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Sy ‘_ Thn.s study tested the general hypothesxs that

L] . . .
¢ . ) ) T B T

catEgorles of :Lnformatmn about a client would 1nf1uence

I T ' : r\_'

g o the counsellors overall Judgement to the extent that the . ..~ !

categones are meanlngful to the Judge. Twenty subjects : o

P . “(13 counsellors in training and 7 professional counsell‘ors’)'-
T _were glven 55 statements made by a single clJ.ent. Subjects v
v - -

yo were asked to form as clear an ;maress:Lon ‘of the client's’ gt _ <

-

personal:.ty as they could from the statements. Subjects o . -

" ':"f_ sorted the statements :Lnto categories us:.ng category t:Ltles Con
: . - | -

of their own ch0051ng. For each category subjects-' operatlon-

* v

.~ . al:Lzed thelr impress:x.ons of the client by complet:Lng a: rat:.ng _ o -
scale compvr:l.sed of 12 blpolar dunen51ons. ‘Subjects then'-
rated the:.r overall :meress:Lon of the cln.ent based upon the

statements in all categor:.es. -Meanlngfulness of a.category

3

o was def:.ned by J.tems (number of statefnents in a cate'gory) .

'

extremity (sum of the absolute dlfference from scale mld-

p01nt). and central:.ty (loadmg on first principle component) o

Category ‘influence was: def:.ned as a category 8 var:Lance-:Ln-'

_ " common w:.th the overall judgement For eachesubgect_the

.- . i
three md:n.ces of mean:.ngfu.‘l,ness (J.tems, extremity, centrallty) s -
Ko wex’e correlated with category J.nfluence. . .'w“ ’ R o

G . The results showed the three mean:l.ngfulness :mdlces :

dlffered :in the:l.r ability to predlct category influence A '. . -

upon overall Judgement. The centrahty index was found to

: ._be_ "a better predictor than ea.th‘er,‘ the J."tems.or'ex_trem.lty

L v s
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S counselling process, the counse/lxlor f/aces mtuations which ‘

Chapter T = -~ -

"IN}I‘RODUC'T,ION DT e
. - . / - o N * »
/A basic component used /m the counsellmg process

1s clim.cal or profess:.onal judt;ement. Throughout the

N

requ:.re the mak:.ng of professional judgements about the

- ser:l.ous mplicat:.ons for -counsell:.ng., If experienced / B ,

IS

and judgement processes?

'ivarlous aspects of the . process. These judgements 1nvolve

' such aspects as which test(s) to use, th.ch area- of concern* .

}“ e-‘*‘P1°r9: which approach to" use. what the c1;6nth¥'—-~—-

personality is like, and SO on. These cho:Lce pomts are of'

-

'consz.derable 1mportance to the outcomes of counsell:.ng. B

'I‘he obwvious importance ‘of cllnlcal judgements

»

in the counsell:.ng process make *J.t reasonable to expect

,:counsellors to have a: good understandxng of the process o’.’r:

processes :mvolved in making clinlcal Judgementy Unfortun- :

—

areiy, as Koester (1954) po:.nted out°

"Well trained and experienced
counsellors frequently cannot articfilate
the basis of their hypothesis and thereby o
be of assistance to ‘'the counsellor in .

-_training. ‘Pe 473 ,

¥

e AP S
- A statement such as the one made by Koester holds

counsellors can not adequately describe their own judgement

processes, how could counsellors—ln-tralm.ng be tran.ned to

make accurate Judgements or even develop sonnd processes

for making judgements? Fu(:thermore, how are profess:.onals

able 'to d:.scuss, exam:.ne, ‘O, compare the:Lr own judgements
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' Accuracy of _Clinical Judgements I 'f‘ S

?

‘e

—

‘ ccruﬁsellors did much better J.n the tas]&s than did the o

o

=, In the .past twenty years, researchers haVe attempted

.

[N / ’

/

to f:.nd out ' more about clz.m.cal judgement,. They (the reSearéhers)

b ¢ a4

have baswally fallen into two camps. one concerned w:uth the

- 3 °

»

a‘ccuracy of clm:.cal Judgement, and’ the "o,ther conce;nea wrl:h

the process of cl:Lm.cal judgement. Unfortunately, the results

o o- ’

of these 1nvestz.gatxons have been :anonclus:u?e ’ although some

o o 00

procedures seemed promlslng.‘ CFUREEEE CLoRs T
- . . - ¥ . . ° |.' o ., ,'; R ""‘ ' :1 PR - -?u dhl:

.‘_ ,

=u . s,

' uResearchers 1n ;:hlsa area have focused on a number et

a

of dlfferent factors th.ch t.hey cons::.dered to be of J.mportance°

in understandrng the accuracy of cllnlcal judgements.d' Se#eral

@
o o

researchers (Ryback, 1967 Strackler, 1967,,, Levy and Ulman, A R £

K s

1967) have focused on the not::.on that the amount of profess:.énal

2

tram::.ng and exper:rence of Judges affects the accuracy mth

b v P

which they made the:.r Judgements. But results of these - L

1}

experlments did ‘not support thlS hypothes.xs. ‘In factr in - . o

| some satuat:.ons 7 athose subjects who were 'not profess:ronal

experlenced counselJﬂors. T '-4 7 ' T

c

Other J.nvest}gators such as Osf{amp (1965), Golden
(1964) and SChfvartz (1967) proposed that the ambunt of .

1nformat10n avallable to the judge affects the accuracy of

o

his Judgements. In°o 'her words ‘the more J.nformatlon a—

[ 4

‘counsellor had about hlS c11ent, the more accurate his: judge- o

ments about him, - 'I'hls 'hypothes;s also was not borne out

‘

by the results of these stud:.es. A.Q,ther-ufagtors," suqh as’ R

o .
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‘rellablllty of and confldence in. judgement, 1ncreased w1th

ment did not 1ncre%se.
. ‘Goldberg and Werts (1966) and Goldberg. (1968)
. investlgated the rellablllty of cllnical Judgements agaln

with dlscouraglng results;. Goldberg (1968) ‘summed up the~

i

research 1n the area of clinical. judgement by saylng-

- . M. ..clinical judgements tend to be
(a) rather unrellable cfin at least two or
three senses of that term); (b) only min—
imally related to confidence and to the - .
" amount of experience of the judge; (c¢) ' .

- relatively unaffected by the amount of.

- information available to the judge; and,
(d) rather low 1n valldlty -on: an absolute ‘
‘basis..." p. 485 4 ‘ D

-5» ‘
< ' " . f

Judgement Procdess

Y

—

. - Wlthln the area of judgement process, researchers«
'ha{e,'fgi

.thch may ‘be cla551f1ed as-a mathematlcal apprdach
. ,‘,ﬂ Hoffman (1960) addrebsed hlmself to the questlon

-

of whether oxr not the Judgement process could be adequately

descrlbed and in so doing prov1ded what may be considered
as a ratlonale for the use of mathematlcalvm:dels 1n des-

crlblng the judgement process. . He stated:

. . ;

g ...the process_is adequately
. . descrlbed when a particular mathematical -
D 7 model qulté effectively predicts judgexents
v+ .. -for any given set-of- ‘information. This is

consistent with the scientific meanlng of
the word 'descriptlon' " Pe 117

(RN . P

e

—————

Lmcreas:.ng amounts-of 1nformatlon, but the accuracy of judge—*

et T

the most part, grav1tated towards onevapproach \\"-

Though Hoffman 5 statement may be taken as a b351s..3

'”for research in thls area, he’ was not the first to employ a

mathemat1ca1 model Brunsw1ck (1952) developed hlS "lensf
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. PO model" as-a ftamework for conceptuallzlng the Judgement S e :1;
.L,! - 1\0

N process .of the 1nd1v1dua1 Jugge.. ThlS model whlch has‘, ’:f:. Co

L -'w' ‘'since. become refe ed to as the linear regre551on model,

¢ ',' C or 51mply—thE“11near model, was based upon ass;gnlnf weights
i S o to the various 51tuat10na1 cues as a mothod of flndlng out
w h - how much 1nf1uence a. partlcular cue had upon the flnal

%“ :‘ Judgement. The judgemggt 1tself was then descrlbed as

ey r - - . s e
O SRV T O e i

R.A" e 51mply the result of a process whereby the weighted cues "

2 s R )

. were slmply added together. y . S

P

%:-_; S . The adeguacy of this rather’simplefmodel to account

. for the Judgement process has been examlned by a number of "

WA WA v 5 M i 2

L e ek

- researchers. The resuits of 1nvestlgatlons by Hamnond

Hurch, and Todd (1964) and Hoffman (1960) 1nd1cated the 11near

CRm o

~—

E; ’ © model ‘was suff1c1ent to account for the judgement process.

Further weight was added to these flndlngs by Hammond and

ot Summers (1965) who 01ted more than a dozen cllnlcal and
—_— P L
- qua51 cllnlcal Judgement studles in which the results

- T. suggested cllnlcal judges were predomlnately linear ln thelr ®

fﬁﬁ.' ' ' | procesi of comblnlng cues in makrng thelr Judgement. . f’
_ Goldberg (1968) reported that desplte the apparent‘
capablllty of the llnear model to account for the judgement~
gs :‘-1~. process, most clinicians rejected the notion of a simple
“additiﬁe process. ,Instead,~they described.their proéesses'
.as complex ones in whlch various cues modified the importance’

.of other cugs”and, furthermore,,cues could be comblned in any
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_mathemat;cal model whlch would be sens;tlve to the detectlon

Hoffman, Slov1c and Rorer 11

':“~. T of complex Judgement processes.
(1968) proposed that an analys;s—of-varlance (ANOVA) model

would be sensltlve to such complex processes. The results 2_””

\

/l\-showed that even though the ANOVR was_ggnsgtlve to non—llneg£-;

; . I judgement, most of the process could Stlll be accounted for-'-?

by the 11near model. Subsequently, research v Slov;c (1969)

. and Slov;c, Flelssner and Bauman (1972) found samllar results, N
. -\\,
thOUgh the latter found more.- ev1dence of complex cognltlve :

el processes than diga- the other studles. :ff'“ i:-u.; S
DN e . N S SRS ')‘3uiﬂ :
e : "" The obvlous discrepancy betWeen the flndlngs of . s

q' o Epf reSearchers and the reports of counsellors deserves con-

51deratlon,'51nce elther counsellors are deludlng themselves,

Lo

about thelr sophlstlcatlon or else the 1nvestlgat1ve tools ~j- ,-*f:;” o

‘»of experlmenters are blased. The avallable ev1dence tends

to support the latter. The llnear regress;on model and thej‘g

\
ANOVA (whlch Hoffman (1968) p01nted out 1s a- form of . 11near

regression) have a llnear basls whlch cannot ‘but be’ expected R

i“[lf ﬂ‘t:” to 1nfluence the results, and to pos51bly mask the more

L complex processes. Thls notlon was supported by Green (1968),
= who reported that 11near1ty may 1ndeed be . manlfested in

R results by vrrtue of the nature of the analys;s rather than

. ) \)I"--‘.':. . L .‘ N ) .\\.. _'
o e by v1rtue of the Judgement processes themselves. R -,:*f\

I

The adequacy of the mathematlcal models to descrlbe ,"
the process at all has been con51dered by some to be hlghly

questlonable.r Hays (1968) p01nted out that researchers who :'Zl

).-. - . . . .
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have employeu mathematlcal models, have had as thelr a1m the ,;;:.:V

o P

.- C . e
ot el
a .- -

P

b
SRS

& T . K RPN PR
i ] 13 ‘o ey . - . ey
R T T ot TN oN O U e Py W] 5"’“{;‘, _‘gﬁ,ﬁ:ﬁ:;% ﬁf




- o R "hh mmwmww«mw sty erorna S S Lo
. R N . . . L. . Yo o R . A [ ——
po N S N re - ‘ . D . . . _ ) R I -
H . . . J N N . ) N . . v .
r . . . N e . “ R L = . Lo ' s L . LN . \
[ P . Lo S, - el . N . 2 N
; ‘ \

1

Vol P . SR

‘1nferr1ng of the Judgement process' nature by observ1ng t e

4

relatlonshlps between the 1nformat10n glven the Judge (1nput)

and the Judgement whrch was passed (output).- Hays cla;med

S o that the extent to whlch thrs Llnd of" analysrs 15 rndlcatlve By - ,'4i

. R s o

%" Coe of the rnterhal process which goes on durlng judgement is"hf' ftl' L

&)

?v R '”'; suspect.' He suggested it is as imp0351ble to infer the _— .'_,'3

nature of the judgement process from the 1nput—output 'ik - ‘:A:-f}

,._~:; . ; relatlonshlp as ‘it is to 1nfer the nature oF a computer by

b

5 . . .

examlnlng its 1nput—output relatlons. Thfs v1ew was supported fﬁ;_"j
L by Sklnner (1953), _'\lewell (1968) ahd Green (1968), all of . 4
o .p whom suggested 1t 1s a waste of tlme to 1nfer the nature of {;' I l

| unseen proceSses from examlnlng 1nput—output relatronshlps._ i

Desplte 1ts shortcgmlngsi however,\the mathematlcal f f,.wf
'modelxmay.have some measurement value. Hays (1968) noted that ’ ,h-f' .

g1ven a common 1nput two or more processes which produce

[y 4

'
e S

dlfferent outputs cannot he the same, thus rnput-output
,analy51s may help te—make dlstlnctlons between processes' o
A T w1thout really descrlhlng the processes themselves.hfﬁf :::}”:5‘\"“j‘

e

ﬁThe Counselllng Sltuatlon. B o }}“ f_ri vj;,‘ﬁg;,-
B :
The d1ff1cu1t1es encountered 1n the study of S
3c11n1ca1 Judgement encourage the exploratlon of alternate

hifmodels and methods. As poxnted out by Mueller (1974), most o i"{

dtudles 1nvolv1ng judgements about persona&%ﬁy have °Perated . Sl
" on the bas;c paradlgm of provrdlng a 115t of personal;ty :”."'Hi’;

"tralts to the subjects whlch they must synthes1ze to then ‘A~

R 3;;,_gﬂmake some form of judgement.« But, 1n a counselllng 51tuatlon,‘lv

;gz'a ;m,'- s
1“‘»,-*»« Ve




a c11ent does not srmply say "I m warm, frlendly, trusting,:."_-'u

P - ;and calm. . Rather, thls type of 1nformatlon must be gathered Aot

Ao ,'":: '~1nd1rectly by the—counsellor through the cllent's statements.y.

R

P . '-‘.A model more representatlve of thls 1ndlrect process, hence

SR
o

more ecologlcally valld may hlghllg It certaln aspects of

PR S AT

'Judgement whlch have not been prev1ously stressed by I g@f&‘~ =3

i L , -researchers. - , e . e o o

T RS S , e ST ) ,.‘v

- 'y*-; In qrder to apply an- 1nformatlon process1ng model

. . o \ .
"to the analy51s of cllnlcal judgement, 1t seemed necessary . ,f‘ B E

0 . 4

2o ern T
AL N

o

ERCRERTE £

and reasonable to v1ew the counselllng srtuatlon as an

'iexchange of 1nformatlon (statements) between ‘the cllent ‘and

. . \
DU counsellor. More precrsely, for the purpose of thls study, . .

oo the cllent was vrewed asé an 1nformatlon glver and the counsellor :
. T 'y : s

~;jas an. 1nformatlon rece}ver srnce the rime concern was what

.1nformatlon the counsellor used in arr1v1ng at cllnlcal L
: o : RN . , )

AN . ""judgements.

The capacz.ty of the cllent to generate and transmlt

" L "lnformatlon to the counsellor is v1rtua11y unllmlted. withln

- a glven counselllng se351on a cllent may ‘transmit informatlon
i ’

.'about a large varlety of thlngs,;such as feellngs, perceptlons, ’W‘

G

‘;thoughts, famlly, frlends, school, and so. on‘, He may tough

".llghtly on several toplcs or may go 1nto deta;l on only a
”A f“‘-few toplcs. But in any event ‘he - Stlll has the potent1a1 to “t’.‘";g:

. transmlt a 1arge amount of 1nfornmtion to the counsellor.

1 . ¢

Wf"; ‘WflIn contrast to thls, research 1ndlcates the counsellor,_llke

Lo ;:‘:any other 1nd1v1dual, has a rather llmlted capac1ty to processlf R
- oxr” handle 1nformatlon recelved The notlon of an 1nd1vrdual “_”,. e

hav1ng a 11m1teo capacxty to process 1nformatlon is not, new..i‘ f”,“}~.

T o

T A T
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N

. In the 1700 s, both Charles Bonnet and Anto:.ne LO'L‘I.'LS claude\

‘ .processmg limit for :Lnformatlon. fTﬁough each of these

L&

overload s:.tuatlon vere able to process more 1nformat:.on By

v T S0 ‘A'LVJ

. .rn the . 1800 s both Sir WJ.ll:.am Hanu.lton and William James

' redlscovered the concept and suggested the 11m1t was in. the

) ut:.l:.z:.ng a process wh:.ch he called "chunkmg" Chunkn. g

' 'upon some common atribute o/r dmensron. ' For example,

; handled by grouplng them together on the bas:.s of max

and, a long llst of statements could be made more

Mandler (1975) has outlined the early research in thJ.S area.‘

-

Destutt de 'I‘racy suggested s:Lx as the lJ.Il‘llt of the number of‘

w

'obgects wh:rch the mJ.nd could comprehend at one tlme._ Later

'suggested the ll‘mlt of s:.x appl:.ed not only to s:.ngle obJects
but to grouplngs of .Lnformatlon as well. : After that the
area recelved 11ttle ‘or no attentlon unt:n.l luller (1956)

v ]

. range o.f 7,. plus or m:n.nus 2 un.rts or groups of 1nformat10n. ’

.. - , . e . -,
SR S i A £ 2 et e e MGG 1, S
- . PR . ) T Vo A N

Mandler: (1975) presented data- th.ch mdlcated fJ.ve was the

i P N
.

i
researchers dlffered sl:n.ghtly on what the exaeﬁ l.unJ.t of a’

i it b

person's J.n:f:'ormatlon processrng 1s, they agreed ‘on the

funda.mental po:.nt .there is a l:LmJ.t to the amount, of

. rnformatlon whrch :an 1nd:.v1dua1 can’ process at .one - t:.me.

G:Lven thls llmlted capac:rty to process mformat;.onp e

hhow could an 1ndlv1dua1 cope w:.th the large am unt of

T

1nformat:Lon receJ.ved from an :mf\ormatlon sourc ?

M:Lller (1956)° reported :Lndlvrduals 1n an 1nformatlon -

, 1nvolves a. group:Lng of 1ndlv1dual p1eces of :mformat:.on based

» -

-
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W
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by grouplng together those statements whlch shared certalna .

/P
e

I8 .
Ly

‘ themes.“A ' o )
K \ Many pther researchers (e g. Tulv1ng 1962, l%p4'
Bower 1970; Bower and Sprlngston 1970 Tulv1ng and Patkow‘."
19629 Broadbent and Gregory 1961-‘Funkhouser 1968) found

.'support f r the natlon that people do indeed organlze 1n--

formatlon 1nto categorles or chunks; and that thls organlzatlon“

does affect such thlngs .as; retentlon and the eﬁse of recall of =

1nformat10n. ," R fj,A;' - o { EARR
R T - o . R
: The counselllng 51tuatlon,'w1th its 90551b111t1es

i

for generatlng large amounts of 1nformatlon,'can place the

counsellor 1n an overload srtuatlon, requlrlng hlm to chunk o

1nformatlon.: Thus, when asked to form an overall Judgement of

a cllent;s personalrty, he dbes not comb1ne~f1fty, 51xty or :

-

i a hundred 1nd1v1dua1 pleces of 1nformatlon obtalned from, the

kY

‘«!.
':-“\i PRNCR IR

2

cllent, but rather a—smaller number of chunks of 1nformatlon '

' comprlsed of the 1nd1v1dual pleces of lnformatlon..

.

N H

. :
S A method used by researchers to examine how subjects

categorlzed ;nformatlon has been a sortlng technique.' A ”i
procedure used by Van Atta (1966) to study c11n1c1ans'

categorrzatlon of cllent statements As 111ustrat1ve of thls

technlque. Van Atta had a nunber of cllent statements.
[" . o . _'.
“ 1ndLV1oually typeo on cards.: Sthects were asked to represent

.‘thEII 1mpre551on of the cllent's personallty by categorlzlng

e the statements. No 11m1ts were placed upon the number of

4
Subgects dev1sed their own‘

.o

categorles whlch could be used. .

‘\category tltles and sorted the statements accordlngly.

v K
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£ 'Subjects were permltted to move statements ‘from Eategory(to-

<@

&hll‘ 'category untll they were Satlsfled wrth the way the statements

‘ti'were sorted.- Slnce thls procedure regulred every statement

-

) H
e e X

to be categorlzed, subgects were penmltted to have a dlscard

a;category 1n whlch they could glace staZements Whlch they felt

c were 1rrelevant. : @ » i

R . R .

Whlle thls sortlng technlque 1dent1f1es a persow's‘

' categorles and thelr contents, 1t does not 1ndlcate anythlng

.
R Rl D AR AU B VIR P #

'jabout how those categorles lnfluence hlS overall judgement L

tof the cllent.' In oxder” to do thls, 1t would be necessary

-"f'to examine both the counsellor .S 1mpressron or Judgement
'2 ~:< fof the cllent based upon each category, as well as the Judge— ) ’Lf - .
,ment based upon all the 1nformat10n A method whlch allows | . ﬁ'
‘*é ‘IP”"I;sucR\an examzpatlon 1s a varlatlon of the repertory grld ‘iuf ‘:7.~

\,» S : - . -

,'devel' ed by Kelly (1955).

Slater (1965) p01nted out, a gr1d consxsts of ' ‘; E

‘ a set of ell'lted or supplred constructs (blpolar concepts

snch as calm/anx‘ous),,a set of elic1ted or supplied elements

'J,.orderzng, ratxng scales), (c f Slater,_1'76): By'conv"-'

- B
. . - ‘ »

. on. the construct dlmen51dns, it is possable to

'7f3udgement. To clarlfy consrder the followxng example. ,:“s‘

- v
s
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" constructs. .

<

.. -~ Eléments

(categgries) . .. i ..

'_5‘*~f;71

';rum;,"'n

-

/' o -li ‘Apreserved/out9°1n9 {_fizﬁv"

[ R T

~ca1m/anxiouS‘. gsz.g} -1

dec151ve/1ndeclsive il

O
)
W ()

[-)}
_ws N : R

~

. " - s cmuns 1 e : R f;
ii :Jt ::“} f '.Z}fiifTi%rW?ki?‘i-:fi; SAMPLE GRID .'“ifi_; S RO
) : fl Thls sample 1s an abstract;on of three construct j
:*gfﬁi‘fsorts from a total grld. The hypothet1ca1 subject would be’
: “sg;."ﬁajfﬁfﬁasked “£0' represent hls 1mpressxon of the cllent based upon'g:\ |
; ‘l.miiH,a srngle category or Ln the case of an overall ]udgement ;
Lfaall the categorles, by completlng a ratlng scale comprrsed T
'xiof blpolar constructs.‘ ﬁach construct is x ted along a ﬁ_i“. -
;; y‘ff";nli"seven'po1nt scale; e g._calm, 1 2, 3 4 5 6 7a\anxious. ".
’:'.{ﬂvaﬂle‘fh'the columns numbered one: to flve, the scores refer to L

'-Fllne.;

In the colunn labled f1na1,

SO g’if ﬁé-_-}ratlng of the overall 1mpression.

By correlatrng the

Efthe ratzng that category recelves for the construct on that “':'

the scores refer to the

e H
P
vy

.{responses of each category w1th the overall response it s’ .;'-}g~'

: dPOssible to obta1n an 1ndlcat10n of the lnfluence of a LJ*Tls .
;_ category upon overall Judgement.' ’ 'Q -
| SEERAE It seems unreasonable to assume each category or ;ﬁ"i: o
chunk of lnformatxon would be of equal value in its 1nf1uence o
- " . o . . . N - A e e " . - {".. - .
. ' 2 [ ‘;."v‘:.v A ot y

] - . ' ’ '
) -t " RR
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U X, o ;
'\a-vocates of the mathematical model It must, ther; orei be

asked which chunk(s) of information 1s most influential ﬁ‘“
J' .

| ‘ 8 | IR
G making a clinical Judgement.' Brunsw1ck (1952) attempted to’ \\\ U

":'. '. 1 -,

; T 2.;:1 deal w1th this question when he ass1gned weighted values to o th N

- el " cues.n However,'it was an expost facto approach.. BrunsWick SEURET g

fi IR SAER had no- baSis for explaining\ y some information was more R
o - L - P I R -3

* heaVily weighted than any other, and therefore, could make e
v - . 3

'illj" 'no predictions as to what 1nformation would be expected to-

o~

carry the most influence.. This thesis differs from Bruns-"zfﬁ,p';' !g’
. W1ck s approach in‘that 1t attempts to discover why some e e

e s information 1nf1uences the ovérall judgenent more than other 1 ;‘_f"af
, information. .'-fjf; ejp‘@-'-jﬁ_ j‘flj i f‘f_;.f ‘;:‘:;{:.ig*

. One pOSSlble factor in determining the 1m$ortance }5"3;.'

':\:1 of a given category or chunk of information in influencing
|

-,'the overall clinical judgement is- the meaningfulness of a’

ffﬂparticular category to a particular Judge}. ‘The rationale i? ;;1 SRR

'L!fof this comes from Glixman (1965), who pointed out thatgyz'gég"gj~

-

-idomain (the information presented) into subsections of

';1meaning orxr categories.' Thus,-it 1s reasonable o expect 3
: a S . e

".that those categories more meaningful to the Judge wduld :
' -

i

I

o o \” categorizing involves the function of diVldlng a meaning R
]

|

|

|

i

,‘ﬂ;'have a greater effect upon the overall Judgement than those

\§~{fl'categories which are 1ess meaningful. In order to test thls :‘?VMY_.

L . - v b
"general idea it is necessary to develop an operational

‘,fy'..i;fzﬁfdefinition of 1nd1cators of meaningfulness.- Three 1nd1cEs o

"f;f}of meaningfulness were used in this study.
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. o 7 '
4 ¢ ., . LT .
- , e .
» .Y T . /
~ U PO ~ i

.o ., . -

. ”" 1] . oo v i e LAY b -
= e t oy g R L Y [FCXx2 . s o

e DU NERE L a*e:’ SRR 2
« s o . N




Y

nn'!-:'.:’isdm.;ﬁ "E}.ﬂ,}g&aﬁ;g-n -.A"P fz‘_},‘ﬁ\t A A RN e 4 : -&*"'-‘m-i;o,__,.__.', o B L
T ’fif"if'”: L ST "
. Tl ,_13, .
. ; . . ) o
MEanlngfulness as Number of Items in a Catego y o o .

[N

: areas. o ."'«;, .:.'V: 'f ‘.‘,‘wx : 'f o '.v‘ ;l -

o of man whlch to all 1ntended purposes, served as.a reference—ar;;_w—u~

. of. some- aspect of the model For example, a Freudian would’ -”:f;fl
": c1assrfy or categorize a certaln behav1or as belng repre-”f : '-_f'jl'f
sentat;ve of a person s ego, whlle a. Rogerran mrght c1aSS1fy ’ »ﬂz

B

The number of 1nd1v1dual ltems (rn thls case

sentences) whrch are grouped together to form a category '_,g Lol
: can be seen as an 1ndication of the meanrngfulness of that P j

category. Support for thls lndex c0mes from at least three'

RS

s b - L N e SAA

.

theory lS that 1t is 1mportant to. be able to 1nterpret the"

Ty

S

'
.

varlous aspects of. a person s personalrty 1n some meanlngful

S
}

) way.A To ald people 1n dorng thls, theorrsts devrsed ‘models - ‘frl

.8
[

. Ny j
901nt to- glve some meanlng to the various aspects of a person.' S
Certaln behaviours, beliefs, attltudes, and so on, manlfestedf' é
‘ </ . . R .

by a person are then classrfled as berng specrfrc examples E-fijiﬂt;_h:

the behavror as belng 1ndlcat1ve of a: person S self concept.
'Regardless of the category tltle or theoretlcal inclinatlon:

of the Judge, he 1s attemptlng to make informat;on meanlngful

by class;fylng.lt.; Since people are not able to respond .'-i;: - i;f

approprlately to stlmull whlch .are not mean1ngfu1 to them,

1t seems reasonable to expect that people would place st1mu11 Coe :

.ln the category whlch would optimise meanrngfulness.\\Thus,a,;1;

La category whzch 1s able to lmpart meaningfulness to the

most st11u11 is apt to be more meanlngful to the judge. :5t

_'.‘ - A : .\',n‘
YL g C. [
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Arange.

' f Second, Bruner and Tajfel (1961) viewed a category

T L T P P T RT3 W i

i

in terms of its equivalence range, which represents the

l~number of

-

.number of

S

-was more meaningful, there would be more items in that

s’

items included in a category.n The greater the

items in a: category, the greater its equivalence

'

hey argued that in Situations where a category

.

’

Ve

14.

e

¢

i

category.

PRI

This w0u1d occur in order to reduce the chance

\

of making a Judgement error as a result of erroneously

The more

n% "l'

.oba

“

gfexcluding items from more meaningful categories.

,L

h

jmeaningful a category, the more important it becomes to

hxit.‘
.person altered the criteria for membership in.a category in

.an attempt to av6id any categoriZing errors.,

7':meaningful categories to ensure items which were in any ,'n{

‘ way connected to the categories could be included in them.;::t_ﬁ'a'd
:3 On the other hand, Judges would tighten the criteria for ﬁ:_iijl”
;membership in 1ess meaningful categories to ensure that no{

_items which could pOSSibly be categorized in- more meaningful N,;T"5¥' h

'criteria for an item's/memhership in a’ category, 1t would, h. B

'2 N\ .
-y
\ .

Y

ensure that all potentially relevant items are included in:

To accomplish this, Bruner and Tagfel suggested a'.‘,z'ﬁ.~”fi Jk

v

They suggested 32

a. judge would loosen/the criteria for membership in more . ; ‘u,;iﬁ

Y
.

e

categories mere admitted. Thus, by the alteration ‘of. the :;, s:-‘V’

e expected that more meaningful categories would have more

Y

P A

“ Third, support for this index stems from Noble s

(1952a) associative meaningfulness index (nn.,

his meaning—-

' fulness index (m)’ was defined as’ the mean frequency of writtenﬂf

t 5 y-ﬁ'-‘;;«i.?w
Eioci



‘H_assoc1ations which subjects were able to name for a. stimulus'

f~¢_. A :,liword in 60 seconds. Noble (1952b) uSed this 1ndex/in an }f’;n‘ \ﬁ
"fiexperiment where subjects were required to learn lists of 5 - jé .
e'words. He found the larger the m value for the llSt, the 5“ -

-

fewer the trials required to recall the list without error.' u:c’

I:Mandler (1955), Noble, Stockwell and pryre(1957), Noble'’ (1961),
o ‘ﬂ.Pa1v1o, Yuille, and Madigan (1968), Amster and Battig (1965),:

:fuand Amster (1966) have all used the/p index, though some,

Qvaried the time or number of items asked to be assocrated

' '”*5‘w1th the strmulus w0rd, to measure the meaningfulness of
: "wordS. o k“" ) . l‘ ;Vj-.'"m' I.' . " e [ " »' e h,‘ | . °
j J<;fj;fk9f{ff: It is’important to recognize the WOrds associated

F’~3w1th the stimulus word does not necessarily 1ndicate the ‘ﬂ“f'.;

L] ‘M'.—'

'5mean1ng of a word, but rather ‘the meaningfaaness of a, word.

[N . . e

‘5sFor example, a stimulus word such as ,good' ‘may" have among

:U:;.lts associated words 'bad' ' It 18 quite obVious good does

}: "Lnot ‘mean bad,’but there is'a relationship between the words. ;ﬂ.
?;E”ﬁli;;The crucial poxnt is, a word is meaningful to the extent -
' i:h‘.;“l.;other words are v1ewed as. having.a relationship to 1t. . ,
.ilggfithf?)i’ﬂg’L;F Jenkins and RusSell (1956 as cited by Staats and
. 'f-f}iStaats 1969) tested ‘the strength of: the L} 1ndex of meaningfulness r j'
..{ : against another 1ndex of meaningfulness,,rating extremity "?l
) } “,(ehls 1ndex w;ll be discussed Ain: the next section) and found ‘”:1f‘1$3)f
.J | "ita correlation of 71., In addition, Noble (1958) correlated f;'i;; L
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. E / <. -
L L = in meani~ng. - o
% , g 'lat.-the .001 level._ Together the e stud:l.es J.ndlcate larger E Q .
Q "'...‘\» - R :“"‘ m’ s are assoc:.ated wn.th more nteaningfulness{. P ;: | . . B 'ﬁ
f ) : Though the stud:.es above referred exclus:r.vély to/ P E
words, there J.s/nb reason to expect there w:Lll be a.ny ‘*"‘;';-'. .' 'YL :
ﬁﬂ'-" (_‘ o dlfference for categor:.es s:an:e the basic pr:mca.ple :|.s the 1 , T
) l ',s-ame A parallel can be drawn by cons:.der:.ng the stn.mulus / 3%
t . __‘ word o’f the abova stud:.es equivalent to the category '.tltle,'_.‘;. L J{
| _ and the words assoclated w:Lth the stlmulus words egulvalent';, ' ; §
o - to' the sentences assoc:.ated w:.th the category t:.tle. In the | ,(
above c1ted studles, the numbe’r“ of words 1n a person s, . ‘—A N
ﬁ_ ‘_* ’ vocubula.ry wh:l.eh were assoc;ated w:l.th the stlmulus word wa.s - '
. ‘ ~-seen as an 1nd1catorl of the mearungfulness o:E the st'lmulus' ‘ o
‘ / ) . word.. I) th:l.s thesis, the number of cllent statements Ca
N T (sentences) wh:.ch can ‘be assoc:.ated w:.th a category t:.tle J.s S
v‘ seén as ‘an .:md:.cator of the meanxngfulness of the category.. "‘){
Mean:l.ngfulness as Extremty of Ratlng.,, ...fl, I ,;,-"' S -
E s g The relat:we extrem:.ty WJ.th th.ch an element (in | _
‘this ‘case, eategory) is Judged, 1s onea tradit nal Jgndlcator K ,
g ‘ of t.he ‘meaningfulness of that element.- Pol‘ 12] ¥on or rat:l.ng N
; ‘extrem{ty is t;wpzca/{ly measured b;.y the absolut/ stance of / i '
: ‘ \ a g:Lven ratlng from the mldelnt. For 1nstanFe on a scale : ',t‘- Y @
. ’ ‘ - ranglng from one (good) to seven (bad) -y four 'would represent a //\9 |
=_ | neutral zbne between good and bad.. E:ttremlty 1n jud,gement has J;#' .
= o usually been/measured by the devratlon of rat:mgs from thls : ;
7 , - mldp01nt..;;‘ | v C L _:' R
/ wi A THAN T ey B oS APAS ISULNLIUL C UV O ERE. U ST SO SV
o : . R , L Loel T e
j s - s . 0y
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3

) . B b

e T .‘1:' 3'f‘ Several studles have shown extreme ratrngs reflect . . - o

PR, A

t I

,ﬁ"-;;; B the meanrn%fulness of both the elements belng rated and the’ o ' h‘}
,constructs used in rat}ng the elements. MltSOS (1961),

S A R Cromwell and Caldwell (1962), Issacson (1962), Issacson.and

PR

o : Landf:.eld (1965), Landfield (1955, 1968), ‘Bender x 695,' .
?'*,. . :. :fand Bonarxus (1970){’found elements were rated more extremely
} : .'f “y'~.on constructs whlch were more’ meanlngful or personally
;51gn1f1cant to . the judge. Alternatlvely, Kotuv (1962), , S
;Landfleld (1971), o' Donovan (1965), Ourth and Landfleld ‘:f},. i. ,5
; .y.A,',_ : T(1965), and Saper (1964), have found elements wh1ch were | |

',more meanlngful or personally 51gn1f1cant to the judge were

hy rated more extremely than elements whlch were less meanlngful. :

<
TN X1 2 WV NS O TR N ‘;..‘.u‘—-b:.‘.—:.:{.,ﬂl“ DA G )

TR ' As one example, Landéleld (1971) had cllents rate their

counsellor,.as well as counsellors rate their cllents. He .

R R T Tt
>

v
N

.found clients who termlnateo counselllng prematurely rated N, T

'thelr counsellor less extremely (i. e. construed the counsellor. o

less meanlngfully) ‘than cllents who contlnued in counselllng.

A

M;Meaningfulness as Centrallty Wlthln Cognrtlve Struéture.

'The" centrallty of a category w1th1n a person s

.

; e 'cognrtlve structure prov1des another deflnltlon of meanlngful- ;
\ “'»: . ,lness. Accordlng to cognLtlve structural theory (Kelly, 1955) , o
. :' ~/ a person s cognltlve domaln is comprlsed of a number of elements

: o r-

(categorles) whlch do not exlst as 1solated entities but are . >

Y

=f\ connected in- some way to form a structure. 'Within thls

¢ x| structure the various.categorles are related to each other

to,varyin degrees or,strength In addltlon, some categorles L

! “\‘M;M\Wm-wﬂhw‘*“““ -



Lme

Wi . - St . - © y Lo s P \ N A

S are related to or have 1mpllcatlons for a great many categorles

SR VR :
H oL whlle others have 1mplicatlons for only a few. To clarlfy,- ) :

on51der the flllow1ng dlagram whlch represents the

pRt A e

; K ' 1mp11catlons amongfeategorles ln a hypothet1ca1 cOgnitlve : _%
. “n _" ~ B . A" . . . A . ";“
Lo structure. ' - ; ‘%:
o s - - 5
‘ y R » g
% ' . | . o ;g

PRI AR A
s

’v-Key:‘"bIﬁAcategory;ﬁefi y,';é:implicationsh . strong IR
ne T hon e u¢1~:1 A a 1mpllcations

L

s

c. . - - e
LR TP SO N ey SN

IR FIGURE 2 . :-'3"3."jf»y.'f”' :.{=,'
o HYPO'I‘HETI CAL. COGNITIVE STRUCTURE :

The"dlagram indlcates that there are two ways in_ o

£ Sa e g i

Y

\g Lo ;?,whlch one can examlne the extent of a category 8- 1nfluence~”-t‘ .'a5{

upon cogn1t1v structure - strength and number of. 1m llcatlons.
% P

;F;"Foreexample, category F- has stronger 1mp11catlons for catégory B
. D than 1t does for e1ther category G or E.f Category H has
| ;=a greate number of impllcations for other categorles than .
:‘,.ca,te‘gt? I. - . .' ) 9 . L L 3 1
R :“ The centrallty of a category w1th1n a cognitlve | ;t «

3

. ‘ ;—Structure has been measured by the strength and number of

‘ L ;lmplrcatlons a cétegory‘has for other categorles.‘ A category :[:z':‘] .
whlch has many and strong 1mpllcatlon5 for other categorlesf"~' ‘

'3Lﬁf- 'wf;"901¢ be more central within the~total struoture than w0u1dyii w..Ffu: 3'7

7avcategory‘ﬁhich-haszfewfandAweaktimpiicationsrgﬂIf"meaning.',Qfg
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'''''''

- pervasxveness of a’ category S. 1mp11catlons or relatlons.'

- the ceggrallty of a tralt, upon the strength and number L

'“H of correlatlons to other tralt:

Hfﬂ(Kelly, 1955)v people are t o hﬂ to be dlrected toward theA

l;uuconstructs w1th more 1mp11cat1ons w111 be more meanlngful
“or personaldy sxgnlflcant,_found constructs W1th many

A'lmpllcatﬂons were much more re51stant to change than

b . . ' . . . 1
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'1s relatlonal the mean1ngfulness~can be deflned by the .

Asch (1946) demonstrated tnat some personallty tralts

-

'(central tralts) were\more lnfluentlal ln formlng and . fggy

;.chahglng 1m 551ons than other tralts.. Wlshner (1960)

later demon ated the degree of 1nf1uence depended upop \i ,_9

From the standpolnt Personal Cpnstruct Theory

»

extenslon and refinement of thelr personal construct systems;,‘ﬂ:”

‘! v o Ly
Thatfls~ they are dlrected toward a meanlngful elaboratlon
of thelr system of construlng, and elaboratlon proceeds

(at 1east partlally)‘through 1ncrea51ng 1mp11catlons. -

HlnkIe (1965), in testlng the general prop051t10n that

’-—————-v-\

0" LI

constructs with few implications., Crandall (1970) found that

~ﬁc0nstructs thCh were thought~to be more predlctlve (more'u

S / ' .-

}“1mp11cat1ve) were Judged to be\more 1mportant. Lemon and

',Warren (1974) demonstrated more central constructs were:more

cLa

.;r~sa11ent 1n descrlptlons of others than peﬁlpheral constructs,— N

-~ .
. -".. - . . ;n

‘:!Centrallty*as Better Predlctor of Meanlngfulness

o~ . v

| :*Ql':g, of - the three lndices of meanxngfnlness used 1n th;s study
o the. centrallty 1ndex Jj;'expected to be a bétter pred1ctor'f,ﬁ¥:"'

2V;of category 1nf1uence than either theeitems or the centralmty
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:.:‘fj"sequence of the meanlngfulness of the category Items are"

V category J.S not mean:.ngful because 1t J.S rated extremely._
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'i‘ndex..‘ The rata.onale for thls stems da.rectly from the S

theoret1ca1 bas:n.s of the centrallty lndex. A What makes the

-

category mean:.ngful, J.n that 1ndex, is. thought to be the L T

entrallty of the categoxy w:.th:m cogn:Lt:.ve structure., 'I‘he,
-\

o more J.mpllcatlons a category has, the more" central 11: .'I.S . :

=

In other words, it is the posit:.on which the category occuioies' :

: w:LthJ.n ar cognrt:.ve structure wh:l.ch g:.ves the category its‘ - )

meanlngfulness. . Centrallty 1s not a result o:E meann.ngfulness,
rather mea.n.mgfulness J.S a result of centrallty,, - In both the
\\ .

J.tems inde

percelved as be:L:ng the bas:Ls of defin:l.ng meann.ngfulnesp of.'v-‘

K

: 1tems conta:med J.n a category 1s perce:.ved as bemg a con—

I,«class:Lfied as belingong to a category because the category ;

'makes them meanlngful. Hav:.ng a large number of 1tems .1n a :

category does not make the category mearungful. f‘ In terms of

Ed

"the\\e»xtremty lndex\, the response style 1s perceived as: bemg

an :Lndicator of mean:.ngfulness, not the basis of it., 'Af'; '

Rather the, category 'recelves extreme rat.mgs because J.t J.S L

meanlngful- < L SN SRR RE

5 '\..: ‘_‘_1 The preceed:.ng d:l.scusnon, wha.le geared toward the
e B N \
general hypothes:.s that categones J.nfluence the ove:r:all

- o [

Judgement to the extent they are meam.ngful to the judge, '.f-*__,_i.' 2 R

"'and th‘e extremlty .mdex, the mda.ce:‘s are not — / o

":: a category.a In the J.nstance qf the J.tems dindex the number of

R

ngothesgs. o o o A R R - o |
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R accordance w1th the cbntral:l.ty of 1ts pos;tn.on w1th1n
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isolates the four spec1f1c hy_potheses tested :Ln th:l.s study- : Y /

C ”1 A category w111 J.nfluence overall judgements S R

K

‘_ in accordance w1th the number of :.tems of statements :|.t :‘f:‘;
Subsumes. N ';‘ o B " ,'~. ‘ .- ’ ’ AR y R ,"-l L Bt . fL E
".2_‘. A category w:.ll J.nfluence overall judge.ments in ) = T

'ac‘cordancé w1th the extrem:.ty w1th which: 1t is rated.

N : e 3; A category w.111 :J.nfluence overall Judgements 1n )

Lt

- -

cognltlve structure o -

judgements than elther meanlngfulness as the number of‘ 1te.ms

subsumed by a categdry or by meanlngfulness as the extremity

w1th wh:.ch :|.t is: rated. S . :
Def:n.n:.t:.ons IRBICIN ¢ *.

Category -\the chun.k or gnoup of lnformatlon placed under

a category name .




o requlrements for a master
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Chapter II e
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7_ Th.ls chapter sets out the methods and procedures uSed

’ D

‘to. test the four hypotheses of the study. Separate sectlons

deal w1th subjects, materlals, general proc‘edures, measures '

and data ana 1y sis .
co e e T T e e

.:";'-i , Twenty subjects. cons:.st:.ng of 13 students :m master s .
programs 1n counsellmg and clJ.m.cal psychology a.nd 7 pro—‘

H

fessmnal school counsellors, volunteered for the study. All

' students (5 females and 8 males) had completed thelr practlcum

&

s degree. The profess:Lonal school

H

l

i counsellors (1 female and 6 males) had completed 3 master 5.

degree and had been work:.ng profess:Lonally from one to ten

years. ' 5‘,“-‘ 'gﬁe-,:f *:r,ue.;x“,-i?l I 1 S

R /.’_ . e ". . ) A"..'“‘" : .' .. ~' . ‘A:,‘_'._‘» .
c1ient statements. Flfty-flve statements were _

o selected from a. begmm.ng counsell:.ng sess:Lon reported by

Elhs (1971) - All flfty-flve statements were made by the o

same female cllent. Each statement advanced a. potent:.ally ‘

- '_“

R 51gn1f1cant characterlzatlon of herself or s1gn1f1cant others.

]
'I'o clar:l.fy the referents of pronouns, pronouns were deleted

and the \;eferents subst:Ltuted :m tﬁfir places..' For example,
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“ ] o ) 25, .
__. N the statement "'He 1s disturbed"'was changed to "My father 1s
dlsturbed" ‘ -Each-'statement was typed on a separate 4 x 6 : ' -
l j-‘ . .'anh card and arbitrarily assrgned a number from l to 55 to S
l O S(J.mp“lify the recordinlg‘ of responses.‘ ._ o . e : .
A T Ratlng Scales g. e e . T . o §
’ - o l To insure .the results would not be an artifact of o o
s scale two diffe;ent séts of twelve b:Lpolar_ concepts .were,g o ]
o developed. These concepts were selected from a variety of
.' _ llStB such as, Cattell's 16 PF Quest:.onalre (Cattell, Eber, J
g ‘ and '.l‘atsuoka,' 1970) and from a vgriety of. personal:n.ty‘l TR 4
‘ theories thought relevgnt to counsell:.ng, (e g. Roge!: .
\ ‘ subjects would likely be famillar._ Us:.ng terms from different g '
M sources zthe scales were constructed such that they were ﬁl
.. ' J.ntended to be roughly syry:nymous in meaning. 'l‘able 1 lists o )

the personality dimensions usad in each set. 'rhe order of

l T .1 AR IR

the 1tems on. each scale has been altered sO that the terms

. which were intended ‘to be roughly synonyhs appear on the

‘same’ line. - :” R o

'.: A : !l‘hese persona ity dimens.lons appeared on the rat:.ng
fo:r:mat' ‘ ‘

‘ }sheet in the followin ) A
LT . czu.m 1' 2‘- 3 e 5607 Anxrous

The numbers one, two, and three 1ndicated the person was

o extremely, moderately, or slightly lJ.ke the rm on the left,

m calm. B The numbers seven, Msix, and five 1nd1c ted - tha person .

Was extremely, moderately, or sllghtly like the terﬁ‘ on the

'. :‘. ‘ - " - :.‘- . ~._’ oot .' .,-.‘.u o ,_..‘.'.. i 3 BRI .l ) _‘.
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. right, anxiou's;.' . The - midpo:n.nt of four :LndIcated the person o
i s _ ,

. was neither one way or the. other.

‘>

L

o A separate ratlng sheet was’ used for each ratIng of

-8 category of Informatn.on.- 'rhe prol personality dI.men.-

.

.

G ';' s:.ons were arranged 1n a column follow:.ng the format presented ' e ‘
: above.. Apend:.x B contains a sample ratn.ng sheet for both "‘-
: > - Set A and Set B:,". : . o _ PR
~ e R R | , S
- C = Table 1 R B
K . \ ! ) . R ) L3
1 < PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS or EAFH RATING SCALE ST, &
. ' R A )
a - t" SN ﬁ " .
R ) 3 ) . N V" . ’:l‘- '.' R . co . '~
- M'at‘ure/Immat'ure R IRespons:.ble/Ch;ldJ.sh A }7 S
Tense/Relaxed S :Calm/Aan.ous R
0pen/C105ed R jR:.gId/FlexIble . . '
; n Dependent/Independent v SeXf. Reliant/ClIngxng R : h
C'lear/Confused S . Orga ized/Scattered ; i N
'_ Trustmg/M:Lstrusting -
AR Ins;ghtful/Uninsightful » "_ o Per eptlve/Unpercept.we
AN -’Introverted/Extroverted Y AReserved/Outgoing o S
T Subnu.ss:.ve/DomineerIng : ‘Humble/AssertJ.ve T
w Controlled/ImpulsIve . : -‘--_,-"«-,Emotionally Stable/EmotJ.onally T B
foLT s - . .. . .Unstable - ot
) ( Sure of Self/Unsure of Self < :;ngh Self Bsteem/Low Self Esteem
T Faces Pmblems/Eva@s Prcblers \ Dec;ls:.ve/lndecisive d-
; - ,'7- T ) - Y
. o o S v U
' _icpermental Tasks ' . : I
,_;' : Category format:.one Using a procedure s:.mllar to ﬂ
ORI one developed by Van Atta (1966), subjects exam:lned the ! ¥
- TN o -
. o ";‘ . T L 1' |
- " ) 4 R " ":';
Se RS o g 3 T
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-~',p1aced on the tablgr/a{cllent statements plled in - front
:of J.t..
‘:‘_t'Hey w:.shed, and were free to move cards frdm one p:.le to
‘ —’—” When the categonzat:.on of statements was /complete, L

--“f’subjects recorded both the name of the categor1es and the
‘““'.;J:-groups of statements subsumed by the categorles (J. e. thelr

o numbers) on a sheet of paper. . PR

:l'rated separately on dlfferent rhtlng sheets. . '.l‘hat :Ls, gJ.ven. 47
;.'th:Ls- 1nformation alone (that conta:.\ed in a ‘given category) v.
what 1s the person apt to be llke? Por e\xample, a subject ’
‘:'mlght h‘ave entitled one group of statements as \’\feellngs
:‘A';'about se: f ' His task would be to exam:.ne the statemer{ts
w:.th:.n th\:l.s category to form an oplni‘on of the person. When ::.
some 1dea of the person had been deveroped, based upon thOSe."E"‘.:.'
":"g‘.statements, thJ.s 1mpress:|.on was expressed through ratings on“:.,'A
:'“the twelve‘b:.polar personal:.ty dlmens:.ons.,: Subjects simply |
'_ ":Ic:.rcled the humber On each scale which best described their

S ':'_',J.mpresslons of the persorx., el

‘_: 25,

"-cl:.ent statements and then sorted them 1nto groups wh’}
.were percelved as: belong:.ng together., SJ.nce no. category
tltles were supplled. each subject expressed the bas:.s for Lo

.these group:.ngs by ‘wr1t1ng the name of the category on a

'small sheet o.t' paper. Each time ‘a subject formed a ‘new »—“" )

o j~~category, :n.t vas. wr:.tten on ‘these small sheets of paper, f:

/

‘ubjects were allowed to use as many categoraes as '.,’ E

L

\ - ~

$os

t

Catego:;y rat.tngs.’ Each category of :Lnformata.on was

P

~

P

(- R ‘.—.'v
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Overall rating. On the basm of all of the :mformation o %
(i e. all 55 statements) ’ subjects completed ‘the’ experiment g
"by giving their overall impressions of t.he erson. That 1s, T ’z 5
he ] : . ’ -
given.all the mformatlon. what ‘is the. person t to be llke? E .
N R - ‘ : . 4
Ce : 'I‘he overall assessment was expressed through ratings on t , ’
. ' W= ) - R Ll TR
oo S same twelve personality dlmensmns..-: ' ' - : ‘§
’ T -0 . ' . : . "J i E:‘
Procedure L '.‘ T ' j < - Umi_ ‘,J, '
Subgects were seated at a large table upon which the .‘ ' '
‘,55 statement cards were placed _“I,‘he»followrng. ,mstructrons n A
:"v!ere.'lg'e.ad-. S S - S : ) .‘ ‘~ - PR ‘l i ,":‘
yo "‘Before you isa stack of cards.~‘ o : :
' -].Each card contains one statement made by - -+ L o L
., ©."a client during the first session with a - N Y
ci. % -, counsellor.. -All statements were made” by S
- <.+ - the same client.. oL T o T
; I . ~' Your first’ task .'LS to organize o R ‘i N
o Lo T lthe statements so that you are able to get T s
... -t -as- cléar an J.mpression or understandlng of v,
A the client's personality as you can.. You :
' Lt - - .may organize the statements into .as many- . N
' - -.. .t piles.or categories as you like and there is ... '-J. -
-~ . .. 'nmo limit to the number of statements which . B _
o "' 7... you can place in each category.  Each time o Coe T
S to you start a new category, take one of the ' o oo
T T 7T .. yellow pieces of paper and write the mame ... - ., AU S
ST " .of .the category on-it. Then placeit . --: . .= . - -
©w . '+ near the pile.representing that categoxy.. . - . -.. . -7 -1 ©
‘. .- Feel free to move statements from one: . St
P .,.category to another if yadu so desue. o L
T B <. Any statements you feel are not F A S
T ‘relevant to youxr understanding of the client s* el e
. ; ‘4persona11ty, you may place in a discard or’ e,
~_ .- 2. 'garbage" pile. Be sure to label this pile Coa et
oo .."‘-‘.as such., . R
R a oL When you ‘are sort:mg the statements, R
AR A S pay no attention to .the numbers which appeaxr . . .o L. . 4
) - LT on each card; they are arbitrar:l.ly ass:.gned T J,,
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task and recorded the. groups, the following 1nst:r:uctlons were

gllven.__ 2

. to each statement. and have nof:hing to’ do
with: a sequence. o

. . - When you have satlsfled yourself .
. 'ithat each ‘statement_is in the’ category you -
"want it to be in, take the sheet of paper
. provided and list the names of your categories
“‘as well as the assigned number of each of the
" statements, which belong to each category.
Any questlons?" Co - ‘

‘kAfter the subjects had completed the category formatxon

LT "You now have before you a sheet of o
- paper upon which is a rating scale comprised

of 12 personality dimensions. Each- dimension-

" of ‘the'same 1lingdl. Between the two terms
describing the imension,.thére is a scale:
from 1 to 7. 'This scale may be J.nterpreted
as follows.. One is extremely like the temm

.- is defined by Qe terms on the left and xight:

* . on. the left. - Two is moderately like the term.

on the left. Three is slightly like the ‘
term on the - 1eft., ‘Four is’ neither like the

" term on the left nor on the right. 'Five is’

- slightly like the term on the right. Six is.

' moderately like the-térm on the right. .And. A
seven is extremely like the term on the right.

... Your task now is to rate each of your, categor;.es =
. along each of these dimensxons. S

o Pick up any - pile of cards and enter . -
-.~.the name of. that categoryat the top of the .
sheet contanung the rating scale. Cons:.dering

. only the .information contained in- tha't category,

. . -.what does it tell you aboiit the personality -

\_

- - o

". of the client' in relat:.on to theﬁe twelve
o d:.mens:.ons? 4,."»‘ : N ~ B :

-~ Look at the flrst dJ.menSJ.on. If you

= feel that the information contained in th:.s

.category—tells—-you. that . the person is .MOX

~like the term on tlie :left, then circle eithér -
"1, 2, or_3 depending upon the degree to which' )

.~ the person’ approaches the term on tlie reft.
. If you feel the information tells you that

- ~the person is more like the term on the right,

—then cn:cle either S5, 6 or 7. aga:m depending

R RN
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. upon the degree to wh.tch the person: approaches
T " .that _term.- _If the information in that- :
>+ . category does not indicate to you whether' o R
. _or not. the person -is more like the’ term on T - [

" the left oxr right, then c:u:cle " - C o

v ' TR ,Afte the subject ‘had completed th:.s Judgement task. " Lo i

o S the followi\ng 1nstructxons were read
| —:_ N S "Now 1ook at the second’ dmension. S
N Is the ‘person. more ‘like the termon the: - . "~ . .. S
20 e e - left, s right, or .neither? - Circle the L. e

P T appropriate point on. the scale. R /,-“

C o .,“-_When thls was’ completed, the follow:x.ng instructlons S . S

were glven.

,.'-‘,. L

e h e “"‘Co lete the rema:.nder of th:.s S T et
Co T e sheet “for this category. When you have . PR |
N o .‘ ‘s finished, take another sheet- contalnmg : v,,,‘,f._. B TS
T ‘the ‘rating. scale and write the name- of T . (o
e Lo . another category at the top of it and ra?te ARTRPURP PR R
CoovaEo L 0 the xnfomatlon contained in it the 'same . : =~ . - 0T o4
oLl e Tl way you 'did for the- first" category. " Con=: ' . .. B
. % 7 "tinue.én.in -this- manner -until you have .- R
ST T completed a rating sheet for ‘each categoxry : e
S 0 L gxcept for your dlscard pile. :Lf you have S
T A TP -one. . - N , _ C e T

Cineas L When ypu have ‘done th:.s, do one R AN
L i --‘~1ast ratmg this time g:wing your overall - R S B
o .+ .impression . of the person's perscnality .~ .. . h AR £
< s.rt 00T - based upon all the information .in all your R ; 1
- "7 . . . categories except ‘the discard category :Lf _‘ B
ST -':'you have one, . Any quest:.ons?" Co
Measures.‘-g oo T { Tt L T .

N o Mearu qulness as number of 1tems 1n a categorx For

, each subgect‘ separately, each cateqor'y received ‘a. score in-" N

- d1cating the number qf statements subsumed by that category. St
‘ Meanirllulness,ps extremi(‘ of Judgements. \E'or each . R B
’ subject separatelyr each category received a score ind:.cating . ]

‘e
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N :-n o
29.
| "the extremity With which it was’ rated. The extrem:.ty score
’ " was - the sl.nn of absolute differences from the m:.dpoint across
the -t'delve ratings. f"-.». S , .-'“ ‘ I
. N "\-'_'w."-'"._'- ‘.,:» _ : \.w ""\ .'-' "’ «.’

v

- The ratings of categories on gersonalityaconstructs form a :

' -'."repetory gnd (Keny, 1955. Bannister a.nd Mair, 1968).;, Slater. '

B 3_,‘-(1965) noted that even in small grids there was a large amount'-."-.

g of complex information which requ:.red ordering and simplifying.:f- A

o Ai'for the analys:is of- grids. st - R "L;_ ';:__/;" _e

N c h P
o '
B Y N
AT e
N . o K » v
‘ i v ot
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v \ &

-’:_'sin order to make the data managable. ' 'I‘hurston (1947) 'poJ.nted‘
';.':.out that factor analys::.s was capa.ble o/f organ:x.z:mg and sunplify—
\"I'ingu data by identifying prlnciple factors or d:unens:.ons oper-'
v';..'atJ.ve in a. psychological process such a.s that represented by e
:‘a. gr:.d.. These factors may be viewed as variables, processes

"""or determinants which account for covar:..ation among elements .
".in a’ spec:.fied domain of observatlon (Royce, 1963):. Following
} 51ater (1964, 41965) the use of pr:mciple components analys:.s

,__ (a form of factor analysis) has become a standard procedure

A i s

Such an analysis reveals ‘a number of princ:.ple

f,

--'-.components or factors which are capable of account:.ng for o

the covar:.ation among elements. Each pr:inciple component e

=

s fmay be thought of as a superordinate dimension or personality

-"".”construct which defines the' common mean:.ng of a set of

o-.

‘ _”'-velements or’ constructs. Commgn meaning ::.s ope‘rationaliz d _
'-T_':.."by the similarities w:n.th which constructs are used in Judging

N {',felements. Each princ:.ple component is orthogonai in its

»

Meaning ulness as centrallty w1th1n cc(gnitlve structure.A ‘

oot 303 R 0T aa e it € o) b BN
L e

""fk!‘“" )
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Lo xelationship to otl),er pnnc:iple components.- For exa.mple,» IR
oot . i e
e the ﬁecond prmclple component iS Orthogcmal t° the f“'St SR

o . 7 ‘.\" ‘1 ) ) o

principle component and the third princ:.ple component is S

i
Ot '6-»';&«‘;“’ kS

o OrthOgcmal to both A principle component analysis t'ondu ed -

Y

7 - b - . . - AR

upon ~a’ repetory,.\\rid prov:.des one model of cogn’itive -

structure or "J.mplicit personality theory f.'-'_ et o E
Vs . 4 a ' e .o

]

L ’I'he first principle component accouhts”/for the ' ,

" maximum amount o:E rat:.ng var.iahce m a grid which can be '
LA attrihuted to any st‘.\perordmate dJ.méns:Lon (or e techn:.cally,j

linear combmatlon) Us:.ng variance accounted forkas»a ’

-
i - L \‘.

. criteriorfof ‘centrality, the first component defines the

S . Dv

VLl e ce‘ntral theme in a pe,;:son's/i

mpllcit, personalz.ty theory. el

} o ‘~._.Categories diffet according ~to the extent to =which t.hey share ."'
B S common meanmg w.‘ith the central- otheme. Prev1ous~ studies = .

~1nd1cate ‘these variat:x.ons have psycho],ogical -mean:.ng. .For -
.o exgmple, 2imr;.ng (1969) found that reaction t:n.me to name .an

} 3 , . . R
Facy . 5 . »‘
. o oo . - o o : . L

assoc:.ate of a central construct (one _that vloadea heavxly on

.Y N | . A

the central theme) was gr;eater than reaction time to nameJ
associate of a peripheral construct (one’ that- loac‘led""'
L negligibly on the central theme) . Zimrlng argued re_actlon
. time should :.ncrease w;th/greater amount; of 1n£or1nation (or."'-

. . > ‘o s R - _
vy the number of assoc1ated‘constructg a glven construct““suggests) - ' .

s PRV . 3

Central conetructs Wh.‘l.ch have more relations than ﬁx\}ipheral IR

e ones should consequently require more reaction time to na.me e 3
. . : .‘\“.?"‘ . .. “%.“ . . ‘ ':)\j"-_::'bi”

an . associate. Asqh (1946) . .to take another example, demon- o

L strated central constructs tend to, be more influent:.a]. in :t.y'f‘ Vel

,,,
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3 change, .and Wlshner (1960) 1ater e

demonstrated that 1n luence depends upon the range of a .

~ . .1 ‘v

construct E impllcatlons or correlations. D -!
. !

In the present study, the’ categorles ‘or elements

were of 1nterest rather than the constructs. 051ng the
Blo-Med program (OlM), the ioadlng of each category upon

the f1rst prlnclple component was used ‘to deflne thd\centrallty

Q
of that category wlthln the person s cognitlve organlzation.

. . . P ' |
v . . i

I

Category 1n£1uence., The three deflnltlons of

N meanlngfulness given above deflne the 1ndependent varlables.‘

Y “
. co -
&
t
[
@ 4
.
.. “
T
& ..
4
.
- 1 -~
*
3
. -

Each category recelved three dlfferent meanxngfulness scores.
' \
Ehe fourth measure, the dependent varlable, measured the

influence of each category upon the overall assessment or

N

f1na1 judgements. The ratlngs of each category were

v

correlated w1th the ratlngs of the f1na1 1mpress;on. Since
¢, . f * kg P Y
cprrelations are not addltlve, each correlatlon was squared

and multlplied by one hundred to y1e1d a varlance—ln—common‘
/

"score. Thebe varlance-ln—common scores were then correlated

Wlth the thr\ewsets of meaningfulness scores to test the° "“hf,*
dlfferent hypotheses. . ' ; R B

. .

Thls chapter has dealt w1th the varlous methods N

o PRI RTROTL L

caa

e
Yo 1§“%§
" o st

h

- .
and procedures used to obtaxn the data. The- next chapter wall
deal w1th the results of the analyses.,ﬁ;lf' “ .
. \\w 5 . . ] 5 . -
:.‘_ ! v, - ‘- o
. :;' o ‘ - “
5“: ) PRI
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' affehted the results. ~Each correlation between category

E items ‘index, the correlations were not significantly differenth

'-1 85, NS‘\\The latter test approached significance primarily L

**increaséa_thé‘average. For set A, the average z' scores
"..963, I579,..954.Q'As:the gﬂtests didunot.show~a significant

A3 AL T SR R i 8 % -'4}?”: R : o
R @E’s;e;ﬁiﬁ% W . .

-y iy - e i ) o ’ ‘ ’ . .
B e N u— o . iy :
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o The‘first three hypotheses test different versionsi.
of the notionﬁfhat a person will differentially rely upon .
SN - .
i

- A,
categories\ofjanformation in making an overa 1 assessment

to the extent those categories were meaningful The basic

o
[
. .. g
L S T WL | AL IR A S S v A o
T 0 A e L .~«.~’Ah.l~ﬂ‘—-%w' il

data for each test were correlations for each subject ) .-

TR RN

between the three measures of a category 5. meaningfulness

SE T

and a category s influence upon finaleudgements.'ﬂy‘ ;"

-

St Prior to the tests of the main hypotheses, sub;ects

were divided into two groups (one group who used set A ' .:

dimenSions and another group who used set B dimenSions)

to see if the use of different personality dimen51ons "f'\ o

meaningfulness and category influence was transformed into T

a-z'-score. Using the centrality index, the correlations'

t

between meaningfulness and category 1nf1uence were "not

&

significantly gifferent, t~(1/18) --.55 "NS. Using thev

-

t°(1/18) = - 56, NS. And uSing ‘the extremity 1ndex, the i

correlations were not signmficantly different, t (1/18) =

due to one extremely high correlat;on which unrepresentatively ‘

f— -

‘for the centrality items,‘and extremity indlces respectively

a
‘

'were- 1 11, .392, .215q For set B, the averages ‘werei

A VN . . ' . N N »

= S A - .
B o

- . . N
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‘,differenc between groups on any of the indices“ﬁ“fh‘gronps ;7,~
were collapsed 1nto one group for the main tests of hypotheses.f
. Hypothesis one‘stated that a category would 1nf1uence

'overall judgements in accordance with\the number of 1tems

contained in that category.‘ For each subject, the items E'r

. index was correlated with\the category influence index.A

‘.,'Table 2 reports the correlations for each sub]ect. of the ' ;'

/]

'h”.twenty correlations which ranged from ,.616-to .962 five R L

'of the p051t1ve correlations were 51qh1f1cant at the .05

rlevel and one was 51gn1ficant at the, 01 level By chance
gonly two would be expected-to reach significance at the .05 .;.h:
‘level\for a one tailed test.. It should be noted tﬂbse _y fi' : .

'D,indiv1dual tests were quite stringent since the N was‘“

.H_wfrequently so low, a. nearly perfect~corre1ation would be

5

-~

necessary to reach 51gn1f1cance.

-
-

To test whether this distribution of correlations ,;
was significantly different from what would be expected

,...'

- ’i:by chance, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test was conducted

(Siegel 1956) Using a 10% criterioL ‘of significance, two ,~"

' 151gnif1cant negatlve correlations, eight non-31gn1ficant

TR g TSN AT

negative correlations, eight non~sign1f1cant positive ; Qi;;;;*
Llocorrelations, and two significant p081t1ve correlations §.'.‘_¥:{
| uld be expected by chance.T Cumulatively, this theoretical e
frequency distributron would then be 2, 10, 18,vand 20 h . ‘

(The same distribution was used in hypotheses two and thnee‘) 7?'1

The distrabution actuallyQOBEEIEEE*Was 1, 5, 15 and 20.,f:'

o ; ‘ e - ™
L :

-..ﬁi‘;;wa.-l,;_'-f

i
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x .+ .. CORRELATION OF THE INDICES OF MEANINGFULNESS
.. 0. . VITH INFLUENCE ON FINAL JUDGEMENT ...

Jet .-34..‘ +

i -subject Farm Number of " f Items . Extremity : Centrality
: - A MCategories : Index Index e Index
‘ L —— — P ._1j“ —
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Average var:.énce-nx-common © 25.527 28 41, :.'55.13 N Tl
T test .'5u§‘;xﬁ}\,';”j?u-3 01**,j 3.28k% g.ﬁylo 474
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;extremely hlgh correlatlons to reach signlflcance, it seemed

‘udlstrlbutlon whlch would ‘be expected by chance through the

ﬁldiV1ded by the standard error of the obtained.mean.‘ The :

't overall Judgements 1n accordance thh the extremzty w1th
'y;whlch it was rated.‘ Table 2 reports the correlatlons' “,"
.;;between extremlty ‘and category lnfluence for each Judge.
\“iof the twenty correlations ranglng from -.410 to .999,x,w‘:

' four of the positlve correlatlons were signlflcant at the

“not signlfxcant. Using varlance-ln-common scores,,the S

\.averagefwas 28, .41 with a ‘standarad deviation of 36. 11.. This

35.°

Due to the low N for many subgects whlch requlred

-

.

adv1sab1e to use an alternatlve test which dld not depend
upon 51gplf1cance levels. Each correlatlon was squared and

multlplled by one hundred to prov;de a varlance-lnpcommon

'score..; The average 5core was 25 52 with a standard devration

- of 37 65.' The average score expected by chance would be

zero., The obtained dlstrlbutlon was compared to the theoretlcalj"

‘usual formula of obtained mean mlnus the theoretlcal mean :

r.results of thls test 1ndlcated the two means were signiflcantly,ﬂf;
’dlfferent, __(19) 3. 01, p< f.01. o w,f; .1,f L ;]a;" ‘
.y*l 73 HypotheSLs two statsdh: category would 1nf1uence

hY

.05 level and two were signlflcant at. the 01 level The ﬂ,.fi"'
ﬂf:cumulatlve frequency dlstributlon actually obtalned wvas '

.2.0,,6, 14,.and 20.; The maxxmum devxatlon was 4/20 whxch was

r

3average dlffered szgnificantly from the mean expected hy {:Qy

‘l'fchance, 3 (19) = 3 24, P < .01.;J ;; t.,ft "3": : ‘j;s'iH;ju v

—_—
twtadibea




© 36,

Hypothes.is three stated a category would \influence

T overall judgements :m accordance w:Lth 1ts centrality wz.thin ‘

. S B cognitive structure. Table 2 reports the correlations '

- e

between centrality and category influence for each judge.,
Of the »twenty correlations ~ranging from <882 to 945, four'.

of the positive correlations were significant at the .05

RS linticar e

level a.nd nine’ were significant at the .01 le\;el
’ '.lghe one negative correlation, which was obtained "
by subject 20 deserves consideration. Most of the loading .
patterns for indiv:.dual subJects were qlearly weighted t‘
towards one s.ide or the other, either negat:we or p051t1ve.
‘ Most were unipolar. However,u the 1oadings for su.bject
20 were bipolar and, therefore, somewhat ambiguous. A }
' somewhat arbitrary criteria of highest loading and number
pos.itive versus number negative was used to. detemine wh:l.ch
side should be designated as being meam.ngful. The result " }
-was the acceptance ‘of the negative side which indieated\the -
loadings fcr subject 20 were negatively correlat\ed w:.th
categbry influence. However, it could be justifiably
P : ,argued that" s:mce the loadings were bi,polar and not
’ c]_.early in one direction or the. other,_ the polar:.ty of the S
i score was eecoﬁdary to the strenig‘th of the’ correlation. '
‘TThe ‘reader' s);ould ncte the corr'e'lation was high “not. whether >
it ‘was positive or _negative. The person B cognitive s‘tr‘uetu‘re

forced a ch01ce between stressing one side oxr the ‘o‘ther.,

B '.l‘he important result was the loadings were appraently used
"._ m ‘SEome’ fashion to weight final judgements.' ’(':onsequgp f

- - . -

&
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‘ 'W:Lth the minus sign, the average variance-in-common score ‘ N 1
':.was 55, 13, Wlth a standard deviation of 41.10. This average SN N
'differed quite ;nificantly from the zefo average expectedh " './
' .jby Chance, t (19) f 6 00. 3 < .01 Without ‘the minus sign,afj; f:;{*/ﬁ*i

) Athe average was 62 91 with a standard deviation of 26. 88.’/2)’//'3ﬂ5’3
| . This average was also 51gn:|.f1cant, t (19) = lO 47 R <.Jor.

C categorylinfluence upon final judgements than the other E S _‘ q -

-

TR

. was somewhat ambiguous regard:.ng the test of thlB hypothesis,

. 1‘2/20 and 11/20, both of wluch were ‘highly’ mgn:rf ant.

related to category influence than either 1tems or extremity. .

- e

. s:.nce the. direction of the relationship for subject 20 T

_.‘ P B
. tests were conducted tw:Lce, once w:.th a pos:.tive relationship a4
S P
"and once with: a negatiVe relationship. L I o
Wiﬁ%ﬁﬂinmwe cummulative distribution e " i % g

I
' was l l, 7., and 20. ) W:.thout the minus sign, the distribution

was 0 0, 6., and 20. 'rhe maximum\crg iations were respectively

- 'c-‘-m;_::?v s “_=“
R Lo

Hypothesis four stated the cen.trality 1ndex of . )

meaningfulness would be a more powerful indicator of

two lndices.' To' test this hypothesis, correlated t tests

' were conducted upon these sets of correlations (z' trans— L

r

formation scores) . The minus sign for subject 20 was o o -

retained in both comparisons with item and extremity R

S

:_ndices. ‘ The correlated t test between centrality and ;' b

items was sign:.ficant, t (19) = 3 18, P < .01. The test ‘ o

between centrality and extremity was also significant, " . A

t (19) = 34, p < ‘7.05. : Centrality was more closely

Ta.
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- 3,1fif:"; gﬁ":‘ Since the 1ndependent variables or the three };f‘:'l-
tfﬂf:fl;f definitions of meaningfulness were a11 highly inter-related,

(see Table 3) it was de01ded to re-test hypotheses one and- 3;

g _ }Jri:“Lb‘f' two using partial correlations.' Controlling for the effects (
i T g . P
E of centrality, were items and extremity still 51gn1f1cant1y

e N SRRV IS v":w e B i e v
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"correlations for both 1ndices.' Each correlation'was squared

S would be expeoted by ghance, t (19) = 4. 16 p< 0L For T

nufsignificantly from.what,would be expected by chance,

......

MRS I Y R

'related to category 1nf1uence? Table 4 1ists the partial

nand multiplied by one hundred to serve as a variance-in-'

_ common score.l As mightlbe expected, the correlations were

‘-fdampened conSiderably. For items,,the average,variance-in—-‘::
common score was 11.32 w;th a’ standard deviagion of 40.64,
:which did fiot significantly differ from that expected by "f'r

gfchance, t (19) = 1. 25 NS._ Foxr extremity, the average score.'ﬁ'ﬁ

b*gwas 18 i3 w1th a standard deV1ation of 35 53, which dld

".Significantly differ from what would be expected by chance,‘

ycentralrty partialled out,~the extremrty measure of meaning-

Afulness was st111 51gnif1cantly related to category influence.}

‘correlations between the various indices differed signiflcantly 1
| from &hat would be expected by chance. Table 3 on page 38. '
‘lists the correlations between the various 1ndices. Each
-".’correlation was squared and multiplied b)( one %dred to
'”;‘serve as a varrance-in-commgn score.' "For" the 1tems-extrem1ty
Jg”correlation the average variance-in-common score was 28 40

"with a standard deviation of. 30 48.‘ The standard error of

~'fthe items-centrality correlation the average variance-in-
'=common score was 18. 73, w1th a stendard deviatipn of 26 81, :

- and ‘a: standard error of the mean of 5 99.1 ThlB did drffer

©ose

&

t (19) = 2. 31 p < °.54 Even w1th the common influence of o

: It was also decided to- test whether or not the

i

A

he mean ‘was - 6. 82.} This did srgnificantly differ from what

T

- ' R

B J,
o
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' performed it appeared the profes
j_fewer categories than- dld the students. To test whether
-,or~not profe551onals used sr&ﬁificantly fewer categz;ies ‘:fif

'than stu%ents; at test was performed on the number of

":categories used by each The results'showed that'the

.profeSSionals dia- use Significantly fewer categories than.

L studentS't (18)*—-3 82° p<”}005 el

s significance on both the KS test and the t test using
L partial correlations._ It dld reach 51gnificance on the tﬂ-,%.
test using the fu11 correlations.u3Hypothesislone;was notl'3~5

"“strongly supported.

~'szgnificance on the Ks'test. It did meet significance on '

fijhoth t ‘tests. - "f.zblf'=i7;vﬁf?f,an L “.Hf”,f.f S I

c ce on’ all tests irrespective of the s;gn value given N )
" sudject 20., ‘ {\~“ IA §‘~ :TT,E{'_: - M~_u", Co fi Y '
\ - , o . N .-

i.between the centrality 1ndex and both the items and ,;Jv'f:;<};H

‘ f.extremity index.: SR fhr;?;ai.hrﬁfeﬂ“ 3~‘>‘5J:j‘i¥3*““f

In examining the data for é Variance<tests -
sﬁon

al counsellors used

. «
4

-

-

BypotheSis One. The items index farled‘to meet

;\. . . - s . . :

.Hypothesis Two.‘ The extremity index failed to meet

.

RN

Hypothggis:tyo5wh$”supported.f;

- O
!

Hypothesis Three.! The centrality index met s;gnifi—'?

Hypothesds three«has stronglx supported ::‘ g:‘v=

_._ o : ty

-(.‘

Bypothesis Four. There was a significant difference
)

Bypothesis four was supported.p;.' utiijkﬂfﬁflgfﬁl.THITrf;j;‘1
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- . o . Chapter IV ,/v
IR , DISCUSSION AR L
This chapter discusses the 7heoret1cal Jnd

practical 1mp11eations of the results.f This the is

’ examined the possibility that meaningfulness ‘of. the

influence upon the overall Judgement._

.

$raditio al
mathematical models attempted to aCcount for th _
« of cues hy the a posterori application of formulas.
seemed to adequately account for the process 1n f
#Ltted the data but they offered llttle

-;;’;'lAformula

B .-

.3‘exp1anation of why “one set of information was m'

)~."

x.influential than another. ;f

-5,5» Meaningfulness appears to be 1mportant 1n deter- ff;??lf
‘JAj: ﬂ" mining the influence of a category and thus give"an a L
. priori indzcation of which/categories are more i fluential
in making ;h‘overall assessment. The results dem nstrate

‘f.categories (cues) were used to the extent they we‘l

mean—
:'4§ﬂ;i ingful to a particular judge.,uf

’.'“?;1 :;3 The results support an oVerall gEneral h.IOthesis ?.'

7.?;;".; 1n making a particular Judgement.‘ One should note

meanﬁﬁafulness used. clearly, some 1ndices were bet er .

~ e

.'mf:fuﬁ_)indicators of meaningfulness than others.,i',

v
RS

-

b
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Of the three 1nd1ces of meanlngfulness used 1n thls :V:AJ[

the51s, the. number ot ltems pontalned 1n a category appearedf
to be the weakest, falllng to meet 51gnificance on’ two of L

. iy Cl e
the three tests performed on the data._ This may be con— e

v

e PR
i ;LM:.‘M»-:WW -
. PR o

strued in at least two ways. ﬂf“ f __“ jig_ \“” '-:’;;'” R

-

.f--;f One, the experlmentor s selectlon of statements may

e ) .
have biased the formatlon of categorles in such a way 1t // b

<@

o ‘ y;a "forced" categories and thelr contents 1rrespect1ve of the N o
L meanlngfulness of~the category.x This" explanatlon seems n"‘

T
R e e NS o
L . :

plausable but unllkely 51nce there were great varzatlons

) nw;i“'73' in the category names and the statements that were 1ncluded

5

-in the categorles. ”"u, “'"53; . 'f - 3' , Aff S

ff.ﬁ

=" 8

_“"- '5{" To 111ustrate, subject 18 used the categorles-hf“f‘ ;g”“’f

-~ B ~ ". : ‘_W
feelings about self seeklng help, descrlptlon of father and .
- f famlly. Subject ‘9 used the . categorles.,insecurlty, lack of
g
; drscipllne, 1ack of confldence-self,esteem, 1ndeclsion,
. /Ti‘ERXlOUS, overwrought, lov1ng—warmth, lack of d1rection,<',ﬂf ufJA‘;
KQJP parents unaware, disappointment—resentment, struggle for e .
self ldentzty, “for others—guilt feelings (super ego —~what S f~ i
k should do), and a miscellanedﬁs plle.- Subject 8 used the ' ‘ )
categorles. externallzed confllct, cllent's self assess—
ment, real problem, strategles used on other occasaons ‘f; Aff;ﬁ‘f ~;
IR when dealzng w;th amblvalence, and what cllent wants: of SRR S
'.~.-. “(,,,lf. K . L o o ST, L e ARE ~, ‘- .s.-;
. sel- and famlly.,;'_‘ R PR .j‘:§ TN a
;/f,»,"'fiufjrh"- ; Two, the amount of 1nformatlon (statements) in. a .f"‘: AR
E‘; ' category was not/an zndlcator of the meaningfulness of -i“";?ff‘“?dl
T "f that*category—zn—forming an overall impre531on.-.It may ftffifuv?“'
3 s . ' , 3 S T . )
= - g v .
- . ‘_\; P i‘"' o et A . Lo T ."‘
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. Extrem:. of Ratu_

' when 1t retaJ.ned srgnlflcanqe (though at a lower 1eve1)

-~

'_f_‘: o An apparently stronger index of meanlngfulness .'I.S

[ ]
>

' 3be reasoned, Just as categorles "have. varylng-. amounts of

‘1nfluence on overall Judgement, the items “contamed w:Lthin

ca category have varying amounts of :mfluence withln that

category.. Hence, only a few of all the statements conta:med

xS

in a category account for the meanlngfulness ‘of that category.

\

The other less mean:mgful statements in a' category may serve

only to add reassurance to the mpress:.on g:n.ven by’ the more
A

meaﬂxngful statements in\that category. 'I‘h:l.s may be

' supported by some of the research cited in the mtr%ductlon

where :mvest:.gators found an J.ncrease in mformatlon dld
not 1ncrease the accuracy of the Judgement but dn.d 1ncrease ’

the Judge 8 confldence in hn.s Judgement (e g. Oskamp, 1965).

What th:Ls 1ndlcates ‘is that the quallty of the statements :m o

"

a category may be more ;.mportant to the: meam.ngfulness of

that category than s:.mply the number of ;Ltems :m the category. '

o The weakness of thlS index should not cause 1t to

v

be J.mmedlately ruled out as an :mdex of meanlngfulness : ""-

.

e s:.nce the results indlcate there is some relatJ.onsh:Lp.

The' :mdex :.s promis:Lng and warrants further :anestlgatlon ‘

S .' . + 4',v

- . - . . . N . B -

—_—

\ *rating' extremlty. Although 1t did fail to reach s:.gniflcance'_'

on one’ of the tests, the strength of the :mdex .was 1nd:.cated

.
AN

when the effects of centrality ‘had been partlalled out.

&

In general, the results dld support the flndlng of B

Saper °(1964) and others c:.ted :I.n the :|.ntroduct:|.on., -One,
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v : L ; should note thlS index Was strong in a condition where all

= LY

the rating dimenSions were prOVlded by the experimentor. ‘
. Studie by Bonariusu(1970)\indicated‘that the-meaningfulnessv

. {' . of an‘item (category) being rated was in eome'way Felated .
. \ . ' : !
to the meaningfulness of the dimenSLOns upon which lt was .{,','

- o

@;.;' - ‘\ being rated. . If- such 1s the case, then some of the supplied

A dimen51ons may not have been as meaningful to the subjectS'

as ‘those developed on . their own. . thus dampenihg the reSults R

- for this index. The dampening may not have. been large,

. 7”"\ T however, srnce a study by Bender (1974) found no significant o

difference in rating extremity on dimenSionS‘which were~

—

supplled by the experimentor or elicited from the sub]ects.f'

While the ev1dence 1ndicated .rating extremity dia’

-

- yiu"" ' . relate to- category influence, the theoretical significance
of the index is vague, and offers little, if any,_explanatiOnn

: of\why any one category is more meaningful than others.. .

Centrality in. Cognitive Structure

-

%he results provide strong support for the

. \\f‘ centrality index as a measure of meaningfulness.- The 1ndex -,
o “_-. Vl ‘attained significance on all tests’ irrespective of the Signg—
Cod o T o e
J;i.' ' value of subject 20. P ; i ,: .

:15‘ '-‘7,' ] The results strongly 1ndicate that the position T ;

which a category occupied in a particular judge 8 cognitive“

structure, .as described by Asch (1946) and Kelly (1955)4
- Q fg'v'. is of great importance ih making a judgement ‘ Categories el
- ,' - which are more central in the judge s cognitive structure | |

) or have more implications for other categories are morext

R - eV e e ‘ ’\}# W ;}ﬁa :gs&‘ - "?.
LT = it M ot G TR P
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. subjects were asked for other judgements rather than s:.mply

'less 1mplications for \other categories.

. o
i - K 4

'meanlngful than categorles whlch are - perlpheral or have

~

In general this study differed from most other i"

studies in’ clinJ.cal judgement (e g. Asch 1946) .‘|.n that

' "_the overall judgement of the st:unulus person. ‘rhis enabled

- combination or synthes:Ls of the- J.mpressn.ons formed on the

the stimulus person to be viewed not as a relat:l.vely fixed . -

—~

‘ set o:E values on personality d.unens:l.ons, but .rather as-an

organized'set of diverse values on personal:.ty dimensn.ons. S

In other words, the final Judgement may be viewed as a

/ B
various- categories. Furthermore, those~impressions which. oL

v

. were’ based upon some categories (those more meaningful)

‘were -more congruent w1th the overall 1mpress;|.on or Judgement

o then those wh:l.ch were based upon less mean:.ngful categories. -

.Theory (xe],ly,1955) wh:Lch emphas:.ses that man seeks meaning. - f

Theoretically, the results support a cognitive

structural definition of meam.ngfulness. . Categories are \ r -
" meaningful to the extent they have 1mplications for other

) categ\ories. This :Ls consistant with Personal Construct

The selection and meaningfulness of categorﬂss

@

in making clinical Judgements have several pract:l.cal .

J.mplicatlons for counsellxing. Con51der the situation descrlbed ‘

)

. ’

g deae WKL E,

S .Koester reported experlenced cou.nsellors frequently could

. not describe their grounds :Eor making clinical Judgements S

3

by Koester (1954) :Ln the openlng chapter of th:Ls thesis. ’

Z
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_‘and as a consequence, could be of little help to counsellors-

. m—training in helping him to understand the process

‘t"o. :.dentify the elernents (categor\:.es) used by a profess:.onal
:m arr:.vxng at h:Ls Judgement. Further'more, on. the basis
:h.of 'each element in arriv:.ng at that judgement.' In this
'~be1ng artlculated and thus comunlceted to pro’fess:l.onals
‘;,' c One of . t.he -skills which a counsellor-:.n—tralning
x"This is difficult if no one can really describe the process

5 ‘
' ‘or provide a clear model to emulate. I W:l.thin the framework

e discussed, 1t seems t.his problem could ‘at least be partially

- '._used by "profess:ionals and couneellors-in—training. 'rhe"

-48.

_—

involved in forming a. clinical Judgement. :

'I'he results of this study suggest that it is possible

3

K

3

. R
df meaningfulness, it is possxble to measure the s:.gnificance

-—
-~

- 'way, at. least part of the pr:ocess becomes more capable of

or students of counselling. _

. o

;‘ e

Z‘must develop :LS a process for mak:ing clinical judgements. Y

: i-allevz.ated by. allowing the’ student to ohserve the profess;.onal' }

elements (categories) and their s:ignifn.cance as well -as to .

' allow the professionals to observe the’ students and the \ :
."'signlf:.cance of their elements. ' _In thls manner Ae may be
o p0551b1e for the professional to guide the counsellor—in-—
tra:.ning e:Lther in h:l.s categorization and/or in the emphasis '
j,,‘he places upon each category.. The importence of. th:i:s vas R

- conf:irmed by the t test performed on the number- of categories. '

-

:iresults showed that professlonals used signifacantly fewer '

-\~

.'_‘"::“categories than counsellors in training (p = ..0(_)5) - In-

A
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" add’itioh those students who e'xceedea' ‘their pro'cess:ln‘g'-limits

- as descr:.bed by Miller (1956) and others obtained the : _

IOWest scores on the various 1\nd1ces of meanlngful,neas,

,wh:Lch 1nd.1cated—overloachng. Tlu.s po;:.nt J.S J.nterest:mg

- 'and deserves further :anestigata.on as 1t suggests a counsellor=

o ‘must mod;fy h:Ls process 'on his -own' pnce he. is-. in. the .

, f:x.eld'f . A programme of 1ns-tructi'on s’e\nsitive to this couia h '

. profess:.onals- _

(19 71) wh:Lch showed the meaningfulness with which the

A ~help the new counsellor mod_tfy h:l.s process ’ while st:.ll a -

.student and could avail of the expert:.se of more experienced

P ~

Studa.es of Ourth and Landfield (19655 and I.andf:r.eld:‘:

‘.1- .

‘cl:n.ent and counsellor viewed each other was a: contribut:.ng

-factor J.n the premature teminatlon~of—therapy suggests

another application of the :Emd:.ngs. These two studies

R \. <
. concerned ‘themselves with the meaningfulness of the overall

'.‘impress;on. However, using the framework of tlns thesie

’ " '1t may be. pOSSlble to ident.ify the areas J.n which each

?."‘}views the other as being meaningful to them. steps could

“the meanlngfulness of one to the other such that therapy

. then be taken . by the counsellor and/or client to enhance

A -

' ’will be less 1ikely to prematurely terminate. l‘ | Ai”

N Another aspect of the clzent/counsellor relationship

‘\Awha.ch might benefit from the flndings of this thesis is

'is stressed heavily in counsélling theory. : .Yet, ) this - RS -

ot

empath.i.c understanding'. ' Empath:.c»understanding of the client

would seem’ impossible if the counsellor is flmjable,

s v T o . R b 'g‘/.j«“*
-3 ‘.‘m;( ]
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to d:l.scover the cllent's categories and the J.mportance he

' N ‘attaches to each., Use of a procedure capable of dJ.s- E
. cover::.ng the cl:.ent's categor:.es and the:.r meanmgfulness
B "would be. of cons:Lderable help in developing a better | -

understand:.ng of the c11ent and 1n identifying areas for |

> o ) ~:e1aboration in therapy. ‘ .
. 'rhe flndings of th:.s thes:n.s also have mpllcatn.ons

’f.:for the accuracy of clznical judgexnents. -In studies‘ cited; 3 3

:::‘ Sl \ '”’m the introductloh (e g. Ryback, 1967) J.t was found . | ‘: .
_students and other non—professionals d:Ld 1just as well or . N
~ M T T > - A

‘sometlmes better than profess:.onals in the accuracy of o -”’.". RS A

the:.r Judgement. Ih terms of thls theé:ls it may be

poss:.ble Judges categor:.zed their :I.nformatJ.on in d:.verse »;" '; o j] )
ways and/or emphas:.sed qlfferent categories thus producing - i
«., -a varlety of Judgements ‘rather than a common set.--’ This' ;
E .lwould bear further :mvestigat;on. ' However, 1t it held =
- 'true, then -1t may be possz.ble to develop a system which:v;""; . .
‘would ensure greater accuracy of Judgement among pro-;,. o ’ i
, | __'fhss:.onals. ‘_- — . | o _' o l R
v ', : . - ( \
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| SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION =~ - ...
U51ng three different 1nd1ces of meaningfulness

u.-.,s:-'sui;m’--u\w N *;_4,,..;_-—-.;.. - -
R

(items, extremity, centrality) this thes:.s tested the general

Y

E ) hypothesis that a category invluences overall judgements to
the extent that it is meaningful to a particular judge.
Subjects were given 55 . statements wh:.ch were made by a client

// - dn a counselling session- and asked to form ‘as clear an
. . mpression of the client as they could | Subjects categorized'
the statements in any way they des:.red After the'. 'subjeéts

had categorized the. information P they vere’ asked to indicate

‘ i

what the infomation in each category told them about the
L a®

client by complet:l.ng a rating scale composed of 12 bipolar

personality dimenszl.ons. Each category was considered separately‘

and a rating scale completed for each category. Each subject

.

1mpressmn of the client.

C PN The raw data for each category was converted 1nto

four scores: 1tems index (no. of sentences in a category),

<

. extrem:.ty index (sum Pof absolute difference from the scale i
ST | 1m1dpomt), central:l.ty indéx. (1oad:|.ng on f:l.rst pr:l.ncip‘le
_. . component) and category J.nfluence (vanance-in—cognnon wJ.th
Lo ey overall Judgement) - 'The three independent variable’ 1ndices _ = )
\ s (items,'extremity, centrality) were L':orrelated with the " L :

[}

i e g A

S L e s &

R completed a final rating scale which rep@esented their overall ‘ j B
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" ,.'dependent variable (category influence) for’ each category of o

i

S ihdicated‘a category s. inf'luence upon the overall judgement,.‘, N

:Lndex bg Virtue of :Lts failing to reach significance on two '
of the three tests performed. However, the results were ‘

.encouraging enough o, warrant ‘furthe,r.estu/dy, o

cance in two of the three tests.' “ These results supported

‘‘‘‘‘‘

- each subject. The results showed the three meaningfulness
'1ndices di-ffered in their ability to predict category in=-

":Eluence on the overall Judgement. IR

. ) Items .~Indeic

- The results indicated the items Aindex was the weakest. v

. I’

 Extremity _In'dex;. B S RO R
This index rece:.ved stronger suppo::t rating s:.gn"fi—
‘ T
. \ - N

_theffindings . o.f other researchers who used rating extremity

as a measure of meam.ngfulness. S e S

[

",cen't‘fai’i'ty' Indeit‘ Ul e :- Lo e I

o

i The results strongly supported the centrality index d

' of mean:mgfulness, which reached significance on all testsl. .' '

it was concluded the meaningfulness of a category ".‘_
'l‘he index used to measure meaningfulness was important. The
1tems and extremity indices seemed to fare better as empirical

J.ndicators of meaningfulness. The centrality index offered

. not only a strong indication of meaningfulness, but als° ‘: R ':' -

iR atheseed ot &
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: .this study.

'prov:l.ded a theoretical base upon which the why of meaningful-

‘_.ness might be explained.‘_ I RN

.Implications for Further Research ‘

l. 'I‘he poss:.bilii:y the exper.unentor's selection of

statements may ha.ve weakened the effect of the items index by

"forcing ce ’Jtain categories has been d:l.scussed earlier. Further .

‘research in which more of the client's statements were presented fo

‘,may help to clar:n.fy the possible weakness of the measure in

—_—

) o CON e -
2. . 'I‘he finding that profe851ona1 counsellors used

'significantly fewer categories than dld students warrants

- further investigation as was - noted :|.n the discuss:Lon, it holds

&

-serious J.mplications for the training of student counsellors. ‘
| 3. COntemporary personality theory stresses the ’

importance of developing a model - -of - man. As such 'J.t would be'

'expected a counsellor wohld have a relatively stable set of b '

[
. categories for mak:l.ng the client meaningful to himh Fu:r.\ther ()‘7 .
/’

»research to establish the consistancy of a counsellor's

-,

}categories from client to client is. warranted

L : 4. This thesis has examined one factor Of judgement. '

©

other researchers (e g. Canter, West and WOols, 1974- Maslow

i \and Mintz, 1956, Mintz, 1956, Byrne, 1961, Moss, Byrne, Baskett,,

. Sachs, 1975) ‘have identified other factors, such as env:Lronment

‘ and perceived similarity between judges and persons being judged,

-""-rwhich also influence Judgement. Further research is necessary to

clarify the r.elationships between these and other factors before'

o

f a complete understanding of judgement is possible.

.‘p;:‘_;“.ﬂ";;;:‘_—-‘dﬂw
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;:‘",,English. :

.'The thing that tiea me up mostly is my parents. -
,I ve néver been able to figure out what my relationship ' :";4 ‘ '.
_"with my parents ‘should be. | ' '

“could 1ead to marriage.

k I'm worrie( about money. ‘

My father s mother made him feel guilty when he got 4

.. I alwaYs hate to create a scene._»‘. .j' ,:v: '~.'.-"' .

-away in colleg‘e

AppendixB ‘

Client Statements

v . \_ S ‘=‘~‘: -

I don't know what I'm looking for. R

\

"‘“*—*—----..,... e

I never could make up ; mind what to ma:)or in at college.

-

I'm baszcally afraid: of men and afraid to. find a good "

‘ ,‘relationship w:.th a man - I mean - a relationship that R ""._,-

For about a year and a half since I graduated from college,- o

I've had the feeling that something was the matter with me. ,

"‘._'MY family ‘thinks everything will turn out well. R

A;married. : c , , R ;
: _,'I ve always felt that I had to make up for my father, .
‘because of hlB 1ack of financial succesa in the world '
My father is a newspaper editor. _ o

T~
LRSI

Q_My father became really alcoholic some time when I was

RO

I majored in - it was a double ma;]or, advertising and

i_ e
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16,

17
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My parente live in Great Neck, I moved out in March. o
graduated w1th honors. o, _IA‘ SR o
I find it eas:Ler to lie than ‘to tell the trut.h, if the' - ‘:' I

truth is u.npleasant.~ . '”\
4

~ The thing I make myself guilty about is the fact ‘that

i

i my father doesn't earn enough money to support them.

’.My father is disturbed. L

21,

L

|

I tried a little experiment w:.th God - which was' one -

A“df the things that made me break off from religion. '

S ¥
23.
24.

27:,
. 2B,
e “"25;. ’n

I have nagging doubts about whether or not I should

I .."1 v

I want to get away from home, I want to. be myself R ST
I- was very 1mpulsive about the’ choice -of college. T
Y ’

.I was go:Lng to. get married to a Jew:l.sb‘ fellow but my

~famlly drdn't accept it..; L R ‘_:..‘T

I don't seem to be able to disc"ipline myself

o304

3L

- “."go hore. o ::_’ \ :{ . ~

’. I'm very’ 1mpulsive. .

I seem to have -a tendency towards puniahing mYSelf.

fwel]. the basic problem I hav_e ig that I eeem to have
lost s:Lght: of goals. C oo - ' ,::" ‘- o o

:I wanted to come to you because a' friend said j’Pu-' ‘ |

' 'helped him get over his guilt about his mother. .4:_‘;.__‘., ,i’ "

I think it's a feeling I was brought up vuth thatl - :

. ‘you always have to give of yourself.'If .you think . o
fof yourself, you re wrong.~ - R B 7‘; e ,"' :f};

o tisaE

;"I have tremendous self-—doubts about every part of my '. o

‘ . existence.
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£ 33,

34, T

- -36.

C 37,

'in my own judgement.

'!

I've always tried to live up to my family s expectations. -

'in school,fso I had to- work hard..

g

S

lhave talent, I'm just afraid to apply myself.

.You re brought up to believe that»everything your

. ,parents say is right. And I haven t been able to

v 38,

39,
40
41

loose nwself from this.

3

I was brought up to think that I mustn't be selfishn

:terribly hurt, and my stomach gets all upset.g

b
;I get so mad at myself for being so illogical.-

- And- now when I try to break away, my parents get‘

"The thing that made me try to straighten myself out"

-was that I know I’ ve got to learn to have confidence

.Although I have pretty well convinced myself that I

'_My family always emphasized that T couldn't do well

:Thls one fellow that I've' been going with - in fact,.

S | .
ﬁ'gboth of them -~ said that I don' t have a- good opinion

'4:344.A,
Cas.
a6y

o of myselfv,//*’f

,:9?:
'ii3, y

I can be loving, though.

I should think,_.If they care than 1itt1t about me,;_'

g why should I care about them?"

Yes, I'm very unconfident.

'

‘.way, and I don't want to be lost.,

I don't want to live my family 8 lives. _

c

;My mother thinks I should be at home. ;y;?;\

But the individual - whatever contributions he has to :

_"make, whatever his capabilities are r can be lost that
















