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ABSTRACT 

Recent studies of the counseling relationship have emphasized 

the importance of certain attitudes of the counselor in fostering con

structive personality growth in clients. In particular, the counselor 

attitudes of empathic understanding, level of regard, unconditionally 

of regard, and congruence have been found to be correlates of positive 

counseling outcomes. 

The communication problems created by deafness have made coun

seling with the deaf a rather specialized field. Yet, the literature 

reveals a paucity of knowledge concerning the nature of individual and 

group counseling with people handicapped by deafness. 

This study focused upon the nature of the perceptions of a 

selected group of deaf college students and their counselors toward 

the counseling relationship in group counseling, and analyzed the as

sociation between these perceptions and independent ratings of group 

counseling outcomes. 

Eight null hypotheses were tested. These hypotheses were con

cerned with similarity of student and counselor perceptions, stability 

of perceptions of the counseling relationship over the course of group 

counseling, interrelationships among perceived conditions, and the re

lationship between perceptions of the counseling relationship and sub

jective measures of group counseling outcomes. 
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The population for the study consisted of forty-one deaf col

lege students in attendance at the National Technical Institute for the 

Deaf during the 1968-69 academic year. These subjects participated in 

a series of twenty group counseling sessions conducted by two counselors 

over a period of six months. 

The 1964 revision of the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 

was used to assess counselor and student perceptions of the variables 

Empathic Understanding, Level of Regard, Unconditionality of Regard, 

and Congruence. Counseling outcomes were assessed by independent rat

ing scales used by the subjects and their counselors. 

Analysis of the data resulted in rejection of two of the eight 

hypotheses. Significant discrepancies were found to exist between deaf 

subject and counselor perceptions of the counseling relationship in 

group counseling. Another finding was that subject perceptions of the 

counseling relationship were relatively consistent, whereas counselor 

perceptions varied significantly from the beginning to the end of group 

counseling. Nonsignificant intercorrelations were noted among the 

measured variables of the counseling relationship. Finally, the re

sults indicated that deaf subject and counselor perceptions of the 

counseling relationship were not significantly related to independent 

ratings of group counseling outcomes. 

Perhaps the most important over-all finding of the study was 

that the counseling relationship as perceived by the deaf subjects and 

their counselors was similar in nature to that observed in previous 

studies with hearing subjects. This finding suggested that much that 
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is known about counseling with the hearing may very well apply to coun

seling with the deaf. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

During the past twenty-five years there have been numerous 

empirical studies which have measured results, or outcomes, of counsel

ing and psychotherapy. The literature in the area has focused primarily 

on the question, "What are the effects of counseling?" Most investi

gators concerned with this question have compared client personality 

and behavior before and after counseling. Such studies have contributed 

greatly to improved methods and techniques for assessing outcomes, but 

they have not made it possible to delineate the predictable effects of 

counseling {Truax & Carkhuff, 1964, p. 125). 

A number of more recent studies have produced some evidence 

suggesting that counseling outcomes are mediated by multiple qualities 

within the counseling relationship itself (Barrett-Lennard, 1962; 

Bergin, 1963; Halkides, 1958; Rogers, Gendlin, Kiesler, & Truax, 1967; 

van der Veen, 1965). These studies have resulted in evidence that the 

attitudes of the counselor toward the client are significant variables 

in producing both positive and negative personality change. 

Results of the studies mentioned above are consistent with 

theoretical formulations concerning the necessary elements or condi

tions of therapy. According to Rogers (1957) certain attitudes experi

enced by the counselor in the relationship and perceived at least to a 

1 
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minimal degree by the client are the only elements necessary to effect 

constructive personality change. Rogers has suggested that regardless 

of the counselor's methods, techniques, or theoretical orientation, 

positive outcomes will take place providing the following conditions 

exist: (a) the counselor is real or genuine (congruent) as a person 

in his relationship with his client; (b) the counselor is able to sense 

and to understand the client's felt meaning and to communicate this 

understanding to the client (empathic understanding); and (c) the 

counselor is able to experience a warm and positive acceptance of the 

client as a person who is worthy in his own right regardless of his 

thoughts or feelings {unconditional positive regard). 

Group counseling as a therapeutic process has been the subject 

of many empirical studies. Although process and outcomes have been 

investigated in considerable depth, little attention has been given to 

the relationship between group counseling outcomes and perceptions of 

the relationship between the group member and the counselor. 

The need for research in process and outcomes has become criti

cal in the area of counseling with deaf people (Levine, 1960, p. 306; 

Rainer & Altshuler, 1966, p. 142; Rogers & Quigley, 1960, p. 356; Roy, 

1965, p. 330). Despite the significant incidence of deafness in the 

United States and the existence of many educational institutions and 

rehabilitation agencies for the deaf which provide counseling services, 

no research findings have been reported concerning counseling with the 

deaf. 

One of the most significant manifestations of the handicap of 

deafness is in the area of interpersonal communication. An additional 
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barrier to meaningful interpersonal relations is created for individ

uals who have been born deaf or who have lost their hearing before the 

acquisition of normal language patterns. Such individuals are further 

handicapped in their educational development because of their linguis

tic deficiencies. 

The linguistic, educational, and experiential limitations which 

deafness may impose on the individual frequently result in a serious 

degree of social isolation. In the counseling setting, the communica

tion problems which have resulted in social isolation for the deaf 

person may present obstacles which seriously restrict the effective

ness of counseling approaches developed for and evaluated with hearing 

clients. Yet, research evidence is needed before conclusions may be 

advanced concerning the nature of counseling with deaf clients. 

As indicated earlier in this chapter, Rogers (19 57) has theo

rized that regardless of the counselor's methods, techniques, or theo

retical orientation, effective counseling will take place providing 

that the counselor offers the conditions of empathy, genuineness, and 

unconditional!ty of regard. While evidence has been obtained support

ing this general hypothesis with hearing populations, there have been 

no related investigations involving deaf clients. 

S tatement of the Problem 

The present study was designed to identify the perceptions of 

a selected group of deaf college students and their counselors toward 

the counseling relationship within the process of counseling, and to 

relate these perceptions to selected measures of counseling outcomes. 
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Questions 

The study was designed to obtain information which could be used 

to answer the following questions: 

1. Are deaf college students' perceptions of the counseling rela

tionship in group counseling similar to perceptions on the part 

of their counselors? 

2. Do these perceptions of the counseling relationship change sig

nificantly through the course of group counseling? 

3. Are the variables of the counseling relationship, as perceived 

by deaf college students and their counselors, significantly 

interrelated at selected points in the group counseling process? 

4. Are the levels of therapeutic conditions, as perceived by deaf 

college students and their counselors, significantly related 

to group counseling outcomes? 

Definition of Terms 

Following are definitions for terms which were used in the 

study: 

Combined System of Communication—A system used in communica

tion with deaf people which combines the use of fingerspelling, the 

language of signs, speech, and speechreading. 

f 

Counseling—The term counseling was defined as a dyadic rela

tionship in which a client seeks the help of or seeks to effectively 

communicate with a professional psychological counselor. The relation

ship attempts to facilitate growth and change in the client, enabling 
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the client to become more freely and fully functioning (Boy & Pine, 

1968, p. 139). 

Counseling Relationship Variables—A counseling relationship 

is comprised of many affective and cognitive relationships between the 

client and the counselor during the process of counseling. While the 

relationship may consist of a multitude of interacting variables, for 

the purposes of this study the term "variables of the counseling rela

tionship" referred specifically to four hypothetical variables opera

tionally measured by the Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 

1968). These variables—empathic understanding, level of regard, un

conditional ity of regard, and congruence—were defined as follows: 

1. Empathic Understanding (E)--Empathic understanding refers to 

the ability of the counselor to accurately and sensitively 

understand the thoughts and feelings of the client as well as 

their meaning to the client. The level or degree of empathic 

understanding is the extent to which the counselor is aware of 

the thoughts and feelings of the client. The counselor who is 

unable to step outside of his own frame of reference and open 

himself to the meaning of the client's experiences from the 

latter's own point of view would be considered relatively low 

in empathic understanding. 

2. Level of Regard (R)—Regard refers to the affective aspect of 

the counselor's response to the client. Regard may consist of 

varying degrees of positive feelings (including liking, appre

ciation, and esteem) and negative feelings (including dislike, 

contempt, and impatience). Level of regard may be considered 
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as the siim of all of the affective reactions the counselor ex

periences toward the client. The higher the level of regard, 

the more the counselor experiences positive reactions toward 

the client. 

3. Unconditionally of Regard (U)—This variable was defined as 

the degree to which the counselor is able to experience regard 

for the client without placing conditions on this regard. The 

concept is related to the consistency of the counselor's regard 

since inconsistency suggests that there are conditions which 

must be fulfilled before the counselor can experience a high 

level of regard for the client. A high level of regard would 

thus indicate that the counselor's regard for the client is 

relatively independent of the client's behavior during the 

process of counseling. 

4. Congruence (C)—The term congruence was defined as the integra

tion and genuineness of the counselor as a person in the coun

seling relationship. The counselor who has a discrepancy 

between his experiencing and the overt expression of this ex

periencing is to some degree incongruent. The congruent coun

selor, on the other hand, is honest, direct, and sincere in his 

communications with the client. This does not suggest that the 

counselor burdens the client with his own feelings and problems; 

rather, congruency means the counselor is fully aware of his 

own feelings and is willing to be openly himself at the appro

priate time. 
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Other terms which were used interchangeably with the term 

"counseling relationship variables" included "conditions of therapy," 

"therapeutic conditions," "therapeutic variables," and "relationship 

variables." 

Deaf—The term "deaf" was operationally defined solely in terms 

of audiometric criteria. In this sense, the deaf were those individ

uals who had a hearing loss of 60 db (ASA) or 70 db (ISO) or greater 

over the speech range (1500 to 2000 Hz) of the better ear as assessed 

by standard audiometric procedures. 

Group Counseling—Group counseling was defined as a situation 

in which the counselor counsels with more than one individual at a 

time, but each on a coordina > basis. Such counseling is concerned 

with helping each counselee make individual decisions within a group 

situation (Wright, 1968, p. 14). 

Relationship Inventory—This term refers to the 1964 revision 

of the Relationship Inventory (Barrett-Lennard, 1968). This inventory 

is abbreviated as the R.I., and has been described in full detail in 

Chapter III. 

Hypothes es 

The research hypotheses tested in this investigation were as 

follows: 

Hypothesis I—Deaf subjects and their counselors do not differ 

significantly in their perceptions of the counseling relationship in 

group counseling as measured by the Relationship Inventory. 
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Hypothesis II—There are no significant changes from the be

ginning to the end of the group counseling process in subject percep

tions of the counseling relationship as measured by the R.I. 

Hypothesis III—There are no significant changes from the be

ginning to the end of the group counseling process in counselor percep

tions of the counseling relationship as measured by the R.I. 

Hypothesis IV—There are no significant intercorrelations 

between subject and counselor scores on the subscales of the Relation

ship Inventory. 

Hypothesis V—Perceptions of the counseling relationship on the 

part of deaf subjects who rate themselves "benefited" at the termina

tion of group counseling do not differ significantly from the percep

tions of those subjects who rate themselves "non-benefited." 

Hypothesis VI—Perceptions of the counseling relationship on 

the part of deaf subjects who have been rated "benefited" according to 

terminal ratings by their counselors do not differ significantly from 

the perceptions of those deaf subjects whose counselors have rated 

them "non-benefited." 

Hypothesis VII—Perceptions of the counseling relationship on 

the part of counselors with subjects who rate themselves "benefited" 

at the termination of group counseling do not differ significantly 

from the perceptions of counselors with subjects who have rated them

selves "non-benefited." 

Hypothesis VIII—Perceptions of the counseling relationship on 

the part of counselors with subjects who are rated "benefited" 
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according to terminal ratings by the counselors do not differ signifi

cantly from the perceptions of those counselors with subjects whom they 

rate as "non-benefited." 

Need for the Study 

A review of the literature revealed that there had been no re

ported descriptive or experimental studies of the counseling relation

ship involving clients who were deaf. This was surprising in view of 

the great number of research studies which had generally concluded 

that the deaf as a group have more psychological adjustment problems 

than the non-deaf. Rainer, Altshuler, Kallman and Deming (1963, p. 

182) have stated that whenever the subject of counseling with the deaf 

has been given consideration it has usually been dismissed with a brief 

reference or two, or discussed on the basis of clinical experience 

along (e.g., Fusfield, 1954; Goetzinger, 1967; Gough, 1945; MacDonald, 

1935;.Mueller, 1962; Myklebust, Neyhus, & Mulholland, 1962; Rainer et al., 

1963; Rudloff, 1965; Thompson, 1964; Vernon, 1967). 

There were two reported studies which had attempted to quantify 

isolated aspects of counseling outcomes (Rainer & Altshuler, 1966; 

Robinson, 1966), bvt these studies were not conducted within the frame

work of a formal research design. The literature clearly indicated 

that there was a pressing need for objective studies of individual and 

group counseling processes and outcomes involving deaf clients. 

In addition to being a contribution to the literature on objec

tive studies of process and outcomes in counseling with the deaf, it 

was hoped that this study would stimulate counselor educators and other 

related professionals to conduct further research in the area. 
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Limitations 

The study reported here had important limitations which re

stricted generality of the results. Only two counselors were available 

for participation in the study, and for this reason the variable of 

counselor characteristics was beyond control. In addition, the nature 

of the counseling program in the setting where the study took place 

precluded the use of a control group. This prevented the use of a 

true experimental design of a rigorous nature. 



CHAPTER XX 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents an overview of the nature of research in 

the general area of counseling and psychotherapy, a review of selected 

studies of the counseling relationship in individual and group counsel

ing, and a review of literature on counseling with the deaf. The impli 

cations of the literature are then discussed, and a brief summary 

concludes the chapter. 

Overview of Research in Counseling 

Formal research in counseling has been a comparatively recent 

development which has received its major impetus from investigators 

attempting "to evaluate the theoretical formulations originated by 

Rogers (1951, 1957, 1958a, 1958b, 1959). Prior to the 1940's it had 

been thought that counseling was so involved with the personal and sub

jective aspects of human behavior that it could not possibly be investi 

gated on an empirical basis (Rogers et al., 1967, p. 41). 

However, during the past quarter of a century a wide variety of 

empirical studies have evaluated outcomes of counseling as well as the 

events which occur during the process of counseling. These studies 

have been reviewed from time to time (Cartwright, 1957, 1968; Goldstein 

& Dean, 1966; Gottschalk & Auerbach, 1966; Litwack, Getson, & Saltzman, 

1968; Mowrer, 1953; Rogers & Dymond, 1954; Stollak, Guerney, Jr., & 

11 
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Rothberg, 1966; Truax S Carkhuff, 1964) with comments from the reviewers 

repeatedly pointing out the complexities encountered in attempting to 

establish definitive evidence concerning the efficacy of counseling. 

In reviewing past research in the area of counseling there was 

noted considerable divergence in viewpoints among many investigators. 

In their review of psychotherapy research, Ford and Urban (1967, p. 

334) stated unequivocally their belief that psychotherapy is a profes

sional and applied field and as such must build upon theoretical formu

lations in the basic fields of biology, psychology, and sociology. 

Bixler (1963, p. 170) has expressed a similar view, suggesting that 

"faith and ad hominem arguments about the 'worth and dignity and in

tegrity1 of man may be temporarily persuasive but they are- very poor 

substitutes for evidence." Opposing this view completely was Colby 

(1964, p. 349), who in his review of psychotherapy research began with 

the admonition that "psychotherapy is not a science, is not even an 

applied science, and by its nature can never become either of these." 

Arbuckle shared this view, commenting to the effect that the counsel

ing relationship is beyond expression in quantitative terms (Arbuckle, 

1960, p. 13). 

Despite this rather prevalent divergence of opinion concerning 

the role of scientific research in the area of counseling, much empiri

cal evidence has been obtained concerning counseling processes and out

comes. Research efforts have proceeded along three broad but definite 

lines of inquiry. 
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First, outcome studies have measured personality or behavior 

before and after counseling with the objective of delineating the ef

fects of counseling. The studies reported by Rogers and Dymond (1954) 

are representative of this line of inquiry. Criterion measures of out

come used have included changes in the self-concept as well as changes 

in client level of functioning as perceived by others and as measured 

by standardized tests. 

Secondly, there have been attempts to specify the elements of 

the counseling relationship that make it an agent of constructive per

sonality change (Barrett-Lennard, 1962; Carkhuff a Alexik, 1967; 

Halkides, 1958; Holder, Carkhuff, & Berenson, 1967; Rogers et al., 

1967; Truax & Carkhuff, 1965; van der Veen, 1965). This line of in

quiry developed from original formulations by Rogers (1957) concerning 

the nature of the therapeutic conditions necessary for effecting con

struct! v?j personality change. 

The third major research emphasis has focused upon the ongoing 

process of counseling. Process studies have been concerned with the 

events which occur during counseling rather than with outcomes of the 

process. Variables studied have included alterations in verbal com

munication on the part of the counselor and the client, autonomic 

functioning, and client and counselor behavior during counseling. 

Literature on the Counseling Relationship 

As pointed out in the preceding section, studies of the coun

seling relationship have been concerned with the elements of the rela

tionship that make it an agent of change. While Rogers' (19 57) 
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statement of the necessary conditions of therapy was the first formal 

theoretical presentation concerning these elements, Whitehorn and Betz 

(1954) provided the initial stimulus for the growth of interest in the 

therapeutic relationship in terms of therapist behavior. Their study 

of the therapeutic relationship with schizophrenics produced evidence 

that relatively successful and unsuccessful therapists differed in 

their attitudes within therapy. The successful therapists (Type A) 

were found to be warm and attempted to understand their patients in a 

personal, individualized way, whereas the less successful therapists 

(Type B) were more impersonal in their approach and tended to view 

their patients with an objective "professional" type of understanding. 

Halkides (1958) was the first to investigate the validity of 

the main postulates of Rogers' (1957) conceptualization of the neces

sary conditions of successful therapy. She selected therapy interview 

data from twenty research cases and extracted at random selected units 

from two interviews for each of the cases. These units were rated by 

three judges on the level of the counselors1 unconditional positive 

regard, congruence, and empathic understanding. The client sample was 

divided into "more successful" and "less successful" subgroups on the 

basis of several outcome measures. Highly significant associations 

were noted between the criterion measure of success and all of the re

lationship variables. 

In a related study, Barrett-Lennard (1962) investigated the 

hypothesis that therapeutic personality change occurs in proportion to 

the degree that the client experiences the therapeutic conditions pre

sented by the counselor in the counseling relationship. Utilizing a 
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sample of forty-two clients and twenty-one therapists, client and 

therapist perceptions of the relationship were assessed at several in

tervals during the counseling process. Three separate indices were 

used as criterion measures of successful therapy. Results supported 

the general hypothesis that perceptions of the counseling relationship 

are related to counseling outcomes. 

Truax (1963) reported on a series of studies that focused upon 

the therapist characteristics of congruence, empathy, and unconditional 

positive regard. A number of patients receiving individual therapy 

for periods ranging from six months to more than three and one-half 

years were compared with a matched "no therapy" control group on sev

eral variables. Results indicated that the patients receiving therapy 

differed little from the control group in terms of average constructive 

personality change. However, a significant finding was that the pa

tients whose therapists offered relatively low levels of these condi

tions exhibited significant deterioration in personality and in 

behavioral functioning. 

Rogers et al. (1967) investigated various aspects of the thera

peutic relationship with forty-eight schizophrenic and normal individ

uals over a five-year period. The general hypothesis of the series of 

investigations was that the greater the degree to which conditions of 

therapy existed in the relationship, the greater would be evidence of 

therapeutic process or movement in the client. Results failed to con

firm this general hypothesis, although it was found that both the 

empathy level of the therapist and his congruence were definitely as

sociated with the process level in the client. 
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The studies by Barrett-Lennard (1962) and Rogers et al. (1967) 

reported that there was no significant relationship between therapist 

and patient perceptions of the therapeutic relationship. In both 

studies the perceptions of the patients and therapists remained rela

tively stable from the beginning to the end of the therapeutic process. 

Spotts (1962) used the data of the Rogers et al. (1967) study 

to examine the relationship between patient and therapist evaluations 

of the therapeutic relationship when the sample was divided according 

to therapy outcome. His findings indicated that in successful therapy 

there was a significant positive correlation between patient and thera

pist evaluations of the relationship, especially on the dimension of 

positive regard. In less successful cases therapist and patient as

sessments were more divergent, correlating negatively with one another. 

A similar finding was reported by Barrett-Lennard (1962). 

The Spotts (1962) study suggested that it was possible for 

counselors and their clients to agree in their assessments of the 

counseling relationship, and that a relatively high level of agreement 

was associated with constructive personality change. However, no evi

dence was obtained regarding the causal nature existing between outcome 

and the agreement between therapist and patient perceptions. 

Some evidence has been obtained to the effect that client self-

exploration in counseling, which is one of the indices of process move

ment, is associated with client attitudes rather than the attitudes of 

counselors. Holder, Carkhuff, and Berenson (1967), for example, studied 

the effects of manipulating the levels of empathy, respect, genuineness, 

and concreteness of the therapist on the depth of self-exploration by 
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the client. Their results prompted the conclusion that high function

ing clients were more independent of the counselor's behavior than low 

functioning clients, whose self-exploratory behavior decreased during 

periods of low counseling conditions. The higher functioning clients, 

however, continued to explore themselves during low conditions. 

Some evidence consistent with these findings was available from 

an earlier study by Truax and Carkhuff (1965). This study with three 

schizophrenic patients was designed to determine the effects of experi

mental manipulation of therapeutic conditions on depth of patient self-

exploration. Results supported the contention that self-exploration 

in the client is related to therapeutic conditions, although the direc

tion of causality could not be determined. 

In a study designed to clarify the direction of causality in 

the association between conditions of the counseling relationship and 

depth of self-exploration, Carkhuff and Alexik (1967) studied the ef

fects of varying client depth of self-exploration on high and low 

functioning counselors. The study was, in effect, a reversal of the 

Truax and Carkhuff (1965) and Holder et al, (1967) procedures. 

When high and low functioning counselors were compared in terms 

of client depth of self-exploration, it was found that counselors orig

inally functioning at high levels of therapeutic conditions did not 

lower the level of conditions when the client behavior varied. How

ever, counselors originally functioning at low levels of therapeutic 

conditions were manipulated by the client's lowering of self-exploration 

and were later unable to return to their original levels of facilitative 

conditions. 
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The implication of this finding was that the client's differ

ential behavior affected the level of counselor functioning in the 

relationship for counselors who were unable to initially offer high 

levels of conditions. This was significant, since previously it had 

been thought that the level of counselor conditions was characteristic 

of the counselor and unaffected by the behavior of the client. 

Gross and DeRidder (1966) investigated the association between 

perceptions of the counseling relationship and client process movement 

in comparatively short-term counseling. The number of interviews for 

clients ranged from 7 to 18 with a mean of 10.1. The primary finding 

of the study was that significant process movement occurred in short-

term counseling. The clients who perceived the counseling relation

ship favorably progressed more during counseling than did those whose 

perceptions were less favorable. 

Studies of group counseling have generally supported the con

cept that counselor attitudes are significantly associated with con

structive process movement and favorable outcomes. Ends and Page (1957) 

for example, analyzed differences related to the theoretical orienta

tion of the counselor. Four therapists using four different approaches-

didactic learning theory, leaderless-group, neopsychoanalytic, and 

client-centered—worked with sixteen different groups of hospitalized 

alcoholics. Results indicated that the client-centered and neoanalytic 

approaches resulted in more positive outcomes. 

In his review of the Ends and Page study, Truax (1961a) sug

gested that the relative success of the client-centered and analytic 
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approaches was a function, of the permissiveness inherent in them. On 

the other hand, authoritarian approaches such as didactic learning 

theory should be expected to inhibit self-exploratory behavior. 

To establish the relation between characteristics of therapists' 

responses and depth of patient intrapersonal exploration, Truax (1961a, 

1961b) studied 45 hospitalized patients in three psychotherapy groups 

with three therapists differing in their theoretical orientation. 

Analysis of the data demonstrated significant associations between 

client intrapersonal exploration and rated therapist characteristics 

of accurate empathy, unconditional positive regard, congruence, assumed 

similarity of self and patient, and responsivity. Within the group 

itself the same dimensions were related to self-exploration. The study 

generally substantiated Rogers' (1957) formulations concerning the 

necessary qualities of the counseling relationship. 

Truax (1966) investigated the validity of the concept that for 

therapeutic conditions to be effective they must first be perceived by 

the client himself. In this study involving 40 juvenile delinquents 

and 40 hospitalized patients participating in group psychotherapy, the 

investigator reasoned that since emotional disturbance creates distor

tions in interpersonal perceptions then it follows that patient per

ceptions of the conditions of therapy should be distorted and somewhat 

unrealistic. 

Truax used an inventory to assess the level of perceived condi

tions and compared the scores with objective measures taken from tape 

recordings. The data revealed that objective measures of conditions 



20 

taken from tape recordings by trained judges were more closely asso

ciated with outco-.ne than were measures of patient perceptions of 

therapeutic conditions. The conclusion reached was that the effects 

of therapeutic conditions may operate to produce constructive outcomes 

for clients relatively independently of the clients' perceptions of 

them. 

In a related study Truax, Tunnell, and Glenn (1966) focused 

upon the relationship between the level of therapeutic conditions and 

therapy outcome in a population of 160 hospitalized mental patients, 

80 institutionalized juvenile delinquents, and 80 outpatients. Each 

of the therapy groups within these three populations was divided into 

the "most silent" half and the "most verbal" half on the basis of 

verbal participation during the first four sessions of group therapy. 

The level of conditions offered by each therapist, other therapist 

characteristics, and situational variables were held relatively con

stant for both the "silent" and "verbal" group members. 

Results indicated that although high levels of therapist ac

curate empathy, nonpossessive warmth, and congruence combined had more 

effect on outcome for the nonverbal hospitalized mental patients and 

for the more verbal outpatients, the evidence suggested that the thera

peutic conditions combined were almost equally as effective with the 

nonverbal as the verbal client. An interesting finding was that ac

curate empathic understanding, which was viewed as the most heavily 

weighted verbally of the three therapeutic conditions, seemed to be 

more critical for outcome with nonverbal patients. 
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Literature on Counseling the Deaf 

A review of the literature in the area of deafness revealed 

that there had been no published reports of formal objective studies 

of the relationship, the process, or outcomes of individual and group 

counseling with the deaf. The literature was subjective in nature 

(Blish, 1955, 1964; Fusfield, 1954; Goetzinger, 1967; Gough, 1945; 

MacDonald, 1935; Mueller, 1962; Myklebust, Neyhus fi Mulholland, 1962; 

Rudloff, 1965; Thompson, 1964; Vernon, 1967), and could be compared to 

the literature on counseling and psychotherapy with the general popula

tion which was published prior to the 1940's. 

The major contribution to the existing literature on counsel

ing and psychotherapy with the deaf came from the New York State Psy

chiatric Institute's mental health project with the deaf (Rainer et al., 

1963; Rainer & Altshuler, 1966). The original pilot study of mental 

health problems among the deaf ran from 19 55 through I960, and dealt 

with the psychiatric problems of approximately 500 deaf people, of 

whom 215 were in mental hospitals and 217 of whom were seen for out

patient treatment. 

With the hospitalized deaf patients the usual methods of somatic 

treatment (drugs, shock treatment, etc.) were used, but because the 

deaf were scattered over many hospitals and various services within 

each hospital, no arrangements could be made to treat the deaf as a 

special group. No specialized personnel were available to provide 

psychotherapy (Rainer et al.,1963, p. 183). 

The deaf in the outpatient clinic fell into the same diagnostic 

categories as a similar group of hearing patients. While noting 
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similarities between the deaf and the hearing in terms of the goals of 

psychotherapy, these investigators also recognized special problems 

with deaf patients. 

Among the special problems noted were difficulties related to 

differential diagnosis with the deaf, the conceptual immaturity of 

many deaf people which affected motivation for treatment procedures, 

the limited number of opportunities open to the deaf for social and 

vocational self-actualization, and the difficulty in communication 

between the patient and the therapist. 

The more aspiring and self-reliant patients were able to 

achieve significant self-improvement, whereas the patients who were 

emotionally dependent on the therapist did not seek real learning and 

were often incapable of achieving maturity. In the outpatient treat

ment program only two patients could be helped by insight therapy. 

Intensive psychotherapy was used, but strict psychoanalytic methods 

were found to be impractical. The need for the deaf patient to face 

the therapist instead of lying on a couch, limited social flexibility, 

low frustration tolerance and motivation, and the communication handi

cap of the deaf patient combined to preclude the use of psychoanalytic 

procedures. 

Other methods used with the deaf included management and grati

fication of dependent needs, environmental manipulation, community 

assistance, and supportive counseling. These approaches were combined 

with education, guidance, emotional decompression and ventilation, and 

modification of the patient's goals and self-demands. For those deaf 
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patients whose problems were unsuitable for insight therapy, or whose 

limited ability or dependent behavior precluded such an approach, drugs 

and community assistance were necessary (Rainer et al, 1963, p. 188). 

Rainer and Altshuler (1966) discussed group approaches with 

the deaf in some detail. During the initial stages of their group 

program, therapy was conducted on a once per week basis for four months. 

There were no well-formulated approaches applicable for deaf groups. 

Consequently, the hospital staff conducted sessions using different 

approaches. 

These early attempts were hampered by a lack of therapists 

skilled in manual communication, which frequently resulted in the need 

for one patient or another to serve as an interpreter for the thera

pist. The group of all-female patients would concentrate on concrete, 

day-to-day problems, but as the therapist gained skill in manual com

munication he took a more active role. Dependent behavior on the part 

of group members prompted the therapist to attempt a more non-directive 

approach; however, group interaction became disorganized and it was 

necessary for the therapist to assume more leadership. After a year 

and a half of experimentation group procedures became more clearcut, 

and often patients would serve as group leaders with the therapist 

stepping in whenever necessary. 

In summarizing their work with the deaf in group psychotherapy, 

the investigators concluded that 

Group therapy with deaf inpatients was demonstrated to be 
feasible and valuable. To make it work required firm but 
flexible leadership, an alertness to trends of feeling of 
the individual and the group, and a respect for the 



24 

conceptual and emotional limitations imposed by the multiple 
handicaps of the patients (Rainer & Altshuler, 1966, p. 63). 

Rainer and Altshuler (1966) reported on group psychotherapy 

with students attending a residential school for the deaf. Psycho

therapy was conducted with groups of boys, ages 10 to 12 and 13 to 16, 

and with a group of girls 13 to 15 years of age. The younger group of 

boys seemed unable to develop a group relationship, although the older 

boys did succeed in developing a sense of group identity and mutual 

awareness. The group of girls appeared to be more aware of others, 

more communicative, and seemingly more capable of abstract thinking. 

Rainer and Altshuler (1966) discussed briefly an attempt to 

objectively assess some of the effects of hospitalization on deaf 

mental patients. Timed interaction interviews were used to evaluate 

the state of illness and changes in the condition of the patients. The 

results of these interaction interviews were not reported, but it was 

suggested that the method should be further investigated for use in 

evaluating changes in the behavior of deaf patients. 

Implications of the Literature 

The literature reviewed in the foregoing sections provided sub

stantial empirical support for Rogers' (1957) hypothesis that certain 

therapeutic conditions offered by the counselor in the counseling re

lationship and perceived to at least a minimal degree by the client 

are necessary for constructive personality and behavioral change to 

occur. 
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In the numerous studies reviewed, the therapeutic conditions 

of counselor congruence, level of positive regard, unconditionality of 

regard, and empathic understanding were somehow positively associated 

with indices of individual and group counseling outcomes and process 

movement, although it was unclear just what levels of these conditions 

were directly related to such movement and outcome. 

The implication of the findings was that investigations of 

levels of conditions of the counseling relationship, as they related 

to process movement and outcomes, were highly productive and warranted 

further empirical research. 

The paucity of research in the area of counseling with the 

deaf left unanswered many questions concerning process, outcomes, and 

the counseling relationship. The literature in the area was entirely 

clinically-based, with no objective data to support the conclusions 

advanced concerning the efficacy of counseling with the deaf. This 

clearly suggested the need for more objective research vhich could be 

evaluated by other investigators. 

Summary 

Briefly, an overview of formal research in the area of counsel

ing and psychotherapy has been presented in Chapter II. Reviews have 

been presented of the more significant studies which have been con

ducted to obtain evidence on the contribution of the counseling rela

tionship to client growth and development. The current status of 

research in the area of counseling with the deaf has been reviewed, 

and the implications of the literature have been presented. 



CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The research methodology is reviewed in Chapter XXX. The first 

section presents the general design of the study. Succeeding sections 

include a discussion of the procedures used in selecting subjects for 

the study, characteristics of the subjects and the counselors, the pro

cedures used in assigning subjects to counselors and to counseling 

groups, group counseling procedures, instrumentation and data gathering 

procedures, and statistical techniques. A final section summarizes the 

chapter. 

General Design of the Study 

The study was basically descriptive in nature, utilizing a 

causal-comparative design. However, the testing of Hypotheses II and 

III required a one-group pretest-posttest design, and Hypothesis IV 

was correlational in nature. 

Selection of Subjects 

Initially the study population consisted of the total enroll

ment of seventy deaf students in attendance at the National Technical 

Institute for the Deaf during September, 1968. However, three of these 

subjects dropped out of college during the first month, and another 

twenty-six were unable to attend group meetings regularly as a result 

26 
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of scheduling difficulties. Forty-one subjects thus remained in the 

population for the study. Twenty-four of these were male. 

These forty-one subjects continued in group counseling through 

the fifth session, at the twelfth meeting thirty-eight remained, and 

twenty-eight continued in group counseling until the completion of the 

full twenty sessions. 

All of the subjects met the criterion of deafness as defined 

in Chapter X. 

Characteristics of the Subjects 

The forty-one subjects ranged in age from seventeen to twenty-

nine years. The mean age was 20.6, standard deviation 2.6 years. The 

mean hearing loss for the fourteen subjects assessed according to ASA 

standards was 89 db (S.D., 16; range, 60 to 120 db), and the mean hear

ing loss for the twenty-seven subjects assessed according to ISO stand

ards was 91 db (S.D., 13; range, 70 to 120 db). 

Thirty (73%) of the subjects were classified as having been 

deaf at birth. Five others became deaf by the age of one year, while 

the onset of deafness for the remaining six occurred prior to the age 

of three years. The causes of deafness were; unknown (N=30); meningi

tis (N=4); ear infection (N=2); mumps (N=2); whooping cough (N=l); head 

injury (N=l); and measles (N=l). 

According to the subjective judgment of the counselors twenty-

four subjects were able to communicate functionally by using the com

bined method of communication, which involves the combined use of 

speech, speechreading, and manual communication. The remaining 
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seventeen subjects were able to communicate at a functional level 

through the use of speech and speechreading, but only five of these 

were able to use manual communication if only to a limited extent. 

Twenty-one of the subjects had obtained their education pri

marily or exclusively within public or private residential schools for 

the deaf. The remaining twenty had received their education within 

the regular public school system. Of this latter group of subjects, 

thirteen had attended school without placement in a special class or 

program because of their deafness. 

Of the total sample, only one subject came from a family where 

one or both parents were deaf. 

Characteristics of the Counselors 

Two professionally trained counselors participated in this 

study. Both were full-time members of the staff of the counseling 

program for students at the National Technical Institute for the Deaf. 

One of the counselors was a female with normal hearing who had 

received training in counseling in a two-year master's level counselor 

education program. At the time the study was initiated she had com

pleted one year of work with the deaf as a counselor. 

The investigator, who was deaf, also served as a counselor. 

He had received training at the doctoral level in counseling psychology, 

and at the time the study began, had completed six years of work with 

the deaf as a counselor. 

Both counselors were able to communicate using the combined 
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method of communication, and both ascribed to the client-centered ap

proach in counseling. 

Assignment of Subjects to Counselors 
and to Counseling Groups 

Subjects were assigned to the two counselors on a random basis. 

Each counselor conducted five group sessions per week, and at the 

start of the study the subjects assigned to each counselor were placed 

in groups on a random basis. However, difficulties in scheduling re

quired that random assignment to a group be dropped in favor of assign

ment on the basis of the individual student's availability. As a 

result of the latter procedure, the five groups conducted by each of 

the two counselors ranged in size from four to nine subjects. 

The membership in each group remained stable throughout the 

first academic quarter (ten weeks). Changes in the subjects' academic 

schedules at the start of the winter quarter necessitated some changes 

in group membership, but these changes were made in such a way that 

each subject remained in a group conducted by their originally assigned 

counselor. 

Group Counseling Procedures 

The ten groups of deaf subjects met for group sessions once per 

week beginning in late September, 1968, and terminating at the end of 

March, 1969. Each group met for a total of twenty sessions during 

this six-month period. 

Sessions were held on a one-hour meeting per week basis, but 

because of subject interest some of the sessions lasted for as long as 
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two hours. Sessions were initially conducted in small classrooms or 

conference rooms during the first quarter, but due to space shortages 

during the second quarter, meetings were moved to small lounge areas 

within the residence hall complex. 

Group sessions were generally unstructured in nature. Coun

selors encouraged group members to discuss their experiences as well 

as their interests concerning the issues that were raised, but permitted 

the subjects to select their own topics for discussion. In the proce

dures used no attempt was made to reflect any specific counseling 

orientation. 

Instrumentation 

The instruments used to collect the data of the study con

sisted of (a) the Relationship Inventory, (b) a general adjustment 

level rating scale, (c) a "change in the client as a person" rating 

scale, and (d) a "benefits of group counseling" rating scale. 

The Relationship Inventory (R.I.) 

The R.I. was originally developed by Barrett-Lennard (1962) to 

assess perceptions of selected therapeutic attitudes expressed by the 

counselor in the counseling relationship, and to give operational ex

pression to the conditions of therapy postulated by Rogers (1957) as 

discussed in Chapters I and II, The instrument has parallel forms 

for use by clients and counselors. 

The R.I. makes provisions for three levels of "yes" and three 

levels of "no" responses, identified respectively as +1, +2, +3 and 
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-1, -2, -3. The objective of this system is to elicit responses indi

cating how certain the respondent feels about the statement being 

correct or incorrect. 

Validity. During the initial development of the instrument 

(Barrett-Lennard, 1962) a content validation was made to ascertain 

how safely items could be regarded as either positive or negative ex

pressions of the variable they were designed to represent. Definitions 

of the variables were given to five judges, who classified each item 

as a positive or negative indicator of the variable in question. There 

was perfect agreement among the judges in classifying items as positive 

or negative on all except four items, three of which were eliminated 

from the questionnaire. An item analysis was also conducted, where 

answers to the questionnaire by 40 respondents were tabulated and com

pared for each item by the upper and lower halves of the sample divided 

in terms of scores on the variable to which the item belonged. One 

additional item was eliminated as a result of this analysis, and it 

was found that none of the remaining items contributed in the "wrong" 

direction to their respective variables in the data from both clients 

and therapists. 

Reliability. On the 1962 R.I. Snelbecker (1961) reported 

split-half reliability coefficients between .75 and .94; Berzon (1964) 

obtained test-retest correlations of .86 for Total R.I. Scores, Hollen-

beck (1961) reported split-half reliabilities between .83 and .95 for 

the four R.I. scales, and test-retest correlations over a six-month 

interval from .61 to .81; and Hough (1965) found split-half reliability 

coefficients of .82 to .91. 
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The 1964 revision of the R.I. (see Appendix A), which was the 

form used in the present study, consists of an improved and shorter 

version of the 1962 form. The revised R.I. consists of 64 items rep

resenting operational expression of the theoretical constructs of 

Empathy, Level of Regard, Unconditionality of Regard, and Congruence 

(Barrett-Lennard, 1966). A Total Score is derived from the sum of 

the scores on these four variables. Barrett-Lennard (1968, p. 2) has 

obtained test-retest reliability coefficients between .86 and .92 on 

the four scales with two- and six-week intervals. 

General Adjustment Scale 

This was a 7-point scoring type rating scale used by the coun

selors to measure each subject's adjustment before and after group 

counseling. Subjects were rated at a point on the scale without direct 

reference or comparison with others in their group. Ratings were made 

on a continuum from "1—Very poorly adjusted" to "7—Very well ad

justed" {see Appendix B). 

The scale, which was adapted from a similar scale used by 

Barrett-Lennard (1962), was used as one of the indices of counseling 

outcome. 

Change in the Client as a Person Scale 

This was a 4-point scoring-type rating scale used by the coun

selors to assess the degree of change that occurred in the client as 

a person from the beginning to the end of group counseling. Ratings 

were made following completion of group counseling. 
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Originally developed by Barrett-Lennard (1962), the scale was 

used along with the General Adjustment scale as an outcome measure. 

The scale has been reproduced in Appendix B. 

Benefits of Group Counseling Scale 

This 7-point scoring-type scale was used by the deaf subjects 

at the termination of the group counseling process to express the ex

tent to which they had benefited from counseling. The scale (see 

Appendix B) made provisions for ratings ranging from "1—No benefit" 

to "7—Very beneficial." 

Data Gathering Procedures 

The counselors used the General Adjustment scale to rate each 

subject on his adjustment after the second and twentieth group meet

ings. The counselors also rated the subjects on the Change in the 

Client as a Person scale following the twentieth session. The sub

jects in turn rated themselves on the Benefits of Group Counseling 

scale after the twentieth group meeting. 

The subjects and their counselors completed their respective 

forms of the R.I. after the fifth, twelfth, and twentieth group coun

seling sessions. 

Data Analysis 

The data of the study was analyzed by a General Electric Mark 

II computer system according to the following procedures. 

Hypothesis I_—Using a causal-comparative design, subject 

scores on the R.I. were compared with counselor R.I. scores at Stage I 
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(group session 5), at Stage II (group session 12), and at Stage III 

(group session 20). There were thus three separate comparisons of 

subject and counselor scores on the R.I. subscales. 

Hypothesis II—This hypothesis was tested according to the one-

group pretest-posttest design. Subject scores on each of the R.I. 

subscales at the first stage in group counseling were compared with 

their scores on the same subscales taken at the second and third 

stages. Scores obtained at the second stage were also compared with 

third stage scores. 

Hypothesis III—In accordance with the one-group pretest-

posttest design, counselor scores on the R.I. at the first stage in 

group counseling w»2re compared with their scores on the same instrument 

obtained at the other two stages. Second stage scores were also com

pared with third stage scores. 

Hypothesis IV—In keeping with a correlational design counselor 

scores and subject scores on the R.I. were intercorrelated for each of 

the three stages of group counseling. 

Hypothesis v—This hypothesis required a causal-comparative 

design. The twenty-eight subjects who continued in group counseling 

until the twentieth group session were dichotomized into "benefited" 

and "non-benefited" subgroups on the basis of their own ratings on the 

Benefits of Group Counseling scale. The subjects who rated themselves 

from 1 through 3 on this scale were placed in the non-benefited sub

group, and those who rated themselves 5 through 7 were placed in the 

benefited subgroup. R.I. scores of these two subgroups were then com

pared for each of the three stages of group counseling. 
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Hypothesis VI—Using a causal-comparative design, the subjects 

who completed the twenty group sessions were dichotomized into "bene

fited" and "non-benefited" subgroups on the basis of counselor ratings 

of outcome on two scales, the General Adjustment scale and the Change 

in the Client as a Person scale. 

Subjects who demonstrated an increase of two points or more on 

the General Adjustment scale from the second to the twentieth group 

session, and who were rated "3" or "4" by the counselor on the Change 

in the client as a Person scale, were placed in the "benefited" sub

group. Subjects who either did not demonstrate a two-point increase 

in their rated adjustment or were rated "1" or "2" on the Change scale 

were placed in the "non-benefited" subgroup. 

The benefited and non-benefited groups were then compared for 

differences in their scores on the R.I. for each of the three group 

counseling stages. 

Hypothesis VII—Again using a causal-comparative design, sub

jects who completed the twenty group counseling sessions were dichoto

mized into benefited and non-benefited subgroups according to their 

own ratings on the Benefits of Group Counseling scale, using the clas

sification procedure already described for testing Hypothesis V. The 

two subgroups were then compared using their counselors' scores on the 

R.I. at each of the three stages of group counseling. 

Hypothesis VIII—Subjects who completed the twenty group 

sessions were dichotomized into benefited and non-benefited subgroups 

according to counselor ratings of outcome as described for testing 
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Hypothesis VI. The two subgroups were then compared in terms of their 

counselors' scores on the R.I. at each of the three stages of group 

counseling. As with Hypotheses V - VII, this hypothesis involved the 

use of a causal-comparative design. 

Table 1 has summarized the procedures used in categorizing 

subjects into benefited and non-benefited subgroups for testing Hypo

theses V - VIII. 

Statistical Techniques 

The R.I., which was the primary data-gathering instrument of 

the study, yields ordinal data. Accordingly, nonparametrie statistical 

techniques were selected to test for the significance of the data. 

Hypothesis I—Hypothesis I was tested according to the Mann-

Whitney U-test (Siegel, 19 56, pp. 116-127) for independent samples. 

According to Siegel, this test is one of the most powerful of the non-

parametric tests. Its power efficiency approaches 95% for moderate-

sized samples. 

Hypothesis II—This hypothesis was tested by use of the Wil-

coxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test for related samples (Siegel, 

1956, pp. 75-82). This technique was selected over the sign test since 

the latter utilizes only information about the direction of the differ

ences between two sets of data whereas the signed-ranks test considers 

the relative magnitude as well as the direction of the differences. 

The Wilcoxon test thus gives more weight to a pair which shows a large 

difference between two conditions than a pair which shows a small 

difference. 



Table 1 

Procedures Used in Dichotomizing Subjects into 
Benefited and Non-benefited Categories 

Basis for categoriza-
Hypothesis tion into benefited and 

non-benefited subgroups 

Outcome rating 
instruments Data used for comparisons 

V Subject ratings 1. Benefits of Group 
Counseling scale 

Subject scores on the R.I. 

VI Counselor ratings 1. General Adjustment 
scale 

2. Change in the Client 
as a Person scale 

Subject scores on the R.I. 

VII Subject ratings Benefits of Group 
Counseling scale 

Counselor scores on the R.I. 

VIII Counselor ratings 1. General Adjustment 
scale 

2. Change in the Client 
as a Person scale 

Counselor scores on the R.I. 
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With moderate sized samples the power-efficiency of the Wil-

coxon test (in relation to the parametric t test) is 9 5.5% (Siegel, 

1956, p. 83). 

The chi-square test (X2) (Garrett, 19 58) was used to test the 

divergence of observed significant Wilcoxon z scores from those ex

pected on the hypothesis of a normal distribution. 

Hypothesis III—Hypothesis XII was also tested according to 

the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests and the X test. 

Hypothesis IV—This hypothesis was tested by the Spearman rank-

order correlation coefficient technique (Siegel, 1956, pp. 202-213). 

The rho is a nonparametric measure of association comparable to the 

most powerful parametric correlation technique, the Pearson r, and in 

relation to the latter the rho has a power-efficiency of 91% (Siegel, 

1956, p. 213). The X2 test was also used. 

Hypotheses V - VIII— Hypotheses V through VIII were tested 

according to the Mann-Whitney U-test for independent samples technique. 

The eight hypotheses of the study were tested according to the 

two-tailed test for the non-directional null hypothesis. The region 

of rejection selected was at the .05 level of significance. 

The split-half reliability study of the R.I. utilized subject 

and counselor scores on each of the subscales obtained following the 

fifth group counseling session. The statistical technique used was 

that suggested by Cronbach (1960, p. 141). According to Cronbach, this 

procedure produces results similar to those produced by the Spearman-

Brown prophecy formula. 
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Summary 

The subjects of the study consisted of forty-one deaf college 

students at the National Technical Institute for the Deaf. These sub

jects were assigned to ten counseling groups which met over a six-month 

period which began in late September, 1968, and terminated in March, 

1969. All groups met for a total of twenty group sessions, each of 

which was from one to two hours in duration. 

The Relationship Inventory, which was designed to assess client 

and counselor perceptions of the counseling relationship variables of 

empathic understanding, level of regard, unconditionality of regard, 

and congruence, was administered to the subjects and their counselors 

following the fifth, twelfth, and twentieth group counseling sessions. 

Three rating scales were used as independent indices of group counsel

ing outcome. 

A split-half reliability study was conducted to establish the 

reliability of the R.I. when used with counselors and deaf clients in 

the group counseling setting. For this purpose subject and counselor 

scores on the R.I. subscales obtained following the fifth group session 

were split into equivalent halves and analyzed. 

Analysis of the data of the study involved comparisons of 

counselor and subject scores on the R.I. subscales at each of the 

three stages as well as between stages of group counseling. Associa

tions between perceptions of the counseling relationship and independ

ent measures of counseling outcome were analyzed by dichotomizing the 

subjects into "benefited" and "non-benefited" subgroups according to 
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independent ratings made by the subjects as well as their counselors 

and comparing R.I. scores. 

The nonparametric statistical techniques used to determine the 

significance of the ordinal data of the study were the Mann-Whitney 

U-test for independent samples, the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-

ranks test for related samples, Spearman rank-order correlation tech

nique (rho), and the test. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Chapter IV presents the results obtained in the study. The 

first section reviews the results of the reliability study with the 

Relationship Inventory. Subsequent sections of the chapter present 

the results that were obtained in testing eight null hypotheses. A 

summary concludes the chapter. 

Reliability of the Relationship Inventory 

This investigation was the first reported study using the 1964 

revision of the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory with deaf cli

ents. At the time the study was initiated the reliability of this 

instrument with groups of deaf subjects was not known. Accordingly, 

a split-half reliability study was made of both client and counselor 

forms of the Relationship Inventory. 

The 64 items constituting the R.I. were first split into half-

samples. In this procedure the positive and negative items on each 

subscale were placed in one of the half-samples on an alternative 

basis. For example, for the subscale Level of Regard the items num

bered 1, 13, 37, 57, 9, 21, 33, and 49 were placed into the first half-

sample, and items 5, 25, 41, 61, 17, 29, 45, and 53 into the second 

half-sample. This procedure may be more readily understood by an in

spection of the ordering of each subscale item on the R.I. scoring 

sheet, a copy of which appears in Appendix A. 

41 
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Subject and counselor responses to the R.I. were next divided 

according to the content of the half-samples and analyzed using the 

split-half technique described by Cronbach (I960, p. 141). The scores 

upon which this analysis was based were obtained immediately following 

the fifth group counseling session. 

Results of the split-half reliability study have been summa

rized in Table 2. Reliability coefficients ranged from .57 (Empathic 

Understanding) to .86 (Total Score) on the subject form of the R.I.f 

and from .65 (Unconditionality of Regard) to .93 (Total Score) on the 

counselor form. All coefficients were found to be significant beyond 

the .05 level (Table 2). 

Testing the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I 

Hypothesis I of the study stated: "Deaf subjects and their 

counselors do not differ significantly in their perceptions of the 

counseling relationship in group counseling as measured by the Rela

tionship Inventory." 

The testing of this hypothesis required comparisons of subject 

and counselor scores on each of the subscales of the R.I. for the 

fifth, twelfth, and twentieth group counseling sessions. Data were 

obtained from forty-one subjects at the first testing point, thirty-

eight subjects at the second testing point, and twenty-eight subjects 

at the third testing point. The counselor N at each of these points 

corresponded to the subject N since the counselors completed an R.I. 
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Table 2 

Split-Half Reliability of the 
Relationship Inventory 

Subscale First Half Second Half 
M SD M SD ^-meas. rll+ 

Subject Scores (N^l) 

Level of Regard 16.5 4.7 14.5 5.2 4.1 .80* 
Empathic Under

standing 5.3 4.7 12.3 4.9 2.1 .57* 
Un condi t ion ali ty 

of Regard 1.2 6.2 - l.l 6.5 6.2 .70* 
Congruence 11.6 5.5 11.1 5.2 4.8 .76* 

Total Score 34.5 15.0 36.9 12.9 9.7 .86* 

Counselor Scores (N=' 41) 

Level of Regard 18.6 4.8 20.1 3.7 2.9 .87* 
Empathic Under

standing 13.4 4.9 14.4 4.9 3.5 .85* 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 16.5 3.8 15.8 5.9 5.0 .65* 
Congruence 17.3 4.7 16.8 4.3 3.0 .88* 

Total Score 65.9 15.7 67.2 15.3 7.8 .93* 

+Computed according to Cronbach (I960, p. 141) 
•Significant at or beyond the .05 level 
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form on each. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to test the signifi

cance of the data. 

The data utilized in the analysis of Hypothesis I have been 

presented in Table 3. Differences in perceptions that were signifi

cant at or beyond the .05 level were noted between the deaf subjects 

and their counselors at each of the three stages tested. As a result 

Hypothesis I was rejected and the conclusion drawn that there were 

significant differences between deaf subjects and their counselors in 

their perceptions of the counseling relationship in group counseling. 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II stated: 11 There are no significant changes from 

the beginning to the end of the group counseling process in subject 

perceptions of the counseling relationship as measured by the R.I." 

The testing of this hypothesis required comparisons of subject 

scores on the R.I. obtained at each stage of group counseling with 

their scores obtained at the other two stages. This procedure per

mitted a determination of the relative stability of subject percep

tions of the counseling relationship. 

The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test for related 

samples was used to test the significance of the data, and the X^ test 

was used to compare the obtained Wilcoxon z values against those ex

pected on the hypothesis of a normal distribution. 

Tables 4, 5, and 6 have presented the results of bhe Wilcoxon 

2 analysis, and Table 7 has presented the results of the X test. Only 

one of the fifteen Wilcoxon z values was found to be significant at 
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Table 3 

The Counseling Relationship as Perceived by 
Deaf Subjects and Their Counselors 

Variable Subjects Counselors z+ 

M SD M SD 

Stage I++ 

Level of Regard 31.0 9.0 38.8 8.0 -4.14* 
Empathic Under

standing 17.6 8.1 27.8 9.1 -4.63* 
Unconditionality 

of Regard .1 11.2 32.3 8.5 -7.52* 
Congruence 22.7 9.7 34.2 8.5 -5.03* 

Total Score 71.5 26.3 133.1 30.0 -6.67* 

Stage 

Level of Regard 31.2 10.9 40.7 6.8 -4 .09* 
Empathic Under

standing 18.7 8.6 38.9 4.6 -4.32* 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 1.6 11.1 36.4 2.7 -7.24* 
Congruence 23.1 6.9 35.4 3.8 -5.17* 

Total Score 74.1 26.1 139.6 24.7 -6.45* 

++++ 
Stage III 

Level of Regard 31.1 10.1 37.6 7.1 -2.51* 
Empathic Under

standing 18.8 6.5 25.3 9.3 -3.09* 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 2.9 12.1 30.2 10.6 -5.70* 
Congruence 23.1 10.3 33.6 9.6 -3.69* 

Total Score 76.4 28.0 127.5 31.8 -5.02* 

+Mann-Whitney U-test, two-tailed 
++Subject N=41, counselor N=41 

+++Subject N=38, counselor N=38 
++++Subject N=28, counselor N=28 

*Significant at or beyond the .05 level 
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Table 4 

Changes in Subject R.I. Scores from 
the 5th to the 12th Group Session 

Variable 5th Session* 12th Session++ z+++ 

M SD M SD 

Level of Regard 31.0 9.0 31.2 10.9 -0.33 
Empathic Under

standing 17.6 8.1 18.7 8.6 -0.18 
Unconditionality 

of Regard .1 11.2 1.6 11.1 -1.40 

Congruence 22.7 9.7 23.1 6.9 -1.27 

Total Score 71.5 26.3 74.1 26.1 -0.08 

+N=41 
++N=38 

+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
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Table 5 

Changes in Subject R.I. Scores from 
the 12th to the 20th Group Session 

Variable 12 th 
M 

Session+ 
SD 

20 th 
M 

Session++ 
SD 

Z+++ 

Level of Regard 31.2 10.9 31.3 10.9 -0.79 
Empathic Under

standing 18.7 8.6 18.8 6.5 -1.06 
Unconditionally 

of Regard 1.6 11.1 2.9 12.1 -1.57 

Congruence 23.1 6.9 23.7 10.3 -0.80 

Total Score 74.1 26.1 76.4 28.0 -0.62 

+N=38 
++N=28 

+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
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Table 6 

Changes in Subject R.I. Scores from 
the 5th to the 20th Group Session 

Variable 5th Session* 20th Session++ z+++ 
M SD M SD 

Level of Regard 31.0 9.0 31.1 10.1 -0.48 
Empathic Under

standing 17.6 8.1 18.8 6.5 -0.01 
Unconditionality 

of Regard .1 11.2 2.9 12.1 -2.63* 

Congruence 22.7 9.7 23.7 10.3 -0.05 

Total Score 71.5 26.3 76.4 28.0 -0.69 

+N=41 
++N=28 
+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
*Significant beyond the .05 level 
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Table 7 

2 X* Test of Significance Values: 
Hypothesis II 

P> .05 P<_.05 
Significant Nonsignificant 

Values Values 

Observed (fQ) 1 14 

Expected (fe)+ 1 14 

(f - f ) 
o e 

0 0 

Correction (-.5)++ 0 0 

<f0 - £e)2 0 0 

t—
» 

H
i 

0
 1 H
i 

(D
 to

 

0 0 

fe 

X2 = 0 df = 1 p = ns 

-f-Hypothesis of a normal distribution 
•f+Yates' correction for continuity 
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or beyond the .05 level, resulting in an X2 value that failed to re

ject the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis III 

The third hypothesis stated: "There are no significant changes 

from the beginning to the end of the group counseling process in coun

selor perceptions' of the counseling relationship as measured by the 

R.I." 

To test this hypothesis, counselor scores on the R.I. at each 

testing point were compared with their scores from the other two test

ing points. This procedure permitted a determination of the stability 

of counselor perceptions from the beginning to the end of group coun

seling. 

The Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test was used to test 

the significance of the data, and the X2 was used to test the obtained 

significant z-values against the hypothesis of a normal distribution. 

Results of the Wilcoxon test have been presented in Tables 8, 

9, and 10. X2 test results have been presented in Table 11. The 

analysis resulted in four significant Wilcoxon z values, and the ob-

tained X"1 of 6.77 resulted in rejection of the null hypothesis at a 

level beyond the .05 level of significance. 

Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV stated: "There are no significant intercorrela

tions between subject and counselor scores on the subscales of the Re

lationship Inventory." 



Table 8 

Changes in Counselor R.I. Scores from 
the 5th to the 12th Group Session 

Variable 5th Session* 12th ++ Session z+++ Variable 
M SD M SD 

z+++ 

Level of Regard 38.8 8.0 40.7 6.8 -1.16 
Empathic Under

standing 27.8 9.1 28.9 4.6 -0.19 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 32.3 8.5 36.4 2.7 -1.25 

Congruence 34.2 8.5 35.4 3.8 -0.62 

Total Score 133.1 30.0 139.6 24.7 -0.66 

+N=41 
++N=38 
+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
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Table 9 

Changes in Counselor R.I. Scores from 
the 12th to the 20th Group Session 

Variable 12 th Session* 20 th Session 2+++ 

M SD M SD 

Level of Regard 40.7 6.8 37.6 7.1 -2.56* 
Empathic Under

standing 28.9 4.6 26.3 9.3 -2.33* 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 36.4 2.7 30.2 10.6 -2.70* 

Congruence 35.4 3.8 33.6 9.6 -0.89 

Total Score 139.6 24.7 127.5 31.8 -2.74* 

+N=38 
++N=28 
+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
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Table 10 

Changes in Counselor R.I. Scores from 
the 5th to the 20th Group Session 

Variable 5 th Session4" 20 th Session++ z+++ 

M SD M SD 

Level of Regard 38.8 8.0 37.6 7.1 -1.07 
Empathic Under

standing 27.8 9.1 26.3 9.3 -1.45 
Uncond itionality 

of Regard 32.3 8.5 30.2 10.6 -0.01 

Congruence 34.2 8.5 33.6 9.6 -0.61 

Total Score 133.1 30.0 127.5 31.8 -1.16 

+N=41 
++N=28 
+++Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, two-tailed 
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Table 11 

X^ Test of Significance Values: 
Hypothesis III 

Observed (fQ) 

Expected (fe)+ 

<fo - fe) 

Correction (-.5)++ 

<£ 0  -  f e ) 2  

(fc - fe)2 

fe 

X2 = 6.77 

P > .05 p<.-05 

Significant Nonsignificant 
Values Values 

4 11 

1 14 

3 3 

2.5 2.5 

6.25 6.25 

6.25 .52 

P = >_ - 0 5  

+Hypothesis of a normal distribution 
++Yates' correction for continuity 
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The testing of this hypothesis involved intercorrelating coun

selor and subject scores on the R.I. at each of the three testing 

points according to the Spearman rank-order correlation technique. 

The X test was used to test the obtained rho values against the hypo

thesis of a normal distribution. 

Table 12 has presented the results of the Spearman rho analy

sis, and Table 13 the results of the X2 test. As Table 12 has noted, 

only two of the seventy-five rho's were significant, and the X2 of .59 

failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis V 

Hypothesis V stated: "Perceptions of the counseling relation

ship on the part of deaf subjects who rate themselves 'benefited' at 

the termination of group counseling do not differ significantly from 

the perceptions of those subjects who rate themselves 'non-benefited.1" 

The procedures used to test this hypothesis have been described 

in Chapter III. On the Benefits of Group Counseling scale, twenty-one 

of the twenty-eight subjects who completed the series of group counsel

ing sessions rated themselves in the "benefited" subgroup (ratings from 

five through seven). The remaining seven subjects rated themselves 

from one through three, and were placed in the "non-benefited" sub

group . 

Table 14 has presented the results of subject ratings on the 

Benefits of Group Counseling scale. As shown in the table, none rated 

themselves in the fourth category on the scale. 
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Table 12 

Rho's Between Subject and Counselor 
Scores on the R.I. 

Variable 
Variable R E U C T 

Stage I+ 

Level of Regard .18 .39* .15 .23 .29 
Empathic Under

standing .18 .27 .10 .11 .15 
Unconditionality 

of Regard -.29 -.06 -.22 -.15 -.25 

Congruence .03 .33 .07 .16 .16 

Total Score -.01 .31 .00 .09 .09 

Stage II++ 

Level of Regard -.08 .03 -.06 -.02 -.07 
Empathic Under

standing .04 .19 -.13 -.15 -.03 
Unconditionality 

of Regard -.15 -.29 -.14 -.28 -.25 

Congruence .24 .21 .04 .05 .14 

Total Score .02 .08 -.13 -.13 -.07 

Stage III+++ 

Level of Regard .35 .29 .15 .27 .32 
Empathic Under

standing .41 .10 .27 .36 .34 
Unconditionality 

of Regard -.35 -.28 -.33 .00 -.31 

Congruence .43* .35 .20 .32 .36 

Total Score .26 .14 .01 .32 .21 

+Student N=41, counselor N=41 
++Student N=38, counselor N=38 

+++Student N=28, counselor N=28 
*Significant at or beyond the .05 level 
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Table 13 

x2 Test of Significant Values: 
Hypothesis IV 

P >.05 P< .05 
Significant Nonsignificant 

Values Values 

Observed (f0) 2 73 

Expected (fe)+ 4 71 

<fo " fe> 2 2 

Correction (-.5)*+ 1.5 1.5 

<f„ - £e>2 2.25 2.25 

l£o " fe>2 .56 .03 

£e 

X2 = .59 df = 1 p = ns 

+Hypothesis of a normal distribution 
++Yates' correction for continuity 



58 

Table 14 

Subject Responses on the Benefits of 
Group Counseling Scale Following the 

20th Group Session 

Scale Rating"1" 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Number of Subjects 

1 

2 

4 

0 

15 

4 

2 

Percentage of Group 

4 

7 

14 

0 

54 

14 

7 

Totals N = 28 100% 

+Ratings from 1 to 3 = non-benefited; ratings from 5 to 7 = benefited 
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After the deaf subjects had been dichotomized into benefited 

and non-benefited subgroups the scores of the two groups on the R.I. 

were compared at each of the three stages of group counseling. The 

Man-Whitney U-test was used to test the significance of the differences 

between the two groups. 

As revealed in Table 15, none of the z values obtained from the 

Mann-Whitney analysis reached the .05 level of significance. Hypothesis 

V accordingly failed to be rejected. The data indicated subjects who 

felt that they had benefited from group counseling did not differ sig

nificantly in their perceptions of the counseling relationship from 

those subjects who felt that they had not benefited from counseling. 

Hypothesis VI 

Hypothesis VI stated: "Perceptions of the counseling relation

ship on the part of deaf subjects who have been rated 'benefited* ac

cording to terminal ratings by their counselors do not differ signifi

cantly from the perceptions of those deaf subjects whose counselors 

have rated them 'non-benefited.'" 

In accordance with the procedure already described in Chapter 

III, the counselors in the study rated the deaf students on the General 

Adjustment scale after the second and twentieth group counseling ses

sions. Seven students demonstrated an increase of two points or more 

from the second to the twentieth group sessions, and these students 

were placed in the "benefited" subgroup. The remaining twenty-one 

students made up the "non—benefited" subgroup. The counselors also 

rated the students on the Change in the Client as a Person scale. The 
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Table 15 

The Counseling Relationship as Perceived by-
Deaf Subjects Classified into Benefited and 

Non-benefited Categories on the Basis of 
Terminal Ratings by Subjects 

Benefited"1" Non-benef itted"1"1" 
+++ 

Subscale M SD M SD z 

Stage I 

Level of Regard 32.9 8.1 31.6 H
 
O
 

•
 H

 
C
M
 

•
 

O
 

1 

Empathic Under
standing 18.2 8.5 19.3 8.3 -0.29 

Unconditionally 
of Regard -1.8 12.5 .7 8.0 -0.82 

Congruence 24.1 7.0 24.4 12.2 -0.13 

Total Score 73.4 22.6 75.9 35.0 -0.45 

Stage II 

Level of Regard 33.8 9.1 29.9 6.3 -0.40 
Empathic Under

standing 21.4 6.1 16.3 10.2 -0.24 
Unconditionality 

of Regard - .4 10.7 3.1 7.4 -0.53 

Congruence 21.6 7.5 25.0 6.9 -1.33 

Total Score 76.3 20.4 72.6 29.3 -0.21 

Stage III 

Level of Regard 31.4 11.2 30.3 5.4 -0.35 
Empathic Under

standing 19.3 6.3 17.3 6.9 -0.66 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 10.2 8.3 3.4 9.5 -0.27 

Congruence 24.4 10.0 23.0 7.3 -0.40 

Total Score 77.2 29.3 74.0 23.4 -0.45 

+N=21 
++N= 7 
+++Mann-Whitney U-test, two-tailed 
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seven students who were placed into the benefited subgroup according 

to the General Adjustment scale were also rated as having changed some

what or a great deal on the Change scale. Table 16 has summarized the 

results of these ratings by the counselors. 

Following the classification of the deaf subjects into bene

fited and non-benefited subgroups according to counselor ratings, the 

scores of the two groups on the R.I. were compared for each of the 

three stages of group counseling. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to 

determine the significance of the differences between the two groups, 

and the X^ test was used to test the obtained significant values against 

the hypothesis of a normal distribution. 

Table 17 has presented the results of the Mann-Whitney analy

sis, and Table 18 the results of the test. 

The Mann-Whitney analysis resulted in only one significant 

z value (Table 17), and the X^ (Table 18) was nonsignificant. Hypo

thesis VI thus failed to be rejected. The results indicated that the 

subjects who were seen by their counselors as having benefited from 

group counseling did not differ significantly in their perceptions of 

the counseling relationship from those subjects who were seen by their 

counselors as having failed to benefit from group counseling. 

Hypothesis VII 

The seventh hypothesis of the study stated: "perceptions of 

the counseling relationship on the part of counselors with subjects 

who rate themselves 'benefited' at the termination of group counseling 
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Table 16 

Counselor Ratings of Group Counseling Outcomes 

Rating on General Adjustment Scale Rating on Change 
Subject 2nd 20 th Amount of in Client as a 

Session Session Chanqe++ Person Scale+++ 

1 6 5 -1 2 
2 5 5 0 3 
3 4 5 +1 3 
4 6 6 0 3 
5 4 4 0 3 
6 4 5 +1 3 
7 5 4 -1 3 
8 4 3 -1 2 
9 3 4 +1 4 
10* 4 6 +2 4 
11* 5 7 +2 4 
12* 4 6 +2 3 
13 5 5 0 3 
14 4 5 +1 3 
15* 5 7 +2 4 
16 3 4 +1 3 
17* 3 5 +2 3 
18 5 3 -2 2 
19* 4 6 +2 3 
20 4 4 0 3 
21 6 5 -1 4 
22 4 5 +1 4 
23 5 3 -2 3 
24 5 5 0 2 
25 5 4 -1 3 
26* 4 6 +2 3 
27 5 5 0 2 
28 5 5 0 2 

++Change of +2 or greater = "benefited"; change less than +2 = "non-
benefited" 

+++Ratings 1-2 = "non-benefited"; ratings 3-4 = "benefited" 
*Subjects classified into "benefited" subgroup 
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Table 17 

The Counseling Relationship as Perceived by 
Deaf Subjects Classified into Benefited and 
Non-benefited Categories on the Basis of 

Terminal Ratings by Counselors 

Benefited"*" Non-benefited++ 
z+++ 

Subscale M SD M SD z+++ 

Stage I 

Level of Regard 29.9 5.7 33.5 9.4 -0.56 
Empathic Under

standing 17.6 9.0 18.8 8.3 -1.19 
Unconditionality 

of Regard -1.1 15.8 1.1 9.8 

r-r-
4 

O
 1 

Congruence 27.5 6.9 23.0 8.9 -0.00 

Total Score 73.4 29.8 74.2 24.9 -3.00* 

S tage II 

Level of Regard 31.4 5.7 33.3 9.4 -0.37 
Empathic Under

standing 20.6 5.7 19.9 8.2 -0.21 
Unconditionality 

of Regard -1.4 10.1 1.1 10.0 -1.43 

Congruence 23.0 6.9 21.9 8.6 -1.62 

Total Score 73.7 18.8 76.0 24.2 -0.77 

Stage III 

Level of Regard 31.6 4.8 31.0 11.3 -1.01 
Empathic Under

standing 21.7 3.8 18.1 6.0 -0.35 
Unconditionality 

of Regard .4 17.5 3.7 9.5 -0.00 

Congruence 22.4 4.7 to
 

• H
 

11.5 -0.21 

Total Score 75.1 25.5 76.9 28.8 -0.35 

+N=7 
++N=21 

+++Mann-Whitney U-test, two tailed 
^Significant beyond the .05 level 
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Table 18 

X2 Test of Significance Values 
Hypothesis VI 

Observed (f0) 

Expected (fe)+ 

(fo'_ fe> 

X2 = 0 

P> .05 P<.05 *" 
S ignificant Hons ignif icant 

Values Values 

1 14 

1 14 

0 0 

= 1 p = ns 

+Hypothesis of a normal distribution (.05 level) 
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do not differ significantly from the perceptions of counselors with 

subjects who have rated themselves 'non-benefited.'" 

The testing of Hypothesis VII required a procedure similar to 

that used in testing Hypothesis V. The twenty-eight deaf subjects who 

completed the series of group sessions were dichotomized into "bene

fited" and "non-benefited" subgroups on the basis of their own ratings 

on the Benefits of Group Counseling scale. Once the subjects were 

classified, however, comparisons of the two subgroups utilized coun

selor scores on the Relationship Inventory for the subjects in each 

subgroup. 

As Table 14 has indicated, twenty-one subjects rated themselves 

as having benefited from group counseling, and seven rated themselves 

as non-benefited. The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to analyze the 

data. 

Table 19 has indicated that none of the fifteen Mann-Whitney 

U-test z values reached a statistical level of significance. Hypo

thesis VII thus failed to be rejected. The evidence suggested that 

perceptions of the counseling relationship on the part of counselors 

with subjects who felt that they had benefited from group counseling 

did not differ significantly from the perceptions of counselors with 

subjects who felt that they had derived little if any benefit from 

counseling. 

Hypothesis VIII 

Hypothesis VIII of the study stated: "Perceptions of the coun

seling relationship on the part of counselors with subjects who are 
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Table 19 

The Counseling Relationship as Perceived by 
Counselors with Subjects Classified into 
Benefited and Non-benefited Categories 
on the Basis of Ratings by the Subjects 

Benefited"*" N on-benefited4""^ 
Subscale M SD M SD z+*H" 

Stage I 

Level of Regard 38.2 6.5 41.7 4.3 -1.31 
Empathic Under

standing 27.7 7.2 31.6 5.5 -1.07 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 30.9 6.1 32.9 8.7 -0. 29 

Congruence 33.6 7.3 37.6 4.0 -1.28 

Total Score 130.1 24.7 143.7 20.5 -1.33 

Stage II 

Level of Regard 39.5 6.7 43.3 4.6 -1.38 
Empathic Under

standing 30.2 7.2 28.4 8.3 -0.37 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 34.0 9.0 37.1 6.2 -0.56 

Congruence 34.4 7.8 37.3 5.6 -0.99 

Total Score 138.5 28.6 146.1 19.6 -0.53 

Stage III 

Level of Regard 36.8 7.2 39.9 6.3 -0.88 
Empathic Under

standing 24.7 9.3 31.0 7.3 -1.33 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 29.4 11.1 32.4 8.8 -0.69 

Congruence 32.2 10.3 37.6 5.7 -1.79 

Total Score 123.1 33.0 140.9 23.0 -0.90 

+N=21 
++N- 7 
+++Mann-Whitney U-test, two tailed 
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are rated 'benefited' according to terminal ratings by the counselors 

do not differ significantly from the perceptions of those counselors 

with subjects whom they rate as 'non-benefited. 

The testing of this hypothesis required the same procedure 

used with Hypothesis VI. As Table 16 has indicated there were seven 

students classified into the "benefited" subgroup and twenty-one into 

the "non-benefited" subgroup. Counselor scores on the R.I. were used 

as the data for comparing the two subgroups. 

The Mann-Whitney U-test was used to analyze the data in test

ing Hypothesis VIII. 

Hypothesis VIII failed to be rejected on the basis of the 

statistical analysis. As Table 20 has indicated, the fifteen separate 

comparisons of the "benefited" and "non-benefited" groups failed to 

produce z scores that reached a statistically acceptable level of sig

nificance. The evidence thus indicated that counselor perceptions of 

the counseling relationship with subjects they felt had benefited from 

group counseling did not differ significantly from their perceptions 

with subjects who were judged to have failed to benefit from counsel

ing. 

Summary 

A split-half reliability study was made with subject and coun

selor forms of the Relationship Inventory, which was the primary source 

of data in the study. Reliability coefficients for the subject form of 

the R.I. ranged from .57 to .86. The coefficients for the counselor 

form were somewhat higher, ranging from .65 to .93. 
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Table 20 

The Counseling Relationship as Perceived by Counselors 
with Subjects Classified into Benefited and 

Non-benefited Categories on the Basis 
of Ratings by Counselors 

Benefited"*" N on —B ene f i ted"1"*"*" 
2+++ Subscale M SD M SD 2+++ 

Stage I 

Level of Regard 40.1 4.3 38.4 8.4 -1.39 
Empathic Under

standing 30.3 6.5 28.1 7.0 -1.39 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 24.1 2.8 30.5 7.6 -0.01 

Congruence 36.4 7.5 34.0 6.6 -0.77 

Total Score 141.0 19.1 131.0 25.5 -1.19 

Stage II 

Level of Regard 43.1 3.1 39.6 7.0 -1.20 
Empathic Under

standing 32.1 6.3 29.0 7.7 -0.37 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 37.9 7.0 33.8 8.7 -0.24 

Congruence 36.3 5.9 34.8 7.8 -0.85 

Total Score 150.9 21.3 137.0 27.9 -0.37 

Stage III 

Level of Regard 42.6 5.7 35.9 6.8 -0.27 
Empathic Under

standing 29.4 9.3 25.2 9.0 -0.01 
Unconditionality 

of Regard 37.0 5.2 27.9 11.0 -0.80 

Congruence 36.1 9.5 32.7 9.5 -1.31 

Total Score 145.1 26.6 121.7 31.2 -0.80 

i +N= 7 
++N=2l 

-H-+Mann-Whitney U-test, two tailed 
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The first hypothesis was that deaf subjects and their counselors 

do not differ significantly in their perceptions of the counseling re

lationship in group counseling. This hypothesis was rejected. Through

out the group counseling process there were found to exist differences 

in perceptions between the subjects and their counselors that were 

significant beyond the .05 level. 

Hypothesis IX was that there are no significant changes from 

the beginning to the end of the group counseling process in subject 

perceptions of the counseling relationship. This hypothesis failed to 

be rejected. 

The third hypothesis was that there are no significant changes 

from the beginning to the end of the group counseling process in coun

selor perceptions of the counseling relationship. This hypothesis was 

rejected at a level Joeyond the .05 confidence interval. 

Hypothesis IV was that there are no significant intercorrela-

tions between deaf subject and counselor scores on the subscales of the 

R,I. This hypothesis failed to be rejected. 

Hypothesis V of the study was that perceptions of the counsel

ing relationship on the part of deaf subjects who rate themselves 

"benefited" at the termination of group counseling do not differ sig

nificantly from the perceptions of those subjects who rate themselves 

"non-benefited." This hypothesis failed to be rejected. 

The sixth hypothesis of the study was that perceptions of the 

counseling relationship on the part of deaf subjects who have been 

rated "benefited" according to terminal ratings by their counselors do 
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not differ significantly from the perceptions of those deaf subjects 

whose counselors have rated them "non-benefited." This hypothesis 

failed to be rejected. 

Hypothesis VII was that perceptions of the counseling relation

ship on the part of counselors with subjects who rate themselves "bene

fited" at the termination of group counseling do not differ signifi

cantly from the perceptions of counselors with subjects who have rated 

themselves "non-benefited." This hypothesis failed to be rejected. 

The eighth and final hypothesis of the study was that percep

tions of the counseling relationship on the part of counselors with 

subjects who are rated "benefited" according to terminal ratings by 

the counselors do not differ significantly from the perceptions of 

those counselors with subjects whom they rate as "non-benefited." 

This hypothesis failed to be rejected. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter V summarizes the findings that have been reported in 

the preceding chapter and presents conclusions based upon these find

ings. A list of recommendations for future research concludes the 

chapter. 

Measurement of Perceptions in 
Group Counseling 

Analysis of the internal consistency of the Relationship in

ventory revealed that the instrument was generally reliable when used 

with counselors in the group counseling process. However, the subscale 

Unconditionality of Regard was noted to be somewhat less reliable 

(rjj.= .65) than the other subscales, which had split-half reliability 

coefficients ranging from .85 to .93 (Table 2). 

The results suggested that the counselor form of the Relation

ship Inventory may be used in its present form, with reliable results, 

in investigations of the counseling relationship in group counseling. 

The subject form of the Relationship inventory was found to be 

relatively less reliable than the counselor form. The subscale Empathic 

Understanding, with a r^ of .57, was the least reliable for the total 

inventory. Only the subscale Level of Regard (r^-j;=.80) and the Total 

Score (r1;j.= .86) were similar in reliability to the counselor form, al

though Unconditionality of Regard (r^.j.= .70) and Congruence (^^=.76) 

approached a level comparable to the counselor form. 

71 
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One possible explanation for the comparatively low internal 

consistency of the subject form of the R.I. was that the deaf subjects 

did not fully comprehend some of the statements. Barrett-Lennard (1968) 

has indicated that reading skill at the ninth grade level or higher is 

required for understanding the R.I. items. Reading has generally been 

noted to be difficult for individuals who have become deaf prior to the 

establishment of normal language patterns, which occurs during the 

first three to five years of life. The subjects were reported to have 

become deaf at or prior to the age of three years, and accordingly it 

was probable that their limited reading ability was a factor contribut

ing to the relatively low internal consistency of the subject form of 

the R.I. 

The foregoing possibility was given some support by the fact 

that during the three separate administrations of the R.I. a number of 

the subjects requested clarification of several of the inventory state

ments. 

Another possible variable involved in the low reliability of 

the subject form was the nature of the setting in which the subjects 

responded to the R.I. The subjects, in responding to the inventory, 

were forced to react to elements in a relationship of which possibly 

they were relatively unaware. In group interaction there are relation

ships between members of the group that are possibly foremost in the 

minds of the participants, and the counselor-individual group member 

relationship may be undefined or vague in the member's thinking. Thus, 

when the subjects were faced with the task of expressing their 
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perceptions of the counselor's attitudes toward them they were not sure 

of just how the counselor felt. This uncertainty, if indeed present, 

would contribute to lower reliability. 

Discrepancies Between Perceptions 

As stated in Chapter I, one of the initial questions posed by 

the investigator was, "Are the perceptions of deaf college students 

toward the counseling relationship in group counseling similar to per

ceptions on the part of the counselor?" 

Results indicated that the deaf subjects and their counselors 

perceived the counseling relationship in a significantly different 

manner. All discrepancies that were noted were significant at or be

yond the .05 level, and were present for each of the Relationship In

ventory subscales at each stage in the group counseling process (Table 3). 

Generally, the counselors tended to ascribe to themselves rela

tively high levels of facilitative conditions, whereas the deaf subjects 

perceived these conditions in a less positive manner. 

The discrepancies between counselor and student perceptions of 

the counseling relationship suggested that they were evaluating the 

elements of this relationship from different frames of reference. This 

interpretation was considered tentative at best since adequate experi

mental control was lacking in the design of the study. However, it was 

noted that the discrepancies between the subjects and their counselors 

were similar to those reported in previous studies with hearing clients 

in individual counseling. 
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Stability of Perceptions 

another question asked by the investigator at the beginning of 

the study was, "Do counselor and student perceptions of the counseling 

relationship change significantly through the course of group counsel

ing?" 

Results from testing Hypothesis II indicated that there were 

no significant changes in the perceptions of the deaf subjects from the 

beginning to the end of the group counseling process. The only signifi

cant change noted in subject perceptions occurred from the fifth group 

session to the twentieth on the variable Unconditionality of Regard 

(Table 6). The interpretation suggested for this one change was that 

the deaf subjects perceived the counselors as becoming more accepting 

of them with the progress of group counseling. 

The relatively unchanging nature of the deaf subjects' percep

tions of the counseling relationship suggested that the establishment 

of facilitative conditions by the counselor in group counseling, in 

order to occur at all, must do so early in the group counseling process. 

Once client perceptions have been established, however, they tend to 

persist throughout the group counseling process. 

Unlike the deaf subjects, the counselors were found to be sig

nificantly variable in their perceptions of the counseling relationship 

in group counseling. As Table 9 has indicated, significant changes 

occurred from the twelfth to the twentieth group session on all coun

selor subscales except that of Congruence. 
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Analysis of the counselor data revealed that initially the coun

selors perceived rather high levels of therapeutic conditions in their 

relationships with the subjects. Prom the fifth to the twelfth group 

session the counselors perceived even higher levels of conditions, al

though the increases in the levels of conditions were not great enough 

to reach a level of statistical significance. From the twelfth group 

session to the twentieth, however, counselor perceptions indicated a 

drop in the levels of conditions to the extent that there were signifi

cant discrepancies between Stage II and Stage III counselor scores 

(Table 9). 

Previous studies of individual counseling have indicated that 

both client and counselor perceptions of the counseling relationship 

remain relatively stable from the beginning to the end of counseling. 

The variability of counselor perceptions in the present study suggested 

the hypothesis that the nature of group counseling is such that the 

counselor's perceptions are affected in a manner quite different from 

that of individual counseling. However, the absence of randomization 

procedures and the inherent limitations of the one-group pretest-

posttest design that was used precluded definite conclusions. 

Intercorrelations Between Counselor and Student 
Perceptions of the Counseling Relationship 

The limited number of significant intercorrelation coefficients 

between deaf subject and counselor scores on the R.I. suggested that 

their perceptions were generally unrelated. The data produced only two 

significant rho's among the seventy-five obtained. 
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Of the two significant rho's observed, the first involved the 

counselor variable Empathic Understanding and the subject variable 

Level of Regard, at Stage I {Table 11). The interpretation suggested 

for this association was that the expressed counselor attitude of under

standing was perceived by the deaf subject as an expression of respect 

and esteem. 

The other significant association noted was between the coun

selor variable Level of Regard and the subject variable Congruence, at 

Stage III (Table 11). Thus, where the counselor experienced respect and 

esteem for the subject, the latter perceived integrity or genuineness. 

Generally, the low levels of associations were similar to those 

reported in previous studies with the hearing in individual counseling. 

Perceptions and Outcomes 

Comparisons between benefited and non-benefited subjects re

vealed that these subgroups did not differ significantly in their per

ceptions of the counseling relationship in the process of group 

counseling. Results also indicated that these subgroups did not differ 

significantly when their counselors' perceptions of the relationship 

were compared. The implication of these findings was that perceptions 

of the counseling relationship in group counseling are not significantly 

related to outcomes of the group process. 

The limitation in the causal-comparative design that was used 

in the study precluded drawing definite conclusions from the evidence. 

The findings were considered to be questionable in the light of exist

ing knowledge, also, since previous investigations of a comparable 
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nature involving the individual counseling relationship have noted a 

significant relationship between perceptions and outcome measures. 

The rating scales used as criterion measures of outcome in the 

present study had previously been found to correlate to a significant 

degree with more objective measures of outcome such as the Taylor Mani

fest Anxiety Scale. However, these correlations were obtained in studies 

of individual rather than group counseling. In the present study the 

scales may have failed to identify the beneficial aspects of group 

counseling, and as a result perceptions of the counseling relationship 

were unrelated to outcomes. 

The possibility that the rating scales were inadequate was 

given some support by the data. In testing Hypotheses VI and VIII, 

only seven of the twenty-eight subjects who completed group counseling 

were classified by the counselors into the "benefited" category. As 

noted in Table 16, the counselors rated twenty-two subjects in the 

"benefited" category on the Change in the Client as a Person scale. 

However, the second of the two criterion measures used by the counselors, 

the General Adjustment scale, reduced this number to only seven sub

jects. This effect was caused by the fact that initially many of the 

subjects received counselor ratings for relatively favorable adjustment; 

while terminal ratings made following the twentieth group meeting were 

also favorable, they did not result in a pre- to post-counseling change 

of two points or more as required for placement in the "benefited" 

category. 
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Subject ratings resulted in the categorization of twenty-one 

subjects into the "benefited" subgroup. Yet, there was found to exist 

no significant relationship between perceptions and outcomes. 

A plausible hypothesis suggested by the results was that the 

relationship between the individual and the other group members has a 

more significant effect on group counseling outcomes than the relation

ship between the individual group member and the counselor. 

Conclusions 

The objectives of this study were to identify the perceptions 

of deaf college students and their counselors toward the counseling 

relationship in group counseling, and to analyze the relationship be

tween these perceptions and group counseling outcomes. While the design 

of the study precluded drawing definite conclusions, the results ob

tained suggested the following tentative conclusions. 

1. Deaf college students and their counselors perceive the 

counseling relationship in group counseling in a significantly differ

ent manner. Counselors tend to perceive the relationship in a rela

tively more favorable light than deaf students. 

2. Deaf college students do not change significantly from the 

beginning to the end of group counseling where their perceptions of the 

counseling relationship are concerned. 

3. Counselors with deaf college students change significantly 

from the beginning to the end of group counseling in their perceptions 

of the counseling relationship. 
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4. There are no significant intercorrelations between deaf 

college student and counselor perceptions of the variables of the coun

seling relationship in group counseling. 

5. Perceptions of the counseling relationship in group counsel

ing on the part of deaf college students and their counselors are not 

significantly related to group counseling outcomes as assessed sub

jectively by the individual student or his counselor. 

6. Perhaps the most meaningful over-all finding of the study 

was that the nature of perceptions of the counseling relationship in 

group counseling with deaf clients was similar to that which has been 

observed in previous investigations with hearing clients. One of the 

implications of this finding was that much that is known about counsel

ing with the general population may be applicable in the process of 

counseling with the deaf. 

Recommendations 

The results of this study have suggested several promising re

search possibilities, among them: 

1. An investigation of the nature of client perceptions of the 

group relationship, and the relation of these perceptions to counseling 

outcomes. Such a study should revise the Relationship Inventory in a 

manner designed to elicit client perceptions of the attitudes of the 

group toward him rather than toward the attitudes of the counselor. 

Outcome measures should include ratings made by trained observers using 

a detailed rating instrument rather than a global rating such as used 

in the present study. 
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2. A study designed to identify the nature of counselor and student 

perceptions of the individual counseling relationship, and the relation 

of these perceptions to objective measures of counseling outcomes such 

as the Gendlin EXP scale and detailed ratings made by trained judges 

using videotape recordings. In such a study the Relationship inventory 

should be revised to make it more easily understood by deaf clients. 

3. A study of group counseling used trained and untrained coun

selors as group leaders. Such a study should use a relationship inven

tory designed to assess client perceptions of the attitudes of the group 

toward him, or trained observers could be used to rate group as well as 

counselor attitudes toward individual members. Objective measures 

should be used as criterion measures of outcomes. A study of this 

nature would lead to a deeper understanding of the necessary conditions 

of the group counseling process as well as the impact of the counselor 

on the group. 



APPENDIX A 

CLIENT AND COUNSELOR FORMS OP THE 
RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY AND SCORING SHEET 

Code: Date: 

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY — FORM OS-F-64 

Below are listed a variety of ways that one person may feel 
or behave in relation to another person. 

Please consider each statement with reference to your present 
relationship with your counselor. 

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

+3: Yes, I strongly feel 
that it is true. 

+2: Yes, I feel it is true. 

+1: Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

1. She respects me as a person. 

2. She wants to understand how I see things. 

3. Her interest in me depends on the things I say or do. 

4. She is comfortable and at ease in our relationship. 

5. She feels a true liking for me. 

6. She may understand my words but she does not see the way 
I feel. 
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-1: No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

-2: No, I feel it is not true. 

-3: No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 
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7. Whether I am feeling happy or unhappy with myself makes no 
real difference to the way she feels about me. 

8. I feel that she puts on a role or front with me. 

9. She is impatient with me. 

10. She nearly always knows exactly what I mean. 

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

12. I feel that she is real and genuine with me. 

13. I feel appreciated by her. 

14. She looks at what I do from her own point of view. 

15. Her feeling toward me doesn't depend on how I feel toward 
her. 

16. It makes her uneasy when I ask to talk about certain things. 

17. She is indifferent to me. 

18. She usually senses or realizes what I am feeling. 

19. She wants me to be a particular kind of person. 

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

21. She finds me rather dull and uninteresting. 

22. Her own attitudes toward some of the things X do or say 
prevent her from understanding me. 

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

24. She wants me to think that she likes me or understands me 
more than she really does. 

25. She cares for me. 

26. Sometimes she thinks that 1^ feel a certain way, because 
that's the way she really does. 

27. She likes certain things about me, and there are other 
things she does not like. 
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28. She does not avoid anything that is important for our rela
tionship. 

29. I feel that she disapproves of me. 

30. She realizes what I mean even when I have difficulty in 
saying it. 

31. Her attitude toward me stays the same, she is not pleased 
with me sometimes and critical or disappointed at other 
times. 

32. Sometimes she is not at all comfortable but we go on, out
wardly ignoring it. 

33. She just tolerates me. 

34. She usually understands the whole of what I mean. 

35. If I show that I am angry with her she becomes hurt or 
angry with me, too. 

36. She expresses her.true impressions and feelings with me. 

37. She is friendly and warm with me. 

38. She just takes no notice of some things that I think or 
feel. 

39. How much she likes or dislikes me is not altered by any
thing that I tell her about myself. 

40. At times I sense that she is not aware of what she is 
really feeling with me. 

41. I feel that she really values me. 

42. She appreciates exactly how the things I experience feel 
to me. 

43. She approves of some things I do, and plainly disapproves 
of others. 

44. She is willing to express whatever is actually in her mind 
with me, including any feelings about herself or about me. 

45. She doesn't like me for myself. 

46. At times she thinks that I feel a lot more strongly about 
a particular thing than I really do. 
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47. Whether I am in good spirits or feeling upset does not make 
her feel any more or less appreciative of me. 

48. She is openly herself in our relationship. 

49. I seem to irritate and bother her. 

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

51. Whether the ideas and feelings I express are "good" or 
"bad" seems to make no difference to her feeling toward me. 

52. There are times when I feel that her outward response to 
me is quite different from the way she feels underneath. 

53. At times she feels contempt for me. 

54. She understands me. 

55. Sometimes I am more worthwhile in her eyes than 1 am at 
other times. 

56. I have not felt that she tries to hide anything from her
self that she feels with me. 

57. She is truly interested in me. 

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

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

60. What she says to me often gives a wrong impression of her 
whole thought or feeling at the time. 

61. She feels deep affection for me. 

62. When I am hurt or upset she can recognize my feelings 
exactly, without becoming upset herself. 

63. What other people think of me does {or would, if she knew) 
affect the way she feels toward me. 

64. I believe that she has feelings she does not tell me 
about that are causing difficulty in our relationship. 
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Code: Date: 

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY — FORM OS-M-64 

Below are listed a variety of ways that one person may feel or 
behave in relation to another person. 

Please consider each statement, with reference to your present 
relationship with your counselor. 

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

+3: Yes, I strongly feel -1: 
that it is true. 

+2: Yes, I feel it is true. -2: 

+1: Yes, I feel that it is -3: 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

1. He respects me as a person. 

2. He wants to understand how I see things. 

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

4. He is comfortable and at ease in our relationship. 

5. He feels a true liking for me. 

6. He may understand my words but he does not see the way I 
feel. 

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

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

9. He is impatient with me. 

10. He nearly always knows exactly what I mean. 

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

No, I feel that it is 
probably untrue, or more 
untrue than true. 

No, I feel it is not true. 

No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 
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12. I feel that he is real and genuine with me. 

13. I feel appreciated by him. 

14. He looks at what I do from his own point of view. 

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

16. It makes him uneasy when I ask to talk about certain things. 

17. He is indifferent to me. 

18. He usually senses or realizes what I am feeling. 

19. He wants me to be a particular kind of person. 

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

21. He finds me rather dull and uninteresting. 

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

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

24. He wants me to think that he likes me or understands me 
more than he really does. 

25. He cares for me. 

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

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

28. He does not avoid anything that is important for our rela
tionship. 

29. I feel that he disapproves of me. 

3 0. He realizes what I mean even when I have difficulty in say
ing it. 

31. His attitude toward me stays the same, he is not pleased with 
me sometimes and critical or disappointed at other times. 
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32. Sometimes he is not at all comfortable but we go on, out
wardly ignoring it. 

33. He just tolerates me. 

34. He usually understands the whole of what I mean. 

35. If I show that I am angry with him he becomes hurt or angry 
with me, too. 

36. He expresses his true impressions and feelings with me. 

37. He is friendly and warm with me. 

38. He just takes no notice of some things that I think or feel. 

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

40. At times I sense that he is not aware of what he is really 
feeling with me. 

41. I feel that he really values me. 

42. He appreciates exactly how the things I experience feel to 
me. 

43. He approves of some things I do, and plainly disapproves of 
others. 

44. He is willing to express whatever is actually in his mind 
with me, including any feelings about himself or about me. 

45. He doesn't like me for myself. 

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

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

48. He is openly himself in our relationship. 

49. I seem to irritate and bother him. 

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

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

53. At times he feels contempt for me. 

54. He understands me. 

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

56. I have not felt that he tries to hide anything from himself 
that he feels with me. 

57. He is truly interested in me. 

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

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

60. What he says to me often gives a wrong impression of his 
whole thought or feeling at the time. 

61. He feels deep affection for me. 

62. When I am hurt or upset he can recognize my feelings ex
actly, without becoming upset himself. 

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

64. I believe that he has feelings he does not tell me about 
that are causing difficulty in our relationship. 
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Code: Date: 

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY — FORM MO-F-64 

Below are listed a variety of ways that one person may feel 
or behave in relation to another person. 

Please consider each statement with reference to your present 
relationship with your client. 

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

+3: 

+2: 

+1: 

1. I respect her as a person. 

2. I want to understand how she sees things. 

3. The interest I feel in her depends on the things she says 
or does. 

4. I feel at ease with her. 

5. I really like her. 

6. I understand her words but do not know how she actually 
feels. 

7. Whether she is feeling pleased or unhappy with herself does 
not change the way I feel about her. 

8. I am inclined to put on a role or front with her. 

9. I do feel impatient with her. 

10. I nearly always know exactly what she means. 

Yes, I strongly feel 
that it is true. 

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

Yes, I feel it is true. 

Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

-2: No, I feel it is not true, 

-3: No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 
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11. Depending on her actions, I have a better opinion of her 
sometimes than I do at other times. 

12. I feel that I am a real and genuine person with her. 

13. I appreciate her as a person. 

14. I look at what she does from my own point of view. 

15. The way I feel about her doesn't depend on her feelings 
toward me. 

16. It bothers me when she tries to ask or talk about certain 
things. 

17. I feel indifferent to her. 

18. I usually sense or realize how she is feeling. 

19. I would like her to be a particular kind of person. 

20. When I speak to her X nearly always can say freely just 
what .1 am thinking or feeling at that moment. 

21. I find her rather dull and uninteresting. 

22. What she says or does sometimes arouses feelings in me that 
prevent me from understanding her. 

23. Whether she criticizes or shows appreciation of me does not 
or would not change my feeling toward her. 

24. I would really prefer her to think that I like or understand 
her even when I don't. 

25. I care for her. 

26. Sometimes I think that she feels a certain way, because 
that's the way I feel myself. 

27. I like her in some ways, while there are other things about 
her I do not like. 

28. I don't feel that I have been ignoring or putting off any
thing that is important for our relationship. 

29. I do feel disapproval of her. 
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30. I can tell what she means, even when she has difficulty in 
saying it. 

31. My feeling toward her stays about the same; I am not in 
sympathy with her one time and out of patience with her at 
another. 

32. Sometimes I am not at all comfortable with her but we go on, 
outwardly ignoring it. 

33. I put up with her. 

34. I usually understand the whole of what she is meaning. 

35. If she is angry or impatient with me I generally get 
annoyed or upset too. 

36. I am able to be sincere and straightforward in whatever I 
express with her. 

37. X feel friendly and warm toward her. 

38. I ignore some of her feelings. 

39. My liking or disliking of her is not altered by anything 
that she says about herself. 

40. At times I just don't know, or don't realize until later, 
what my feelings are with her. 

41. I value our relationship. 

42. I appreciate just how her experiences feel to her. 

43. I feel quite pleased with her sometimes, and then she 
disappoints me at other times. 

44. I feel comfortable to express whatever is in my mind with 
her, including any feelings about myself or about her. 

45. I don't like her as a person. 

46. At times I think that she feels strongly about something 
and then it turns out that she doesn't. 

47. Whether she is in good spirits or bothered and upset does 
not cause me to feel any more or less appreciation of her. 

48. I can be quite openly myself in our relationship. 
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49. Somehow she irritates me. 

50. At the time I don't realize how touchy or sensitive she is 
about some of the things we discuss. 

51. Whether she is expressing "good" thoughts and feelings, or 
"bad" ones, does not affect the way I feel toward her. 

52. There are times when my outward response to her is quite 
different from the way I feel underneath. 

53. At times I feel contempt for her. 

54. I understand her. 

55. Sometimes she seems to me a more worthwhile person than she 
does at other times. 

56. I don't sense any feelings in relation to her that are hard 
for me to face and admit to myself. 

57. I truly am interested in her. 

58. I often respond to her rather automatically, without taking 
in what she is experiencing. 

59. I don't think that anything she says or does really alters 
the way I feel toward her. 

60. What I say to her often would give a wrong impression of my 
full thought or feeling at the time. 

61. I feel deep affection for her. 

62. When she is hurt or upset I can recognize just how she feels, 
without getting upset myself. 

63. What other people think and feel about her does help to make 
me feel as I do toward her. 

64. I feel there are things we don't talk about that are caus
ing difficulty in our relationship. 
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Code: Date: 

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY — FORM MO-M-64 

Below are listed a variety of ways that one person may feel 
or behave in relation to another person. 

Please consider each statement with reference to your present 
relationship with your client. 

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

+3: Yes, I strongly feel 
that it is true. 

+2: Yes, I feel it is true. 

+1: Yes, I feel that it is 
probably true, or more 
true than untrue. 

1. I respect him as a person. 

2. I want to understand how he sees things. 

3. The interest I feel in him depends on the things he says or 
does, 

4. I feel at ease with him. 

5. I really like him. 

6. I understand his words but do not know how he actually feels. 

7. Whether he is feeling pleased or unhappy with himself does 
not change the way I feel about him, 

8. I am inclined to put on a role or front with him. 

9. I do feel impatient with him. 

10. I nearly always know exactly what he means. 

11. Depending on his actions, I have a better opinion of him 
sometimes than I do at other times. 

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

-2: No, I feel it is not true. 

-3: No, I strongly feel that 
it is not true. 
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12. I feel that X am a real and genuine person with him. 

13. I appreciate him as a person. 

14. I look at what he does from my own point of view. 

15. The way I feel about him doesn't depend on his feelings 
toward me. 

16. It bothers me when he tries to ask or talk about certain 
things. 

17. I feel indifferent to him. 

18. I usually sense or realize how he is feeling. 

19. I would like him to be a particular kind of person. 

20. When I speak to him I nearly always can say freely just 
what I am thinking or feeling at that moment. 

21. I find him rather dull and uninteresting. 

22. What he says or does sometimes arouses feelings in me that 
prevent me from understanding him. 

23. Whether he criticizes or shows appreciation of me does not 
or would not change my feeling toward him. 

24. X would really prefer him to think that I like or under
stand him even when I don't. 

25. I care for him. 

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

27. I like him in some ways, while there are other things about 
him I do not like. 

28. I don't feel that I have been ignoring or putting off any
thing that is important for our relationship. 

29. I do feel disapproval of him. 

30. I can tell what he means, even when he has difficulty in 
saying it. 

31. My feeling toward him stays about the same; I am not in 
sympathy with him one time and out of patience with him at 
another. 
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32. Sometimes I am not at all comfortable with him but we go on, 
outwardly ignoring it. 

33. X put up with him. 

34. I usually understand the whole of what he is meaning. 

35. If he is angry or impatient with me I generally get annoyed 
or upset too. 

36. I am able to be sincere and straightforward in whatever I 
express with him. 

37. X feel friendly and warm toward him. 

38. I ignore some of his feelings. 

39. My liking or disliking of him is not altered by anything 
that he says about himself. 

40. At times I just don't know, or don't realize until later, 
what my feelings are with him. 

41. I value our relationship. 

42. I appreciate just how his experiences feel to him. 

43. I feel quite pleased with him sometimes, and then he 
disappoints me at other times. 

44. I feel comfortable to express whatever is in my mind with 
him, including any feelings about myself or about him. 

45. I don't like him as a person. 

46. At times I think that he feels strongly about something and 
then it turns out that he doesn't. 

47. Whether he is in good spirits or bothered and upset does 
not cause me to feel any more or less appreciation of him. 

48. I can be quite openly myself in our relationship. 

49. Somehow he irritates me. 

50. At the time I don't realize how touchy or sensitive he is 
about some of the things we discuss. 

51. Whether he is expressing "good" thoughts and feelings, or 
"bad" ones, does not affect the way I feel toward him. 
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52. There are times when my outward response to him is quite 
different from the way I feel underneath. 

53. At times I feel contempt for him. 

54. I understand him. 

55. Sometimes he seems to me a more worthwhile person than he 
does at other times, 

56. I don't sense any feelings in relation to him that are 
hard for me to face and admit to myself. 

57. I truly am interested in him. 

58. X often respond to him rather automatically, without tak
ing in what he is experiencing. 

59. I don't think that anything he says or does really alters 
the way I feel toward him. 

60. What X say to him often would give a wrong impression of 
my full thought or feeling at the time. 

61. I feel deep affection for him. 

62. When he is hurt or upset I can recognize just how he feels, 
without getting upset myself. 

63. What other people think and feel about him does help to 
make me feel as I do toward him. 

64. I feel there are things we don't talk about that are caus
ing difficulty in our relationship. 
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Code: RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY Form: 

Respondent's sex: 64 Item forms Date: 

SCORING SR1.KT 

Type of relationship 

Level of Regard Emp. Underntandg. Uncond. of Regard Congruence 

Positive 
items Answer 

Positive 
items Answer 

Positive 
items Answer 

Positive 
items Answer 

1 2 7 4 

5 10 15 12 

13 18 23 20 

25 30 31 28 

37 34 39 36 

41 42 47 44 

57 54 51 48 

61 62 59 56 

Sub
total #1 

Negative 
items Answer 

NegatIvo 
Items Answer 

Negative 
items Answer 

Negative 
items Answer 

9 6 3 8 

17 14 11 16 

21 22 19 24 

29 26 27 32 

33 38 35 40 

45 46 43 52 

49 50 55 60 

53 58 63 64 

Sum (for 
neg. Items) 
- i x  S u m  
Sub-total#S 

Total Score 
each scale 

: 

Grand Total: all scales 



APPENDIX B 

GROUP COUNSELING OUTCOME RATING FORMS 

GENERAL ADJUSTMENT LEVEL 

RATING SCALE 

NAME OF CLIENT 

GROUP IDENTIFICATION MEETING NO. DATE 

COUNSELOR: PLEASE RATE THE CLIENT'S GENERAL ADJUSIMENT LEVEL AT THIS 
TIME. 

I X  1 1  1 1  1 1  1 1  1 1  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Very 
Poorly Well 

Adjusted Adjusted 

Counselor 

Counselor Form I 
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NAME OF CLIENT 

CHANGE IN THE CLIENT 

AS A PERSON 

RATING SCALE 

99 

GROUP IDENTIFICATION MEETING NO. DATE 

COUNSELOR: PLEASE INDICATE HOT MUCH CHANGE HAS TAKEN PLACE IN THE 
CLIENT AS A EERSON SINCE BEGINNING GROUP COUNSELING. 

1. No Change 

2. Very Little Change 

3. Somewhat Changed 

4. Changed a Good Deal 

Counselor 

Counselor Form II 
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BENEFITS OF GROUP COUNSELING 

RATING SCALE 

NAME OF STUDENT: 

GROUP IDENTIFICATION 

COUNSELOR'S NAME 

DATE 

STUDENT: PLEASE INDICATE HOW MUCH YOUR EXPERIENCES IN GROUP COUNSELING 
HAVE HELPED YOU. CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX BE LOT. 

V 

No 
Benefit 

121 131 V V 1 1 
6 

1 1 
7 

Extremely 
Beneficial 

Student Form I 
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