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ABSTRACT 

Individual process measures which involve short 

samples of tape-recorded verbal interaction from a dyadic 

interview which are rated on the experiencing scale (EXP 

scale) have been considered to be a valid and a reliable 

measure of success in psychotherapy. This study was designed 

to explore the possibility of providing some validation of a 

group EXP measure. Three kinds of tape-recorded samples of 

verbal interaction were obtained from l£ college students 

who participated in Student Development Laboratories. One 

set of samples was obtained from a dyadic interview setting 

while the other two sets came from group settings. All 

samples were then rated .on the same EXP scale by trained 

judges. Relationships between the EXP level of samples from 

different settings were considered along with relationships 

of EXP level of verbal samples to various other paper and 

pencil psychological measures. There was no significant 

linear relationship between EXP level of random samples of 

group, interaction and the means of individual EXP level from 

dyadic interviews; nor was there a significant relationship 

between EXP level at the end of sessions and paper and pencil 

outcome measures such as the Gough Adjective Check List and 

vii 
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a modified semantic differential self-description. It was 

also found that After-session Reports upon which students 

were asked to rate their feelings about a laboratory session 

were not correlated with group EXP level ratings for the 

same session. There did emerge, however, a picture of indi

vidual EXP level as a relatively stable entity while group 

EXP level gradually increased over the 15-week period. The 

utility of group EXP level as a measure of success in Student 

Development Laboratories remains to be demonstrated. Sug

gestions for improving experimental design of future studies 

investigating relationships between individual and group EXP 

level were noted as well as were some indications of the ex

pense of using the EXP scale on tape-recorded material. 



INTRODUCTION 

Lack of adequate measurement techniques in applied 

psychology has long been a major problem. No consensual 

solution is evident; yet the whole question of the effec

tiveness of psychotherapy rests on the assumption of adequate 

measurement of behavioral change. The extent of the dilemma 

is such that a conference sponsored by the American Psy

chological Association (Shlien, 196$) vras directed to review 

the whole problem of measurement in psychotherapy. 

Past attempts to measure the effects of psychotherapy 

have placed emphasis on those techniques broadly classified 

as outcome measures, thus focusing upon the results of psy

chotherapy. Some experimenters prefer pencil and paper 

measures given pre- and post-therapy (Muench, 1965; Levinson 

and Kitchener, 1966; Truax, Wargo, and Silber, 1966). Other 

experimenters prefer to focus upon a target behavior and 

measure success of psychotherapy as a function of the dif

ference between pre-treatment base line.and post-treatment 

observed frequency of target behavior (Wetzel, 1966; Gelder, 

Marks, and Wolff, 1967; Rardin, 1969)• Still other exper

imenters rely upon therapist judgment as to the success of 

psychotherapy (Volsky, Magoon, Norman, and Hoyt, 1965; 

Ford and Urban, 1967; Carr and Whittenbaugh, 1969). 

1 
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Experimenters in group therapy have also been concerned with 

outcome and have relied upon the mean of individual outcome 

responses to determine success or failure of the group 

(Stock, 1964; Miles, 1965; Baumgartel and Goldstein, 1967; 

Campbell and Dunnette, 1963; Biase and DeLeon, 1969; Dudek, 

1969). 

No single outcome measure has been wholly acceptable 

to all. Pencil and paper tests which allegedly measure onefs 

self-concept are often unreliable and difficult to interpret; 

e.g., Stock (1964) suggests that individuals who evidenced 

the most change in terms of their self-concept actually be

came more variable and are less clear about their identity. 

Gruver (1969) found that some students taking pencil and 

paper tests such as the Gough Adjective Check List (Gough 

and Heilburn, 1965) or a semantic differential admit at

tempts to appear consistent, i.e., respond on the same way 

on the last test presentation as they did on the first pre

sentation. Other tests such as the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory (MMPI) are said to be insensitive to 

behaviors effected by psychotherapy (Ford, 1959; Block and 

Thomas, 1955)• Dealing with a specific symptom or target 

behavior has also been criticized on the basis that it is 

reductionistic and does not get at the "real" problem 

(Cartwright, 1963; Truax, 1963). Subjective appraisals by 

psychotherapists are often biased and in some cases do not 

correspond with the client's self-report measures (Fiske, 



Cartwright, and Kirtner, 1964; Muench, 1965; Rogers, Gendlin, 

Kiesler, and Truax, 1967)• Not only is there little or no 

agreement between clients and their therapist as to the suc

cess of psychotherapy, but even more disillusioning are 

studies such as those by Carr and Whittenbaugh (1969) and 

Rogers et al. (1967) which report little or no agreement 

with regard to outcome judgments between therapists and in

dependent professional judges. 

In an attempt to overcome problems of measurement in 

psychotherapy such as those mentioned above, some experi

menters use multiple measures of outcome (Truax and Wargo, 

1966; Davis, 196#; Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). Others have 

moved away from the traditional focus on outcome toward a 

concern with measurement of the process of psychotherapy, 

thus focusing on events occurring during psychotherapy. The 

present study is an exploratory investigation concerned with 

the validation of a group process measure—the Experiencing 

scale (EXP scale). (See Appendix A.) 

The Trend toward Process Measurement 

The impetus toward a concern with the process of 

psychotherapy grew largely out of psychologists1 frustration 

in dealing with the problem of measurement of outcome in 

psychotherapy. Thus, the question of validity of psycho

therapy went unanswered while the clinicians instead con

centrated upon the process of therapy. Early experimenters 



had observed the process of psychotherapy and isolated at 

least one characteristic of individuals who were successful 

in psychotherapy. They presented sufficient evidence, both 

clinical and experimental, to support the hypothesis that 

intrapersonal exploration frequently fosters constructive 

personality change (Seeman, 1949; Blau, 1953; Munroe, 1955; 

Braaten, 195$)• Even then there was recognition of the 

value of developing a measure of intrapersonal exploration 

since such a concept can be both operationally defined and 

be measured directly from the psychotherapy interview data. 

Although others had observed the process of psychotherapy 

and displayed interest in measurement, it was not until 

195$ that Rogers (195$) filled the void and published "A 

Process Conception of Psychotherapy" and presented the 

first objective scale to measure process of psychotherapy 

(Rogers and Rablen, 195$). The scale is described by 

Walker, Rablen, and Rogers (i960). 

A conception of process change in psychotherapy 
has been elaborated into an overall scale manifest 
in various partially separable elements or strands 
of process. The general direction of change is 
conceived to be from stasis and fixity to changing-
ness and flow in such areas as one's relations to 
feelings and personal meanings, his manner of ex
periencing, degree of incongruence, communication 
of self, construing of experience, relationship to 
problems, and manner of relating to others. The 
strands are thought to be more distinct at the 
fixity end of the continuum and more unitary at the 
flow end /p. . 

The Process Scale went through many stages of de

velopment beginning with Rogers' devoting many hours 
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listening to tape recordings of therapeutic interviews in an 

attempt to discover relations and lawfulness in events lead

ing to therapeutic change. The scale was then tested and 

refined (Walker, Rogers, and Rablen, 195$; Rogers and 

Rablen, 195$; Walker et al., I960). Walker et al. (i960) 

shoxired that the behavior described on the Process Scale 

could be reliably rated. Hart (1961) also found that the 

Process Scale is a highly reliable measuring instrument. 

Tomlinson and Hart (1962) indicated that the Process Scale 

distinguishes between more successful and less successful 

cases at a statistically significant level. Gendlin, Klein, 

and Tomlinson (1962) presented further evidence that the 

Process Scale reliably differentiated between more suc

cessful and less successful cases. Rogers et al. (1967, 

p. S7) using revised process scales have shown that "the 

process level exhibited by the client or patient was 

positively associated with many of the objective measures 

of outcome variables." 

Truax (1961) used the Process Scale as his primary 

measure of amount and extent of intrapersonal exploration 

in group psychotherapy. Moderate level of agreement be

tween two judges on the 7- point scale was attained with a 

correlation coefficient of .64. Further, the Process Scale 

showed the least variability of any of the three measures 

of intrapersonal exploration. Concurrent validity was demon

strated with correlation between the Process Scale and the 
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Insight Scale (r = .53) and correlation between the Process 

Scale and the Personal Reference Scale (r = .33)• 

Tomlinson and Stoler (1967) further validate-the 

process conception as they demonstrated that clinically un

sophisticated judges could validly assess client behavior 

and avoid spurious inflation of ratings due to the clientfs 

likeability. In their study, more successful clients re

ceived significantly higher process ratings even though 

they were often rated less likeable than the unsuccessful 

clients. 

Most recently Rogers1 Process Scale has been used to 

reliably rate two-minute segments of filmed encounter group 

sessions (Rogers, 1969)• Thirteen raters judged 10 two-

minute segments for each of eight individuals who met for 16 

hours of encounter group experience. The fact that the 

scale is reliable from individual psychotherapy to group 

psychotherapy and across auditory and visual modalities 

points up the versatility of the scale as well as the 

heuristic value of the concept of process measurement. 

Concurrently with Rogers1 work in developing a 

process scale, Gendlin, Jenny, and Shlien (1956) were con

structing a scale having to do with experience and the ex

pression of feelings. Rogers incorporated the Gendlin work 

with experiencing into his own Rogers and Rablen Process 

Scale (Rogers and Rablen, 195&)• Later an experiencing 

scale was distilled from the Process Scale and was used 
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separately in a study of schizophrenia (Rogers et al., 

1967)• Klein, Mathieu, and Kiesler (196$) further refined 

the scale and have produced a training manual and tapes to 

train judges in use of the EXP scale. They defined the ex

periencing construct as: 

The dimension of experiencing refers to the 
quality of an individual's personal, subjective 
experience. This includes the complex details of 
his inner reactions to outside events, his personal 
sense of self, and the interplay between outside 
and inside. Experiencing as a process provides the 
subject matter or referent for self expression, the 
content basic to the facility to perceive and com
municate fully the flow of one's experience. 

The Experiencing Scale is designed to evaluate 
the quality of self-experiencing from brief samples 
of verbal expression. Experiencing can vary con
siderably in richness, complexity, intimacy, and 
immediacy: at a low level of experiencing one would 
show no sense of a personal, subjective existence 
and would be remote from feelings, reactions, or 
personal meanings. Moving up the scale, the per
sonal perspective becomes clearer. The individual 
first notices his personal reactions and then 
gradually a detailed sense of their specific con
tent unfolds until this experiencing of the self is 
readily available to be probed, explored, and used 
as a focus for self-analysis. Thus at a low level 
of experiencing the person is an object to himselfJ 
at a high level his subjective field is readily 
and productively available as a basis for communica
tion, self-understanding and action /p. j>7• 

The EXP scale possesses a degree of construct va

lidity similar to that of the older process scale. In 

Rogerian theory of personality, "psychological malad

justment exists when the organism denies to awareness 

significant sensory and visceral experiences, which con

sequently are not symbolized and organized into the gestalt 
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of the self-structure /Sogers, 1951, p. 510/." In therapy 

the extent to which a client is able to experience the 

feelings which in the past have been denied to or distorted 

in awareness largely determines the outcome of therapy. 

The first Rogers and Rablen Process Scale and the refined 

EXP scale measure the extent to vrtiich a client is exper

iencing rather than denying his feelings and is thus 

measuring the extent to which the client is reducing his 

psychological maladjustment according to Rogerian theory. 

Kiesler, Mathieu, and Klein (1967a) have examined 

concurrent validity of the EXP scale with multiple measures 

of schizophrenic behavior as indicated below: 

Experiencing level was related, not only to MMPI Sc 
scale changes, but to a variety of other criteria 
of outcome and change. That is, patients more in
volved in the process of self-experiencing and self-
exploration showed not only a marked decrease in 
schizophrenic behavior as measured by the MMPI, but 
also a greater likelihood of remaining out of the 
hospital and of showing improvement on various other 
criteria of constructive change /pp. 301-3027. 

Gendlin, Beebe, Cassens, Klein, and Oberlander (196S) 

suggest that the EXP scale may also possess predictive 

validity. They presented evidence that there is a strong 

relation between initial EXP level and outcome of psycho

therapy in both schizophrenics and neurotics. Gendlin and 

Tavris (1970) report on a long-term study of individuals in 

nursing homes which utilized more than 100 different 

measures. The EXP scale was the only one which distinguished 

between 40 patients in their 70s who died within a year and a 
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half and 40 others in their 70s who did not die. The high 

scorers on the EXP scale were more likely to survive. They 

postulate an experiencing ability as important to survival. 

At the present time, however, there is not sufficient 

evidence to definitely establish predictive validity for the 

EXP scale. 

There is evidence that verbal behavior can be re

liably rated on the EXP scale. Judges are usually required 

to assign mode and peak ratings to a single segment. The 

modal rating is an average level of experiencing manifested in 

a single segment while the peak rating, as the name implies, 

refers to the highest level attained in that particular seg

ment. Both modal and peak ratings are equally reliable 

(Rogers et al., 1967; Kiesler, Mathieu, and Klein, 1964, 

and 1967a; Kiesler, Klein, and Mathieu, 1965)• Kiesler, 

Mathieu, and Klein (1967c) compared EXP ratings on indi

vidual clients with Interaction Chronograph measures to rule 

out the suggestion that more verbal patients received higher 

EXP ratings. Their finding was consistent with the conceptu

alization of the EXP scale as a measure of client verbaliza

tion quality which is not related to factors such as length 

and specific content of client's verbal interaction. They also 

indicated good interrater reliability using the EXP scale. 

The advantages of a process measure are obvious. It 

provides a relatively objective appraisal of a client's be

havior since the responsibility of assessment is removed from 
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the realm of either the client or therapist. Besides being 

more objective, the appraisal may be a better sample of the 

clientTs behavior since he is not aware that he is being 

assessed, and, therefore, there is no reason to appear 

other than is usually characteristic of him. Certainly, 

clients vail be aware that sessions are being taped, but 

there is evidence that subjects respond similarly whether 

or not they are being recorded (Haggard, Hiken, and Isaacs, 

1965)• Further, one can sample every session of therapy 

without concern of "test weariness." One last but equally 

important advantage is that there is no need to wait weeks 

or months to determine the effects of psychotherapy since, 

theoretically, feedback is available immediately after or 

even during the session. Although these advantages have been 

stated in terms of the individual client, there appears to 

be no reason the same advantages would not hold true 

for groups of individuals. 

The present study concerns the application of a 

process measure to groups. More specifically, the study 

proposes to investigate the EXP scale as a measuring in

strument to detect mean individual personality change in 

college students who participate in group activities not 

unlike those characteristic of sensitivity or training 

groups. It will attempt to ascertain whether a single 

measure (EXP scale) applied to samples of group behavior 
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taken at various points during the semester vail be indic

ative of mean individual behavior change as measured by 

multiple criteria. 

One method of investigating a new measure is to 

establish its concurrent validity vri.th other measures con

sidered to be valid. The present design involves comparing 

a group experiencing measure (GEM) with an individual ex

periencing measure (IEM) which has been considered a valid 

measure of change in psychotherapy. Both the GEM and IEM 

use the same EXP scale. The difference involves only the 

origin of the sample. The GEM is a random sample of group 

verbal interaction obtained from an on-going group made up 

of individuals who express an interest in personality 

change. A random sample as a group experiencing measure is 

appropriate since the process variables in this study, i.e., 

level of experiencing, is theoretically content-free. Ex

periencing levels represent attitudinal components of the 

therapy relationship which are assumed to be omnipresent in 

the therapy interaction independent of specific topics or 

problems discussed. 

Theoretically it is not the occurrence of any spe
cific event at any special moment in therapy that 
is effective, but rather the general or cumulative 
operation of the attitudinal relationship (condi
tions) factors that leads to the therapeutic pro
cess ancL in turn, to constructive personality 
change /Kiesler, Mathieu, and Klein, 1967b, p. 1327* 

It is apparent then that a group experiencing measure must be 

representative of overall group interaction. 



12 

Since the EXP scale deals with a characteristic 

manner of verbalizing in a therapy interaction and is inde

pendent of content, it is expected that an individualTs EXP 

level in a group setting would be similar to his EXP level 

in a dyadic interview setting. Further, it is assumed that 

the EXP level of a random sample of group interaction would 

be representative of the aggregate of the mean of indi

viduals* EXP level within the group., If these assumptions 

hold, then one could expect group experiencing measure to 

covary with the mean of the individual experiencing levels 

obtained from dyadic interviews; i.e., a single sample from 

group interaction will reflect the mean EXP level noted in 

individual interview. If these expectations are realized, 

then one might conclude that the group experiencing measure 

measures a phenomenon similar to that measured by the indi

vidual experiencing measure. Concurrent validity vail then 

be inferred. This reasoning can be transformed into testable 

hypotheses as follows: 

Hoi Individual mode EXP level in the group setting 
will covary with individual mode EXP level in 
an individual interview setting. 

H02 Individual peak EXP level in the group setting 
will covary with individual peak EXP level in 
an individual interview setting. 

H03 The mean of individual mode EXP level in the 
group will covary with group mode EXP level. 

H04 The mean of individual peak EXP level in the 
group will covary with group peak EXP level. 
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Ho5 Group mode EXP level will covary with the 
mean of the individual mode EXP level 
obtained from individual interviews. 

Ho6 Group peak EXP level will covary with the 
mean of the individual peak EXP level 
obtained from individual interviews. 

In addition to these hypotheses, this paper will investigate 

other relationships between measures focusing upon the pro

cess of psychotherapy and those focusing upon the outcome. 



PROCEDURE 

The data used in the present investigation to eval

uate the hypotheses given above were samples of verbal inter

action taken from tape-recorded sessions of two separate 

student groups which are called Student Development Labora

tories and from individual interviews with each of the group 

members. In addition to the tape-recorded group verbal in

teractions, certain individual measures were used. Each of 

the tape-recorded segments from the group sessions as well 

as those from individual interviews was judged on the EXP 

scale by trained raters. The hypotheses under consideration 

were tested for statistical significance of association be

tween EXP ratings of group interaction and EXP ratings 

obtained from individual interview and individual measures. 

Both student groups met 1-1/2 hours each week for a 

period of 15 weeks (Appendix B). Two 5-minute samples, one 

randomly selected from the first third of the recorded ses

sion and one 5-minute segment randomly selected from the last 

third of the session, were collected from sessions 3» 4, 3, 

12, and 13 of both groups. These samples are the group ex

periencing samples designated GEM3a, GET^v, , GEM^, GEM/^, 

GEMga, GEMgfc, GEM]_2aj GEM12b> GEM13a> and GEM13b* Further, 

samples of each individual^ verbal interaction in the group 

14 
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setting were also obtained from sessions 3, 8, and 12. These 

samples represent the individuals experiencing level in the 

group and are designated IELG3, IELGg, and IELG^2* Indi

vidual interviews with each group member were also con

ducted during the week of sessions 3 and 13. These one-hour 

structured interviews conducted by graduate students were 

designed to elicit specific kinds of verbalization (Appendix 

C). Random 4-ininute samples of verbal interaction were 

obtained from the first and last third of these individual 

interviews. The sample taken from the first third of the 

interview conducted during the week of session 3 is desig

nated IEMj_aj> from the second third, IEM^. Samples from 

individual interview conducted during the week of session 13 

are similarly designated—IEM2a an̂  I^2b* Samples were 

obtained and rated according to a procedure described later 

in this paper. At the first meeting of the Student Develop

ment Laboratories, students were given individual paper and 

pencil tests which were repeated during the last session of 

the Student Development Laboratory (Appendix B). Thus, four 

different samples of behavior, i.e., GEM, IELG, IEM, and in

dividual written samples in the form of paper and pencil 

tests all taken about the same point in time, were available 

for comparison. Note that all three of the experiencing 

measures (individual experiencing measure, group experiencing 

measure, and individual experiencing level within the group) 



vrere rated on the same EXP scale and differ from each other 

only in the origin and selection procedure of the sample. 



METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects for the study were '13 college students 

enrolled in a college personality course who elected to 

participate in a Student Development Laboratory. The 

students were currently in or had completed their sophomore 

year at The University of Arizona and as a group had a mean 

age of about 19 years. The students were divided into two 

groups of nine each according to their availability at the 

particular times the laboratories met. There were slightly 

more females in both groups with three males and six females 

in Laboratory I and four males and five females in Labo

ratory II. 

Laboratory I was led by a psychiatrist who has had 

a great deal of therapeutic experience and who has worked 

with college students. Laboratory II was led by the psy

chologist who taught the college personality course and who 

has had many years of experience in leading student develop

ment groups. There was no requirement as to the way in 

which the leaders conducted their laboratories, but both the 

psychiatrist and psychologist led their respective labo

ratories in a manner which can be broadly classified as 

reflective. Attendance at the weekly sessions was 

17 
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particularly good with more than tvro-thirds of the students 

missing one meeting or less. Only two students missed as 

many as one-fourth of the sessions. 

Although the Student Development Laboratories are 

not organized as therapy groups, these particular ones used 

methods that are commonly found in group counseling or group 

psychotherapy; hence, the findings can be expected to be 

relevant to the problem of measuring process level in group 

psychotherapy. This particular type of Student Development 

Laboratory is described by its originator Peter Madison 

(1968) : 

Students who are currently enrolled in the author*s 
Personality in College course, or have completed it, 
are given the option of signing up for a 1-credit-
hour laboratory consisting of 10-12 students who 
meet for a 1-1/2- to 2-hour group session each week. 
They are told that their own personalities will be 
the subject matter of the laboratory and that only 
students interested in and ready to disclose them
selves freely to others and willing to tolerate the 
arousal of strong feelings should enroll. They are 
told that methods found useful in settings such as 
counseling, psychotherapy and learning research will 
be tried out with everyday problems as a basis for 
the development of methods suited to a normal con
text but that they should enroll for the educational 
value of the experience rather than from expectation 
of being helped since the effect of the procedures 
to be used upon everyday developmental problems is 
unknown at present. Students are asked to keep all 
laboratory discussion confidential /p. 87 • 

Particular care was given to protect the identity of 

the students in the Student Development Laboratories. Each 

laboratory member was asked to choose a code name which was 

to be used in the laboratory as well as on all written 
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material pertaining to that student. Thus, taped group and 

individual verbal interaction contained only code names as 

did individual outcome measures. In addition, laboratory 

members as well as all research personnel were regularly 

reminded of the need for confidentiality of content of the 

laboratories. 

Sampling 

Miller and Maley (1969) have shown that time samples 

using either random or stratified procedures accurately rep

resent the total therapy hour in terms of verbal behavior in 

group psychotherapy. The content of both the group members* 

and the therapists' verbal behavior is accurately reflected 

by both sampling procedures. In addition, there is a con

siderable degree of correspondence between ranked amount of 

members' verbal participation determined from the total 

therapy hour and that determined from sampling procedures. 

The close agreement between data for time samples and total 

therapy hour data legitimizes the use of time samples as 

data for analysis in the present investigation. 

Studies by Kiesler et al. (1964) and by Kiesler et 

al. (1965) have examined the variables of segment length and 

segment location in the use of the EXP scale to rate taped 

interview or therapy material. The 1964 study found that 

only the absolute level of EXP was affected by segment 

length, while the 1965 study determined that EXP ratings 
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varied within interviews (early vs. late segments) arid across 

diagnostic populations (normal, neurotic, schizophrenic). 

These considerations have led to a basic sampling design in 

which the usual 60~minute interview or therapy hour is 

divided into thirds. Each third is then divided into four-

minute segments. One segment is randomly sampled from each 

of the first and third divisions of the interviews. This 

procedure used by Kiesler et al. (1965) thus combines a 

systematic and random approach to sampling. 

Since the material sampled in the present study 

ranged from individual interviews lasting as little as 35 

minutes to Student Development Laboratory sessions approach

ing 1-1/2 hours in length, a basic modification was intro

duced into the above procedure. Following Kieslerrs 

technique, the first and last thirds of each tape were 

determined. These ranged from approximately 12 minutes to 

one-half hour in length. Using tables of random permuta

tions, a "start" point was determined for each third to be 

sampled. Thus, if the tables yielded the numbers 13 and 4 

for the first and last thirds of a given interview, the 

segments selected were minutes 13 through 16 (inclusive) of 

the first third and minutes 4 through 7 (inclusive) of the 

last third. This technique made the selection of any 

4-minute part of a given third equally probable. This 

approach is in contrast to a method which would divide each 

third by four minutes and then randomly choose one of the 



thereby determined segments. In the case of a 10-minute 

third, this latter method would yield a random choice be

tween minutes 1 through 3 and minutes 4 through 7* Thus, 

an intermediate period, say minutes 3 through 6, could not 

possibly be sampled. On the other hand, the method used in 

the present experiment can easily sample this period. The 

present method is, therefore, more completely random than 

the usual method which rates 4-minute units arbitrarily 

originating at the start of the interview. 

Sampling of group tapes was performed in a manner 

similar to the above procedure except that two 5-minute 

segments were taken on each of five sessions for each group. 

The precedent of 4-minute segments set by Kiesler et al. 

(1965) was followed for individual interview samples; how

ever, through a trial-and-error procedure of listening to 

4-> 5-> and 6-minute segments of taped group verbal inter

action, the experimenter noted that one more minute often 

made the difference between sampling one or two more in

dividual^ verbalizations than was possible with the 

4-minute segments of group interaction. 

Each sample of the original tape-recorded sessions 

was assigned a 3-digit code number and re-recorded onto 

sample tapes so as to yield three separate sample tapes: 

one with 46 individual samples obtained from the first in

dividual interviews (23 students with two samples each), 
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another with 44 individual samples-'- obtained from the second 

individual interviews (22 students with two samples each), 

and a third with twenty 5-minute tape-recorded group seg

ments (two each session from five sessions for two groups). 

So as to attain complete randomization, the 90 coded in

dividual segments (46 from early interviews and 44 from late 

interviews) were numbered from 1 to 90, and a table of 

random permutations consulted to order the segments randomly. 

The individual segments were then re-recorded in completely 

random order on two sides of a 3600-foot recording tape 

at 3-3/4 ips. Samples from individuals in Laboratory I and 

Laboratory II, early and late interviews, as well as early 

and late intra-interview segments were randomly combined 

onto a single tape which then contained ninety 4-minute 

samples obtained from individual interviews with 23 college 

students. Two copies were made of this tape so that each 

rater had his own copy. Group segments were recorded in 

random order on a separate tape in a manner similar to that 

given above. Thus, raters had no knowledge as to whether 

the group sample being rated was from Laboratory I or Labo

ratory II, early or late in the course of the developmental 

group, or in the first or last third of a single session. 

^Individual interviews were held with 25 students: 
nine in each of the two groups plus seven students who acted 
as control for another study; however, tapes containing in
terviews of two group members were lost and a third indi
vidual did not appear for a second interview. Therefore, 
only 90 segments were rated. 
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In addition to samples of individual verbal inter

action from a dyadic interview, samples of individual 

interaction for each individual within the developmental 

group were obtained from Sessions 3, and 12. Since 

verbalizations of specific individuals were needed, neither 

random nor stratified sampling was appropriate. Instead, an 

individual not familiar with the EXP concept or the experi

mental design was asked to arbitrarily choose a verbaliza

tion sample for each of 16 individuals from each of three 

sessions for a total of 4$ segments. The only criterion 

for sample selection was that the individual being sampled 

must speak at least twice. Except for one verbal sample 

which was only 30 seconds in length, all samples fell within 

a range of 1-minute minimum length to a 4-minute maximum. 

Certainly, it would have yielded a cleaner design to compare 

samples of equal length, but the kind of samples necessary 

to investigate the present hypotheses was not available in 

convenient 4-minute lengths. Since two individuals did not 

verbalize in Session 3 and two individuals did not attend 

Session 13, a total of 44 samples was obtained. These 

samples were recorded on to a separate tape in random order 

in a procedure similar to that used for group experiencing 

measure and individual experiencing measure. 
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Raters and Rater Training 

The principle method of measurement used for this 

study was ratings by raters trained to judge segments of 

verbal interaction on a 7-point scale. The raters used in 

this study were three undergraduate honor students in psy

chology who volunteered to work with the experimenter in an 

apprentice relationship without financial remuneration. 

College students were used as raters because Rogers jet al. 

(1967) found that using experienced therapists as raters 

was not desirable since these individuals tended to rate on 

the basis of clinical judgment rather than using definitions 

provided in the scale. Further, since the EXP scale is re

fined to a point such that the qualities being rated are 

real and recognizable to any intelligent individual and not 

just to those xtfith a great deal of experience in psycho

therapy, it was expected that motivated undergraduate 

students could rate as well as those more experienced in 

psychotherapy and perhaps with less bias. Arnhoff (1954) 

and Cronbach (i960) also have studied the use of naive 

raters, and their findings support Rogers* contention that 

naive raters are more apt to confine their judgments to the 

dimension being rated rather than attending to extraneous 

or tangential cues. The two females and one male who served 

as raters in this study were considered naive in the sense 

that they are not sophisticated in clinical techniques. The 

honor undergraduates received one or two hours credit in 
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Independent Study (199) at The University of Arizona for 

their study and rating. Also, one of the raters was working 

on a project of his own for which he needed rater training 

on the EXP scale and in return for this training served as a 

rater for the present experimenter. 

Klein jjt aJ.. (196$) have developed a training manual 

for raters to learn to use the EXP scale. It is used in 

conjunction with five tapes which contain recorded samples 

of actual psychotherapy varying in length from two to four 

minutes and divided into six series of ten segments each. 

The manual contains general instructions about rating, a 

clear definition of the EXP scale, as well as illustrative 

expert ratings and justifications of each of the taped 

segments. Thus, raters can listen to a sample of psycho

therapy, assign a rating, and receive immediate feedback 

from the manual as to the accuracy and reason for their 

rating. By following the procedure described in the training 

manual, one can learn to apply the EXP scale to verbal in

terview behavior in about 24 hours, distributed over eight 

sessions. 

Schoeninger, Klein, and Mathieu (1963) have compared 

methods for training judges to rate psychotherapy recordings 

on the EXP scale and have found that self-training procedures 

are adequate and comparable to group training procedures. 

Reliabilities for self-trained judges ranged from .69 to .&5 

for modal and peak ratings, respectively, while reliabilities 
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for group trained judges ranged from .63 for modal ratings 

and .Si for peak ratings. Because self-training procedures 

dispense with the need for an expert judge, avoid the 

scheduling problems of group meetings, and reduce the 

probability of group biasing of ratings; it is the preferred 

method of training judges for this study. 

Each of the five raters who were trained simulta

neously were furnished with a copy of the rating manual. In 

addition, a listening room at The University of Arizona con

taining a tape recorder and the practice tapes were made 

available. At weekly meetings, administrative problems were 

discussed, and assignments were given to be carried out the 

following week. The first assignment was to read the written 

instructions and listen to the first 10 practice sessions 

studying the expert ratings and justifications after listen

ing to each segment. The second week they were asked to rate 

the next 40 segments without knowledge of the expert's ratl

ings. After they compared their rating of the 40 segments 

to the expert's ratings and studied the justifications of 

the expert's rating, the experimenter selected from each 

student rater the 10 segments reading the justifications 

before he made his second rating and then again compared his 

rating to the expert judge's rating. Finally, during the 

fourth week, each trainee rated 20 segments without feedback 

as to the expert's ratings and justifications. At this 



point, the trainees attained an interrater reliability such 

that they could reliably rate by Ebe^s formula (Guilford, 

1954) individual segments without further training 

(mode r = .92, peak r = .91)• 

Rating Procedure 

Each rater was given a copy of the tape containing 

90 samples from individual interviews. He was asked to treat 

all material including tapes and ratings as confidential and 

to discuss the material with no one, not even other raters. 

Raters were also" given 100 rating forms (Appendix D) similar 

to those recommended by Klein et al. (196$). The same room 

and tape recorder used in training were available to the 

raters by individual appointment. 

Raters listened to tape-recorded segments as in 

training and assigned modal and peak ratings to each seg

ment. Klein et al. (1963) have defined peak and modal 

ratings as: 

the rating given to the highest Experiencing Scale 
level that is reached in the segment or unit to be 
rated. There is no requirement for the length of 
statement for a peak rating and often a peak can 
be made for only one brief portion of the material. 

A modal rating is the rating that characterizes 
to /sic7 the overall, general or average scale 
level in the segment or unit. In other words, it 
stands for the most representative experiencing 
level that occurs in the segment /p. , 

It will be recalled that none of the raters had in

formation about the source of the samples, so that ratings 
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were made "blind" with respect to identity of the indi

viduals involved, whether drawn from early or late inter

views, or early or late within a single interview. The 

only information available to the raters was that contained 

in the tape-recorded samples. All raters complied with the 

request to complete the individual rating task within two 

weeks. 

Because of the nature of samples taken from the 

Student Development Laboratories and because time was limited, 

rating procedure for group samples deviated somewhat from the 

procedure used in rating individual samples. Due to simulta

neous talking by laboratory members, laughter, poor enunci

ation, and logistical and mechanical problems with tape 

recorders and microphones, the recordings from the group 

sessions were a major problem. To deal with this problem, 

a word-for-word transcript was obtained for each sample with 

code names and word accuracy verified by a member of the 

laboratory from which the sample was taken. The final tran

scripts were then duplicated for use by the raters. Tran

scripts had not been available to any of the raters for 

individual interview segments. 

The pressure of time prevented an opportunity to 

duplicate tapes so that each member could have his own copy. 

Furthermore, all of the raters were getting ready to leave 

the community for summer vacation. Consequently, rating of 

the group samples was completed simultaneously by all raters 
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working in a single large room while listening to the same 

tape recording. Each sample was played twice, and, if 

raters could not assign a rating at this time, they were 

asked to refrain from rating the difficult sample and 

listen alone at a later time. The experimenter was present 

during this rating and discussed the importance of paying 

attention to only his own rating, to neither influence nor 

be influenced by the other raters. Each rater was physically 

separated by sufficient distance, and no infraction of the 

validity agreement was noted. All rating was completed in 

four hours with a single half-hour intermission. 

Samples of individual experiencing level within the 

group were rated about nine months after individual ex

periencing measure and group experiencing measure samples by 

two of the three judges who had judged individual experi

encing measure and group experiencing measure samples. 

Rating of the individual experiencing measure within the 

group samples followed a procedure similar to that used in 

rating individual experiencing measure samples although 

raters had an added advantage in that a typed transcript 

accompanied the individual experiencing measure within the 

group samples. As with the individual experiencing measure, 

judges were instructed to rate only the first individual 

who spoke in the taped segment. This individual was always 

designated on the transcript. 
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Individual Measures 

In investigating the validity of a group experiencing 

measure, it is important that it possess concurrent validity 

in relation to other established measures. Since it is 

apparent that no single instrument is acceptable to all as 

the best measurement technique, this study is designed to 

evaluate statistically the relationship between a variety of 

individual measures and the group experiencing measure. 

The first individual measurement used was an in

dividual process measure—the EXP level of individual group 

members in a one-to-one interview. Ten first-year graduate 

students in clinical psychology were assigned two individuals 

enrolled in the Student Development Laboratories who were 

interviewed during the week of Session 3 and the week of 

Session 13 of the 15-week period covered by this study. 

Interview experience of the graduate students varied, but 

none could be considered experienced clinicians. Super

vision was available from the professor from whose class 

the students were obtained. Individual interviews were con

ducted and recorded in private interview rooms with only the 

laboratory member and graduate student interviewer present. 

Interviewers were given instructions which suggested the 

purpose of the interview and presented specific questions 

to be asked of the Student Development Laboratory member 

(Appendix C). Interviewers were instructed to observe 
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professional ethics, use only code names, and preserve in

terviewer and interviewee confidentiality. At the termina

tion of each interview, the interviewer presented the tape 

to an agent of the experimenter for sampling. Sampling and 

rating of EXP level for each segment was then accomplished 

in the manner presented above. 

The second variety of measurement used can be 

classified as an external measure. Graduate students in 

clinical psychology not only interviewed their students as 

mentioned above, but they also observed through one-way 

mirrors their student interacting with other students in 

each of the 15 Student Development Laboratories. At the 

termination of the 15 Student Development Laboratories, 

clinical graduate students rated their laboratory members 

as to amount of change—positive, negative, or none. This 

measure was used qualitatively rather than quantitatively. 

The third variety of measures used were paper and 

pencil tests which are referred to as outcome measures. One 

is "The Way I See Myself," a semantic differential check 

list which was developed by Aiken (1965) and used at the 

Western Behavioral Sciences Institute. The advantage of 

Aiken*s scale, aside from its obvious face validity, is that 

it can be completed and scored in less than five minutes. 

The second outcome measure is the Gough Adjective Check List 

(Gough and Heilburn, 1965) from which a self-acceptance 

ratio can be computed. These tests were chosen not only 
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because they are easy to administer and relatively easy to 

score but also because self-acceptance and enhancement of 

self-image are theorized to be associated with depth of 

intrapersonal exploration (Rogers, 1951)• Both these tests 

were administered to all members at the -first meeting and 

again at the last meeting of the Student Development Labora

tories. 

A fourth measure, which is not an individual measure 

in the strictist meaning of the term, was taken after each 

session. During the last five minutes of each session, all 

students completed an After-session Report in which they were 

asked to subjectively describe how they felt during the 

session and rate their feelings about the session on a 

7-point scale from Deeply Unsatisfying to Deeply Satisfying. 

These reports were also used to determine attendance data. 

Individual data are not complete on each individual. 

Two of the students in each of the two laboratories did not 

complete "The VJay I See Myself" at the first meeting of the 

Student Development Laboratory. Even after numerous tele

phone calls and written pleas on the behalf of science, two 

students did not keep their appointments for the final indi

vidual interview. The recording on one studentfs final 

individual interview was accidently erased before it could 

be sampled. 



RESULTS 

The reliabilities of judges1 ratings for each of the 

three different sampling procedures used were very satis-
* 

factory. Using EbelTs formula given in GuilfordTs Psycho

metric Methods (1954), interrater reliabilities were 

computed separately for samples from individual experiencing 

measure, group experiencing measure, and individual experi

encing level within a group setting. In Table 1 is presented 

an estimate of the reliability of mean rating of all judges1 

ratings (r^) as well as an estimate of the average inter-

correlation of all judge combinations (r^) . None of the 

reliabilities of mean rating for all judges was less 

than .78. These values suggest very high internal con

sistency for mean EXP ratings of judges. 

There v/as no evidence that individual mode EXP level 

in the group setting covaried with mode individual EXP level 

in the individual interview; but, in one of the laboratories, 

individual peak EXP level in a group setting covaried sig

nificantly with individual peak EXP in individual interview. 

These results were obtained as both modal and peak EXP 

level were computed for each individual in both Laboratories I 

and II based on samples obtained from the individual inter

views conducted at the beginning and the end of the 15-week 

33 
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TABLE 1 

Ebel Intraclass Reliabilities of the 
Modal and Peak EXP Ratings 

EXP 
Ratings 

No. of 
No. of Segments 
Judges Rated rll rkk 

Individual Interview Samples 

Modal 3 90 .54 .73 

Peak 3 90 .69 .37 

Individual Samples from 
Group Setting 

Modal 2 44 .50 .96 

Peak 2 44 .53 .97 

Group Samples 

Modal 3 20 .34 .94 

Peak 3 20 .75 .39 
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period. These modal and peak EXP levels for each individual 

were computed by first obtaining a mean score of three 

raters for each of two samples from the first interview and 

each of two samples from the late interview, yielding eight 

scores—a mode and a peak level rating for each of four 

samples. Then EXP levels from samples taken from the first 

third and last third of the first interview were averaged so 

as to result in one modal and one peak EXP level score for 

each group member in the first interview. The same procedure 

was followed for the second individual interview so that the 

modal and peak experiencing level of each group member is 

represented by four scores—one score each for mode and 

peak EXP level for the first individual interview and 

another score each for mode and peak individual EXP level 

for the second individual interview. 

Individual experiencing level within a group setting 

was computed in a similar manner. The ratings of modal and 

peak EXP level by two judges on samples of individual ver

balization from within the group setting were averaged so as 

to yield a single modal and a single peak representation of 

EXP level for each individual in each of three separate 

laboratory sessions. Since there was only one sample for 

each individual taken from a single laboratory session, only 

one averaging procedure was necessary. Thus, for each indi

vidual in Laboratories I and II, individual EXP level within 

a group setting was represented by six scores: one each for 



mode and peak EXP level in Session 3; one modal and peak 

rating based upon samples from Session 3; and another each 

for mode and peak EXP level obtained from Session 12. Only 

ratings from two of the sessions were used in determining 

relationship between individual experiencing measure and 

individual experiencing measure from within a group setting, 

but the rating from Session 3 was used in testing other 

hypotheses. 

Covariance between individual experiencing measure 

and individual experiencing level within a group setting for 

each individual was computed by using Pearson's product 

moment correlational technique. Modal and peak rating of 

EXP level from the early interview for each individual was 

correlated with modal and peak EXP level within the group 

from Session 3 for each individual. Also, modal and peak 

rating of EXP level from the late interview was paired with 

modal and peak individual EXP level within the group from 

Session 12 to ascertain the relationship between EXP levels 

in individual interviews and individual verbalizations. 

There was no significant correlation between the 

rating of EXP level from the early interview and individual 

EXP level within the group from Session 3 for either group 

mode or peak. Nor was there any significant correlation be

tween rating of EXP level from the late interview and indi

vidual EXP level within the group from Session 12 mode or 

peak for Laboratory II. There was, however, correlational 
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significance at the .05 level between individual experiencing 

level in the late interview and individual experiencing level 

from within the group in Session 12 for Laboratory I 

(Table 2) resulting in partial support for hypotheses 1 

and 2. 

There is evidence that the means of individual modal 

and individual peak EXP level within the group would covary 

with the modal and peak EXP level rating of random samples 

taken from the same session. To test this relationship, it 

was necessary to compare the mean of individual EXP level in 

a given laboratory session to the random sample of group in

teraction obtained from the same laboratory session. The 

mean modal and peak EXP level of all individuals in each 

laboratory was determined for Session 3> Session &, and 

Session 12 by simply adding mode EXP level scores for each 

individual in a given laboratory session and dividing by the 

number of individuals represented by samples. The same pro

cedure was followed for peak ratings so that for each of 

three laboratory sessions from both groups there is a mean 

modal EXP level and a mean peak EXP level, i.e., six modal 

and six peak ratings of individual experiencing levels within 

the group setting. 

From each of the three laboratory sessions (3» 

and 12) was also obtained two random samples of group inter

action which were rated for group experiencing level. The 

ratings of three judges were averaged so as to result in one 



TABLE 2 

Relationship between Individual Interview Samples 
and Individual within a Group Setting Samples 

Source IEMX IELG3 r IEM2 IELG12 r 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

Mean 
Mode 

Mean 
Peak 

LAB I 2.57 3.12 2.00 2.50 0.00 0.10 2.46 2.99 2.36 3.00 0.7S* 0.76* 

LAB II 2.49 2.39 2.33 2.92 -.16 0.19 2.71 3.3$ 1.71 2.00 0.33 0.13 

Mean 2.53 3.01 2.12 2.63 -.05 0.20 2.6S 3.25 2.12 2.50 0.35 0.10 

*.05 

VjJ 
03-



39 

mode and one peak rating for each of two samples from both 

laboratories for three sessions. Then samples from the first 

third and the last third of the Student Development Labora

tories were averaged so that each laboratory of three ses

sions was represented by one modal and one peak rating. 

This was done for both Laboratories I and II so that for 

each laboratory there were modal and peak EXP level ratings 

from each of three sessions, i.e., six modal ratings and 

six peak ratings of random samples of group interaction. 

In order to compute Pearson product moment correla-

tion, groups were combined, and modes and peaks were cor

related separately. The mean of individual modal EXP level 

ratings from within Session 3 was compared vdth modal rating 

of random group samples from Session 3, the mean of indi

vidual modal EXP level ratings from within Session 8 with 

modal ratings of random group samples from Session 8, and 

the mean of individual modal EXP level ratings from within 

Session 12 with modal ratings of random group samples from 

Session 12 (r = .77). The mean of individual peak EXP 

level ratings from within Session 3 was compared with peak 

ratings of random group samples from Session 3j the mean of 

individual peak EXP level ratings from within Session & with 

peak ratings of random group samples from Session 3, and the 

mean of individual peak EXP level ratings from within Ses

sion 12 with modal ratings of random group samples from 

Session 12 (r = .&9) • Hypothesis 3 is supported at the .05 
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level of significance, and hypothesis 4 is supported at 

the .01 level of significance. When modal and peak ratings 

from both groups are combined, correlation between the mean 

of individual EXP level rating from within the group setting 

and group experiencing measure is .88 which is significant 

at the .01 level. In order to gain a clearer picture of the 

relationship, the data are also presented visually (Figs. 1 

and 2). 

There was no relationship between EXP level ratings 

of random samples of group interaction and the mean of indi

viduals' EXP level ratings obtained from individual inter

views at about the same point in time. This lack of 

relationship was ascertained as the mean of individual ex

periencing level from the early individual interview and 

individual experiencing level from the late interview was 

compared with random group samples from Sessions 2 and 13> 

respectively. Rather than combining EXP level scores from 

the first third and the last third of the sessions to yield 

a single score for each session, the first third and the last 

third scores were kept separate both for individual experi

encing measure and for group experiencing measure. The 

purpose of this was to increase the N, thereby increasing 

the confidence in probability of any significant relationship 

obtained. Also, since there was no significant difference 

between groups in terms of either modal or peak ratings 

(t = 0.844, 0.655), Laboratories I and II were combined to 
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increase the N. Pearson r correlations were computed 

separately for both mode and peak. Correlations for 

neither mode nor peak were significant (r = -.567* 

r = -.65$). (See Table 3») There was a tendency in both 

groups for later sessions to be rated higher in EXP level 

than earlier sessions (Appendix E). 

When data from pre-testing and post-testing?-i.e., 

Gough Adjective Check List and "The Way I See Myself" were 

compared with both the individuals' EXP level ratings from 

the early and late individual interview as well as with EXP 

level ratings for each individual in a group setting, very 

few significant relationships were evident (Table 4)• A 

self-acceptance ratio was computed for each Adjective Check 

List completed by dividing the number of positive adjectives 

checked by the total number of adjectives endorsed (Gough 

and Heilburn, 1965). Negative correlation of October self-

acceptance ratio with peak EXP level rating obtained from 

the early interview which was conducted about the same time 

for each individual in both groups was significant at the .05 

level as was positive correlation of January self-acceptance 

ratio with individuals1 modal EXP level obtained from the 

early individual interview. There was also a very high cor

relation between January self-acceptance ratio and October 

self-acceptance ratio (r = .$5)• "The Way I See Myself" 

allegedly yields information similar to self-acceptance 

ratio; however, there was no significant correlation between 
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TABLE 3 

Relationship between Random Samples of Group Interaction 
and Random Samples Taken from Individual Interview 

Group Session Sample Mode Peak 

GEM IEM GEM IEM GEM IEM 

I 1 a 1.3 2.6 2.0 3-5 

I 2 1 b 2.0 2.7 2.7 3-2 

II 2 1 a 2.0 2.6 4.0 3-0 

II 2 1 b 1.7 2.4 3.0 2.8 

I 13 2 a 2.0 2.7 3.0 3.2 

I 13 2 b 3.7 2.2 5.0 2.8 

' II 13 2 a 2.0 2.a 3.0 3.6 

II 13 2 b 3.0 2.6 4.0 3.1 

Mode: 
Peak: 

r = -.567 
r = -.65# 



TABLE 4 

Correlation Matrix for Individual Measures 

Oct. Self-
acceptar.ce 
Ratio 

Jan. Self-
acceptance 
Ratio 

Oct. 
V;ISM 

Jan. 
WISH 

lEMi 
Kode 

IEM2 
Mode 

IEHI 
Peak 

IEM? 
Peak 

IELG3 
Mode 

IEIG12 
Mode 

IELG3 
Peak 

IHLC-12 
Peak 

Oct. Self-
acceptance 
Ratio .350** •448 • 379 -.457 -.030 -.526* -.012 • • 359 .062 " .108 -.264 
Jan. Self-
acceptance 
Ratio • 384 •414 -.560* -.034 -.495 -.101 .282 .215 - .101 -.084 

Oct. WISK 
Jan. WISK 

.367 -379 
.055 

-.209 

.408 
-.496 

.050 
-.294 

.096 
.578 
.294 

.078 
-.060 

-•.201 
.129" 

.098 

-.183 

IEMI Mode .492 .935** .515* .037 .087 .130 .065 
IS'2 Kode .412 .889'** • .557* .330 .678=!= .129 
ia-Ij. Peak .367 .216 - .191 .038 .166 

IEK2 Peak 
ISLG3 
Kode 

.579* .343 

• 327 

.619* 

.61?-

.101 

.257 
IEI/5^2 
Kode .096 .822** 

ISLG3 
Peak .052 

X2LGI 0 
Peak 

*p< .05; **?< .01 
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the two measures when both groups were combined. Scores 

from October "The Way I See Myself" and modal individual EXP 

level within the group setting at about the same point in 

time, however, were significant at the .05 level. There was 

also correlational significance at the .05 level between 

late individuals* EXP level from the individual interview 

and individuals' EXP level from within the group setting in 

the earliest laboratory sessions for both mode and peak. 

There was, as might be expected, high correlation significant 

at the .01 level between modal and peak ratings on the same 

segments for both early and late individual interviews and 

for modal and peak ratings on segments of individual inter

action within a group setting for Session 12. Correlation 

at the .05 level was noted between modal and peak ratings 

of individual interaction within the group setting for 

Session 3« These correlations simply indicate that modal 

and peak ratings of the same segment are related. 

It was felt that there may be a relationship between 

After-session Reports and modal or peak EXP level obtained 

from a random sample of group interaction for the same 

session; however, this hypothesis was not supported. In 

order to analyze this possible relationship, the mean of 

individual After-session Reports for Laboratory Sessions 2, 

3, 3, 12, and 13 was obtained. These means were then com

pared with modal ratings of random group samples from the 

same sessions (Appendix E, and Tables 5 and 6 thereof, 



respectively). There was no significant relationship 

(r = .04)• The same After-session Report means were then 

compared with peak EXP level ratings for their respective 

sessions, and there was no significant relationship between 

peak EXP level rating from random samples of group inter

action and mean After-session Reports for the five sessions 

tested (r = -.002). 



DISCUSSION 

Clinically naive judges were able to rate the EXP 

dimension with equal reliability regardless of segment 

length or kind of sample, i.e., samples from individual 

interviews, random samples of group interaction, or samples 

of verbal interactions of specific individuals from within 

the group setting. Interrater reliability was greatest for 

samples of individual interaction in a group setting and 

lowest for individual interview samples. It cannot be 

ascertained, however, the extent to which the increase in 

interrater reliability was a function of practice or greater 

stimulus input since both of these variables were present. 

The individual samples from group settings were rated last 

after the judges had rated 90 individual interview samples 

and 20 random samples of group interaction, but, at the same 

time, stimulus input was increased in the form of typed 

transcripts which accompanied the verbal tape recordings 

for both individual samples from a group setting and random 

group samples. Sample length did not appear to be a var

iable in interrater reliability since there is little dif

ference between the reliabilities of the 5-minute random 

samples of group interaction and the individual samples 

from a group setting which varied in time from 30 seconds 

to four minutes. 

4$ 
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Concurrent validity of a group experiencing measure 

with an individual experiencing measure was not established. 

Although both measures used the same EXP scale, there was 

no correlation between random samples of group interaction 

obtained from a Student Development Laboratory and the mean 

of random samples of individuals1 verbalization obtained 

from a dyadic interview. This finding does not necessarily 

rule out concurrent validity but rather may be a function of 

experimental inadequacies. Before considering the relation

ship between EXP level rating of random samples of group 

verbalization with the mean of individuals* EXP level rating 

from an individual interview, it may be fruitful to look at 

the earlier hypotheses which provided theoretical basis for 

this relationship. 

The relationship between the way an individual 

verbalized in the group setting and the way the same indi

vidual verbalized in a dyadic interview was not significant 

when Laboratories I and II were combined. When data from 

each group were considered separately, however, there was a 

significant relationship between individuals* verbalization 

in a group and dyadic interview for Laboratory I in the 

later session of the laboratory sequence. The primary 

reasons for finding no significant relationships in either 

laboratory early in the course of Laboratory II or later 

in the course of the laboratory session appear to lie in 

the concept of the individual interview as a meaningful 
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measure of individual experiencing level as well as the 

manner in which the dyadic interview was conducted. Dif

ferences in sampling procedure also may have created dif

ficulty in obtaining results supporting hypotheses 1 

and 2. 

Samples of individual verbalization from dyadic 

interviews rated on the EXP scale were originally chosen as 

the measure against which a group EXP measure could be 

validated because previous studies, which focused primarily 

on the individual EXP level of verbalization from dyadic 

interview, have shown it to be a measure with some relia

bility and with concurrent validity with other measures of 

outcome. It was felt that since the experiencing construct 

is an attitude and not necessarily tied to content of the 

verbalization it would generalize from situation to situation 

and setting to setting, and, therefore, one could compare 

verbalization samples, in terms of absolute EXP level, from 

different settings. This was not the case in the present 

study. College students did not, in the beginning, verbalize 

at a similar level in terms of absolute EXP in the dyadic 

setting and the group setting. The reasons for this are 

not clear but may involve the students1 perception of the 

two settings, the interviewers, as well as the interview in

structions. 

College students may have perceived the individual 

interviews and laboratory sessions as having different 



functions and, therefore, verbalized differently in each 

setting. The finding that experiencing level in the dyadic 

interview samples was consistently higher for all but a few 

individuals than their EXP level in the individual samples 

taken in a group setting may represent an increased willing

ness on the part of the subjects to disclose themselves and 

express their feelings more readily to a single individual 

interviewer than to an entire group. Later in the course 

of the laboratory sessions, the EXP level rating of samples 

from individual interview and samples of individuals in a 

group setting was more closely related which would seem to 

support this contention in that the subjects in at least 

one of the laboratories developed sufficient trust so that 

depth of self-exploration and expression of private feelings 

approached the level found in individual interviews. In the 

other laboratory, there was no significant relationship be

tween individual interaction in dyadic interviews and in the 

group setting; however, there appears to be a trend from a 

negative relationship early in the sequence to a positive 

relationship later in the sequence of sessions. As will be 

noted later, when the means of EXP level ratings from indi

vidual interviews are compared with random group samples, 

the two laboratories are more similar in exhibiting movement 

from inhibition of verbalizing feelings at first to more 

freedom in later sessions. 



The interviewer variable may also have contributed 

to lack of relationship between samples of individual 

verbalization in a dyadic interview and individual verbali

zation in a group setting. If/hen absolute EXP level of 

samples from individual interview is compared to absolute 

EXP level of individual samples of a group setting for the 

same individual, there is a marked difference between his 

interview EXP level and group EXP level both taken about the 

same point in time. This difference in performance in the 

two settings may be a function of the interviewer; i.e., 

some interviewers may have been more successful than others 

in eliciting from their interviewees verbalization which 

would receive a high rating on the EXP scale. On the other 

hand, in listening to some of the samples from individual 

interviews, it appeared that interviewers suppressed feel

ing statements. Certainly the so-called Hawthorne effect 

cannot be overlooked. Laboratory members knew they were 

being interviewed by graduate students for a research pro

ject and, therefore, may have cooperated more readily in 

talking about their feelings. Thus, samples from the indi

vidual interviews may not be representative of a particular 

individualTs day-to-day EXP level. 

Furthermore, the structure of the interview may have 

had the effect of artificially increasing the absolute EXP 

level in the individual interview. The interviewers were 

directed to push to elicit statements concerning feelings 
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while in the laboratory sessions a more natural course of 

verbalization was tolerated. In individual interviews, 

the student may describe an exciting event after which the 

interviewer would ask about feelings associated about that 

event; thus, a "three" level of experiencing could be con

sidered minimum in individual interview samples. In the 

dynamics of group interaction, however, it is not always 

possible to ask about feelings after each description of an 

event; therefore, a lower level of EXP is expected. Further

more, all students were forced to verbalize in an individual 

interview situation whereas in the group setting a given 

individual may verbalize only briefly or not at all. 

Lack of significant-correlation between individual 

verbalization in a dyadic interview and individual verbali

zation from a group setting in three out of four trials may 

further be a result of difficulties in sampling. More 

specifically, the fact that average EXP level in dyadic 

interview samples was consistently higher than corresponding 

samples of average individual EXP level in a group setting 

may be a result of difference in segment lengths and 

sampling technique. All samples of verbalization from indi

vidual interview were four minutes in length while samples 

of individual verbalization in a group setting varied 

^frorn 30 seconds to four minutes in length. Kiesler et al. 

(1964) have indicated that sample length does have an effect 

on ratings of absolute EXP level when segments of 2, 4, 



54 

and 16 minutes in length are compared. It is expected that 

there is an even greater decrease in absolute EXP level of 

samples when nearly one-half of them are under two minutes 

in length as was the case in samples of individual inter

action in a group setting. Imagine for a moment the dis

covery of only one or two sentences of verbalization by a 

single individual in a transcript of an entire one-and-one-

half hour laboratory session. The individual sampling the 

session is forced to use this short segment of verbalization 

if he is interested in sampling all individuals. For this 

segment, it is highly unlikely that a rating greater than 

"two" is possible since for a "three" rating the speaker 

must be talking about an event and go beyond the event to 

comment about his feelings or private experiences (Ap

pendix A). Thus, there appears to be a ceiling on the peak 

rating associated with extremely short segments as well as 

a low probability of a very high modal rating. Indeed, when 

the 46 segments were correlated with segment length, there 

was significant correlation at the .01 level between peak 

rating and segment length (r = .3$) and a significant re

lation at the .05 level of confidence between modal rating 

and segment length (r = .36). Clearly, the shorter segments 

received the lower EXP level ratings. These significant 

correlations were obtained in spite of the four-minute limit 

on segment length. Certainly, there is evidence in this 
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study that comparison of ratings from different length seg

ments is dangerous if not impossible. Furthermore, it would 

appear that there is a ceiling on both modal and peak EXP 

level ratings when segment length is particularly brief, i.e., 

under two minutes. In view of the apparent effects of var

iable segment length of individual samples from the group 

setting, it is surprising that a significant relationship 

existed between even one out of the four comparisons of EXP 

level ratings from individual interview with EXP level 

ratings from the same individual in the group setting. 

Although the establishing of a relationship between 

samples of individual^ verbalization from a dyadic inter

view and samples of his verbalization from a group setting 

is not essential to the purpose of this study, lack of 

support seems to undermine some of the theoretical reasoning 

underlying the main hypotheses. For example, if some of the 

reasons for finding no relationship concern difficulties 

with samples from the individual interview, then certainly 

this finding would affect hypotheses 5 and 6 which also 

center around these same interviews. The sampling difficulty 

encountered in individual verbal interaction in a group 

setting is less critical since this sampling is not used in 

the final hypotheses. However, the sampling difficulty may 

hinder discovery of events which might explain results or 

lack of results. 



There was a significant relationship between the 

mean of individuals1 EXP level in the group and the EXP 

level of random group samples obtained from the same labo

ratory session. Although the difference in sample size in 

samples of individuals1 verbalization in the group setting 

had a negative effect in the search for support for hy

potheses 1 and 2, the difference in sample size seemed to 

have little effect in establishing the relationships between 

the mean of individual EXP level from samples from within 

the group setting and random samples of group interaction. 

If there were negative effects, the correlational relation

ship was of such magnitude as to overcome this effect. It 

is felt that varying sample sizes make little difference 

when one is concerned only with the relative ordering of 

EXP level over time. There were differences, however, in 

absolute levels of EXP between samples of individual verbal

ization from the group and random samples from the same 

group in that the peaks of the random samples tend to be 

higher than peaks of the mean of samples of individual 

verbalization within the same group. Also, the random 

group sample modes tended to be lower. The consistent 

tendency toward higher peak rating in random samples may 

again be associated with segment length. Kiesler et al. 

(1964) found that on samples of individual verbalization 

higher peak ratings generally corresponded with longer 



segment length. Shorter segment length apparently limits 

peak rating to a greater degree than modal ratings since 

with the longer verbalization there is a greater opportunity 

for the subject to show that the material is of personal 

significance and, therefore, a greater probability for a 

peak of more than "one." Modal ratings, on the other hand, 

are not so volatile and would not have so great a tendency 

to rise with increased length because just one or tvro words 

or even a sentence would not be so likely to change modal 

rating in a 5-minute sample as may be the case with peak 

ratings. 

Applying the same reasoning used to explain higher 

peaks in random samples of group interaction, the smaller 

difference between mean modal and peak EXP level rating of 

samples of individual verbalization from within the group 

setting is also thought to be a result of segment length. 

In some of the very brief segments of individual inter

action, peak and modal ratings were the same because of 

limited length of material to be rated; e.g., if a sample 

consists of two sentences and both are at a "two" level, 

then no peak will be discernible. A number of segments 

such as this would certainly reduce the overall difference 

between modal and peak ratings for a set of samples. The 

reason that there is any difference at all between mode and 

peak on samples of individual verbalization is probably the 
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result of the presence of some longer 4-minute samples. In 

the 5-minute random group samples, there was a greater dis

crepancy between modal and peak ratings because of greater 

opportunity, in terms of segment length, to discern a peak. 

The finding that there was a significant relation

ship between the mean of individualsT verbalization in a 

group setting and random samples from the same group setting 

would suggest that a 5-minute sample from the first third and 

last third of a laboratory session is representative of many 

smaller samples if one is concerned with the relative order

ing of sessions over time. Thus, if one is interested in 

charting the course of verbal interaction over time in terms 

of EXP level, 5-minute random samples are appropriate and 

representative of many smaller samples obtained from all 

temporal points in a session. It is not necessary then to 

transcribe the whole tape identifying the speakers so that 

each individual can be sampled and his sample then rated on 

the EXP scale in order to determine the relative EXP level 

of the session. 

The main thesis of this study which posited a 

positive relationship between random samples of group verbal

izations and samples of individual verbalization obtained 

from dyadic interview was not supported; in fact, there was 

a near significant negative correlation between the two 

groups of samples. Had support been forthcoming, one might 
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have made statements concerning concurrent validity of a 

group process measure with already established individual 

process measure, i.e., group experiencing measure with an 

individual experiencing measure. The fact that the hy

potheses were not supported by this study appear to be the 

result of methodological difficulties and faulty theoretical 

assumptions. More specifically, the primary reasons for not 

finding support for hypotheses 5 and 6 may have to do with 

the individual intervieitf. Individuals in an individual 

interview simply do not always verbalize at a similar level 

of EXP as in the group situation as per the theoretical 

assumption. The most striking feature of the data com

paring random group samples with the mean of individuals* 

samples from dyadic interview, both obtained at about the 

same point in time, is the relative stability of mean indi

vidual EXP level from the interview as compared with a 

gradual rise of EXP level in the group samples. The mean 

of individuals* EXP level in a dyadic interview is about 2.6 

for each group at the October interview and near the same 

figure at the January interview. The EXP level of random 

samples of group interaction, however, is about 1.7 and 1.9 

in the October samples rising to 2.9 and 2.5, respectively, 

for Laboratories I and II at the time of the later samples. 

Thus, in January the group EXP level and mean of individuals* 

EXP level from individual interview are very similar, and the 

earlier discrepancy has vanished. 
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It is felt that this change in group EXP level from 

beginning to end of the laboratory represents movement on the 

part of the laboratory member from a safe position, i.e., 

narration of events without risking verbalization about feel

ings, to a more open stance of mutual trust where feelings 

are more- readily acknowledged and expressed. This increasing 

EXP level which appeared in both laboratories attained the 

same or surpassed the level of the mean of individuals* EXP 

level in the one-to-one interview. This would seem to in

dicate that the dyadic interview represented the upper 

limits of individuals* EXP level and that this EXP level is 

relatively stable over the 15 weeks, but, even after verbal

izing at a high EXP level in a dyadic interview, the 

laboratory members seem somewhat inhibited about verbalizing 

at a similar EXP level in a group situation. However, as 

the group continued, some of their defenses were lowered 

and group EXP level became similar to that found in the 

dyadic interviews. 

Since there was an increase in EXP level in random 

group samples but none in the individual interview samples, 

there was obviously no linear relationship. The attempt to 

compare a measure which changes, i.e., the group experiencing 

measure, with a relatively static measure, i.e., the indi

vidual interview samples, was obviously unsuccessful. This 

does not imply that a group EXP measure is necessarily 
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invalid but only that this study does not support the con

current validity of a group process measure with an estab

lished individual process measure. The random samples of 

group interaction do, however, follow a trend which ex

perienced psychotherapists have come to expect from suc

cessful group therapy—a movement toward greater 

self-exploration, mutual trust, and openness later in the 

course of therapy. 

Although measures of individual EXP levels have been 

subjected to concurrent validation with the MMPI, Q sort, and 

other paper and pencil tests, it was felt that the present 

study offered an opportunity to provide further support. 

This move would have further strengthened the concept of a 

group experiencing measure if the group measure had been 

significantly related to the mean of individualsT EXP level 

from a dyadic interview. To consider these relationships, 

individual EXP level was correlated to various other indi

vidual measures such as "The Way I See Myself" and a self-

acceptance ratio from the Gough Adjective Check List. The 

lack of positive relationship between either of the two 

paper and pencil test scores and individual experiencing 

level in dyadic interviews is not surprising in view of the 

variability of individual interviewers, but, even if the 

individual interviews could be considered as a base line of 

individual experiencing level, there may not be a significant 

relationship between EXP level scores on "The Way I See 



Myself," and the self-acceptance ratios obtained from the 

Gough Adjective Check List. The reason is that these two 

paper and pencil tests and the EXP scale claim to measure 

two different phenomena. "The VJay I See Myself" and the 

Gough Adjective Check List purport to measure oneTs present 

perception of himself and acceptance of that perception, 

respectively, while the EXP. scale attempts to measure the 

extent to which the patient can explore and experience the 

full range of his feelings and his awareness of the implica

tions that his feelings and experiences have for him, i.e., 

an attitudinal ability to express himself. Thus, the EXP 

scale is the process of exploring while "The Way I See 

Myself" and the Gough Adjective Check List are the result 

of this exploration. Therefore, it is expected that there 

would be a temporal lag between high experiencing level and 

resulting self-acceptance level. Furthermore, the ability 

to experience or explore one^ self does not automatically 

result in an extremely positive conception of oneTs self, 

i.e., a high score on "The Way I See Myself." In fact, a 

very high score on "The Way I See Myself" might be more 

characteristic of a maladjusted hysterical personality 

since those who are diagnosed as hysterical are often seen 

as rigid individuals who deny any imperfections in them

selves. An individual who has a high EXP level should, on 

the other hand, arrive at a realistic self-concept which 



considers both his assets and liabilities and would see 

himself neither in an extremely good light nor in an ex

tremely negative manner. Ideally, one might expect a "The 

Way I See Myself" score in the low 50s to be characteristic 

of one who has a relatively high EXP level of mode "three" 

or greater. Thus, we can not expect "The Way I See Myself" 

scores to change unless EXP level changed, and, in that 

event, one would expect "The Way I See Myself" scores to 

change in either a positive or negative direction depending 

on whether or not their scores were extremely low or ex

tremely high at first testing. Data in the present study 

v-ere not sufficiently complete to test for this relationship. 

The relationship between group EXP level and the 

members1 positive or negative feelings about the session was 

also investigated. There was no significant relationship 

between the group EXP level as determined by random samples 

of group interaction and the mean scores of individual 

After-session Reports for the same session. It may be that 

high group EXP levels are not uniformly positively valued by 

all members of the group or that other variables have a 

greater effect on individual laboratory members* feelings 

about group sessions. It may also be the case of laboratory 

members presenting the laboratory leader with data they per

ceive he is seeking. Sensitivity of the After-session 

Reports to feelings of the individual group members may then 
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be lacking since members would report all sessions high 

regardless of their feeling. The most logical explanation 

for no correlation involves a combination of these consider

ations as well as an extremely small number of sessions used 

in this study. Further studies may use more semantic dif-

ferential-type factors on an After-session Report such as 

hot-cold, weak-strong, fast-slow, etc., and have the reports 

inaccessible to the respective group leaders. 

It appears then that the EXP scale is a valuable 

tool with which to explore the process of group dynamics in 

Student Development Laboratories, but its practical value 

as a measure and predictor of success in group psychodynamics 

is yet to be demonstrated. This may be accomplished by 

future exploratory studies such as this one. There are, 

however, some methodological changes that should be con

sidered in future studies involving the EXP scale with group 

interaction. First of all, criteria for success in group 

therapy should be defined in terms of both behavioral 

indices and self-report. Behavior indices might include 

such phenomena as grade point average, college drop-out 

rate as compared with base line, and accomplishment of some 

developmental task such as choosing of a major and crystal

lization of vocational goals. Self-reports might include a 

problem check list as well as pyschological tests such as 

those used in this study. These measures should be obtained 
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at the beginning and end of the course of therapy and should 

be followed up one year after termination of the group. Tests 

should not be available to the group leaders. 

An ideal experimental situation would be one in which 

a single psychotherapist saw a number of patients in both 

dyadic interview and a weekly group meeting. This would 

eliminate the interviewer variable and provide more frequent 

comparison of individual and group EXP level. Sampling 

would also be facilitated if groups were led in a "round 

robin" fashion so that all group members verbalized in each 

session. A greater number of groups which would increase 

the number of subjects would also be desirable. 

With these changes in effect, one could establish a 

relationship between a pattern of and/or absolute level of 

group experiencing and criteria for success. Numerous 

studies such as these may support predictive validity of an 

EXP measure. Should a high predictive validity be shown, it 

would then be possible to dispense with measures of outcome 

and exercise greater control over the process and outcome of 

group psychotherapy. 

It should be noted, however, that studies involving 

the use of EXP level ratings of tape-recorded verbalization 

are extremely expensive in terms of man-hours. Besides the 

present experimenter, this study involved: 10 graduate 

student interviewers each of whom spent at least two to three 



hours taping interviews with students, three raters who 

spent over 60 hours each in rater training and rating of 

segments, a technician who spent nearly one hundred hours 

sampling and segmenting 56 prerecorded tapes, and typists 

who spent untotaled hours typing transcripts of more than 

15 hours of laboratory sessions. Note that this expenditure 

of man-hours was only to obtain the EXP rating used as data 

for this study. These figures present, in part, the reason 

why more carefully controlled experiments using the EXP 

scale are not forthcoming. If, however, work with the EXP 

scale leads toward some resolution of the measurement 

problem for psychotherapy, it is worth the effort. This 

study has served to sharpen the focus of EXP research, but 

further research using the EXP scale is necessary. One of 

these studies may provide the answer to psychologists* 

major problem—measurement. 



SUMMARY 

Individual experiencing measures which involve the 

rating of a short sample of tape-recorded verbal interaction 

from a dyadic interview rated on an EXP scale have been con

sidered to be valid and reliable measures of progress in 

psychotherapy. This study was designed to explore the pos

sibility of providing some validation of a group EXP 

measure. However, a group experiencing measure utilizing 

a 5-minute random sample of group interaction rated on the 

EXP scale could not be validated against an individual ex

periencing measure since the two measures do not seem to 

covary. Instead the mean of individuals' EXP level was 

found to remain relatively stable while the group EXP level 

gradually increased over the course of laboratory sessions. 

Furthermore, there was very little concurrent validity be

tween an individual's EXP level and his scores on two paper 

and pencil measures of outcome. The primary reason for 

this may be a lag between the process of experiencing and 

the end result of experiencing, i.e., outcome measures. 

Lack of complete data on more than a few subjects is a 

further reason for no significant relationship. Method

ological difficulties with measures of individual EXP level 

were also evident. After-session Reports upon which students 
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were asked to rate their feelings about a laboratory session 

were not correlated with group EXP level ratings for the 

same session. Suggestions for improving experimental de

sign of future studies investigating relationships between 

individual and group EXP level were noted as well as some 

indication of the expense of using the EXP scale on tape-

recorded material. 



APPENDIX A 

EXP SCALE 

The Experiencing Construct* 

The dimension of experiencing refers to the quality 
of an individual's personal, subjective experience. This 
includes the complex details of his inner reactions to out
side events, his personal sense of self, and the interplay 
between outside and inside. Experiencing as a process pro
vides the subject matter or referent for self expression, 
the content basic to the facility to perceive and communicate 
fully the flow of one's experience. 

The Experiencing Scale is designed to evaluate the 
quality of self-experiencing from brief samples of verbal 
expression. Experiencing can vary considerably in richness, 
complexity, intimacy, and immediacy: at a low level of ex
periencing one would show no sense of a personal, subjective 
existence and would be remote from feelings, reactions, or 
personal meanings. Moving up the scale, the personal per
spective becomes clearer. The individual first notices his 
personal reactions and then gradually a detailed sense of 
their specific content unfolds until this experiencing of 
the self is readily available to be probed, explored, and 
used as a focus for self-analysis. Thus at a low level of 
experiencing the person is an object to himself; at a high 
level his subjective field is readily and productively 
available as a basis for communication, self-understanding 
and action. 

A. The Experiencing Scale 

The general definition of each stage is followed by 
an outline of the major subcategories and criteria for each. 

Stage One 

The chief characteristic of this stage the content 
or manner of expression is impersonal. In some cases content 

5,;Klein, M., Mathieu, P. L., and Kiesler, D. J. The 
Experiencing Scale Training Manual. Unpublished manual, 
University of Wisconsin, 1968, pp. 5-11* 
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may be intrinsically impersonal, being very general, super
ficial, or simply a narrative of events with no personal 
referent established. In other cases it is the speakerTs 
involvement that is impersonal so that he reveals nothing 
private or tender about himself and the remarks could 
equally well be about a stranger or an object. 

1. The content is not about the speaker. The 
speaker may tell a story or describe other people or events 
in which he is not involved. It may be a generalized or 
detached account of ideas. In each case there is nothing 
to make the content personal. 

2. The content is such the speaker could be 
identified vath it in some way but this association is not 
made clear. The speaker may in passing refer to himself, 
but these references do not function to establish or clarify 
his involvement. If the first person is used, the pronouns 
function only to define the speaker as an object, spectator, 
or incidental participant. The focus remains on the events 
and the speaker's role is unelaborated (e.g., as I was 
walking down the street I saw —, I read a book that —, I 
put the lid on the book —, he stepped on my to© —, 
etc.). The speaker does not supply his attitudes, feelings, 
or reactions, and treats himself as an object or in such a 
remote way that the story could equally well be about some
one else. His manner of expression might be remote, matter-
of-fact, or offhand as in superficial social chit-chat, or 
have a mechanical or rehearsed quality as if the story 
could be told to anyone. 

3. Stage One is also rated either for a terse, un
elaborated, or unexplained refusal on the part of the 
speaker to participate in an interaction or for an unex
plained avoidance of or squelching of an interaction. In
volvement is kept at an absolute minimum and there are no 
spontaneous comments made about the situation. 

Stage Two 

There is an explicit association established between 
the speaker and the content, either in that he is the 
central character involved in the narrative, or because the 
personal relevance of the content is made clear. The 
speakerTs involvement however, does not go beyond the 
specific content. All comments, associations, reactions, 
and remarks function to get the story or point across but 
do not refer to or define his feelings. 
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1. The content is a narrative of events in which 
the speaker is obviously involved in some personal way but 
his remarks simply establish that the content is personally 
important and make no reference to the explicit quality or 
degree of involvement. All remarks and associations refer 
to facets of the narrative external to the speaker (other 
people, the events, objects, or just the speaker's actions) 
and do not include his inner reactions or perspective. The 
narrative may be elaborated to include details of the 
speaker's thought, opinions, xvishes, etc., that describe him 
intellectually, but these details are not related to his 
feelings, 

2. If the events narrated are impersonal the speaker 
must explicitly establish that the content is meaningful for 
him (e.g., expression of interest in or clear evaluation of 
the event;. These remarks only establish that the content 
is important, but make no explicit reference to the quality 
or degree of this involvement. 

3. Self-characterization or self-descriptions are 
at stage two if they are very abstract, generalized, or 
intellectualized and make no clear reference to the 
speaker's feelings or private phenomenology. The segment 
may describe the speaker's ideas, attitude, opinions, 
wishes, preferences, aspirations, talents, capacities, 
etc., that function to describe him from an external or 
peripheral perspective. 

4. The speaker's feelings, reactions, etc., maybe 
quite apparent or implicit (either because he is emotionally 
aroused or because the content is the type that ordinarily 
would be personally significant) but these feelings are not 
referred to directly, are not differentiated from the nar
rative, or are not personally owned. At stage two the 
speaker makes his feelings or experiences very abstract, 
or turns them into objects or events so that he seems to 
be describing them from afar as if they were in the general 
situations or primarily the responsibilit?/- of another 
person. The speaker may also refer to his ideas and 
thoughts as if they were feelings (I feel that I am a good 
farmer; I feel that people should be more considerate) but 
at stage two the words "I think" could easily be substituted 
for "I feel" without changing the meaning significantly. 

Stage Three 

The speaker's focus is primarily on telling the 
story or describing himself in external or behavioral terms, 
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but he goes beyond the content to comment about his feelings 
or private experiences. These remarks are limited to the 
events or situation and function to give the narrative a 
personal touch without specifically describing the speaker 
more personally or comprehensively. Also at three are in
stances where self-description is restricted to a specific 
situation. 

1. The content is a narrative of events or descrip
tion of some aspect of the speaker's environment (past, 
present or future) with parenthetical remarks 

a. About the speaker's feelings at the time 
of the event or in retrospect about the event (as 
opposed to a description of actions, capacities, 
ideas, opinions or moral judgments); 

b. Describing the speaker's state of aware
ness at the time of the events, (i.e., details of 
motives, consciousness, private perceptions or as
sumptions; e.g., I did it even though I knew at the 
time that I didn't want to); 

c. That clarify the personal significance 
or implications of the situation by relating it in 
detail to the speaker's private experiences. 

2. Self descriptions are at stage three when they 
are limited to fairly superficial aspects of the speaker's 
life style or role behavior, or characterize his feelings 
and reactions only in limited or behaviorally elaborated 
terms (i.e.. what he does or what happens when he gets 
angry as opposed to what he thinks and feels). At stage 
three personal remarks function primarily to describe a 
situation richly or to describe the speaker in one situa
tion but do not clarify his personal reactions in a more 
general context. 

3. If asked a direct question about his feelings the 
speaker must go beyond a simple yes or no response to elab
orate enough that the reference to the feeling vrauld be clear 
even if the interviewer's remarks were not available. Un-
elaborated yes or no responses to interviewer questions about 
feelings are stage two or one, depending on the amount of 
personal reference. 

4. Descriptions of "private" experiences such as 
dreams, fantasies, or free associations should be treated as 
narratives. They are at stage three only if feelings are 
specifically referred to. If associations simply describe 
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or explain details of the narrative or setting or trace or 
expand ideas and thoughts, then stage two is appropriate. 

Stage Four 

At stage four the speaker clearly describes his 
feelings and refers to his personal, internal perspective 
or his feelings about himself. As a result he communicates 
what it is like to be him. A specific situation may pro
vide the starting point, but the speaker goes beyond it to 
focus in detail on his personal perspective and feelings. 
These internally anchored self-references are presented and 
described, but do not serve as the basis for systematic 
self-examination or formulations. 

1. If a specific situation is the starting point, 
the self-references must either go beyond it: 

a. to show what the speaker is like more 
generally or more personally (i.e., describe his 
feelings in detail, refer to feelings as they 
occur in a range of situations, provide further 
personal reactions to specific feelings, relate 
the reactions to his self-image). The remarks 
can either be in the form of reactions to ongoing 
events, or immediate reactions to past events. 
Externally or behaviorally elaborated self-
descriptions, or moral evaluations of the self 
are not sufficient for four. 

b. to tell a story completely from a 
personal point of view with many details of 
feelings, reactions, assumptions, etc., so that 
what emerges beyond a narrative is a clear and 
detailed picture of what it is like for the 
speaker to have the feelings he does at that 
moment. 

2. The speaker may (without starting from a specific 
situation) talk in general about himself in terms of his 
feelings and personality, assumptions, motives, goals and 
private perceptions. By revealing these internal parts of 
himself the speaker gives a fairly detailed picture of one 
or more of his states of being without making any systematic 
efforts to examine or analyze the material that comes up. 
Details given must be more personal than an account of 
behavior, actions, opinions or thoughts. 
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Stage Five 

At stage five the speaker is engaged in the pur
poseful exploration or elaboration of his feelings. There 
are two components to this process: the speaker must pose 
or define a problem or proposition about himself explicitly 
in terms of his feelings and it must be explored or 
elaborated in some personal way. The problem or proposi
tion may involve the specific origin, sequence, or implica
tions of feelings, or relate feelings to other private 
processes. The exploration or elaboration must be clearly 
related to the problem or proposition and must contain some 
inner reference so that it can potentially function to ex
pand or clarify the speaker's awareness of how he works 
inside. 

Both one and two below must be present for stage 
five to be rated. If one (problem or proposition) is 
presented very strongly or clearly, then it is not essen
tially that the elaboration be extensive or consistently 
internal, provided that it's thematic relevance is clear. 
If the internal anchorage of the problem or proposition is 
weaker (e.g., as in speculations about external causes of 
feelings or the content or temporal sequence of feelings) 
then the exploration or elaboration part must have extensive 
inward referents so that it is clear that the speaker's 
focus is on expanding his self-awareness rather than on 
describing an external situation or justifying his behavior 
and reactions. 

1. A stage five problem or hypothesis about the self 
must be primarily oriented to feelings, private reactions. 
or assumptions basic to the self image. It can be defined 
in different ways: 

a. a feeling, reaction, or inner process, 
and in some cases a behavior pattern, can be de
fined as problematic in and of itself or seem to 
conflict with other feelings or aspects of the self; 

b. the speaker may wonder whether or to 
what extent he has a specific feeling (e.g., not 
what do I feel? which would be three or four, but 
do I really feel angry?); 

c. the problem or proposition can be de
fined in terms of the personal implications, re
lationships, and inner ramifications of a feeling, 
including its origins or causes, its place in a 
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temporal sequence of feelings and inner events, 
its mode of expression, or its personal and 
private implications; 

d. feelings, reactions and internal pro
cesses may be compared in some way. 

2. All problems or propositions about the self must 
be explored or elaborated with inner referents that: 

a. provide examples or illustrations of 
how the problem or proposition exists or operates 
within different settings or at different times 
(including a fully elaborated restatement); 

b. relate the problem or proposition in 
detail to other internal processes and reactions; 
or 

c. establish hypotheses, speculations, or 
analogies that can clarify the nature or private 
implications of the central problem, its causes, or 
ramifications. 

3. The speakerTs attempts to explore and work with 
the interviewer's questions or interpretations about feelings 
are not five unless the speaker puts the interviewer's ideas 
into his own words and adds ideas or explorations of his ov/n. 

Stage Six 

The speaker's feelings are readily available to him 
and are immediately and clearly used as an integral part of 
his description or conclusions about his inner workings in 
such a way that he achieves a new level of self-understanding. 
The feelings involved could either be reactions to an im
mediate situation or immediately experienced feelings about 
past or future events. What is clarified are the relation
ships among feelings, the causes for or implications of 
feelings, or the significance of specific feelings from 
other aspects of private experience (the self-image, private 
perception, motivations, etc.). What the speaker says about 
himself goes beyond pure description and demonstrates his 
facility for evolving a privately meaningful structure from 
his experience or testing privately-meaningful formulations 
against his experience in such a way that ambiguities are 
resolved. 
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1. The content may be a detailed explanation of the 
relationship between two feelings' (their causal relation-
ship, how they may conflict or complement each other), 
provided that it goes beyond the simple temporal or se
quential relationship. Thus the workings, the how or why 
of the relationship or sequence must be immediately apparent 
and described with internal reference. 

2. The content may be a detailed description of the 
relationship between one feeling and other aspects of the 
person's private experience such as his self image, private 
perception, motives, etc., which function as an interpreta
tion of the personal basis of the speaker's feelings. Inter
pretations of actions, attitudes, and events that are not 
internally anchored are not six. 

3. If the content refers to the relationship be
tween feelings and the situations in which the feelings 
arise, or the relationship between feelings and more ex
ternal or superficial aspects of the self, the detailed 
elaboration must provide references to the speaker's private 
experience that make the relationship of the inner processes 
and outer events very clear. 

4. Simple reference to changes in the self or 
feelings, or descriptions of past experiences where the 
speaker achieved understanding are not six unless they are 
elaborated extensively to show how change came about, and 
what the private details of the formulation are. Similarly 
the speaker's positive or negative responses to the inter
viewer's formulations or interpretations are not six unless 
they provide immediate and internally anchored confirmation. 

5. Any fully expanded use of an analogy that refers 
to the speaker's dynamics is six provided the private im
plications are made clear and go beyond the simple descrip
tion of the feelings-quality to communicate how the feeling 
works. 

6. Occasionally at stage six there may be specific 
indications that a personally significant formulation has 
occurred, though not necessarily within the moments recorded. 
Reference may be made to a momentary "a-hah" experience, as 
when something that has been vague before suddenly "opens 
up" so that many details can be brought into a new per
spective. To be rated six such an experience must be 
elaborated in detail so that the specific nature of the new 
content, or the newly-understood relationships between feel
ings and behavior is explained. 
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Stage Seven 

At stage seven the speaker communicates a full and 
easy awareness of his immediately present feelings and in
ternal processes. He can move from one inner reference to 
another, altering and modifying his conceptions of his self, 
his feelings, private reactions to his thoughts or actions 
in terms of their immediately felt nuances that occur in the 
present experiential events so that each new level of self 
awareness functions as a spring board for further explora
tion. 

1. The speaker may start with a problem within him
self, explore it and reach some interiorly anchored conclu
sion that he than applies to a number of other situations, 
or to other problems. He may also arrive at several related 
solutions to a single problem and integrate them in some 
way. Any self-analysis is followed by a more comprehensive 
or more extensive synthesis. 

2. The speaker may refer to several different formu
lations about himself (each of which meets the requirements 
for stage six) and then go on to integrate them or reduce 
them to a more basic formulation. 

3. The speaker may start with one stage six-type 
conclusion about himself and apply or use it in talking 
about a wide range of situations (each with inner referents 
established) so that he shows how the general principle 
applies to a rather wide area of his experience (e.g., past, 
present, future situations or different kinds of situations 
freely elaborated). 

4. All formulations about the self at stage seven 
that provide the links between elaboration or more descriptive 
association must meet the criteria for stage six in that 
feelings or inner events are central to them. Ylhat dif
ferentiates stage seven from stage six is that these con
clusions can be easily applied to a range of inner events 
or that they can give rise to a series of new and more com
prehensive insights. 



APPENDIX B 

SCHEMATIC DESIGN OF STUDY 

7# 



SCHEMATIC DESIGN OF STUDY 

Laboratory I 

N = g 

Laboratory II 

N = g 

WISM 

ACL 

GM 

IEM 
3M GEM GM 

GM 

IM 

WISM 

ACL 

WISM 

ACL 

GEM 

IEM 
GEM GM GM 

GM 

IM 

VJISM 

ACL 

. 1 . 2  , J  , k  5 6 , 7 , a i 9 • 10 XI. 12 , , 1*-

WISM (The Way I See Myself Questionnaire) 
ACL (Gough Adjective Check List) 
GEM (Group Experiencing Measure) 
IEM (Individual Experiencing Measure) 

^3 
vO 



APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW INSTRUCTIONS 

General 

Interviews are to be one hour in length and are to 

be done twice with each research subject: one before 

October 10 (if possible, otherwise shortly thereafter), and 

again around January 4. They should be held in the Psy

chological Clinic interviewing rooms unless the,under

graduate cannot come before 5i00 p. m. Record at 3-7/& 

speed on Clinic Wollensak recorder. Mrs. Malkin is to 

supply each graduate student with one tape. 

Purpose 

The interviews have a twofold purpose: to provide 

an individual process measure, and to provide graduates with 

assessment material. Because process rating depends a great 

deal upon client verbalization, the interviews should be 

structured and the structure presented below should be fol

lowed closely so that some uniformity is assured. The in

terviewer should ask open ended questions rather than 

specific questions and use phrases such as "tell me more," 

"can you elaborate?" "go on," etc. The point of this is to 

get as much verbalization by the interviewee as possible. 

SO 
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At the beginning of the interviews students should 

be told, "we are interested in student development in college 

and this interview will help us with our research. We 

operate under conditions of clinical confidentiality so that 

anything you say will be kept completely confidential." 

Interview Structure 

Proceed in the order indicated but do not feel that 

you must cover all questions. The main point is to get the 

interviewee speaking freely about matters of importance to 

him. Use the questions to help get him to do this and go 

as far down the list as is profitable to accomplish this 

general objective and to give you an understanding of him as 

a person. 

1. Would you describe for me any aspect of your 

experience in college that concerns you most at this 

point in your life? Choose something that you have 

the strongest feelings about that you are willing to 

discuss in an interview such as this. 

2. Would you describe yourself as a person? 

Include a description of your personal charac

teristics, your present interests, your future 

goals, your assets, and your faults as you see 

them. 

3. Describe your family, what they are like as 

persons, how they interact as a family and your re

lationship to them. 



4. Consider the experiences and influences in 

your life up until now that you feel have had the 

most impact upon you and describe some of the im

portant ones for me. 



APPENDIX D 

EXPERIENCING SCALE—SHORT FORM 

Dimension: The experiencing dimension refers to 

the individual^ capacity to recognize and express his 

av/areness of his phenomenological world and his ability to 

explore and resolve ambiguities and inconsistencies in 

thoughts, feelings, and actions from this frame of reference 

so that he has an easy understanding of his inner workings. 

7) Easy awareness of onefs 
experiencing and the 
ability to integrate 
new content into this 
frame of reference 

6) An understanding of the 
nature and implications 
of experiential content 
with resolutions of 
ambiguities from this 
framework 

5) Purposeful exploration 
or elaboration of prob
lems or propositions 
about the self-defined 
in affective or experi
mental terms 

Is the speakerTs self-
awareness used as the 
basis for all his 
associations? 

Is the speaker aware of 
how he works inside; 
what are the details of 
his formulations? 

What is the specific in
ternal anchorage of the 
problem or proposition; 
how is it explored or 
elaborated? 

4) Perception and elabora
tion of personal feel
ings or the self-image 
within an experimential 
frame or reference 

What is the speaker like 
inside; what is it like 
to be him? 

S3 
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Unelaborated reference 
to affective involve
ment in external situa 
tion 

Acknowledgment of 
personal role in ex
ternal situation 

Impersonal narrative 

What are his specific re
actions to or feelings 
about the story; what does 
it mean to him personally? 

How does the speaker in
dicate that it is his 
story? 

Whose story is it? 

Peak Rating 

Mode Rating 

Individual 

Segment number 

Rater 

Group 



APPENDIX E 

MODAL AND PEAK GROUP EXP LEVEL WITH AFTER-SESSION 

REPORTS FOR LABORATORIES I AND II 

Tables 5 and 6 show lack of relationship between 

random samples of group EXP level with After-session Reports 

for the same session, Laboratories I and II, respectively. 

Both groups for later sessions were rated higher in EXP 

level than earlier sessions. 

S5 
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TABLE 5 

Modal and Peak Group EXP Level with After-session 
Reports for Laboratory I 

Source Group After-session 
Session Sample EXP Rating Report Mean 

Mode Peak 

3 a 1.3 2.0 

3 b 2.0 2.7 

3 X a,b 1.7 2.4 5.1 

4 a 1.0 3.0 

4 b 2.0 3.0 

4 X a,b 1.5 3.0 6.0 

3 a 2.0 3.3 

a b 3.0 3.7 

a X a,b 2.5 3.5 3.6 

12 a 2.3 3.0 

12 b 2.0 4.0 

12 X a,b 2.2 3.5 4.4 

13 a 2.0 3.0 

13 b 3.7 5.0 

13. X a,b 2.9 4.0 6.1 



37 

TABLE 6 

Modal and Peak Group EXP Level with After-session 
Reports for Laboratory II 

Source Group After-session 
Session Sample EXP Rating Report Mean 

Mode Peak 

3 a 2.0 4.0 

3 b 1.7 3.0 

3 X a,b 1.9 3.5 6.1 

4 a 2.3 3.3 

4 b 1.3 2.7 

4 X a,b 1.3 3.0 4.9 

3 a 1.0 3.0 

3 b 1.7 2.6 

a X a,b 1.4 2.3 4.9 

12 a 2.6 3.0 

12 b 1.0 2.0 

12 X a,b 1.3 2.5 6.3 

13 a 2.0 3.0 

13 b 3.0 4.0 

13 X a,b 2.5 3.5 6.3 
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