences:. 1. counsello# intention:

2. counsellor behaviour; 3. client perception; 4. client

o~

cognitive processing; and 5. client beéhaviour. Ultimately,
the client's behaviour influences the counsellor's
formulation of subseguent intentions through the process of

B

counselling.

It is important to add, waever,~that the concept of
cognitions as mediators of behé&iour cannot be solely
attributed to the field of instructional psychology. Fuller
(1984) notes that, with the advent of cognitive therapies,
the importange of cognitions hgs become widely acknow&edged
in fhe field of process research. For example, Mahoney and
Arnkoff (1978) discuss the concept of -internalism, which
‘views behaviour as determined by an individual's internal
(i.e., cognitive) processing of information. In psychology,
several cognitive methodologies are presently employed. For
example, Ellis (1973), and Meichenbaum (1977) both approach
psychotherapy from the position of having clients use
cognitions to change irrational thinking which {(purportedly)
drives maladaptive behaviour(s).

Central! to the cognitive mediational model, as well as
those cognitive‘therapies previously mentioned, is the
_assumption that the clients respond to their perceptions.

" For example the A.B.C. model, which is essential to Ellis’
(1973) Rational Emotive Therapy, yiews human social and

sychological dysfunction as rooted in clients' responses to
PSY



23
A :

their perceptions of events, and not necessarily the actual
events. By the same token, cognitive mediation in
counselling examines client;' responses in terms of their
perceptions of counsellors' inténtions (Martin, 1984). This
is an ‘important conceptual shift in process research,
because it acknowledges client variables, such as client
cbgnitive processing, as essential to relating counsellor

actions with therapeutic outcome.
Towards Finding the tools

Kamann's (1989) guestion: "What-makes\counselling
éffective?", compliments that of Hill (1982): "How does
[client] change occur?" Both guestions entertain a larger,
mor; complex cluster of unknowns that have yet to be fully
resolved by current process researéh. The ke} question,
which addresses‘the issue more generally, asks: "What types
of events matter in counselling (Elliott, 1985)7" Thesé
questions point to a shared sense among process researchers,
that we lack sufficient knowledge as to what goes‘on during
counselling to be able to ideﬁtify reliably the effective
components of counselling. Ultimately, this éddresses a need
for conceptual uﬁity émong different schools of tﬁzught in
determining standardized profiles of effective therapy. If
these pfofiles exist, how can they be mapped in terms of |
process variables? Would they really be similar across

psychotherapeutic schools of thought? Would they be readily

measurable?
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Rpile Rogers (1961) and Strupp (1982) considered

s

" therapeutic success to be reflected in the client's

subjective feelings, social functioning (society's
»~ ‘ ' .
perspective), and personality organization, Frank's (1982) -

view differed. His critegia focused on interpersonal skills,
together with a shift in personal values. Just as the k
problem of agreement on outcome has yet to be completely
resolved, process resgarch is also faced with a similar
challenge of agrgement among reséarchers in deftining
measurable process variables.

Central to the problem of developing appropriate
counselling process research tools is the task of defining
process variables. Stiles (1980)ﬂsuggests that the temporal
gap between implementation of strategies and outcome poses a
major problem in identifying the kinds of interactions or
useful technigques that lead to positive client change.
Stiles and Snow (1984) point out that lasting benefits of
counselling may be attributable to the rééidual and
cumulative effects of counselling sessions. As Hill, Carter,g
and‘O'Earrell (1983) put,ﬁt: counsellor interventiéﬁs "may

" take time to....be transTated into [client] actién" (p. 14).
Becaﬁse such effeéts take time to become internaliZed by the
client, it is difficult to mark those interactions that can
be directly associated wit% intended change in a particular
client. With this in mind, it seems reasonable to suggest

that, because different researchers have approached the

ocbject of their examination with their own independent .o
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perspectives (as in the case of the proverbial elephant), -
the development of research tools has resulted in a variefy
of devices whose applications are limited to selected

aspects of counselling process.

Interpersonal Process Recall

In response to improvements in the field of television
recording technology, Kagan, Kréthwohl, ana Miller (1963)
used video tapes to record counselling,sessionsT Influenced
by pfevious research in education, Kagan, et al.'s focus was
prifmarily- to ﬁse video-recording as a teaching device. : They
go nd that th%s method enabled sessions to be accurétely
recorded and reviewed by tr;inee therapists. This method has
evolved inté,what is now referred to as Interpersonal
Process Recall™~IPR).

In addition to the usefulness of IPR as a teaching
adjunct, its accuracy and immediacy has enabled researchers
to effectively "stimulate the self-viewer to recall
thoughts, feel?ngg, and internal states associated with [thé
viewer's] previously recorded behaviour" (Katz & Reshikoff,
1976, p. 150). These authors have also demonstratédkmoderate
but reliable sﬁccess with videotape feedback in stimulating
recall of affect. Similarly, Spence (1979) noted thatAIPR

has made it possible to‘gather information on subjective

client add therapist variables, such as the ongoing

perceptions, intentions, and reactions ‘of clients to

therapists (as well as therapists to clients) during therapy

sessions. » \\
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Other research by Elliott (197§b), Elliott, Barket,
Caskey, énd Pistrang (1982), and Elliott (1986), ﬁaS'noted‘
\that IPR facilitates recognition of helpful and non-helpful
linterveniions during counselling. It has also been used to. .
demonstrate critical factors during counselling, such as
timing din terms of implementing therapeutic technidués.
Elliott (1979b; 1986) has found video record%ngbto be useful
in»preserving those subjective events which are often

.overlooked ‘when draftfng session transcripts.

Because IPR is useful in facilitating accurate

e

recérdiné*and playback of within-session variables, such as
counsellorsand client behavidurs, and extralinguistic
features, such as voice quality, it'serves a variety of
research applications (Martin et al, 1986a; 1986b). Elliott
(1986) describes IPR as an interviewing procedure in which a
conversation can be video-taped zand immediately replayed fot
the persons being recorded. He has identified two primary
research avenues that can be employed using this tool:
IPR combines the advantages of the two major strands of
therapy process- research: the phenomenclogical
approach, using global questionnaires; and the obserwer
process rating approaches....IPR combines the event-
based specificity of the behavioural process rating
scales with the clinical relevance and richness of
client and therapist self-report data (504-505).
IPR has been used in conjuncfion with inventories such
as the Helpfulness Rating Scale, and others listed above. As
gpreviously mentioned, these inventories were designed to

identify process variables, such as significant events,

response quality, and counsellor intention.
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éﬁngapproach to dividing the overall task of process
research into workable cqmponents is repreSentedvby Elliott™
(1979a), who has defined two major process re§earch avenueéi
behavioural and ﬁhenomenological. The behavioural line of
research uses trained observers to rate specific helping
events. The phenomenological uses cdunsellor’:hd client
participants as iﬁformants of the subjéctive process of
counselling by responding to questionnaires an& open-ended
interviews. |

Counselling process %}sibeen'ﬁiVided into taxonomies
for classifying therapist interpegsonal behaviours (Elliott,
1983; 1985) as well as client indicators of therapeutic |
progress. For example, Mahrer and Nadler (1986) have
examined markers of positive client response to therapy
which has resulted in an inventory that describes 11
categories of "good moments" during counselling. Their
inventory amalgamates concepts de;ived from a diversity of
therapeutic schools of thought, and emphasizes the following
indicators of client progress: 1) Provision of per;onal
material about self and/or interpersonal relatidnships;
2) Explorafion of the personal nature and meaning of
feelings; 3) Emergence of previously warded-off material;
4) Expression of insight or understanding; 5) Eipressive
communication; 6) Expresgion of a good therapeutic

relationship; 7) Expression of strong feelings towardsﬁihe

therapist; 8) Expression of strong feelings in extratherapy
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contexts; §):Expression of a-qualitatively différent
personality staﬁe; 10) Expression of new ﬁays of being and
behaving; 11) Expression of avgeneral state of well-being.

Other.approaches to measuring process include
inventories which record beneficial interactions or
t;chniques. Instruments §uch as The Thefapy Session Report
(TSR) (Orlinsky & Howard, 1967), Elliott'é Helpfulnesé
ﬁating Scale, and The Heiping Intention Rating Procedure
(Elliott, 1985), are designed to record moments during
sessions which,;ere considered helpful, and therefore
useful, by both the client and .the counsellor.

The kinds of_variébles considered important to
counéelling process research differ according to»thé
researcher's theoretical positio;. For example,.other
inventories whicﬁ are used to map process events i;clude The
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (BLRI) (Barrett;
Lennard,‘l9;2). Tﬁis inventory was constructed with the
underlying theoretical position which posits a liﬁk between
the therépeutic gelationship and outcome.,

Strong and Matross (1973, p. 25) have observed client
change to be directly attributable to "the interaction of
psychological forces generated and altered in the exchange
between cdunsellor and client." As the exchanges which.
reflect the relationship between counsellor and client are
to a large extent verbal, a logical avenue of research into

counselling process is the examination of verbal

interactions between the counsellor and client during
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sessions. Such research has lead to the develoément of
inventories as the Counsellor Verbal Response Category
- System (Hill, 1978), followed by Thé Client.\erbal Response
Mode Category System (Hill, Carter, & O'Farrell, 1983).

: Accoréing to Stiles (1979), and Barkham and Shapiro
(1986), a verbalkresponse mode (VRM), is a category of
language that implies a particulgr interpersonal intention.
ﬁach VRM 1is descriptive of a microrelationship which takes
place between the counsellor and the client. In recent
years, several instruments have been developed to examine
response modes, similar to those originally described by

:—==_.'., Ry
Goodman and Dooley (1976, p. 106) as the "interactional

qualities of an occasion.'" Goodman and Dooley first itemized
six verbal response modeé which represent six (primary)
coun;ellor's intentions: a) Question; b) Advisement;

¢) Silence; d)AInterpretatiOn; e) Refleétiggﬁb{\faréphrase;
and f) Self-Disclosu}e. From that point,,subsequéﬁt
inventories of VRM'S, such as Hill's (1978) Counsellor
Verbal Response‘cétegory System,'expanded té include more
categories.

As recent process inventories developea,-their focus
shifted from the identification and definition of variables
which described degree of empathy or helpfulness to a
broader spectrum of interactions that were considered
directly related to counselling effects (i.e., impacts).

These inventories, which are discussed later in this
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chapter, begin to delineate the actual intentions of
counsellors to produce desired effects. '
D 1 ! £ - 1] intenti . §‘ .

Of the four aspects of counselling process (i.e.,
content, action, style, and gquality) outlined by Russéll and
Stiles (1979), and Elliott, et al. (1987), Stiles (1979)
points out that psychgtherapy consistshprimarily of verbal
behaviours. Therapist’s rely principally on verbal |
communication, and systematically restrict their use of non-
verbal expression (Stiles, 1959). Such attention to the |
;herapist's method of communication underscores the
dgliberateness and purposefulness of psychotherapy as a
sequence of specific (counsellor originated) communications.

Given that verbal commqnication is the most salient
process variable in counselling, it follow; that process
research focuses on capturing the kinds of transactions
which take place between counsellor and client. The goals of
such research include facilitation of therapist training,
prediction of treatment outcome, anq discrimination between
treatment modalities (Elliott, et»al., 1979).

Drawing from speech act theory (Searle, 1969; Strawson,
1964), and Goodman and Dooley's (1976) work on help-intended
communication, Stiles (1979) developed a taxonomy of verbal
response modes which he considered to be .descriptive of a
complete range of verbal categories or utterances given by
counselloré. Working from common sources, yet not always

convergently, other authors have constructed taxonomies
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which define similgé units of counsellor verbal behaviour
(Elliott, 1985; Stiles, 1979; and Hill, 1978). For example
Hill's (1978) Counsellor Verbal Response Mode Category
System, and Elliott's (1985) Therapist Response Mode Rating
System define variables which describe similar, if not the

same intentions.
The inventories constructed by these\workers expanded

to include the following nine response modes: Question,

Providing Information, Advisement,’Reflection,

o .
Interpretation, Self-disclosure, Reassurance, Cenfrontation,

Acknowledgepent, and Unclassifiable (Elliott, et al., 1987).
In a comparison study by Elliott et al. -(1987), little
significance was found in terms of thé differences between
the inventories cited above.

- Hill and O0'Grady's position (1985) differs from those
of Elliott (1985); Stiles (1979); and Hill (1978) with
regard to viewing»Intention and Response Mode as one.aﬁd the
same. Hill and Q'Gfady regard response modes as phenomena
determined by external judges, whereas inténtions are
considered to be determined by the counsellor. In their
(1985) study, response modes were fouhd to correlate
significantly with intentions, but not to the extent that
they could be regarded as identical. Reviewing Hill and
O'Grady's (1985) article, Stiles (1987) argues that these
authors confuse the mgﬁning and the purpose of VRMs,

=:Accor‘ding to Stiles (1987, p. 237), "VRM systems do code

intentions....[they] code one aspect of an utterance's
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meaﬁing, the speech act ( i.e., what the speaker does in
making the utterance)". n ,

These observations lead to the suggestion that in human
conversation Zparticularly counselling), each response o
communicates some degrée of intg&tion, simply because it is
being communicated with a certain level o%pcognitive
activity and intensity. The other person in' the room is the}
intended recipient. Unless the recipient is incapable of
responding, it is reasonable foisuggest that s)he will, at
some level, cognitively process thé initiator's utterances.
Any level of processingrby the ciient in a counselling
session can be considered a response.

In constructing an intentions list for their study,

* Horvath and Marx (1988) drew froﬁ three inventories which
contained in%entions that addressed client cognitions or

acti For example, in Hill and O0'Grady's (1985) List of

Ifitentions, eight out of their 19 intentions concerned
client responses. The remaining 1l clearly represented a
counsellor's intentions for his or her own actions. Other
intentions were derived from Elliott (1979a), who examined
counsellor behaviours which were used to predict client
perceptions of counsellor intentions, and Martin et al
(1986a), whose inventory marked client cognitive responses
to counselling. .‘

Another condition which was considered important in

Horvath and Marx's (1988) study was that their intentions

list would be free of professional terminology. The goal was
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téicdnstruct a pantheoretical list of intentions which could
be used by clients as well as dounséllg}s. For a list to be
comprehensible to a client, terms such as '"cathart",
"reinforce change", "encode”, and "metacognize" needed to be
replaced with jargon-free descriptors. These terms, which
are éound in Hill and O0'Grady's (1985) .and Martin et ql's
(l986a) lists, were not considered torﬁb as understandable

3

to clients as they may be to counsellors.
Congruence between counsellors' and.clients' perceptions of

/-v‘\
Research on congruence, or the lack of it, between

counsellor and clignt regarding the process and efficacy of
counselling sessions has been well documented by Dill-
Standiford{ Stiles, and Rorer (1988). A research ﬁroblem
which has not yet been widely explored is that which
assesses the degree of congruence between the therapist's
intention for the client's response, and the client's actual
percegéion and subsequent behavior.

Until recently, most studies examined congruence
between counsellor and client in terms of perceptions of
counsellor-related variables ;ther than counsellor
intention. For example, using an inventory of 65 stateﬁénts
tc measure 5 dimensions of perceived therapist interpersonal
behaviours, Lorr (1965) examined client perceptions of
therapists in terms of the therapeutic relationship. Later

studies began to examine congruence of perception on

counsellor intention for the counsellor's behaviour. An
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example of this type of research regarding counsellor
inteﬁti?;;is Caskey et al.'s (1984) study which investigates
agreement between client and therapist perceptions at the
level of in&ividual therapist response. However, this
approach seeks to verify the therapist’'s intention for
his/her own actions.

Using the same conceptuélJapproach, counsellor

intentions are described by Hill, Carter and O'Farrell

(1983, p. 6) as '"'reasons. or “purposes for what the counsellor

does in any given ,speaking tfirn." In other words, a
counsellor m?i/;::jnd to "give support"”, or "give
informatioﬁ" (Hill & O'Grady, 1985) to the clienﬁ, but the
reéearcher will not be informed as to the kind of client
response intendedhby such action. It may be possible/to
infer from the counsellor's claims, the type of client
response being sought, but such inference may be inaccurate. .
As Fuller (1984, p. 2) points out, "the mirror image of
therapist intention is represented by the concept of ciieﬁt
evaluation or percéption of therapist intention'". Clearly,
what is indicated by\Ehe gap in current research is a
~conceptual shift towards describing counsellor intentions
for client response. |

Elliott (1979a) noted a paucity.of knowledge about-
clients' perceptions ¢f counsellor communication behaviours.
He also proposed that client change and growth is direcély

related to the client's understanding, experience, and

memories of the counselling activity. It seems logical to
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@,
consider that the outcome of a counselling session is also

greatly influegced by the counsellor's perceptions of the
client. As Lorg (1965) points out, clients and counsellors
bring;to the counselling session their own personal sets of
experiences&and expectations, which have.shaped well-
established interpersonal reaction patterns. This
obServaéiEn suggests that there is considerable latitude for
misunderstanding(&etw;en the counsellor and the client; in
terms of their perceptions of the interactions,ﬁhat take
pléce between them during counselling. As Martin (1984)
points out:

Withouf accurate client perception of counsellor acts

during counselling....and appropriate cognitive

response by the client, it is impossible to see that
counselling interventions are implemented as intended

(p. 559). N

Stiles (1980) suggests.that most of the variance in
clients' reports of their own experiences auring a
counself;ng session is a function of that particular
session. With this in mind, it fo}lqws that a session which
is fraught wiéh misperception is likely to be poorly rated
in termsrof outcome.

In ;ddition to counsellor/client variables, observer
effects must also be taken into consideration. C;skey,
Barker, and Elliott (1984) cite Cartwright's (1963) "method
factors' study, which concluded that the views of e;ch
observer are essentially separate and discrete. Considering

that there are at least three potential sources of error

(1i.e., counsellor, client, and observer/rater), it is not
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difficult to imagine the multiplicity of interpretations
possible for one counselling event.

The present study in relation to previous research op
counsellor intentions .

One of the si@ﬁﬁficant approacheg\to researcﬁ in recenf
years has been fo analyze the counselling process with a
methodology that examines specific counsellor intentions, as
percgivéd independently by the‘counselfor and client. The
methodology used for this type of analysis is to aséigh
descriptive éategories for counsellor intentions, and then
examine agreement or discrepancies between the éounsellor's

and client's assignments of those intentions to a pre-

determined category.
14

Horvath and Marx (1988), and Kamann (1989) used.the
Counsgllor Inteniions List (CIL) in_ their s;udy of‘
counselling sessions. They then examined the congruence
between the counsellor and his or-her client in terms of
their ?erceptions of the counsellor's intention for client
response. Approximately 20% of the resulting data were
categorized (mostly by the counsellors) as the seventeenth
option of "other" in the CIL. If the respondent assigned an
intention to "other", s/he was required to give a |
description of that intention.

The guestion that arises from these results addresses'
the issue of content validigg of the CIL; does the CIL

encompass the domain of counselkﬁr intentions for the

client, or have any important intentions been omitted? Is it
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poséiblé that the descriptors whfch_make up the portion of
‘the data described as "other” contaih intentions that have
not been dgfined’by the CIL? Those descriptors of

coﬁhselLorq' intentions which make up\that segﬁént of the

data are the focus of this study.
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CHAPTER I:;Q
L

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Qverview |

The primary task for_this‘study involved the analysis
of a portion of data produced by‘subjects in a pre;ious
study reported by (Horvath & Marx (1988) and Kamann (1989).
The data of particular interest to this study consisted of
126 descriptions of counsellor inteﬂtions for clients (all
126 deseriétors ére shown in Appéndix A). In Horvath and
Marx's (1988) study, these descriptors had been assigned to
the category of "other", which had beén included in the
Counsellor Intentions List (CIL).

In-this sfddy, each of the descriptors was examined by
a new set of participants consisting of 16 ¢ nsellors and
16 non-counsellors. Subjectsiin both grod&s Wi required to
rate each of the 126 descriptors in terms of similarity to
the 16 definedlintention categories within'the.(CIL).

The desigﬂ of this study involved a hierarchical’
sorting procedure, in which several intentions could be
identified in terms of varying degrees of similarity terach
oé the éescriptors. With the aid of a microcomputer, this
task consisted of two phases: Selecting and Ranking the
selections. A computer program was constructed to permit
data collection and storage. Subjects ;ere required to

respond to the computer program by clicking a "mopse"

pointer at various options provided by the program.

< -
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In this chapter, é description of subijects and
recruitment conditions is presented, as well as a
description of the computer program which was used for the
purpose of data collection and storage. In keeping with the
defiﬁigi;n of terms outlined in Chapter I, the CIL
categories are Hescribed as intentions, whereas the 126
descriptors of counsellor intention are referred to as
descriptors. ] - |

Thirty-two participants, aged between 24 and 46 years
old, participéted in this study. The totai numbe:’of
participants consisted of two equal groups of 16. One group
was made up of counsellors (C), and the other of non-
counsellors (N). Group C consisted of niﬁe maleé and seven
females, and group N consisted of eight males and eight
females.

The method fbr recruiting participants was, as defined
by Babbie (1986), "purposive" or "judgemental”, rather théﬁ
by randém selection. Participation was voluntary; eagh
person contributed his/her time as a personal favour. All
participants were regquired to have a baccalaureate degree.
In order to fit the definition of "counselldr" in thisx
study, participants in group C were required to posseéé a
minimum of Master's level training in counsellingh
Participants in group N possessed training in at least one
of a diversity of fields, such as‘journalism, computer

science, criminologyu<ifucation, business and economics,

“
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kinesiology, neonatal nursing, and literature. Although none
of the participants in Group N possessed a Master's degree,

all had worked in their respectiQe fields for more than

three years.
Data Collection Methodology

B;igﬁing. Each participant was issued a handout
(Appendix B), which described the reguirements of.the task.
Two computer-screen examples (Figures 1 & 2), and a ééction
on the mechanics of using a MacIntosh "Mouse" were included
in the handout. Participants were also informed that Lheir
participation was voluntary, and were reassuréd that the
task was neither desi;;;d nor intended to test them in any
way. Attrition of participants from the task was nil.

—

Design. It would have been cumbersome to have thf
participants rate all lé‘intentions in terms of similgrity
to each of the 126 descriptors; Therefore, it was necessary
to design a system whereby participants werefrequired>to

. .
select a smaller number of intentions for each descriptor,
and rank these with respect to simi1;>%ty to the descriptor
being rated. BAas Miller (1956) points out, humans perform
within an optimal range of seven, plus or minus two, when
processing information into rating scales. Based on this
rationa}ﬁ, for each of the 126 de;criptors, participants
were required to select five of the sixteen intentions which

they considered most similar to the descriptor, and then

rank these in terms of similarity to the descriptor being

rated.

AN
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Rather than using pencil and paper to collect data, a
computer program was designed and used té facilitate‘tbe
pérticipants' task, and to ekpedite the process by providing

a greater degree of accuracy in recording. The program
presented thé task to the&participan£5*§n the two stages
mentioned above:‘Selecting anq Ranking selections. This
process is described in greater detail further in this
chapter.

Equipment. Appie MacIntosh Computers were used for
collecting and storing all data. The Counsellor Intentions
List (CIL), and the list of 126 descriptors were transcribed
into HyperCard, which is an Apple MacIntosh Program. For the

~purpose of this study, a HyperCard "stack" was created (see
Goodman, 1987), to enable removal of the kéyboard, and'
facilitate a usér-friendly interfa;e between computer and
participant during data collection. The program was written
so that participants were bnly required to use the ﬁMouse"
to indicate their responses which were reéorded by the
program (see Shafer, 1988; Shell, 1988).

Th; use of a computer program enabled digital recording
of participants' entries into a textfile, therefore
minimizing the likelihood of error in transcribing the data
for statistical analysis. It was also possible.to duplica&e
the program, so that several participants could work
simultaneously. In addition to‘saving time, the program

provided a standard environment for collecting the data.
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Beéause thgre were 126 descriptors, the possibility of
bias due to order effects had-tb be taken into Eonsideration
when designing the §rdgram. For example, if all the
descriptors were greseﬂted in the same order to all
participants, factors associated with fatigue may have
biased the outcome. To réduce the: possibility of order
effects upon the data, the numbers 1 to 126 were randomized
twenty times, so that 20 ordered sets of random numbers,
each from 1 to 126, were generated and stored in the
‘Program. -

Based on the order of,their participation in the study,
participants in both sub—groups were each assigned a number
between one and 20 (without replacement). When a new
participant started the program, his/her number was enteréd
.iqto a data file, and the correspondﬁng set of random |
pumbers determined the ordér of appearance of the
descriptors for that particular session. For example, the
tenth participant was assigned the number 10. The order of
appearance of the 126 descriptors was determined by the
fenth list of random numbers. In this way, eéch participaﬁt‘
was presented with a different order of appearance of the
descriptors.

Procedure
/ Locations. Sessions were conducted independently for
each participant. The computer was set up in either a booth

in the Learning Resources Center at Simon Fraser University,

or in a study room in a private residence. In both
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situations, participants were able to have adequate freedom'
from distraction. There were no expectations in terms of
completion time placed on the participants, although each
was informed that the session would take approximately three
hours.

Selection. During the Selection phase, the computer
presented the participant with the Counsellor Intentions
List (CIL). This information was printed in capital letters.
Each descriptor was entered, to be rated one at a time, in
bold lower case letters at the top of the screen above the
CIL (Figure 1).

During this phase, the computer presented the
participants with a descriptor at the top, and the
intentions from the CIL immediately below it. In the lower
-1eft part of the screen, was a box with the instruction to
Js_.@"l_ehg:_i;._i‘mgw,_imweglt_j..g;o@_t_ha.t_.._Lb_e._p.;:m.tj,_gj,p.amwgmshj,ﬂdgmﬁd
‘ﬁimllQL“LQmthmliﬁm'ﬁSee'Figure 1).

Located immediately to‘right of each intention was a
circle about half a centimeter in diameter. These circles
served as electronic switches“("buttons") which could be
controlied by the Mouse to effect functions within the
program.

EacH participant was first instructed verbally, and
subsequently with the handout (Append;x B); in the use of
the Mouse to move the pointer that appeared as a vertically

pointing hand on the screen. Most of the participants found

verbal instruction sufficient to perform the task.
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Figure 1

Computer screen for the selection phase.

The counsellor intended for the client to...

INTENTIONS i
RECOGNIZE ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS / OR FEELINGS AS HIS/ HER OWN
W BE AWARE OF HIS /HER FEELINGS
MAKE NEY CONNECT IONS (AMONG ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS / FEELINGS)
UNDERST AND THE PURPOSE(S) OF THE SESSION
STOP OR DO LESS OF SOMETHING
GIVE (THE COUNSELLOR) INFORMATION
QUESTION HIS /HER OWN ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS / OR FEELINGS
BE MORE PRECISE OR FOCUSED
KNOW WHAT TO DO
FEEL GOOD
EXPERIENCE, OR RELIVE FEELINGS
LEARN HOW TO DO SOMETHING
DO MORE OF SOMETHING
FEEL UNDERSTOOD

Choose any 5
INTENTIONS that you
consider similar to
the ITEM in bold type.

C@®@®@O000®O00

O
O
®

HAVE INFORMATION O
FEEL MORE HOPEFUL (®

44

e ITEM -- feel joined (with) by me (the counsellor).

Rank
Button

b

Moveable
Pointer
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However, the handout provided an additional source of
refefence. In addition to verbal instruction and the
handout, the computer écreen also featured instructions that
were designed to.guide the participant through the steps of
selecting and ranking intentions (see Figure 1).

The participant was next required to position the
pointef in the middle of the circle (button) immediately to
the right of the selected intention{(s). Once the r inter was
positioned correctly on the button of choice, the
participant was required to g¢lick the Mouse once to indicate
that this was one of the five intentions which had been
selected. When the Mouse had been clicked, the button
"switched on", and most of the white area of the circle
became black. This provided a visual cue that a particular
intention had been selected.

If the participant decided to change any of his/her
choices, s/he could click the pointer on the target button a
second time; the black area in the button would disappear,
and the selection of that particular intention would be
cancelled. 'In this way, participants could turn the buttons
on or off, until they were satisfied with their selection.

The program was constructed so that the participant
could“inly select fiﬁe intentions; no more, no less. In the
event f&at a sixth intention was selected, a "Dialogue Box"

o
appeared with the message: "You can only select five
intentions". The participant was required to click the

adjacent button marked "OK", to continue with the task.
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Clicking the "OK" button also efaéed the last choice from
the screen.

Ranking. When all five intentions had been selecfed;.a
larger, rectangular button, with the word "Rank” appeared at
the right of the screen. If the participant was satisfied
with the choices, s/he then moved the pointer into_the |
"Rank" button and clicked. The "Rank" button flashed black
to let tﬁe participant know that the program had registered
the command, and that it was preparing for the éecond phase:
Ranking. Once the "Rank" button had been clicked, the five
intentions selected for that particular descriptor were
recorded, and no further changes to the selection could be
made.

The procedure for the Ranking phase was similar to the
Selection pkase (see Figure 2), After the "Rank" button had -
been clicked, there was a lapse of several seconds, and the
intentions that were pot selected disappeared from the
screeri. The five intentions that were selected remained.
Alongside each of the fiye intentions, a row of five buttons
appeared. These buttons were identical in shape to the
Selection buttons.

Immediately above the columns of ranking buttons, the
numbers from 1 to 5 were printed in bold capitals. In the
margin to the right of the ranking buttons, was the
instruction to select a rank value of 1 to jndicate most
similar, and a rank of 5 for least similar. Rank.values of
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Figure 2

Computer screen for the ranking phase.

The counsellor intended for the client to...

ITEM -- feel joined (with) by me (the counsellor).

1 2 3 4 5 Ranklfor

’ most similar.
INTENTIONZ

Rank 5 for
UNDERSTAND THE PURPOSE(S) OF THESESSION O O O O @ least similar.

IS

know wHaATT000 O O ®@ O O Next
Y FeELGoob O O O ®@ O Button

FeeL UNDERSTOOD @ O O O O .
Th

FEELMOREHOPEFUL O @ O O O Pointer
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1

2, 3, and 4 represented intermediate ratings of similarity
to the descriptor. -

The¢ program was constructed ;j{that participants could
not rank the same intention more than once. Similarly, the
same rank value could not be assigned to more than one
intention. If a paf%icipant inadvertently :ried to rank the
same intention twice, or assign the same rank value to
another intention, a '"Dialogue Box" appeared to identify the
error. BAs in the Selection phase, it was necessary to clic
the adjacent "OK" box in order to proceed. Clicking the ?5)
box cancelled the last entry.

When each of the five intentions had been ranked, a
button, titled "Next", with the icon of a _hand pointing to
the right, appeared’at the right of the screen (see Figure
2). Before clicking the "Next" b;tton (as in the Selection
phase), it was possible to undo any og the ranking choice(s)
by c¢licking the button which was no longer wanted.

If the participant was satisfied with the choice of
rank values, s/he moved the pointer to the "Next" button and
clicked it. Once the '"Next" button had been clicked, the
ranking could not be altered. After the "Next" button
flashed, there was a pause of about ten seconds, while the
screen resumed the Seleétion phase, with the next descriptor
at the top of the screen. Thé”brocess of selecting and

ranking was repeated till all 126 descriptors had been

rated.
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As the participants proceeded through the task, a
Dialogue Box appeared at three stages during the tgsk. The
first Box notified the participant that s/he had completed
half the number of descriptors. The second box stated that
there were thirty descriptors remaining, and the last Box
told him/her that there were only ten to go. These markers
of progress were intended to provide information as well as
encouragement.

When the last descripfor had been ranked, a sign,
thanking the participant, appeared on the screen. The
program paused for ten seconds,rthen automatically shut down
and ejected program and data disks. Following this, a
Dialogue Box notified the user that it was then safe to shut
off the computer.

.Debriefing. Average running time for the task was two
hours and 45 minutes. Participants were given a 10 to 15
minute debriefing period, during which £hey were informed
about the origin of the descriptors as having been

' .
categorized as "other" in a previous study. They were also
reassured that there were no "“correct" answers, and that

their responses would be analyzed as part of a collection of

data.
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CHAPTER IV
. 'ANALYSES AND RESULTS
overview

Two groups of sixteen participants'(ls Counsellors and

~

16 Non—counsellors) participated in this study. Group C
(counsellors) was comprised of nine males and seven females,
.Whereas qual numﬁegs of males and females participated in
group N (non-counsellors). ' .

The primary objective of this study was to determine if
126 descriptions of counsellor intentions, categorized as
“"other" in Horvath and Marx's (1988) and Kamann's (1989)
study, could be described by thé CIL's i6 categories of«
counsellor intentions. Alternately,'if the déscriptors could
not be included by the CIL, they were to be further examined
to determine if they represented intentions not yet ligted
in that inventory. In order to do this, a softing technique
with the provision of replacement was devised. A computer
program was designed to present the task to the participants
and to record the data (see Chapter III). The average time
taken by participants to complete the task was 2 hours and
45 minutes. Female participants averaged approximately 30

, miﬁutes faster than the male participants.

a secoﬁdary objective was to test for differences
between groups of counsellors and non-counsellors. This was
‘based on the hypothesis that, because 90.5% of the data
described as "other"” in the Horvath and Marx (1988) study

was counsellor generated, bias associated with the training
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or orientation of counsellors may have affected the outcome
of the original study. One possible inferen¢e that could be
drawn from these fesults ﬁas that the instrument was not
equally suitable for cpunsellors and clients. The purpose of
testing for aifferences between groUbs was intended to
examine this hypothesis. Although the non-counsellors in
this study were not clients, the assumption was that most
clients are not counsellorg, and it was assumed that the
differences in response to the CIL were attributable to the
differences_between the way non-counsellors and counsellors
interpret the CIL.

ng' .!. E! ‘

To reiterate some of the definitions described in
Chapter I, the terms "intentions", and "descriptors" are
used as follows: intentions are used to refer to eacﬁfof the
16 intenftions contained in the Counsellor Intention/List
(CIL). descriptors are the subject-gener;ted descriﬁzors of
counsellor;infentions obtained by Horvath and Marx (1988)

and Kamann (1989), when the "other" category was selected.

. ; . . the CIL
The data in terms of the research hypotheses. In order

to examine the first two research gquestions, it was
necessary to construct a means by which the new group of
particfpants could rate each Qf the descriptors i te}ms of
similarity to intentions in the CIL. The participants’

ratings could then be recorded as ordinal data.
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The method of data collection which fit the
requirements of this study is fully described in Chapter 3.
When the data were collected, using the HyperCard program,
participants were required to select and rank five out of 16
intentions which~they?determined as having\some degree of
similarity to the degcriptor.being examined. This meant that
for each descriptor, 11 zero entries were recorded for th;se
intentions which had not been selected. The data were stored
in textfiles which were later imported to a spreadsheet
program which was used to sor£ the data for each descriptor
into distributions of ranked scores. Data were converted, so
that the zero entries wer& given a value of 1. This was doné
because the §.P.S.S. ?rogram required values 6f greater than
zero in order to calculate the results. The rank values of
‘1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were converted from: 5 to 2; 4 to 3; 3 to
4; 2 to 5; 1 to 6. As there were 16 participants in each
group, the distribution of ranked scores for each descriptor
occupied a 16 X 16 matrix (sixteen partiéipants: sixteen CIL
intentions), an example of which is presented in Figure 3.

If a descriptor was rated as similar to one of the CIL
intentions, the distribution of ranked scores for that
descriptor would show cpnsistent placement of scores in the
column under the selected intention. A "perfect'’
distribution (in which there was total agreement among all
participants rating a partizx;ar descriptor) would yield
five distinct high points, indicating all the high ranked

scores under one intention, fc.lowed by the next highest
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scores under a different i i, tion, and so on. A graphic

profile of such a distriby 14 rgveal five distinet
raised points separate from Emdining eleven. Each of
the high points would indicéte an intention which had been
rated as siﬁilar to the descriptor being examined.
siﬁilarly, a distribution in which theré was little
agreement “among participants would reveal inconsistent
placement of ranked scores. Any column from such a
distribﬁtion would contain a random dispersion of scorés.
‘Graphic representation of such a distributipn’would show the
charﬁcteristics of a random distribution.

The second research hypothesis posited differeaces
between two groups (counsellors and non-counsellors) in
terms of rating each of the descriptors. Ip an ideal example
of differences getween the groupé, the two distributions of
ranked scores for a descriptor would.be recognizabi&
different from each other. For example, the highest rank
scores from group N may be placed under column 16,
indiéating that, for a particulaf descriptor, intention 16
was selected by the non—couqsellors as. most similar to that
descriptor. For the same descriptor, group C.may have chosen
intention 10. Group N may have rated intention 14 as the |
next highést, whereas- group C ﬁ:;Jhave chosen intention 5,
and so on. | .

In a case where little or no differences would bé

found, the distributions of ranked scores from each group

‘for a descriptor would appear similar. Both grdups would

oy
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have igted the same intentions similarly for that
descriptor. 5.
¢ Ihnggigdmanugng;ﬂgxﬁanalxgig. The method of analysis

used to evaluate these data was Friedman's one-way analyéis
.of variance for ;5nked data (Marascuilo & Serlin, 1988, p
578). For the pﬁrpose of this study, the "method of ranks"
refefred to by Friedmén (1937, p. 676) was a Qore
appropriate méthod of analysis\than the ANOVA for interval
dataf‘This\is because "we are dealing with é qualitative
charddteristic which 'can be ranked but not measured"
(Frie@gan, 1937, p. 675). Also, the "method of ranks"
diffe%é from ANOVA in that it "relies solely on order and
makes no use of the quagtitativg magnitude of the variate"
.(Friedman, 1937, p. 68l)i_Inbthis respect, the'Ffiedman
method does not test for interaction, because/|"without exact
quantitative measurement, "interaction" in tlﬁpsense used in
the ordinary aﬁalysis of -variance is meaningless" (Friedman,
1337, p. 681).

Results obtainedofrom the Friedman method‘are‘described
in terms of Chi-square, rather than the F ratio of ANOQA.
This is because the Friedman distribution more closely
approximates the Chi distrigufion than that of the F ratio .
(Friedman, 1937; Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977).

Chi Squares for each of the 126 descriptors were
obtained by computing Friedman One-way Anzalyses of Variance’

for Ranked Data. Summary statistics yielded mean ranks (%)

for each of the sixteen CIL intentions. Grand Mean Ranks (i)
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and Standard Deviations (Sb) were found for the
distributions of ranked scores for each descriptor. Within
each descriptor, sixteen mean rénks are obtained {one mean
rank for each intention). The value of these mean'ranks‘ |
ranges between 1, representing lowest mean rafing of
siﬁiiarity, to 6, representing the highest possiblenmean
rank (see Figure 3).

Low differentiat?on between mean ranks of intentions
yield a low Chi Sngf; for a descriptor. Such results‘wéuld
suggest no clear preference by participants for identifying
any of the sixteen intentions as consistently similar to the
‘descriptor being rated. " ‘ "\

The greater the differentiation between mean ranks per
intention, the lgrggr the Chi Square would be for the
descriptbr being rateé. Such results suggest a consistent
pattern of preﬁerences by participants for sélecting at
least one intention as similar to a descriptor. The larger .
the mean rank for a partiéular intention, the more often i
that intention had been selected by a group of'participants'
as most similar to the descriptor being examined.

For example, the high Chi Squaréuvalue of 89.825
(g €.0001) for descriptor 1 in Figure 3, suggests that the
participants in group N selected at leas* one intention as
similar to descriptor 1. intentions number 14 and 10 had the |
highest mean ranks of the 16 mearn ranks in that distribution..
of r;nked scores. The next step in the analysis wafs to

s

establish criteria which determined whether an intention
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"fit" in terms of similarity to the déscriptor being
examined. | |

Establishing criteria for "fit". Once the Chi Square
for a descriptor’had been computed, it was necessary to
determine which of %he CIL's intentions was ﬁdSt similar to
the descriptor being réted} The first step in this procéss
simpiy involveg selecting {the largest of the sixteen ﬁéan
ranks. However, it was glsb necessary to provide information

=

about the degree of similarity between an intention and the
descriptor being rated ZThe second step involved estimating
the strength of a particular mean rank, relative to the

[

distribution of ranked scores to which it belongéd.

Determining the stremgth of "£it". The Grand Mean
rating <of 1.94 rééfesented tﬁe Grand Mean rating for any of
the 126 descriptors being rated. Foreacg descriptor, é
lower limit criterion of one stanaardjdéviation above the
'Grand Mean was established to determine a high level of
similarity to the éescriptor being rated. Similarly, a
criterion of 1.5 standard deviations above the Grand Mean
was established to demarcate those inténfions which could be
aclasééd as” very highly similar.

For the purpose of discussion, the.degree of similarity
between intentions and descriptors waé classified as: a)
mode;ately similar to the descriptor being rated; b) highly
similar; and c¢) very highly similar to a descriptor. A label
of "very h;ghly similar" meant that the rating linking a

descriptor with an intention was more than 1.5 SD above the




average rating for this descriptor. Likewise, the label of
"highly similar" was used when the rating linking the
intention to the descriptdr was betweenrl-and 1.5 8D above
the average rating (Grand Mean Rank). The label of
"moderately similar" ‘was used to describe those inténti;ns
which were placed immediately below the lower limit
criterion, but not lower than_ .75 SD above the Grand Mean.
The results were such that it was not necessary to establish
a classification of "not similar". The objective was to
establish the degree of similarity to which an intention
with the largest mean rank for each descriptor could be
classifiedf

For example, any rank score which is 1 SD above the
grand hean rank (i) of its distribution, indicates that this
score is higher thaﬁ 84% §f the ratings for the respective

descriptor. Following this method, a rank score which is 1.5

SD's above the X places that score above 90% of the ratings

rh

or that descriptor. The above method was used to identify
intentions which could be described as either moderately,
highly, or very highly similar to’therrespective descriptor.
This procedure also facilitafed determining the degree
of similarity of more than one intention to a particular
descriptor, depending on the magnitude of the mean'rank for
that intention. For example, in Figure 3, the descriptor -
"feel joined with by me" was identified by the non-
counsellors as being highlxigimxlgz to intention 10, and

very highly similar to intention 14. In other words, *he



mean ranks for intentions 10 and 14 were higher than 1 SD
and 1.5 SD's respectively, above the Grand‘Mean for the
distribution of ratings for descriptor 1:
Comparison between Groups C & N

Participants in both groups each rated all of the 126
descriptors in terms of similarity to the 16 CIL intentions,
each of which is\a separate category. For each descriptor,
16 mean ranks were computed for group C, and 16 for group N.
Each mean rank corresponds to one of the CIL's intentions,
so that for any ‘descriptor it was necessary to keep the
intentions matched when testing for differences between the
groups. For an accurate comparison between the groups on any
descriptor, the mean ranks for intentions 1 to 16 in group C
had to be matched with the complimentary ratings 1n group N.
Because each of the intentions had to be matched, this
procecdure lent itself more to using correlation than the t-
test. An example of this procedure, whiéh was conducted for
each of the 12€ descriptors, is presented in Table i.
Any correlation which was not significant at p <.05 was

regarded as a dif{ference between the groups for a

-descriptor.
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Table 1
Correlation between non-counsellors' and counsellors'
ratings on Descriptor 1l: ..."feel joined with by me".
Mean ranks for N Mean ranks for C
*‘
Intenticn .
1 1.38 1.00
2 1.94 1.63 %
3 1.44 1.38
4 1.63 1.75
5 1.00 1.25
6 1.44 1.63
7 1.00 1.00
8 1.25 1.75
9 1.38 1.25
10 3.81 3.889
11 2.00 1.38
12 1.63 1.44
1 1.31 1.19
14 5.13 5.44
15 l1.69 1.25
16 3.0¢0 « 2.8
r = .962. df = 14. p < .01 (One-tailed Test)
Results

Caveat. A major assumption in this study was that each
of the descriptors were separate and mutually exclusive of
each other. A note of caution must be raised with respect to
the experiment wise type I error rate. Each of the 126
descriptors was analysed separately at a2 nominal p level of
.C5. If the experiment wise probability was kept at p <.05,
eacﬁ analysis would need to be evaluated at a nominal‘p

level of p <.0004 for the correlations gnd p < .0002 for the

Chi Sguare analyses. As the study was exploratory in nature,



the nominal p <.05 was used. However, the results should be
interpreted with the point stated above in mind.

Overview of the results. This section reports Chi

,Séuare and correlation statistics. Because these analyses of
two groups of 126 descriptors resulted in a large data set,
the Chi Squares are presented in tabular form in Appendices
C and D. Frequencies of Chi Square values are presented
graphically in this chapter. Correlations between
Counsellors and Non-counsellors for each descriptor indicater
the relationship between the ratings pf the two groups.

BAs high correlations were found between -counsellors and
non—cqunsellors for.all but three of the descfipfors, data
for both groups were combined and also analyzed using the
same Friedman procedure. Tzbles for the results of the
combined analyses are presented in Appendices E and F, and
are presented graphically in this chapter, following the /
graphs of the comparative analyses.

Descriptors successfully mapped. Figure 4 reports the
histogram of the Chi values for both groups. This h%stogram
represents 2527Chi Sguare vaiues (126 fof each of the

groups). These Chi Square values can be found in Appendix C.
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Figure 4 ‘
Frequency and range of Chi-squarés for ‘
Counsellor and Non-counsellor grdups L

85 - el Group N
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#-19 26-39 4839 228

Range of Chi Square VUalues

Although most of the 126 descriptors in this study were

-

rﬁfbnificantly raged as similar to at least one intention,
slightly less thén 2% of the descriptors were nct. The
differences between rankings associated with fhese
descriptors were not sufficiently great to select one
intentiocn as a significantly more related to the descriptor
tharn any other. Chi Square values for these descriptors were
n%iﬁstatistically significanf at the p <.05 level.
hg&hnggups. The results)of the Friedman analyses of the

ratings of both counsellors and non-counsellors combined can

be found in Appendix E. The following histogram provides a



summary of the range and fregquency of Chi Square values for

both groups combined.

Figure 5
Frequency and range of Chi-squares for )
-Counsellor and Non-counsellor groups combined (N = 32)

Range of Chi Square Values

Rgla;ignéhigﬁmhgtﬂﬁgnmxhg“gxgupﬁ. Pearson correlations
were used to examine the relationshiﬁs between groups C and
N for eacp of the dgscriptors. The resulting correlations,
presénted in Table 2 were significant for 125 out of 126
descriptors, with p <.0l, and df=14 for each of the
correlations. Cérrelation for the remaining descriptor was

p <.05, - with df=14.-

63
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Correlations between Counsellors'

64

and Non-Counsellors'

Intentions to Descriptors

similarjty ratings of CIL
(/dl ) 1-126. ~>
)

DESCRIPTOR DESCRIPTOR DESCRIPTOR °

1 r = .96 13 r = .91 25 r = .98

2 r = .87 14 r = .88 26 r = .95

3 r = .96 15 r = .91 27 r = .86

4 r = .98 16 r = .95 28 r = .94

5 - r = .95 17 r = .98 29 r = .94

6 r = .94 18 r = .95 30 r = .82

7 r = .95 l9jf/r = .90 31 r = .91

8 r = .96 20 r = .90 32 r = .86

9 r = .95 21 r = .91 33 r = .94
10 r = .98 22 r = .93 34 r = .95
11 r = .92 23 r = .98 35 r = ,91
12 r = .94 24 r = .96 36 r = .79
37 r = .88 49 r = .94 61 £ = .91
38 r = .79 50 r = .95 62 r = .79
39 r = .93 51 r = .97 63 r = .72
40 r = .73 52 r = .96 64 r = .83
41 r = .70 53 r = .76 €65 r = .88
42 r = .64 54 r = .89 66 r = .75
43 r = ,67 £5 r = .96 . 67 r = .69
44 r = .83 56 r = .75 68 r = .71
45 r = .63 57 r = .85 69 r = .88
46 r = .98 58 r = .91 70 r = .58
47 r =..92 59 r = .96 71 r = .84
48 ~r = .93 60 r = .86 72 r = .86

DF = 14. p < .01.
.574 (One-tailed Test).

Critical value:

continued...



Correlations between Counsellors' and Non-Counsellors'

Table 2 (Continued)

similarity ratings of CIL Intentions to Descriptors

Relating Descriptors to Intentions. Appendix D reports

the intentions that were rated as most similar to the 126

1-126. &
DESCRIPTOR DESCRIPTOR DESCRIPTOR
. i
73 r = .84 85 r = .97 = ,92
74 r = .74 86 r = .94 = .85
75 r = .93 87 r = .73 = .93
76 r = .87 88 r = .85 = ,92
77 r = .86 89 r = .84 = .92
78 r = .89 90 r = .83 102 r = .92
79 r = .74 91 r = .95 103 r = .88
80 r = .67 92 ‘r = .99 104 r = .84
81 r = .82 93 r = .96 105 r = .79
82 r = .96 94 r = .93 106 r = .97
83 r = .80 95 r = .87 107 r = .88
84 r = ,96 26 r = .9? 108 r = .90
109 r = .93 115 r = .89 121 r = .74
110 r = .89 116 r = .92 122 r = .79
111 r = .92 117 r = .72 123 r = .93
112 r = .87 118 r = .86 124 r = .83
113 r = .91 119 r = .49 125 r = .57
114 r = .79 120 r = ,84 126 r = .84
DF = 14. p < .01l. Critical value: .574 (One-tailed Test).
* : p <.05 '

descriptors by the two groups. Recall that the highest

ranked intention was scored with a value of 6, while

intentions that were not selected were assigned a value of

65

1. Thus, in appendix D, higher mean scores indicate that the

raters considered that the descriptor most clearly belonged

in that intention catego?i. Figure 6 reports the histogram
of ratings for both groups. The values éontributing to this

histogram are the ratings of iﬁ(entions that were judged to
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be at least moderately similar to the descriptors. Thus, for
each group, more than 126 values contribute to this

histogram.

Figure 6

Frequencies of Intentibns rated as at least
moderately similar “=swDescriptors

Group N
“Group C

g;gnéﬂg_Both groups combined rated at least one intentiqn as
similar to all 126 descriptors (see Appendix F). Figure 7
prévides summary information about tgsge-intentions whicﬁ
were identified as at least moderately similar to j
descriptors in their respective distributions. As was the
case for the two groups, more than 126 valués'élso

R
contribute to the results for the combined data.
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Figure 7

Frequencies of Intentions rated as at least
moderately similar to Descriptors :
(combined data: N = 32) ‘ :

1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Intentions

There were 49 and 56 instances (for Eounsellors and
non-counsellors respectively) in which ¢opne intention was
identified as at least moderately similar to a descriptor
being rated. Two intentions were cited as at least
moderately similar to a descriétor being rated, 60 and 55
times by counsellors and non-counsellors, respectively.
Iﬁstances in which three intentiéns were identified as at
least moderately similar to a descriptor being examined,
totalled 14 and 12 for counsellors and non-counsellors,

respectively. Figure 8 summarizes these findings.
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. " : Figure 8

Frequencies of instances in which one, two, or
three Intentions were cited as at least moderately
similar to a Descriptor being examined

i} _
%8 7 Group N
3@ - b3 S
40 - S A ,
35 SR B
30 e o
25 .'; :

20 e R

W e
] 7 7
g Z 7

& of Intentions cited

LY

There were 55 instances'(for both groups combined) in
which one intention was identified as at least moderatel&
similar to a descriptor being rated. Two intentions were
cited as atrleast modgrately similar to a déscriptor being
rated, 53 times by both groups combined. Instances in which
three intgntions were identified as at least moderately
similar to a descriptor being examined, totalled 18 for both

groups combined. Figure 9 summarizes these findings.

. ‘ , Jﬁ\wﬁg;
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Figure 9 \\

f Frequencies of instances in which \one, two, or
three Intentions were cited'as at lehst modﬁragely
51m11ar to a Descriptor being daxamined
< (comblnéd data N = 32)

'

# of Intentions cited

E:.giumc_i_ea_.qi_ugan_._:atingmfwﬁimiLﬁ:itlmgf
Ln&gn;ignﬁf Those instancé; in which the mean similarity
ratings were below 1 SD, but above .75 SD, of their -
respective dg;tribution of scores totalled‘33 (17 and 16 for

¢
%
counsellors and non-counsellors, respectively). In these

instances, intentions were rated as mgdgxaiﬁixwﬁimilax to
the descriptor being examined. Mean similarity ratings of
intentions to descriptors between 1 and 1.5 SF's above the
Grand Mean, totalled 209 (iOl and 108 for couhsellbrgjand'
non-counsellors, respectively). In tﬂése cases, intentions .
were rated as h;ghll.s;mLLgx té’the descrlpton being
examlned Mean 51m11ar1ty ratlngs of 1ntent10ns to

S

8
descriptors, above 1.5 SD's above the grand:mean totalled

~



172 (94 and 78 for counsellors and non-coungellors, o
respectively). In these instances, intehtions were rated.as T
’ . -~ o - .,' e
yvery highly similar to the descriptor being examined.?Eigurgﬁ?
' . . ~ ’ .

PR

10 illustrates these findiﬁés.

Figufe 10

Freguencies of Mean tatings of s;malarlty o
for Intentlons to Descriptors.  ~
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EFrequencies of Mganmxai;nggwgt.a;m;la;;txwgf

Intentions for the cembined groups. The 1nstances in wthh
B

the mean 51m11ar1ty ratlngs for both groups comblned were
below 1 sD, but above .75,SD, of thelr respective =

distribution. of scores totalked 28. In these cases,

5 >

intentions were rated the same way for the counsellor and

@

non-counsellor grdups separately; That is they were rated as
mederately similar tc the descrlptor being examined. Mean
similarity ratinds of 1ntentlons to descriptors between

i, and 1.5 SD's above the Grand Mean, -totalled 113. In these

-
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cases, intentions were rated as hig milar to the

descriptor being examined. Mean similarity ratings of

intentions to descriptors, above 1.5 SD's above the grand

-

mean totalled 73. In these instances, intentions were rated

as very highly similar to the descriptor being examined.

Figure 11 illustrates these findings.

Figure 11
Frequencies of Mean ratings of similarity
for Intentions to Descriptors.
(combined data: N = 32)
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128 -
185 -
99
"N~
60 —
£ -
38
15 4

(1 1-15 1
§ of SD's above the X

~

ﬁmaﬁmg*mﬁu&s .

Consistently high Chi Squareé for almost all the 126
descrigp-crs strongly'support the first research hypothesis,
which proposes that the CIL contains sufficient intentions
tc adequately describe almost all ofithe 126 descriptoers

]

derived from Horvath and Marx's (1988), and Kamann's (1989)

study. Blthough no gne CIL intention perfectly fit any
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descriptor (i.e., with a mean rank of 6), 121 out of 126
descriptors were successfully paired with intentions from
the CIL.

Five descriptors were not éble to be adequately
described by the use of the CIL. They were: 54, 62, 63, 66,
and 89. Although descriptors 54 and 66 were not rated as
similar to any of the CIL intentions by the counsellors, the
non-counsellors associated them in terms of modefate
similarity with at least one intention. Similarly,
descriptors 62, 63, and 89 were not rated by the non-
counsellors as similar to any of the CIL intentions.
Howeyef, the counsellors rated them as only moderately
siﬁilar’to at least one intention.

In this study, significaht differences between groups
in selecting intentions as similar to a descriptor weré not
fouhd. As can bg seen by the high correlations presented in
Table 1, counsellors and non-counsellors concurtred quite
strongly in their overall ratings. However, Appendix'G,
which contains all the descriptors that were rated from -
moderately/to very highly.similar to each of the intentions,
reveals minor differences between the groups.

The tables in Appendix G demonstrate the scope of the
CIL in terms of its ability to map descriptors which in
themseives are ambiguous and therefore difficult toicapture
definitively. Although the descriptors presented in this
study were originally meant to describe at least one

alternate intention category other than those presented in
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the CIL, it is apparent that most are sufficienfly ambiguous
to invite ratings of similarity with more than one
intention. The results demonstrate that often two, and less
ffequently, three intentions were used to capture a
descriptor. This, however, does not discount the ?ossibility
that the CIL itself ﬁay contain one or more ainguous
categories. That possible problem could be the focus of

further research.

&
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DISCUSSION

CHAPTER V

Dj .

The first-research guestion in this study examined the
possible existence of undefined intentions. In each
instance, thé CIL was able to furnish at least one intention
té permit sfrong consensus among respondents in rating a
-statement from the original étudy. Tﬁe results of these
findings strongly suggest thaf the CIL contains sufficient
intentions to adequately describe those data derived from
Horvath and Marx's (1988) study. The significant Chi Square
"results for 122 of the 126 descriptors yielded by the
Friedman one way analyses of variance suggest that the
fregquent use of the "other" category was prdobably induced by
fgctors other than the inadequacy of the CIL categofiéé. |

The‘second‘research question in this study examined the
pos;ibility §f differential ra&ings between the two groups,
counsellors and non-counsellors. That is, whether
respondents within either group would agree on their
seieétion of descfiptors classed as "other". The findings of
this study indicate fhat both groups rated the aata
similarly. In fact most corrélgtions were consistently
greater than r =.60.

It 1s apparent from the results in this study that the
CIL 1is an instrument which does not rely ofi a grasp of
technical language. The findings suggest that termszsuch as

"cathart", '"cognitions'" and "reinforce change" (Hill &
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0'Grady, 1985), or "encode" and "metacégnize" (Martin et
al., 1986a) are not essential in a counsellor intentions
list. It.seems evident that the method of describing
intentions #in the CIL closely apprbximates Goodman and
Dooley's approach to designing their list of help-intended:
communications (1976). The terms used’to describe the CIL
intentions can be identified similarly by professionals and
lay persons alike.

Counsellor-related factors, such as "jargon" or
psychotherapeutic schéol of thought may not have affected
the rating decisions of the subjects in Horvath and Marx's
£1988), and‘Kamann's (1989) study. However, as the
statemeﬁts.were almost all identified by botﬁ groups as
similar to at least one intention, with a high degree Bf
consistency (correlations ranging between r =.60 and
r =.90), the question remains aé to why the descriptors were
‘originally classified as "other". bne possibility is that
the option for "other" may have cued the respondents to
consider other possible intentioné unnecessarily. In this

5

ﬂ
respect, effectiveness of the instrument may have been
s

redu?ed.

‘ Another point that may be important addresses the issue
of forced choice. In Horvath and Marx's (1989) study,Athe |
pressure to choose a pre-defined intention was absent
because the '"other'" category was availagle. Thé presence of.

this option may have allowed the counsellors to define their

intentions 1in conceptual language with which they were
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familiar, rather than rely on the categories within the CIL.
The differences between counsellors and non-counsellors in
terms of their conceptualization of counselling may account
for the fact that clients used the CIL with almost no
reference to "other" and the counsellors did not. For the
clients, the CIL apﬁarentlx pr&vided a complete range of
concepts for defining counsellors' intentions, whereas the
counselld;s may have been employing several options which
they felt were separate from the concepts presented in the
CIL's intentions.

In addition to lowered inter-rater reliability and
increased variability, inclusion of the category "other”
provides an option for counsellors who may be accustomed\}o
defining their activities in terms of one of a limited set
of theoretical terms. The problem'hith such inclusion is
that it may defeat the purpose of the inventory to some
extent, by allowing the respondent to ignére those intention
.categories which are provided in the invénto?y. In Horvath
“\\gnd Marx's (1988) and Kamann'§ (1989) study fhis would seem

to have‘beenJ%he case, given the p;oportion of data which
. was described as "other".
Elliott (1979) and Stiles (1980)'discuss ¢ounseliing'

outcome in terms of its relationship to congruence between

counsellor and client perceptions of the counselling event.
1f, as suggested above, the provision of "other" may have
been instrumental! in providing differential descriptions of

counsellors' intentions, it is reasonable to suggest that
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the effectiveness of a common frame of reference such as the
intentions described in CIL is reduced by the inclusion of
"other". In this study, with the ambiguity of "other" o
removed, that possible confoﬁnd was not présent, with the
result that all but five out of 126 descriptors were
classifiable in terms of the CIL.

On the other nand, the advantage of keeping the "other"
category may be revealed with an aggregate of data
accumulated over several studies using this instrument. The
coliection of a large body of data with the provision of
"other" may allow the freedom for réspondents to explore
alternate intentions. as a ;esult of sevefal studies using
the CIL, it may become evident that an important but seldom
used category could be incluaed into the CIL.

The fact that the raters in this study were able to fit
the descriptors into the CIL doces not necessafily guarantee
that another set of descriptors would be equally ahénable to
fitting the categories in this inventory. It is also
possible that sthere may not be another impbrtant category )
that has not been included by tne CIL. However, given the
results of this study, that possibility now appears less
likely. '

Bias due to level of education. It is important to note
that although the participants in one group were non- |
counsellors, their lével of education may have been
sufficient to enable them to make interpretations similar to

the counsellors. In this respect, bias related to the level



of formal education may have affected the results of this

!

study.

A further study, involving respondents who have‘
fraining otherﬂthan‘a university education may yield
different findings. In fact such a study may further test
the CIL for its eaée of use with lay persons. However, aé
the task requires higher order use éf language in
intérpreting the relationship between the descriptors and
the categories in the CIL, it seemé that a prerequisite for
respondenés would be that they have adedﬁate facility with
language in order to be able to participate.

Comments on the methodelogy wsed in this study. This
study attempted to compromise between exploraiory and:
confirmatdry methods of analysis. As yet there is no
consensus as to the best approach to problems similar to
those described in this study. With this in mind, the
results\may be'regarded with some caution, because thére‘are
no exact procedures which t;ke into consideration features
such as the freedom to select and rank any five categories
out of a possible 16, or the tied ranks descfiged in Chapter
IV, |

| It was mentioned in Chapter IV-fhat the descriptors
were treated as separate aﬂd mutually exclusive of each
other. In this way, the p}obability of,t?be 4d error was set'.
at .05. If fhe ratings had been treaged as not independeﬂt, |

.the criteria of p < .0004, and p < .0002 may have been more
- . . )

appropriate.
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Summwary. As mentioned iﬂ Chapter II, one of the
problems in science is to be able to~re1iab{y5define the
variébles under scrutiny. Variables such as counsellor
intentions haye yet to. be ;eliably cateéorized. This studyw
has attempted to contribute to an area of counseliiﬁgiﬁ
process research which examines coﬁnsellor inpepﬁions for
th;ir clients. -

Horv#fh and Marx's (1989) and ﬁamann'é (1989) -

.,

" contribution of the CIL to the few éxistiné counsellor -
intention inventories has attempted to enable cleargr
identification of counéello}s' intentions. The ﬁroblem of
the CIL's validity'hés been examined in this stuay. Howeberf
given the methodologieai limitations of thié study, it.igJ
likely that the instrument should be.fur;her exaﬁinedfwusing

a variety of procedures to determine its validity and

reliability.
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~Appendix A.

126 Descriptors assigned to Int. #17 ("Other")
in the CIL.

feel joined (with) by me.

establish rapport.

feel a rapport between us again.

feel rapport again (continue to feel rapport).
feel more rapport, acceptance.

feel that her feelings are validated.

feel validated (by me) /be less resistant.
feel supported.

-feel cared about/supported

feel reassured.

continue to perceive counsellor as caring about N
feelings. '

feel comfortable w1th me.

feel equal.
become more aware of (the contrast of) what she does

" to herself.

become more aware of the two parts of herself.

explore more deeply each side of his internal conflict.
experience more deeply the two sides (this side/aspect)
of herself.

focus and experience more intently one side of his
conflict.

experience each side of her split more deeply.

be more aware of (experience) her internal split.
heighten each part of the split.

experience more (amplify).

experience her stuck feeling more intensely.

experience his intrapersonal process. .
be aware of her intrapersonal conflict at a deep level.
experience her impasse at a deep level.

work with the different parts of himself represented by
the dream.

experience a heightened effect.

experience a heightened awareness of our interaction.
experience a stronger projection.

agree on a goal for the session.

choose an issue to work on in the session.

work with me to find a focal point (of the work) for
the session.-

determine (a) focal point of today's work (for this
session).

determine (with me) a goal for the session.

re-evaluate what she wants to work on in the session.
make a decisicn whether she wanted to go into this
issue.

choose a direction that she wants.

continued...
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40.
41,
42,
43,
44,

45.

46.
47.
48,

49,
50.
51.
52,
53,
54.
55.

56.
57.
-58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.

64.
65.

66.

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

73.
4.
75.
76.
17.
78.
79.
80.

!

Appendix A-(continued).

make 'a. decision as to what we were going to do.
achieve (a sense of):- closure for the session.
attain ‘-closure for the session.

feel closure for. the session.:

end the session for today.

81

achieve a sense of closure for the session by having a

cognitive framework for the work.
feel a sense,of closure for the session and for (all
of) the-therapy

understand .the purpose of the sessions. .

uriderstand the purpose of the therapy.

understand tge purposes of the type of therapy I'm
using.

understand the purpose of the therapeutic method
understand importance of the therapy

understand purpose of the exercise.

understand the purpose of what we're doing now.

know rationale behind confrontation.

understand the purpose of accessing his emotions.
know (be reassured that) his agenda is more important
than mine. :

have motivation to change.
be motivated to work. \

do some work on the therapy /work harder.

push to work faster.

work on unfinished business (w1th mother).

start work on this focal point for the session.

work on the dream.

work on this dream within the limits of the mlcrophone
wires.

do a task for homework. ,

experience her interpersonal process between now and
the next time I see her.

be prepared to discuss issues of anger in his childhood

in future sessions.

(think about and) prepare for closure.
consider having another session.

make a decision.

have a hypnotic suggestion to get reinvolved with life.

have permission to play or be less serious.

have permission to feel what he is feeling (have his
feelings).

have permission not to work on therapy.

know that she has permission to ask me for help.
relax.

feel relaxed.

be relaxed.

settle down and feel relaxed.

sum up. -

summing up of 1ssue.

Continued...
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87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
ios.
109.

110.
111.
112.
113.
114.

115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.

121.
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Appendix A (continued).

summarize session.
reconnect with th
be very specific
course of therapy.
vent.

recognize and sep
feelings he has.
become aware of h
work with a dista
see how she perce

e 1o1t1a1 focus of the session.
about what he has learned over the

arate dlfferent actions, thoughts,

er projection.
nt ‘projection of herself.
ives me.

see her perception of my difficulty.

make explicit her
become more aware

internal process.
of her internal process.

be aware of his own process (in interactions).
be aware of his own interpersonal process.
hear her opinion /take in what she said.

access feelings.
become more aware
make connections

of her bodily sensations.
between her thoughts and sensatlons

reduce his self-guilt.
have a reduced sense of guilt or of respons1b111ty

give me informati
share his agenda

‘modify his percep

feel confronted b
move deeper into

return to closing
experience bodily

on on his feelings.

for the session w1th me.
tions. :

y her resistance.

the session, change dlrectlon
/evaluating what we've done.
sensations.

know my perception of him in the course of therapy.
know how I experience him /have feedback.
know that I was aware of the 1ntru51on into the

session. .
know my reaction

from ‘the last se351on

know that what's happening to her is’ 1mpact1ng on me
know rationale° behind confrontatlon

receive a suggest
put a cogn1t1ve f
had.

feelings are.

ion from me. ,
ramework on the experlence she Just

&

~ 82

v
be aware of how present hlS thoughts /the source of hlS

be more aware of her (his own 1nterper30na1) process on

a cognitive level.
get a cognitive £
resolve his con&i
close the conve
get a more objecti
as a child.

try something new.

ramework for work just done.

ict.

ation between stomach. and me.

ive view of (hls chlldhood) ‘himsel £

e

’ , continued...
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.Appendix A (continued).
122. not to%feel invaded by me.

123. act out. the ‘two confl;ctxng parts of himself,
124. be more aware of his wife's feellngs.y

- 125. foqus on positives (not be negative).

126.

seeahapplggss as the goal. in life.
,-ﬂ -

-

>~



Appénaix B.
E%gdnntntgmngannndgnhs L ;?

£l

This task involves SELECTING AND RANKING a sample of 126
descriptions of counsellors'’ 1ntent1ons- S
- P - B
In a previous study, 'involving two counsellors, several
counselling sessions"were'videotaped. Immediately following
each ‘counselling session, a counsellor was required to
review his or her session which had just been recorded.

At various moments--during a replayed session, the tape was
stopped, and the counsellor was asked to describe what s/he
had intended for the client to do. The descriptions of the.
ggunaglqusmﬁlnignilgns are presented as "ITEMS" in this
study. . ’ . ’
You are’asked to examine each ITEM in terms of the sSixteen
intentions in the COUNSELLOR INTENTIONS LIST (CIL). This
list will be displayed on the computer's screen.

The task involves choosing five INTENTIONS that you feel
have some degree of similarity to each ITEM presented in the
screen. After selectlng five INTENTIONS, rank your choices
froml to 5.

A rank of 1 denotes most 51m§ﬂar, while a rank of 5 denotes
least similar.

*x* Tt is important to remember that the opening statement
at the top of the screen: "The counsellor intended for the
client tou.." is common to the ITEMS and the INTENTIONS .

Just’ to reassure you, THERE ARE NQO ' CORRECT OR INCORRECT
ANSHERS. You ate not being. examined. Your participation is

voluntary,- and you are at liberty to quit at any time if you
- wish:
It is advisable to avoid deliberating over information which
is not prov&ded to you directly. Try to limit your responses
to about a_mlnnig_and_a_hali per ITEM.

The following pages give you all the information you‘needvto
do this task, and, for the most part, the computer program
will “walk you through the mechanics of the process.

continued...

!

-



Appendix B (continued).
Please take a few minutes to familiarize yourself with this
list of COUNSELLOR INTENTIONS. It is identical to the list

you will see on the computer screen. '

¥

COUNSELLOR INTENTIONS LIST (CIL).
~x%x%x The counsellor intended for the Qli:ht;hﬂif
1. RECOGNIZE ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS/. OR FEELINGS AS HIS/HER OWN.
2. BE AWARE OF HIS/HER FEELINGS. 1 |
3. MAKE NEW CONNECTIONS (AMONG ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS/FEELINGS).
4. UNDERSTAND THE PURPOSE OF THE SESSION.
5. STOP, OR DO LESS OF SOMETHING. o
6. GIVE (THE COUNSELLOR) INFORMATION.
7. QUESTION HIS/HER OWN ACTIONS/ THOUGHTS/ OR FEELINGS.
§. BE MORE PRECISE OR FOCUSED. - -
9. RNOW WHAT TO DO.
. 10. FEEL GOOD.
11. EXPERIENCE, OR RELIVE FEELINGS.
12. LEARN HOW TO DO SOMETHING.
'13. DO MORE OF SOMETHING.
14. FEEL UNDERSTOOD.
15. HAVE INFORMATION.
16. FEEL MORE HOPEFUL.

continued. ..
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Appendix B (continued).

MECHANICS OF THE TASK.

The task consists of two phases SELECTING, and RANKING your -
selections. s

— . .
- Y

SELECTING. . -
During the SELECTION phase, the computer w111 present you

This list of INTENTIONS is prlnted in capltals The ITEM on

the screen above the list will be prlnted in bold lower-case
letters (see handout: screen 1)

In the lower left part of the screen, you w111 see a box
with the 1nstruct10n to: -
o "SELECT FIVE INTENTIONS
o THAT YOU CONSIDER SIMILAR
TO - THE ITEM IN BOLD TYPE"
(see handout; screen 1).
Use the MOUSE to move the POINTING FINGER on the screen.
Position the pointer in the middle of the little circle '?

(BUTTON) immediately to the xxgh; of the INTENTION of your

choice (see: handout)

CLICK THE MOUSE ONCE ‘to lndlcate that this is ONE OF THE
FIVE INTENTIONS you have selected. You will notice that the

huttQn_ngu_has_a_hlagk_dgt_LnuthgmmlddLe

I1f you decide you don't 11ke that ch01ce, click the pointer
on that button again and the black dot will disappear.

Contlnue this process until you have SELECTED FIVE
INTENTIONS XQu_gan_gnlx_aglggt_ﬁ, no mpre, no less.

Chec¢k your choices and make any necessary adiustments I1f
you do select more than 5, a DIALOGUE BOX will appear to
)remind you.. Click- the button with "OK" to go on w1th the
tas

SEQUENCE OF UNDOING A CHOICE.
1. Click the button you no longer want, then...
2. Move to your new choice, and click that button.

When you have selected five intentions, another button, with
the word "RANK" will appear to the right. Move the pointer

to that button and click. THE BUTTON WILL FLASH to let you

know it has registered your instruction. Once it has flashed
you don't need to click it a second time. -

continued...
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Appendix B (continued).

ONCE YOU HAVE CLICKED THE "RANK" BUTTON, YOU CAN' T UNDO THAT
CHOICE. i .

While you are waltlng, some changes will be happening on the v
screen. The intentions you did not select will temporarily ,//
disappear, leaving the five that you.did select. Alongside

.each of the five intentions, a row of flve buttons will

appear (see hapndout; screen 2) . ‘

st

4" " ‘ - . - \”
Ranking is basically the same. procedure as the SELECTION
‘phase.

F}

'As you see in this handout, gﬁghwlNIENIlQﬂ_haﬁﬂa_IQH_Qi_iLMQ
butsgns numbered from l to 5. ]

In the RIGHT MARGIN, you are instructed to use a xank~g£~1
W&WWM

~As with the selectlon phase, you can undo a choice by
clicking the button that you no longer want,

YOU CAN'T RANK THE SAME INTENTION TWICE, and
YOU CAN'T RANK THE -SAME VALUE TO TWO INTENTIONS.

If you have ranked all five and you want to change the ‘
position of two choices (i.e., you want rank 4 to be rank 3,

and vice versa) you must ¢lick off both 3 and 4 before you
change the positions (you'll -find out why when you try).

" After ranking the five intentions, a POINTING HAND, with the

word "NEXT", will appear in the right-hand margin. When you
' l_flash like the Rank button. You

don't need to click'it a second time 1f it has flashed.

ONCE YOU HAVE CLICKED THAT EG%TGN, YOU CAN'T UNDO YOUR .
CHOICE.

There will be a brief pause, then the next ITEM will appear.

As you proceed through the task, a DIALOGUE BOX will
periodically let you know how far you-have progressed. The
last box ' will tell you that you have orfly ten to go.

When the last ITEM has been ranked, a card, thanking you for
your contribution will appear. There will be a ten second
pause, then the program will automatically shut down and
eject the disks. When it has done this, a DIALOGUE BOX will
tell you that it's safe to shut off the computer.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.



Appendix C
) ChiﬁSquargs’fbr’Group'C
(Counsellors)

df=15
DESCR.  CHI-Sq. =~ p X - 8D
1 119.6716 = <.0001 1.94 1.563
2 70.6125 . '<.0001 . © 1.94 1.584
3 118.4193 <.0001 ©1.94 1.563
4 118.4193 '<.0001 1.94 1.563
S5 141.3780 <.0001 1.94 1.563
6 103.8931  <.0001 = 1.94 1.508 -

7 104.1688 . <.0001" 1.94 . 1.584
'8 154.8610 . <.,0001 1.94 1.563
9 135.2908 - <.0001 1.94 1.538
10 133.3633 <.0001 1,94 7 1.563
11 101.7159 <.0001 194 1.563
12 116.8125 .  <.0001 1.94 1.584
13 110.0750 <.0001 1.94 1.584
14 65.9621 " <.0001 1.94 . 1.508
15 50.4459 <.0001 1.94 1.538
16 59.1923 . <,0001 1.94 1.428
17 - 47.9769 <.0001 - 1.94 1.428
18 45,0000 <.0001 1.94 1.538
19 77.9862 . <.0001 1.94 1.508
20 7 89.8207 <.0001 1.94 1.508
21 -~ 33.4385 <.0065 1.94 .1.428
22 74.6103 <.0001 1.94 1.508
23 42.3333 <.0003 1.94 1.372
24 ~ 94.5621 <.0001 1.94 1.508
257 57.6333 <.0001 1.94 1.372
26 77.2829 <.0001 1.94 1.472
27 78.7448 <.0001 1.94 1.508
28 '59.0586 <.0001 1.94 1.508
29 . 66.4073 '<.0001 - 1.94 1.563

30 64.2566 <

.0001 1.94 1.472
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Appendix C Kgontinhed)'

¢« Chi=Squares for Grdup C
(Counsellors) ¥

2

df=15 .
DESCR. CHI-Sgqg. P , X ' sSD
31 . 101.3046 <.0001 1.94 . 1.563 .
32 75.0064 <,0001 1.94 1.563
- 33 83.9812 <.0001 1.94. .- -1.563
34 79.6399. <.0001 1.94 1.563
35 - 83.2533 <.0001- 1.94 1.472
36 72.5375 <.,0001 1.94 “1.584
37 37.5211 <.0013 1.94 1.563
38 60.2875 <.0001 '1.94 - 1.584
39 62.8592 <.0001 1.94 . 1.563
40 50.1375 <,0001 1.94 1.584
41 59.0840 <.0001 1.94 - 1.603
42 - 46.8092 <.0001 1.94 1.603
43 32.9875 <.0075 1.94 1.584
44 44.0563 <,.0002 1.94 1.584
45 - 37.6046 <.0009 1.94 " 1.563 -
46 105.2847 <.,0001 1.94 1.538
47 77.1138 . <,0001 - 1.94 1.508
48 123.7898 <.0001 . 1.94 .1.538
49 96.7750 <.0001 1.94 - 1.584
50 77.3130 <.0001 1.94 1.603
51 83.5561 <.0001 1.94 1.538
52 . 124.7313 <.0001 1.94 1.584
53 73.5000 <.0001 - 1.94 1.584
54 23.0362. <,0612 1.94 ' 1.563
55 111.1560 <.0001 1.94 1.563
56 '31.1500 <.0090 1.94 1.584
57 72.1875 <.0001 1.94 1.584
58 : 57.5296 <.0001 1.94 1.538
59 113.7214 <.0001 1.94 - 1.538
] <.0001 1.94 1.538

60 53.4704

{



Appendix C (continued)

Chi-Squares for Group C
jCounsellors)

df=15" -
DESCR. CHI-Sq. P X sD 1\\\,
61 - 112.0743 <.0001 % 1.94- 1:563"
62 53.8844 <.0001 1,94 1.563
63 39.6214 <.0006 0 1.94 . 1.538"
64 46.2673 <.0001 "« 1.94 1.538
65 36.6414 <.0030 1.94 1.508
66 26.0417 <.0410 1.94 1.563
67 35.0875- <.0045 1.94 1.584
.68 64.4427 <.0001 T 1.94 1.603
69 44,3252 .<.0002 1.94 1.563
70 ~ 43.5750 <.00032 " 1.94 1.584
71 50.9688 <.0001 1.94 1.584
72 79.4729 <.0001 1.94 1.563
73 27.4750 7 <.0300 1.94 1.584
. 74 54.3853 X.0001 1.94 1.563
75 86.8875 <0001 1.94 1.584
16 52.1312 <.0001 “ 1.94 1.563
77 87.1145 <.0001 1.94 1.603
78 66.1374 <.0001 1.94 1.603
79 40.5683 <.0006 1.94 1.563
80 - 58.4885 <.0001 1.94 1.603
« ”

81 82.6781 <.0001 1.94 1.603
82 90.2844 <.0001 % 1.94 1.563
83 66.5000 <.0001 1.94 1.584
84 114.3625 <.0001 1.94 1.584
85 88.0000 <.0001 1.94 1.508

- 86 92.0966 <.0001 1.94 1.508
87 '~ 62.5483 <.0001 1.94 1.508
88 22.8345 <.0978 1.94 1.508
‘89 36.8950 <.0025 1.94 1.563
90 59.1345 <.0001 1.94 1.508

90



-Appendixrc (continﬁéd)
Chi-Squares for Group C
(Counsellors) df=15

»,

DESCR. - CHI-sgq. p X 8D
91 ~ 88.6809 ° <.0001 -1.94 1.472
92" 98.4507 <.0001 1.94 , 1.472
93 '~ 56.6667 <.0001 1.94 - . 1.372
94 - _ 58.4500 - <.0001 1.94 1.584
95 76.4308 <.0001 - 1.94 1.428"
96 63.2434 <.0001 1.94 1.472
97 '85.5692 <.0001 1.94 1.428
98 '77.4673 - <.0001 1.94 " 1.538
99 58.8031 <.0001 1.94 1.538"

100 86.8900 <,0001 1.94 1.538

101 54.8849- <,0001 1.94 1.472

102 92.7414 <.0001 1.94 . 1.508

103 78.4034 <.0001 1.94 1.508

104 69.6216 <.0001 1.94 '1.563

... -305 .  -52.3053 <.0001 1.94 1.603

106 76.3059 <.0001 1.94 1.472

107 75.0482 - <.0001 - 1.94 1.563

108 65.6578 <.0001 1.94 . 1.563

109 - '124.7634 - <.0001 1.94 1.603

110 86.8438 <.0001 1.94 1.584

111 94.6260 <.0001 1.94 1.603

112 82.4688 <.0001 1.94 ° 1.584

o .113 77.3440 <.0001 1.94 1.563°
114 ‘ 81.0688 <.0001 1.94 1.584
115 73.0931 <.0001 1.94 1.508

*116 59.7336 <.0001 1.94° 1.472

117 58.8518 <.0001 1.94 1.563

118 84.6412 <.0001 1.94 1.603

119 34.3875 .<.0050 1.94 1.584

120 49.7694 <.0001 1.94 1.538

121 76.5344 <.0001 1.94 1.603

122 40.5802 <.0004 1.94 1.603

123 90.5204 <.0001 1.94 1.538

124 ~ 56.8586 - <.0001 1.94 1.508

125 58.3379 <.0001 1.94 1.508 -

126 57.4326 <.0001 1.94 1.563
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- Appendix Cy
Chi-Squares for Group N
(Non-Counsellors)
df=15
DESCR. CHI-Sq. P X sD
1l 89.8252 % .0001 1.94 ‘;.563
2 57.2688 <.0001 1.94 1.584
3 - 103.6929 "<,0001 1.94 -1.538
- 4 125.4750 <.0001 1.94 1.584
5 127.7938 <.0001 1.94 1.584
6 103.8927 <.0001 1.94 1.563
7 99.6183  <.0001 1.94 1., 60 37 s e
8 132.4750 o <.0001 1.94 1.584 )
9. 101.3847 <.0001 1.94 1.538
1Q 121.0491 - <.0001 1.94 1.563
11 96.8188 <.0001 . 1.9% 1.584
12 114.3188 <.0001 1.94 - 1.584
13 ~ 55.3438 <.0001 1.94 1.584
14 82.1678 <.0001., 1.94 1.472
15 49,1966 <.0001 1.94 1.508
16 ~ 57.8480 <.0001 1.94 1.538
‘17 66.2051 ©<.0001 1.94 1.538
18 30.4605 <.0110 - 1.94- - 1.472
19 64.2172 <.0001 1.94 1.508
20 91.8735 <.,0001 1.94 1.538
21 46.8448 <.0001 1.94 1.508 -
222 65.9265 <.0001 1.94 1.538
23 78.1837 <.0001 -1.94 1.538
24 90.8158 <.0001 1.94 1.472
25 98.5069 <.0001 1.94 1.508 -
26 72.5241 <.0001 1.94 1.508
27 32.1276 <.0085 1.94 1.508°
28 65.2414 <.0001 .- 1.94 1.508
29 56.5688 <.0001 1.94 1.584
30 59.7184 <.0001 1.94 1.538
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'Appendixgcl (Continued) X

Chi-Squares for Groub N
' (Non-Counsellors)_

. df=15

DESCR. ' CHI-~Sq. p X ~ sD
31 89.5748 <.0001 1.94 1.563
32 36.5173 <.0019 1.94 1.538
33 ; - 88.2918° - ¢« <.0001 1.94 1.538
34 78.5020 <.0001 1.94 - 1.538
35 83.0628 <.0001 1.94 1.563
36 54.2663 '<.0001 1.94 1.538
37 42.3633 <.0003 1.94 1.563
38 ", 61.3500 <.0001 1.94 , 1.538
39 . .77.5420 <.0001 - 1.94 1.603
40 40.3969 <.0005 1.94 1.603
41 50.9688 <.0001 *1.94 . - 1.56%
- 42 36.6445 <.0016 - 1.9 1.563
43 479986 <.0001 "1.94 . 1.563
44 59,7710 , <.0001 ¥ -1.94 °  1.603
45 “37.8000 <.0010 ~  1.94 1.584
46 125.8913 <.0001 1.94 - 1.563
47 130.5938 <.0001 . 1,94 ©1.584
48 96.6294 <.0001 1.94 . 1.563
49 92.6220 <.0001 1.94 1.563
50 - 93.3625 <:0001 1.94 1.584
51 96.4102 <.0001 1.94 1.538
52 106.6378- <.000Y 1.94 1.538
53 . 32.8041 <.0080 1.94 1.563
54 43.0063 <.0002 - 1.94 1.584
55 64.2552 <.0001 1.94 '1.508
56 / 42.1313 <.0003 1.94 1.584
57 51.0041 <.o§b1 1.94 1.563
58 90.8069 <.0001 1.94 1.508
59 ~101.9020 <.0001 "1.94 1.538
60 . 34,9653 <.0020 1.94 1.538




@

i

‘
A

e Appendix C; (Continued)

’Chi—Squares;for'G:oup N
(Non-Counsellors) .

i df=is ¥
' ’ 1

DESCR. CHI-Sq. p - X SD .
61 103.6438 <.0001 1.94 1.584
62 19.2459 <.2010 ‘1.94 1.538
63 - 17.9414° <.2800 1.94 1.508
64 64.9463 . <, 0001 1.94 1.563
65 '35.8069 <.0020 1.94 1.508
66 32.2034 <.0086 - 1.94 1.508
67 56.3938 <.0001 1.94 1.584
68 30.3625 <.0120 1.94 1.584
69 40.5683 " <.0005 1.94 1.563
70 43.0992 - <.0002 .94 1.603
71 42.2748 <.0003 1.94 1.603
72 37.3133 <.0014 1.94 1.538
73 47.9569 <.0001 1.94 1.563
74 46.5376 <.0001 1.94 1.563
75 66.7830 <.0001 - 1.94 1.563
76 - 101.6794 <.0001 1.94 1.603
77 " 58,7125 <.0001 0 1.94 ‘1.584
78 61.4399 <.0001 1.94 1.563
79 54.1625 <.0001 1.94 1.584
.80 38.0153 <.0009 1.94 1.603
81 57.5267 <.0001 1.94 1.603
82 87.8500 <.0001 1.94 1.584
83 89.3375 <.0001 1.94 1.584
84 84,2828 <.0001 1.94 1.508
85 76.1192. <.0001 1.94 1.508
86 94.3408 <.0001 1.94 1.538
87 45.4714 <.0001 1.94 1.538
88 32.4310 <.0085 1.94 1.508
89 "17.4103 <.2900 1.94 1.508
90 53.4375 < 1.94 1.472

.0001

’.i94 a



- ' Appendix Cl (Continued)

Chi-Squares for Group N
(Non-Counsellors) df=15

'DESCR. . CHI-Sq. , p— - X ' SD

91 . 62:0308  <.0001 1.94 1.428
.92, 73.6645 - <.0001 1.94 1.472
7793 116.7517 - <.0001 1.94 1.508
. 94 42.4813 <.0002 ©1.94 1.584
- 95 172.5621 <0001 1.94 1.508
96 - 63.2690Q <.0001 '1.94 - *1.508
97  70.6612 ~  <.0001 1.94 1.472
98 . 85.1418 <.0001 1.94 1.538 -
99  46.9837 <.0001 1.94 1.538
100 90.2844  <.0001 1.94 1.563
101 98.7583 <.0001 1 1:94- 1.563°
102 . '81.5183 <.0001 . 1.94 1.563
103 . 99.6337 <.0001 1.94 £1.538
104 56,7337 <.0001 1.94 1.538
105 47.6875 <.0001 1.94 1.584"
106 - 77.2286 <.0001 1.94 1.538
107 . 55.6031 <.0001 1.94 1.603
108 © 67.5500 .  <.0001 1.94 1.584
109 89.9542 .  <.0001 1.94 1.603
110 70.6563 <.0001 1.94 1.584
111 © 60.1125 ° <.0001 1.94 .1.584
112 63.3938 - <.0001 1.94 " 1.584
113 60.5216  <.0001 1.94 1.563
114 58.3053  <.0001 1 1.94 1.603
115 - 84.0552 . <.0001 1.94 1.508
116 72.3345 <.0001 1.94 1.508
117 48,9170 <.0001 S 1.94 1.563
118 - 49.1724 <.0001 1.94. 1.538
119 53.9542 <.0001 1.94 1.603
1120, 41.9694 - '<.0003 1.94 1.538
121 62.9844 © <.0001 1.94 1.563
122 47.8168 <.0001 1.94 1.603
123 °  60.6517 * <.0001 1.94 . 1.s08
124  —— 59.1500 <.0001 1.94 5 1.584
125 ©39.0239  <.0007" - 1.94 1.563
| 1.94 1.584

126 50.2688 <.0001

4




Mean ranks of. Inteﬂtions in the CIL, rated ‘as
similar to Descrlpﬁors 1-126.

-

, ébpendix D

—\

| EQUNS.“ - N-COUNS. )
/// ;nt%Z/Mgantank lnx Meanwﬁank
DESC 1.- 10  3.88 (é;ﬁ“ 3.81
‘ 14 5,44 * W4 5,13 %
16 -3.81 '
DESC 2. 14 - 4.56 * 14 4.31 %
DESC 3. 10  4.00 10 4.31 *
14 5.63 * . 14 5.25 %
DESC 4. 10 . 3.69 " 10 4.38 *
' 14 5.50 % 14 5.19 *
16 3,56 - .
DESC’ 5. 10 3.88 10 4.25
14 5,75 % 14 5.00 * '
16 4.06 ¥
DESC 6. 14 5.81 * 10 3.81
. ’ 14 5.38 %
pEsc 7. 14  5.38 % 14 5,13 * .
DESC 8. 10 3.81 10 3.94
| 14 5.63 % 14 5.56 *
i 16 4.69 * ‘16 3.50 -
DESC’ 9. 10 3,94 10 4.56 *
: 14 5.69 * 14 4.88 *
. 16 4.19 N
3 2
}  Ranking Scale: 1 (least sim%kg}) to 6 (most similar).
\ 2 . \ N .

For each Descriptor, mean rahks with no asterisk fall.at
least 1 Sd above the Grand Mean of its respectlve
distribution of ranks.

Mean ranks with an asterisk fall 1.5 Sd's or more above

the Grand M;h

n of its respective distribution of ranks.

96

g

- s

Mean ranks w1th a minus sign ( ) fall just below 1 Sd of 1ts
distribution.



“

-Appendix D (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
' similar to Descriptors 1-126.

a

| COUNS. " N-COUNS. .-
"Int. Mean Rank , . Int. Mean Rank
" DESC .10. ‘10  3.88 . " 10 4.31
- 14  '5.06 * 14 5.00 *
16 4.69 * | 16 4.00
DESC 11. 14 - 8756 * . 10 3.63
16 3.50 : 14  4.88 %~
- DESC © 12. 10 _  4.00 10 4.63 %
: 14 5.19 | 14 5.13 x
DESC . 13. 10  4.50 * . 10  3.94
. 14 4.56 *x ~ ' 14 3.69
DESC 14.. 3  4.25 . 1 3.94
: - 7 3.94 . 2 4.63 %
' : 3 4.19 *
DESC 15. 3 3.75 2 3.75
‘ - 3 4.00
DESC 16. 2 3.81 2 3.69
3. 4.00 - 3 3.88
DESC 17. 2 . 4.31 2 4.00
. 3 3.69
DESC 18. 2 3.25 - 3 3.19 -
8 3.19 - 8 3.19 -
11 3.19 -
DESC 19+ 2  4.00 . 2 4.06
| 11 4.00 ‘ 3 3.56
DESC 20. 1 4.19 1 3.88
2 4.44 * 2 4.63 * .
° 3 3.88
DESC 21. 3 3.50 - "3 . 3.8l
DESC 22. 2 4.50 * 11 4.13
11 4.31 * 13 3.88




¥ o Appendix D (continued) -

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
51m11ar to Descriptors 1- 126. )

— i 7

als
4

bﬂ'—-/." N : ]

’ , couns B N-COUNS.
DESC 23} 2 4.56 * 2 4.31 %
S.- 11 4.19 * 11 4.00
DESC 24. .1 4.00 * , 1. 4.63 X

-2 4.44 x 2 4.56 *
11 4.13 %
DESC 25. 2 4.75 *1 1 3.81 -
11 4.00. * X 2 - 5.13 %%
: 11 3.81 ¥
DESC 26. 2  4.31 % - 2 4.44 *
11 4.81 = | 11 4.13
DESC 27. 1 3.81 \ 3 3.88
. 37 4.69 % -
DESC 28. 2 4.19 2 4,25 %
.11 . 3.88 -1 4,13
DESC 29. 2  3.69 2 4.00
o 3 3.88 3 3.38 -
DESC 30. 1 4.25 % . : 3 3.69
’ 11 4.19 * -
DESC 31. 4  5.25 * , » 4 4.25
‘ 8 3.5 8 4.50 *
DESC 32. 8 4.255 "8 -3:94 -
9 3.81
DESC 33. 4 3.75 - 4.31 *
6 3.50° 3.63
8 4.50 * 4,38 %
DESC 34. 4 4.00 - 4.31 *
: 6 3.44 4.56 *
8 4.19




Appendix .D (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIlL, rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126. '

{’\

) COUNS . ) N-COUNS.

DESC 35. -4 5.25 %, 4 4.25
8 3.94 8 4.25

DESC 36. 7 3.63 4 3.50
8  ‘4.13 8 4.13

'DESC 37. 8 3.31 - 2 .3.38
* DESC 38. 8  4.19 8  4.63
S 3 3.56 9 3.63
DESC 39. '8 4.38 * ) 4.25
o 9 3.81

DESC 40. § . 3.38 - 9 3.44

8 3.38 -

DESC .41. 8 4.00 9 3.75
DESC 42. 14 3.63 .4 3.63
DESC 43. 5 3.44 - 9 4.31
DESC' 44. 8 . 3.13 - 3 . 3.63
. DESC 45. 16 3.50 9 3.50
DESC  46. 4 5.63 * 4 5.69
* 9 3.56

DESC 47. 4 4.69 * 4 5.56
15 4.25 * 15 4,00

DESC 48. 4 5.25 * 4 5.06
9 3.81 15 4.19

5 4,44 *

DESC 49. 4 4.50 * 4 5.13
15 4.06 15 3.56

DESC 50. 4 4.63 * 4 5.06
15 3.38 15 3.81

-»

At

o



DESC

DESC

DESC -

DESC.

DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC

'DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

Appendix D (continued) -

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as

similar to Descriptors 1-126.

S1.

S2.

53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

Int.

4
9
4
8

4 .
15

Not significant

14

15
-

16

11

12

2

Not significant

~ COUNS.

Mean Rank

§f63 *

3.

S.
3.

3.
4.

S.
3.

3

o W

4.

3.

69

38
63

69

19

25
50

.06

.69
.31

.81
.25

.00
.13

.94
.38
.56
.88
.75

.5%6

25

56

* B

N-COUNS.

Int. Mean Rank

O

14
15

4.
.06

4

>,
.69

(S, ] - X

oo

56

38

.13

.38

.50
.56

.50

.75
.75

.63
.06

.50
.94

3.81
4,
4.00

44

*

.50

Not Significant

Not significant

12

2

2

3.

75

4.31 *

3.

50

" 100
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Appendix D (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126.

COUNS. | N-COUNS. R,
DESC 67. 8 3.81 ‘ | 8 3.0 .
DESC 68. 13 3.13 - 2 3.19 -
DESC 69. 9  3.44 - ' A' 8 . 3.56
DESC 170. 9 3.38 - 3 3.63
DESC 71. 10  4.44 * 10 3.88
DESC 72. 2 4.31 x ) 2 3.69
11 3.75
‘DESC 73. 5 3.2 -~ 5 3.69
DESC 74. 14  3.69 | 14.  3.50
DESC 75. 410 5,13 * | 10 4.81 *
" pESC 76. 10 4,56 * ‘ 10 4,94 *
14 3.44 -
DESC 77. 10 4.81 * o 4.56
DESC 78. 10  4.00 10 - 4.44 *
DESC 79. 8 3.50 | 6 3.63
8 3.50
DESC 80. 8 4.13 8 3.50 -
DESC 81. 4  3.69 6  3.56
g g 4.13
DESC 82. 4 4.25 4 4.63 *
8 4.69 * 8 3.75
DESC 83. 8 4.63 * ) . 6 3.63
,’ 8 4.8l x
DESC 84. 2




DESC -

DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as

Appendix D (continued)

similar to Descriptors 1-126.

86.

87.

88.
89.

90.
S1.

92.

93.

94.

95.
86.

97.

°8.

99,

Int.

N wWN -

~ N

N R

N =

N

15

COUNS.

Mean Rank

PR

S QNN Ve e Wa

NG

[FNIN .8

.44
.06
.00
.00
.06
.00
.56
.31
.25

.13
.50

.44
.13

.15
.00
.38
.69
.44

.69
.50

.25
.69

.94

.15
.50

.19

*

L
2

wN -

12

2

N-COUNS.

4,
4.

W o p

69
69

.75
.19
.56

.50

M @

3.

88

Not Significant

whN -

N -

15

[N

N -

3.
4.25

o> W [SAN-N [PV N

W o

75

.44

.31
.50
.81

.94
.38

.94

.63
.94

.50
.88

.25

.44

.81

*

*

102



DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126.

Appendix D (qontinued),

100.
101.
102.

103.

104.

105.
106.
107.
108.
109.

110.

111.
1r2.

113.

[ )] [« 2018 ]
)

~ W

0~ W

i

14
15

14

15

14
15

15

15

15

COUNS. -

Mean Rank

4.31
4.75

4.69
3.63

4.69
5.13

5.00

3.94
3.75
3.75

*
*

3.50

3.75
5.00
3.75

4.56
3.94

4.00
4,25

4.31
5.38

5.06

5.00

3.69

. N-COUNS.
Int. Mean Rank

2 4.13

6 4.94 *

6 5.75 %

3 4.50 *

7 3.94

1 4.13

2 3.94

3 3.94

3 4.38 *
8 3.56

1 4.19

2 4.31 *
14 a.4g
15 3.8

15 4.31°%
14 4.00
15 4.69 *
15 4.81 *
14 3.43 -
15 4.00

4 3.94
15 3.63
15 3.94

pu
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DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIlL, rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126.
3 .

-

Appendix D (continued)

\

114,

115.

11e.

117.

118.

119.

120.

122.

123.

124,

125.

126.

Int.

N =

12

14

16

10
16

COUNS.

LN

.13

.69
.25

.00
.50
.38

.75
.50

.13
.63

.75

.44

.94
.69
.06

.56
.63

.81

.63
.25

' Mean Rank

L

*

Int.

w N -

12

12

14

13

10

16

N-COUNS.

Mean Rank

3

w» W

.81

.94
.94

.38
.69
.81
.31

.94

.44
.69

.50
.44
13
.81
.63
.75

.00

104
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Appendix E
Chi-Squares for Groups C & N Combined
: df=31
'DESCR.  CHI-Sg. P X ¢ SD |
1 225.9250  _<.0001 1.94 1.58%
2 '118.3875 0001 1.94 1.583
3 251.8908 <.0001 1.94 1.583
4 252.0000 <.0001 1.94 1.583
5 274.5750 <.0001 1.94 1.583
6 223.7521 <.0001 1.94 1.561
7 . 208.0763 <.0001 1.94 1.601
8 293.6938 <.0001 1.94 1.583 *°
9 277.7688 <.0001 1.94 ~1.583
10 298.8550 <.0001 1.94 ©1.601
11 211.7719 <.0001 1.94 1.583
12 245.3817 <.0001 1.94 1.601
13 171.0687 <.0001 1.94 1.601
14 168.8235 <.0001 1.94 1.536
15  120.8344 <.0001 1.94 1.561 -
16 145.4036 <.0001 1.94 1.536
17 145.8015 <.0001 1.94 1.536
18 109.3342 <.0001 1.94 1.561
19 153.3827 <.0001 1.94 . 1.536
.20 - 181.8367 <.0001 1.94 1.536
21 94.8845 <.0001 1.94 1.507 R
22  &e4.3725 <.0001 1.94 1.561
23 187.1016 <.0001 1.94 1.561
24 216.5985 <.0001 1.94 1.536
25 192.3672 <.0001 1.94 1.507
26 200.4177 <.0001 1.94 1.561
27 96.9517 <.0001 1.94 1.507
28 179.6375 <.0001 1.94 1.583 - o
29 143.1069 <.0001 ,1.94 1.601 -
30 . 148.7606 <.0001 1.94 1.561 o
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Appendix E (continued)

Chi-Squares for Groups C & N Combined

df=31

DESCR. CHI-Sq. P X SD
31 202.1031 <.0001 1.94 1.583
32 125.6719 <.0001 1.94 1.583
33 176.5615 <.0001 1.94 1.561
34 163.3498 <.0001 1.94 ©1.561
35 191.1716 <.0001 1.94 1.561
36 145.8550 <.0001 1.94 1.601

- 37 . B9.2281 <.0001 1.94 '1.583
38 129.1281 <.0001 1.94 1.583
39 152.7710 <.0001. 1.94 1.601
40 84.7328 <.0001 1.94 1.601
41 99.6412 <.0001 1.94 1.601
42 80.7939 <.0001 1.94 1.601
43 -71.9031 <.0001 1.94 1.583
44 101.9313 <.0001 1.94 1.601
45 ©7.5063 <.0001 1.94 "1.583
46 240.0736 <.0001 - 1.94- 1.561
47 230.4969 <.0001 1.94 1.583
48. 245.3938 <.0001 1.94 1.583
49 193.7906 <.0001 1.94 1.583
50 174.9618 <.0001 1.94 1.601
51 197.9757 <.0001 o 1.94 1.561
52 250.6000" <.0001 1.94 1,583
53 112.8779 <.0001 1.94 1.601
54 64.4656 <.0001 1.94 1.583
55 212.6469 <.0001 1.94 1.583
56 76.5344 <.0001 1.94 1.601
57. 137.7023 <.0001 1.94 1.601
58 169.0686 <.0001 1.94 1.561
59 234.2296 <.0001 1.94 1.561
60 113.1594 <.0001 1.94 1.583

- 106



ey

Chi-Squares for

]

Appendix E (continued)

Groups C & N Combined

df=31
DESCR. CHI-Sq. P X sD
£1 216.3875 <.0001 1.94 1.583
62 68.3824 <.0001 1.94 1.561
63 51.4255 <.0001 1.94 .1.536
64 142.0305 <.0001 1.94 1.601
65 83.0235 <.0001 1.94 1.536
66 62.6654 <.0001 1.94 1.561
67 89.4275 <.0001 1.94 1.601
68 61.3053 <.0001 1.94. 1.601
69 1 94.3906 <.000L 1.94 1.583
70 74.4275 <.0001 1.94 1.601
71 92.2443 <.0001 1.94 1.601
72 113.0076" <.0001 1.94 1.561
73 74.6813 <.0001 1.94 1.583"
74 116.9771 <.0001 1.94 1.601
75 . 156.8875. <.0001 1.94 1.583
76 158.4504 <.0001 . . 1.94 1.601
77 142.8779 <.0001 1.94 1.601
78 137.2443 <.0001 1.94 -1.601
79 88.0250 <.0001 1.94 1.583
80 79.6489 <.0001 1.94 1.601
81 129.3664 <.0001 1.94 1.601
82 203.4504 <.0001 1.94 1.601
83 155.9542 <.0001 1.94 1.601
84 227.3906 <.0001 1.94 '1.583
85 210.1316 <.0001 1.94 - 1.536
86 236.1188 <.0001 1.94 1.583
87 96.8923 <.0001 1.94 1.536
88 65.5531 <.0001 1.94 1.536
89 62.9158 <.0001 1.94 1.561
90 109.2224 <.0001 1.94 1.507
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Chi-Squares for

Appendix E (continued)

Groups‘c & N Cémbined

df=31
DESCR. CHI-Sq. P X 8D
91 181.0069 <.0001 1.94 1.507
92 _169.8355 <.0001 1.94 1.471.
.93 206.1552 <.0001 1.94 1.507
94 111.8473 <.0001 1.94 1.601
95 181.5781 <.0001 1.94 1.536
96 174.7039 <.0001 1.94 1.561
97 184.2879 <.0001 1.94 1.507
98 138.8048 <.0001 1.94 ~ 1.561
. 99 137.9000 <.0001 1.94 1.583
100 179.2748 <.0001 1.94 1.561
101 176.7702 <.0001 1.94 1.561
102° 208.2500 <.0001 1.94__% 1.583
103 175.3699 <.0001 1.94 1.536
104 141.1375 <.0001 - 1.94 1.583
105 96.3664 <.0001 1.94 1.601
. 106 194.6362 <.0001 1.94 - 1.561
S 107 - 138.2519 <.0001 1.94 - 1.601
108 152.9642 <.0001 1.94 1.601
109 206.2672 <.0001 1.94 1.601
110 165.8473 <.0001 1.94 1.601
111 155.4733 <.0001° 1.94 1.601
112 152.8397 <.0001 1.94 1.60
113 148.3344 <.0001 . 1.94 1.58
114 131.8626 <.0001 1.94 1.601
115 . 167.3709 <.0001 1.94 1.536
116 156.7653 <.0001 1.94 1.536
117 106.0719 <.0001 1.94 1.583
118 149.0611 <.0001 1.94 1.601
119 70.9008 <.0001 1.94 1.601
120 98.8149 <.0001 1.94 1.561°
121 137.0153 <.0001 1.94 1.601
122 79.5344 <.0001 1.94 1.601
123 154.3974 <.0001 1.94 1.536
124 131.4031 <.0001 1.94 1.583
125 86.7511 <.0001 1.94 1.561
126 105.9625 <.0001 1.94 1

.583

-
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- Appendix F

Mean-rénks-of‘Intentibns'in thé.CIL{ rated as

similar to Descriptors 1-126

(combined data for Groups C & N).

DESC 4

. DESC" 5
DESC 6.

DESC 7.

" DESC 8.

'DESC 9.

DESC 10.

N

- Int. =~

.10
14

. 14

o
14

10
14

10
14
16

14
10

14
- 10
14
16

10
14
16

10
14 ,
16

Mean Rank

W, (S0 3

w n

.85
.28 %

.44 %

.16 *
.44 *

.03
.34 *

.06
.63 x|
.50 -

.59 ¥
.56

. %”*—T

.87
.59 *
.09

.25
.28 %
.66

.09
.03 *
.34 *

Ranking Scale: 1 (least similar) to 6 (most "similar).

Mean ranks with no asterisk fall at least 1 Sd above the
Grand Mean of the distribution of ranks for each Descriptor.

Mean ranks with an-asterisk fall 1.5 Sd's or more, above the
Grand Mean of its respective distribution of ranks.

Mean ranks with a minus sign (-) fall just below 1 Sd of its

distributioq.
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}\i;) Appendix F (continued) ; ‘
Mean” ranks of Intentions in the CIL;'ratedras

similar to Descriptors 1-126. -
(combided data for Groups G-& N). ' .

\ Int. Mean Rank
DESC 11. 10 . 3.47 -
14 5,22 %
i - AN
DESC 12x 10 - 4.31
14 . 5.15 *
DESC 13. 10 4.22 i
' 14 4.13
DESC 14. 1 3.47
: 2 | 4.00
3 : 4.22
. L ]
DESC 15. 2 3.34 -
3, 3.88
J) DESC 16. 1 3.38
: .2 3.75
3 '3.94
DESC ~ 17. 1 3.53 e
‘ | 2 4.16 :
. 3 3.53
DESC 18. 2 3.19 - !
i 8 3.19 - N
DESC 19. - 2 4.03 .
3 3.53
11 3.47
DESC 20. - 1 - 4.03 A
- 2 4.53 *
3 2.69
DESC . 21. 3 3.66
DESC 22. 2 3.97
11 4.22
13 3.50 ‘
DESC 23. 2 4.44 * 4
° 1 4.09




Appendix F (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL,
similar to Descriptors 1-126.
(combined data for Groups C & N). ..

«

rated as

' DESC

DESC

. DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC-

DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

'DESC
7

- 25.

26.

27.

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
.34,
35.
36.

37.

38.

Int.
1
2

11

@

O

o

s

W B

W b W

.22
.00

N ] . i

.31 %
.50 *
.75

.78
.93 %
.90

.38 *
.47 *

.28 %

.84
.62

.43 -
72

.75 *
.03

.09

.03
.56

.4? *
.16 |
.37 *

.75 *
.09

.38 -
.13

.31 -

.41 *
.59
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Mean ranks;df Intentions in the CIL, rated as
.Similar to Descriptors 1-126.

Appendix F (continued)v

— (déhbined,data for Groups C & N).

%

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC -

DESC

DESC

- DESC

DESC .

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

- 40.

42.

43.

45.
46.

47.

49.
50.
51.

52.
53.
54.

55.

56.

41.

44.

Int.
8
9
4
4
8

14

15

14
15

12

Mean Rank

.31
.50

VAN -N

W Wb

.13

.35
.50

.13
.28
.34
.16
.66

.13
.13

.16
.31

.81
.81

.84
.59

.59
.87

.38
.59
.16

.88
.53

.03
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Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
similar ¥o Descriptors -1-126. ‘

appendix F (continued)

(combined data for Groups C & N).

DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC-

'DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

57.
58.
59,

60.

61.

62.
63.
64.
65,
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.

72.

73.
74.

75.

int
8
13
8
13
8
13
3
< 4
8
g——— o
3
2
12
2
2

8

13

14 \}

10

Mean Rank
.72
.03

.22
.66

.15
.03

.41
.63
.91
.18
.66
.06
.00
.93
.34
.66
.00
.47.
.10
.16

.00
.44

.47

.59

{

.97
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Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL) rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126. .

Appendix F (éontinued)

;(combined data for Groups C & N).

DESC
_ DESC
DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

-DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

gl.

82.

83.

g4.

85.

86.

87.
88.
89.

90.

91.

92.

Int.
10
10

10

w N -

N -

AN

N

w N -

Mean Rank
.75

>

[PV - -N

W W

0w

.69
.22
.50
.81

.50
.66

.44
.22

.12

.94 .
.38

.56
.38
.66

.88
.13

.50
.59
.41

.94
.63

.94
.28

.53
.75
.12

.
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Appendix F (continued)

Mean ranks of InRtentions in the CIL,
similar to Descriptors 1-126,
(combined data for Groups C & N).

rated as

DESC

DESC -

DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

~ DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

93.

94.

96.
97.

98.
99,

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

Int.
1
2

5

DR D

w

~N W [ 3

W

14
15

14
15

Mean Rank
.66
.03

.19

.81
.94

.38
.28

l44
.59

.59

.00

.29

.59
.53

.16
.59

.47
.66

.00
.88

.69
.28

.22 .
.84

ok

.84
.44
.25
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Appendix F (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as

similar to Descriptors 1-126.

(combined data for Groups C & N).

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC
DESC

DESC
' DESC
DESC
" DESC
DESC
DESC

DESC

DESC

109.\//>

110.
111.

112.

113,
114,

115.
lle.

117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.

123.

124.

Int. ’
4
15

15
15

4
15

15

N =

w

12

14

AN

=

N W

w W

.94
.50

.81
.03

.38
.47
.81
.59

.19
.16

.63
.34
.09
.66
.63
.44
.81
.75
.94

.50
.94

x

iuganhﬁhhk.

.16
.03

4-&
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Appandix F (continued)

Mean ranks of Intentions in the CIL, rated as
similar to Descriptors 1-126.
(combined data for Groups C & N).

'Int. Mean Rank

DESC 125. 10 ~ 3.53
v 16 3.56
DESC 126. 10 3.47 -

16 4.13




Appndx G

‘ Descrlptors identified by respondents as 31m11ar to

Intentlon'!

118

Recognize actions/ thoughts/ or feelings as his/ﬁe; own

91.
92.

Identif%ed by Cdunsello:s'

~ DESCRIPTOR
27. work with the different parts of himself represented
by the dream.
30. experience a stronger projection.
90. make explicit her internal process.

become more aware of her internal process.
be aware of his own process (in interactions).

Identified by non-Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

- 14,

25.

become more aware of ({the contrast of) what she does
to herself. .

be aware of her intrapersonal conflict at a deep
level.

95. access feelings.
103. feel confronted by her resistance.
123. act out the two conflicting parts of himself.
'Identified by both Groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR
20. be more aware of (experience) her 1nterna1 split.
24. experience his intrapersonal process.
85. recognize and separate different actions, thoughts, &
feelings he has. ) '
86. become aware of her projection.
93. be aware of his own interpersonal process.
96. become more aware of her bodily sensations.
106. experience bodily sensations.
115. be aware of how present his thoughts /the source of
his feelings are.
116.

be more aware of her (his own interpersonal) process

on a cognitive level, -

&
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Appendfx G1.

Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intentlon 2:

Be aware of his/her feelings

Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

18.

focus and experience more intently one'side of his
conflict.

22. experience more (amplify).
87. work with a distant projection of herself.
123. act out the two conflicting parts of himself.
Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR
14. become more aware of (tHe contrast of) what she does
" to herself.
15. become more aware of the two parts of herself.
23. experience her stuck feeling more intensely.
37. make a decision whether she wanted to go into this
issue.
60. work on unfinished business (with mother).
66. be prepared to discuss issues of anger in his
childhood in future sessions. :
68. consider having another session.
103. feel confronted by her resistanc
»116. be more aware of her (his own in®erpersonal) process
on a cognitive level. : :
Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR
16. explore more deeply each side of his internal
conflict.
17. experience more deeply the two sides (this
side/aspect) of herself.
19. experience each side of her split more deeply.
20. be more aware of (experience) her internal split.
24. experience his intrapersonal process.
25. be aware of her intrapersonal conflict at a deep
level.
26. experiehce her impasse at a deep level.
28. experience a heightened effect.
29. experience a heightened awareness of our interaction.

continued. ..
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Appendix G 1 (continued)

Descrlptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intention -2

Identigged by both groups in addition to above

DESCﬁ%PTQR
65. experience her -interpersonal process between now and
- the next time I see her.
72. have. perm1551on to feel what he is feeling (have his
feelings). :
84. vent.
85. recognize and separate dlfferent actlons, thoughts, &
feelings he has. o
86. become aware of her projection.
88. see how she perceives me.
90. make explicit her internal process.
91. become more aware of her internal process.
92. be aware of his own process (in interactions).
93. be aware of his own interpersonal process.
95. access feelings.
96. become more aware of her bodily sensations.
100. give me information on his feelings.
106. experience bodily sensations.
115. be aware of how present his thoughts /the source of

his feelings are.
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Appendix G 2

Descrlptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as 31m11ar to
Intention 3:

Make new connections (among actions/ thoughts/ feelings)
. . : . ok

1 2

a

Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

60.

work on unflnlshed bus1ness (with mother).

62. work on the dream. -
85. recognize and separate different actions, . thoughts, &
u feelings he has.
89. see her perception of my difficulty.
97. make connections between her thoughts and sensations.
117. get a cognitive framework for work just done.
123. act out the two conflicting parts of himself.
124. be more aware of his wife's feelings.
Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR
17. experience more deeply the two sides (this
side/aspect) of herself.
18. focus and experience more 1ntent1y one side of hls
conflict.
19. experience each 31de of her split more deeply.
20. be more.aware of (experience) her internal split.
30. experience a stronger projection.
44, achieve a sense of closure for the session by, hav1ng a
cognitive framework for the work.
56. have motivation to change.
70. have a hypnotic suggestion to get reinvolved with
life. ~
86. become aware of her pro;ectlon
92. be aware of his own process (in i#hteractions).
103. feel confronted by her resistance. 4
Identlfled by both groups in addition to- above
DESCRIPTOR
14. become more aware of (the contrast of) what she does
to herself.
15. bécome more aware of the two parts of herself.
16. explore more deeply each side of his internal
conflict.
21. heighten each part of the split.

121

continued...
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DESCRIPTOR . : . .
27. work with the different parts of hlmself represented -
by the dream.
29.. experience a heightened awareness of our interaction.
102. modify his perceptions.
104. move deeper into the session, “change direction.
114. put a cognitive ftamework on the experience she just
had.
116. be more aware of her (hls own 1nterpersona1) process
on a cognitive level.
118. resolve his conflict.
119. close the conversation between stomach and me.

120.

\\ Appendlx G 2 (contlnued)

e -l
Descrlptors identified by respondents as s;mllar to
Intentlon 3 « -

&

Identlfled by both groups in addition to above

get a more objective view of (his chlldhood) himself

as a child.

122
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Appendix G 3

Descrlptors identified by respondents as 31m11ar to
Intention 4:

Understand the purpose(s) of the se831qn

Identlfled by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

40. achieve (a sense of) closure for ‘the session.
8l1. summarize session.
101: share his agenda for therse551on with me. :
105. return to closing /evaluating what we've done. .

Identified by non-Cognsellors

DESCRIPTOR
36. re-evaluate what she wants to work on in the sessi
42, feel closure for the séssion.
54. understand the purpose of accessing his emotions.
61. start work on this focal point for the session.

Identified by both groups in addition to above-
DESCRIPTOR

31. agree on a goal for the session.

33. work with me to find a focal point (of the work) for
the session.

34. determine (a) focal point of today s work (for this
session).

35. determine (w1th me) a goal for the session.

46. understand the purpose of the sessions.

47. understand the purpose of the therapy.

48. understand the purposes of the type of therapy I'm
using.

49. understand the purpose of the -therapeutic method.

50. understand importance of the therapy.

51. understand purpose of the exercise.

52. understand the purpose of what we're doing now.

53, know rationale behind confrontation.

82. reconnect with the initial focus of the session.

112. know rationale behind confrontation.
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Appendix G 4

Descriptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as 51m1£ar to

Intention 5:

Stop, or do less. of someth@ng

identified by Counsellore

DESCRIPTOR

43, end the session for~today.

Identified by noﬁ—Counsellors,

DESCRIPTOR - ¢

119.-elose the conversation between stomach and me.

Identified by both groups in addition to above

DESCRIPTOR

73. have permission not to work on therapy
98. reduce his self-guilt.

99. have a reduced sense of guilt or of responslblllty;

-

—
p,

124

x/\\
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Appehdix G 5

Descrlptors 1dent1£1ed by respondents as similar to
~ Intention 6: ~

VGive (the counsellor)llnformation

Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

34. determine (a) focal point of today's work (for this

session). ' \\

" Identified by non—Counséiéors,

P

DESCRIPTOR ;

79. sum up. ‘ ,

81. summarize session. ’

83. be very specific about what he has learned over the
course of therapy.

90. make exp11c1t her internal process.

Identified by both groups in addition to above

DESCRIPTOR

33. work with me to find‘a focal point (of the work) for
the session.

.100. ‘give me information on his féelings.

101. share his agenda for the session with me.

>
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Appendix G 6

<

Descriptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as similar to
Intentlon 7: 4 : ) : h

Question his/her own actions/ thoughts/ or feelings

Identified by Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR

14. become more aware of (the contrast of) what she does
to herself.
36. re-evaluate what she wants to work on in the session.
87. work with a distant projection of herself.
98. reduce his self-guilt.
103. feel confronted by her resistance.. ‘
104. move deeper into the session, change direction.
118. resolve his conflict.

Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR

102. modify his perceptions. .
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Appendix G 7.

Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intention 8:

> Be more precise or focused
Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR

37. make a decision whether she wanted to go into this
- issue,

40. achieve (a sense of) closure for the se551on

41. attain closure for the session. .

44. achieve a sense of closure for the session by having a
. . cognitive framework for the work.

52. understand the purpose .ef what we're doing now.

8l. summarize session.
104. move deeper into the session, change direction.

Identified by qon-CounsellorS’
DESCRIPTOR

69. make a decision. o .
« 105, return to closing /evaluating-what we've done.

) Identified by both groups in addition to above

.confllct
A1. agree on a goal for the se551on
32. choose an issue to work on in. the session.
'33. work with me to find a focal point (of the work) for
- the session.
34, determlne (a) focal point of today's work (for thls‘
"session). :
'35. determine (with me) a goal for the session.
36. re-evaluate what she wants to work on in the session.
38. choose a direction that she wants.
39. make a decision as to what we were going to do.
- 57. be motivated to work. 7
58. do some work on the therapy /work harder.
59. push to work faster. :
61. start work on this focal point for the se551on
67. {(think about and) prepare for closure.

, C DESCRIPTOR - . : ,
*\\\\M;:Cj8. focus and experlence more intently one 51de of his

continued. ..
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Appendix G 7 (continuéd)

Descrlptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as similar to
Intentlon 8:

Be more precise or focused

Identifled by both groups in addition to above

DESCRIPTOR
79. sum up.
80. summing up of issue.
82. reconnect with the initial focus of the session. —
83. be very specific about what he has learned over the

course of therapy.
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Appendix G 8

Descrlptors identified by respondents as s1m11ar to
Intention 9:

'Know what tojdo

Identified by Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR

32. choose an issue to work on in the session.

48. understand.the purposes of the type of therapy I'm

, using.

52. understand the purpose of what we're d01ng now.

69. make a decisicon.

70. have a hypnotic suggestion to get relnvolved w1th
life. ¥

Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR

39. make a decision as to what we were going to do.
40. achieve (a sense of) closure for the session.
41. attain closure for the session.
- 43, end the session for today.
45, feel a sense of closure for the session and for (a11
‘of) the therapy. ‘
46. understand the purpose of the sessions.

Identified by both groups {p addition to above
DESCRIPTOR
38. choose a direction - that she wants.

51. understand purpose of the exercise. :
61. start work on this focal point for the session.

.08
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Appendix G 9

Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to

Intention 10:

Feel good

DESCRIPTOR

126.

Identified by Counsellors

see happiness as the goal in life.

DESCRIPTOR

%

establish rapport.

Ideﬁtified by non-Counsellors

10
W

feel that her feelings are validated.

7. feel validated (by me) /be less resistant.
11. continue to perceive counsellor as caring about
feelings.
125. focus on positives (not be negative).
Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR
1. feel joined (with) by me.
3. feel a rapport between us again.
~ 4, feel rapport again (continue to feel rapport)
5. feel more rapport, acceptance.
8. feel supported.
9. teel cared about/supported
10. feel reassured.
12. feel comfortable with me.
13. feel equal.
71. have permission to play or be less serious.
75. relax.
76. feel relazxed.
77. be relaxed.

settle down and feel relaxed.

130
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¥ Appendix G 10

Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to
Intentioh 1l1:

‘Experience, or relive feelings

Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR
19. experience each side of her split more deeply.
24. experience his intrapersonal process.
30. experience a stronger projection.
62. Wprk on the dream.
63. work on this dream within the limits of the mlcrophone
wires.
72. have permission to feel what he is feeling (have his
feelings).
85. access feelings.
106. experience bodily sensations.
Identified by non-Counsellors .
DESCRIPTOR
18. focus and experience more 1ntent1y one side of his
conflict.
Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR
22. experience more (amplify).
23. experience her stuck feeling more intensely.
25. be aware of her intrapersonal conflict at a deep:
level. e
26. experience her impasse at a deep level
28. experience a heightened effect. :
84. vent.

123,

act out the two conflicting pa*ts of himself.
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Appendix.G 11

Descriptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as 51m11ar to
Intention 12:

Learn how to do something

- Identified by Couhsellors
DESCRIPTOR

Cl24. be more aware of his wife's feelings.

Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR -

87. work with a distant projection of herself.
117. get a cognitive framework for work just done.
Identified by both groups in addition to above

) ) . ' -« -

DESCRIPTOR

64. do a task for homework.
121. try something new.
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Appendlx G 12

’ Descrlptors 1dent1f1ed by respondents as 51m11ar to
Intention 13:

Do more of something

Identified by Counsellors -

DESCRIPTOR
68. consider having another sessiz?/////

Identified by non-Counsellors

'DESCRIPTOR

22. experience more (ampliff).
124. be more aware of his wife's feelings.

Identified by both groups in addition to above

DESCRIPTOR

57. be motivated to work.
58. do some work on the therapy /work harder.
59. push to work faster.




Appendix G 13

Descriptors identified by respondents as similar to -
Intention 14: i

- Y

Feel understood
e

1

"Identified by Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR

42, feel closure for the session. .
108. know how I experience him /have feedback.

Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR

76. feel relaxed. ‘
111. know that yhat's happening to her is impacting on me.

Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR |

feel joined (with) by me.

establish rapport.

feel a rapport between us again.

feel rapport again (continue to feel rapport).
feel more rapport, acceptance.

feel that her feelings are validated.

feel validated (by me) /be less resistant.

feel supported.

feel cared about/suppotted.

feel reassured.

continue to perceive counsellor as caring about
feelings.

feel comfortable with me.

feel equal.

HOWONOU&WNH

P

[0 ol ol
|nwn

" than mine.

74. know that she has permission to ask me for help.
107. know my perception of him in the course of therapy.
109. know that I was aware of the intrusion into the

session.
122, not to feel invaded by me.
1

-

know (be reassured that) his agenda is more important'

134
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Appendix G 14.

Descrlptors identified by respondents as 51ma1ar to
Intentlon 15: -

"Have information

Identified by Counsellors

DESCRIPTOR _
53. know rationale behind confrontation.
Identified by non-Counsellors
DESCRIPTOR
52. understand the purpose of what we're doing now.
Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR -
47. understand the purpose of ‘the therapy
48. understand the purposes of the type of therapy I'm
using.
49. understand the purpose. of the therapeutic method
‘50. understand importance.of the therapy.
55. know (be reassured that) his agenda is more important
than mine.
94. hear her opinion /take in. what she said.
107. know my perception of him in the course of therapy
108. know how I experience him /have feedback.
109. know that I was aware of the 1ntru51on into the
session.
110. know my reaction from the last session. ‘
111.. know that what's happening to her is impacting on me.
112. know rationale behind confrontation.
113. receive a suggestibon from me.
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Appendix G 15

Descriptors identified by‘respbndents as similar to
Intention 16:-

~ Peel more hopeful

Identified. by Counseflors
DESCRIPTOR |

1. feel joined (with) by me.

4, feel rapport again (continue to feel rapport).

5. feel more rapport, acceptance. -

7. feel validated (by me) /be less resistant.

g, feel cared about/supported..

1. continue to perceive counsellor as caring about .
feelings. :

13. feel equal. B

45. feel a sense of closure for the session and for (all

of) the therapy. ,
56. have motivation to change.
125. focus on positives (not be negative).

Identified by both groups in addition to above
DESCRIPTOR | B
8. feel supported.

"10. feel reassured. A '
126. see happiness as the goal in life.
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