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Counselor-subject Rapport: Iffect on Youthful
Offender's Self-report of Body Image

Although the term "rapport" has become a household
wvord in the behavioral sciences, and although most of us
in the field assume that we know what is meant by it and
also that we are 211 in reasonable agreement as to its
neaning, one quickly discovers, in reviewing the liter-
ature, that few of us really Imow what it is or how to
define it. The scarcity of empirical or scientific re-
search wanich deals directly with rapport attests to the
validity of the previous sitatement. Some theoreticians
and researchers avoid defining it but offer various
criteria for its establishment and its recognition. ZEgan
(1975) first lists the criteria for kmowing whether or
not rapvpvort has been established:

The client comes to see him as an expert in

sone sense of that term, for he sees the coun-

selor responding helpfully; he learns to trust

him, for the counselor is acting in a way that

engenders trust; and, generally speaking, he 1is

attracted to the helper, for he sees him as an

ally, a person he can respect, one who can help

1



him find his way out of the problems beéetting
him. In a word, the skillful counselor estab-
lishes good rapport. (p. 36)
Then he lists the steps that the counselor must take if
he is to establish it:
He does so by presenting himself for what he is
(or should be): an effectively living person
who sincerely wants to help. Such a helper en-
gages in a social-influence process in that he
becomes a collaborator with the client in the
latter's attempts to rid himself of his misery
and live more effectively. (p. 36)
In emapirical or scientific study, the researcher often
avoids a general definition and offers only the oper-
ational definition such as "a subject attitude toward
the interviewer measurable by the Semantic Differential™
(Ullman, Bowen, Greenber, lachperson, iarcum, HMarx, &
Hay, 1968, p. 355). In a discussion of the unstructured
research interview Stebbins (1972) states:
Rapport is essentially a subjective condition
which, if successfully established, threatens
objectivity.«.ssIt is concluded that validity
in this type of interview is increased, not

by pursuing objectivity, but by pursuing



subjectivity. (p. 164)

It appears that there is no standard definition. One
group of researchers, in regard to this situation,
stated:

Like all too many words in psychology, the fre-

quency with which 'rapport' is used is matchea

only by the variety of its definitions and the

paucity of relevant experimental data. (Ullman,

et al., 1968, p. 355)

Considering all the factors which are encompassed by the
concept of counselor-client or experimenfer—subject
rapport, it is not surprising that theoreticians and
researchers have found it difficult to offer a éoncise,
meaningful, standard definition which is suitable for
all purposes, The present study will use the operation-
al definition offered by Ullman, et al. (1968): "a sub-
ject attitude toward the interviewer measurable by the
Semantic Differential®. (p. 355)

Rapport, or some component of it, has been cited on
numerous occasions as being a factor to be considered in
assessment of the nature and extent of the self-disclo-
sures made by subjects to experimenters. Self-disclosure
is generally defined as "any information about himself

which Person A communicates verbally to a Person D"



(COZby, 1973, Pe 73)'
Powell (1968) reported that subjects disclose more

if the interviewer responds with open disclosure to the
subject's self-references. Vhen the interviewer used
approval-supportive or reflection-restatement techniques,
subjects disclose to a lesser extent. However, Vondracek
(1969) reported that a probing interviewer is able to
elicit more disclosures than a reflecting or disclosing
interviewer.

Jourard and Friedman (1970) found that experimenters
who disclose are rated as more trustworthy and more vos-
itively in general. They found that these experimenters
are also gble to elicit more disclosures from subjects.
Jourard and Yormann (1958) demonstrated that subjects who
receive disclosures from the experimenter change their
responses on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule.
This finding suggests that the nature of the subject's
responses in experimental situations may be affected by
the experimenter's disclosures. The duration of the
experimenter's disclosures has been shovm to be a factor
influencing the length or time factor involved in sub-
jects disclosures (Jourard & Jaffe, 1970). Jourard and
Yoraann (1963) refer to the interaction between experi-

menter and subject as the "dyadic effect" when subjects
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disclose more about themselves to an experimenter who is
equally disclosing.

Zlerluzzi and Banikiotes (1978) found that subjects
rated low-disclosing counselors higher in trustvorthiness
than hizsh-disclosinz counselors but noted that the coun—
selors' disclosures were extrene and aay have Leen deened
inenpronriate by the subjects. These researchers also
reported that the perceived expertness and attractiveness
of the exverimenter can influence the subject's willing-
ness o disclose.

Jourard (1969) argues that honesty on the part of
subjects can be increased by experimenter disclosure.

He feels that it can reduce or eliminate the subject's
feeling of being spied upon. Equity theory (Adans, 1965)
is based upon the assunmption that subjects nerceive in-
equity in this sitvation znd implies that experinenters
who ask subjects to reveal something of theuselves, yet
reveal nothing thenselves, create a situation of inequity.

ubjects may be careless or lie in their attennts to re-

&

store equity.
Jaffee and Polanski (13562) tested the hypothesis

that there is 21 inverse relationship between verbal

ibility =nd delincuency-proneness. These researchers

+ "aiong pre-delinquent youngssters, not only



would we find g conscious unwillingneés to communicate .
feelings, but an actual inability to do so" (p. 110).
They supported the hypothesis and found that boys with
delinquent trends tend to be relatively verbally in-
accessitle. Iowever, while these researchers employed
Zlack interviewers to conduct the interviews with the
Zleck youths, no other considerations were made with
regard to interviewer-subject ravport.

Domelsmith and Dietch (1978) investigated the rel-
ationship between I‘achigvellianism and self-disclosure.
These researchers found as previous resegrch had suggest-
ed, that l‘achiavellianism was significantly associated
with an unwillingness to self-disclose for males. They
did find, however, that llachiavellignism is positively
associated to willingness to disclogse for females. They
offered, as a possible explenation for this difference
between males and females, the dissimilarity in the
current stereotyves for men and women:

According to current stereotypes, men are oriented

toward individual achievement, while the goals of

women are more 'social,' being popular, nurturant,
skilled at getting along with others, etc. Vomen
who accept these goals and who are willing to en-

ploy manipulative (iachiavellian) tactics to



7
achieve them could use self-disclosure effeétively,
while it would be an ineffective strategy for mene.
(p. 715)

Yochelson and Samenow (1976) observed that criminals
often appeared to be self-disclosing but discovered later
that the criminals had lied to a considerable degree in
the belief that the researchers would be able to effect
their pleas of not-guilty-by-reason-of-insanity.

A number of studies have investigated the relation-
ship between self-concept and adaptation to one's social
environment. Previous researchers have consistently
demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between
self-concent and adaptability. Significant results have
been obtained in studies exanining the relationship be-
tween self-accevntance and acceptance of others (Berger,
1952; Omwake, 1954; Phillips, 1951; Sheerer, 1949; Stock
1949; Suinn, 1961), self-acceptance and acceptance by
peers (Zelen, 1954), satisfaction with self and adjust-
ment (Block & Thomas, 1955; Hillson & Worchel, 1957), and
self-concept and physical effectiveness (Lerner, Orlos &
¥napp, 1976). The samples used in these and similar
studies were varied so that there is general agreement

that there exists a relationship between the concept of

self and the behavior of nuaan-beings.
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Hendry and Gillies (1978) suggested that "the self,
therefore, is seen as a social product, a function of the
way in which an individual is reacted to by others",

(p. 182) ead (1934) theorized that the attitudes that
others talke toward an individual are necessary before
the develooment of the self is possible.

Fumerous studies have demonstrated that physically
attractive individuals are generally better lired (Byrne,
London, & Reeves, 1968; VWalster, Aronson, & Abrahans,
1966), possess greater social power (Sigall & Aronson,
1969), and are assumed to have more acceptable personal
qualities (Berscheid & Walster, 1972; idiller, 1970).
Teacher's expectations and evaluations have been showmn
to be influenced by +the pupil's physical attractiveness
(Clifford & Vialster, 1973; Dion, 1972; Rich, 1975).

Cole and Hall (1970) reported that 256 adolescent
males possessing inadequate masculine physiques had
adjustnent difficulties related to their feelings of
inadequacy. Lerner and Xarabenick (1973) asked sroups
. of adolescent males and females to rate the physical
attractiveness of 24 body varts and found that the
correlation between attractiveness and self-concept was
sifmificant for females but not for the males. In a

lzater study, Lerner, Orlos and Xnapp (1976) aslred zroups
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of adolescent males and females to rate both the attract-
iveness and effectiveness of 24 body parts and found that
attractiveness was positively correlated to self-concevt
for the females but that effectiveness was positively
correlated to self-concept for male subjects.

Yochelson and Samenow (1976) reported a number of
observations concerning the self-concepts and personality
characteristics of criminals. One of‘their.observations
concerns the criminal's tendency to downgrade his physi-
cal condition and appearance in numerous ways:

The criminal's dissatisfactions with his body

include almost any physical feature....complaints

about facizal features are numerous....dissatis-
faction vith body build is exceedingly freguent

.+ . .unthanpiness about skin appearance was also

COMMN0N. o o « SOT1€ Black crininals were self-conscious

about sl-in color....Blaclt self hatred was quite

evident....at0n; the aspects of physical endov-

-1ent that distressed criminals, one of the nost

prevelent was penis size. (p. 205)

It is interesting to note that the research by Cavior and
Howerd (1973) supvoris the hyvothesis that both 3leck and
“hite delinauents are sismificantly lower in facial

atirac+tiveness than non-delinquents. Also noteworthy is
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the fact that Xurizbers, Safar and Cavior (1S63) renorted

that facial plastic surgery can be effective in reducing

In view of the literature, it seems plausible to
vesv That the self-concepts, in terms of satisfaction

wvith: verious body nerts, of youthful offenders would bhe

ers. It 2lso seems plausible to sugsest that exveri-

nenter-subject rapport would be an esset in obtaining

o

from any subject sanple but es-

Cirm

i3

accurate selil-ratin

o8
u

ecizlly crucizal withh rezard Lo an ofTendew sananle.

b o)

The purpose of +this study is to exazine the relation-
shin between counselor-subject rapnort a2and subject's gell-

isclosure in teras of body image. It is hypothesized .

(o))

that there exists a nezative relationship between coun-

selor-subject rapport and youthful offendexrs' self-report
of sagtisfaction with body vparts, oxr those subjects who
have established rapport with the Counselor will report

a ore negzetive self-image than those who hagve not. A

review of the literature suggests that adolescents and
criminal ponulations are amnong those groups reporting the
st nesative self-imases. It seeus likely then, that

youtiful offender population would possess a fairly neg-

ative self ianaze. Tne literature also suggests that
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rapport is necessary for total honesty pertaining to
potentially uncomfortable or threatening self-disclosure.
Tethod

Particivents

All 49 subjects were male, ranging from 13 to 18
years in age, and residents of Gainesville State School
vho had been in residence for a period of at least one
month. The nature and degree of previous interpersonal
interaction between each of the subjects and the Counsel-
or varied from no previous interaction to several hours
of very intimate interpersonal interaction. The Coun-
selor was a male, resident counselor at Gainesville State
School.

Subjects participated on a volunteer basis. The in-
centive used to recruit the subjects was detexrmined by
the staff at Gainesville State School. The subjects were
given an extended (30 minute) "smoke break", which was
to begin immnediately after the data for the study had
been collected.

Instrunents

Counselor Rating Foram. Subjects were asked to rate

the Counselor using the Counselor Rating orm. This
seven-point semantic differential scale was used to

assess the subject's perception of the Counselor's
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expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. The.
scale consisted of 30 bipolar adjectives. The numbers

"1 through "T7" were used to designate the steps on the
scales The scales were arranged so that a rating of nyw
always reflected a higher score than a rating of "1v.

For exeuple, using a scale of "masculine vs., feminine®,
"masculine" anveared at the high end of the scale with
"feminine" at the low end of the scale since the Counselor
rated by the subjects was male. 1In other'words, the
scales were arranged in the manner that required the

least anount of effort from the subjects agand that was
least potentially confﬁsing for the subjects. The mean-—
ings of the numbers were defined and illustrated in the
instructions. A rating of "4" designated "average'" or

"no opinion" (see Appendix A).

p'd
208y Parts Ratinz Scale. Subjects were asked to rate

24 bvody parts using a five-point Likert scale in terms of
"sgtisfaction with" these parts of their bodies. Iiesponse
alternatives ranged from "1" = "very dissatisfied" to "5*
= Yyery satisfied" (see Appendix C).
Procedure

wach cottage at Gainesville State School houses 490
youths. The Counselor vas the male resident counselor at

one of these cottages. The Texas Youth Council reguires
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that counselors provide a minimum of one hour of individ-
ual counseling for each youth in his cottage per month.
The nature of the relationship between the Counselor and
the youths during these counseling sessions may definite-
ly be termed "intimate", since the sessions are hizghly
personalized and may involve any topic which pertains to
human problems. Therefore, youths from the Counselor's
cottage (the "ramport" group), and youths from each of
two other cottages were recruited for the study. One of
the other cottages selected was one which housed youths
with vhoa the Counselor had had some form of interaction
with most of its residents (the "some rapport" groun),
altnouzh the nature of the interaction most often was
less than what would normally be termed as intimate. The
Counselor's previous interaction with these youths invol-
ved no counseling but he knew all of them by sight, lknew
most of them by name and had chit-chatted informally with
mnay o? the youths on occasion. The remaining cottage was
selected so that the Counselor had had no interaction at
all with the majority of its residents (the "no rapport"
group). The purpose for this procedure in the selection
of cottages was to insure variability in the counselor-
subject rapport veriable. The "rapport" group contained

15 subjects, the "some rapport" zroup contained 15
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subjects and the "no rapport" group contained 135 subjects.
The school cafeteria was used to adninister the
rating foras to 21l 49 subjects simulteneously. The sub-
jects earvived en masse accompanied by a security officef
two counselors and the resident Psychologist. The staff
renained in the cafeteria throuzhout the data collection

sement of the study.

The resident Psychologist made an opening statement
explaining that the purpose of the gathering was 1o
collect data for o research project. He exvlained that
the subjects did not have 1o varticinzate but those who
did would receive an extended smole break. All of the
subjects present participated in the study.

The Ixperimenter was the Temale author of +this paper
and adainistered the Counselor Ratinz Form to all subjects.
The Ixperinentver had hacd no previous interaction with the
subjects. Initially, voth the Experinenter and the Coun-
selor were introduced to the subjects. The Counselor
then left the room. Vith the help of two recruits, the
Sxverinenter distributed the Counselor Rating Tora and
the “ody Ferts Rating Scele to each subject. The sub-

Jects vere imediztely avle to ingnect the Counselor

Dotius Doy gince 1t had been distrivuved i uasenled

envelopesi aovever, vie Zody Tertss Hatianl 3Scele was
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distributed in sealed envelopes. The Ixperimenter then
explained that the research project involved two senar—
ate tasls and that the sealed envelope was to be used
during the second tas’z. It was reguested that there be
no identifying marls on the rating forms or the envelopes
excent the particivant's cottage nunber. Subjects were
told that they could not ask questions during the data
collection segment but that they would be allowed to ask
oguestions aiter the date nad been collected.

The Counselor Rating Form was then explained to the
subjects. Thney wviere instructed to rate the Counselor to
vaom they were introduced just minutes earlier. The in-
terpretetion of eacn of the points on the scale was ex-
plained using the example of the movie "Ten", and three
sets of bipolar adjectives which were not on the form
(poor vs. rich, ugly vs. pretty, stupid vs. smart) were
used as examples.

The subjects were informed that their ratings of the
Counselor would have no bearing upon their own status or
the Counselor's status at Gainesville State 3chool and
that neither the Counselor nor any other person assoc-
iated with Gainesville State School would have access to
the individual rating forms used in the study. A brief

description of each of the bipolar adjectives was read
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aloud by the Experimenter to the subjects at l-minute
intervals so that all subjects considered and marked the
first item simultaneously, the second itenm simultaneously,
etc. (see Appendix 3B).

Subjgcts vere instructed to remain silent and remain
seated upon completion of the Counselor Rating Form. They
were also instructed to return the completed Counselor
Rating Form to the unsealed envelove and were asked *to
leave the envelope unsealed until completion of the second
tasz. “hen all subjects had completed the Counselor
Rating Fora, the Counselor re-entered and toolr charge of

he adainistration of the Body Farts Rating Scale. The

Dxperinenter remained in the room near the exit and was
visible to the participants but said nothing during this
phase.

The Counselor explained the form briefly and asked
the subjects to Te as open and honest as possible in
their ratings. He also instructed the subjects to remain
silent and remain seated upon completion of the form.

. Subjects were instructed to enclose the completed Lody
Farts Rating Scale in the unsealed envelope with the
Counselor Rating Fform and, at this point, to seal the
eavelope. Subjects were z2zain remninded to write their

cottase nuaber on the envelope il they had not done so.



| 17
‘hen all subjects had completed the task the group was
allowed to leave the room. The staff in attendance
collected the envelopes as the subjects exited.
Results

_All of the data collected were used in the analyses.
All itenms left blank on the Counselor Rating Form were
assigned a value of "4", which corresponds to '"no
opinion" on the semantic differential. The rate of
nissing values for +this form was 1. One subject in the
non-ranport group had marked through the scale on the
"impersonal vs. personal" item and had inserted a zero +to
the left of the scale (lower end). A "1" was coded on
this iten For this subject. All items left blank on the
Zocly Parts Rating Form were assigned a value of "3Y,
which corresponds to "equally satisfied and dissatisfied"
on the form. The rate of missing values for this form
vas 2%,

A One-ilay Analysis of Variance was used to compare
the mean counselor ratings for the counselor-subject
ranvort groups. The subject-mean scores on the Counselor
Rating Form were used in the statistical analysis with a
selected siznificance level of .05. The subject-mean
scores vere estaplished by suaning all of the ratinzs on

edach subject's Counselor Rating Fora and then dividing
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by the number of items. The means and standard‘deviations
obtained on the subject-mean counselor ratings for each
group are listed in Table I. The residents of the Coun—
selor's cottage were expected to rate the Counselor sig-
nificantly higher than the residents of the cottage with
whom the Counselor had had no interaction. The mean
differences between the three groups failed to reach
significance, ¥ (2, 46) = 2.54, p < .09 (see Table III).
The Zartlett's Test indicated homozeneity of veriance for
the three grouvs, ¥ = 1.27, p < .28.

A One-/ay Analysis of Variance was then used to ex—
anine the group means on the vody »arts ratinzs. The

subject-nesn scores on the Jody Parts Retiag TForm vere

]

used in the statisticel analysis with a selected siznif-

}..

icaice level of .05. The subject-i1ean scores were estab-

lished by suraing all of the ratinzs on each subject's

Body Perts Rating Form and then dividing by the number of

itens. The means and standard deviations obtained on the

2

setisfection with body parts ratings are listed in Table
II. The residents of the Counselor's cottage were ex—
vected to rate theunselves significantly lower than the

residents of the covtese with vhom the Counselor had had

no interscition. The nean dilTerences in the three srouns

Teiled %o reach sismificance, T (2, 46) = 2.49, » < .02
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(see Table IV). The Zartlett's Test indicated honogen-
eity of variance for the three groups, F = 1.27, » < .29.

The three .rapport groups were further contrasted
using a multinle discriminant function analysis that
envered the orediction variables by the 7illis' method.
Using the 30 itens of the Counselor Reting Form as pre-
dictors, a significant discrininant function occurred,
Willzs!' Lembda = .26, %2 = 59.93, p ¢ 001l. -The centroids
for Grouvns 1, 2, and 3 were -1.26, -.11, and 171, respect-
ivelv. The following items (and their standerdized dis-
crininant function coefficients) entered the function:
Iten 1 (.52), Item 7 (~1.59), Item 10 (.86), Item 12
(-.50), Item 13 (-.37), Item 17 (79), Item 19 (.69),
Ttea 23 (-1.09), Item 25 (.45), and Item 28 (.55). These
results indicate that Group 3, the rapport group, rated
the Counselor as being more interested, reassuring,
assertive, sensitive, involved, and excitable, as being
warner and softer but as being less personal and sincere.
T™he fact that the centroid for the seme rapport group
-was between that of rapport and no rapport groups
sugzests that using different cottages resulted in groups
with different opinions of the Counselor. The attemnt to

discrininate amonz the three groups on the basis of the

body-nart ratings failed.
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Pearson Product l“oment Correlational analyses were
used to determine whether or not relationships existed
between the counselor-subject rapport ratings and the
satisfaction with body parts ratings. In all cases, the
subject-mean scores on the Counselor Rating Form were
correlated with the subject-mean scores on the Body Parits
Rating Form in the statistical analyses with a selected
significance level of .05. The results for Group 1,
Zroun 2, Group 3, and all subjects are reported in Table

V .

-3

The expvected result was a negative relagtionship be-
tvieen the counselor-subject rapport ratings and the sat-
isfaction vith body parts ratings. The Pearson Product
Tlonment Correlation between counselor-subject rapport
ratings and satisfaction with body parts ratings for
Groun 1 was .31 (p < .10). The correlation for Group 2
vas .13 (p €.32). The correlation for Group 3 was .01
(p <€.001). The correlation for 211 subjects was .40

(p € .02).

Discussion

The results of this study do not support the hy-
vothesis that there exists a negative relationship be-
tvreen counselor—-subject rapport and youthful offender's
self-report of satisfaction with body parts. The cor-

relation for each of the groups was found to be positive
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rather than negative. he overall correlafion between
the counselor-subject repport ratings and the satis-
Tection with body pearts ratings produced an r2 value
vhich sussests that 165% of the variance in the ratings on
the Zody Parts Rating Scale may be attributed to the
ravport variable. The correlation for Group 3 produced
an r2 value vhich suggests that 66% of the variance in
the ratings on the Body Parts Rating Scale may be attrib-
uted to the rapport variable for this group.

In the absence of statistical analyses which support
the hyvothesis, it seeas plausible only to susgest poss-
ible explanations for the lack of significant differences.

The literature concerning ravnort attests to the

s g difficult

|

fact that describing and measuring repport
tasl: since the nature of the repvort vetween Fersons A
and 2 nay be very different from that vetween Persons =2
and C or Persons C and D. Yochelson and Samenow (1976,
D. 383) concluded tnat trust is the most important factor
in obtaining accurate self-disclosures from offenders if
the nature of the self-disclosure is such that the of-
fender might be chastised in some way or feel put dowm
because of the disclosure. These researchers also »oint

out that often the ceingnvics emnloyved by offenders is
d -

very different from the senantics emnloyed by non-
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offenders. For example, trust for an offender means that
the other person will not betray him of "snitch" on him.
It may be that the independent variable used in this
study is experimentally inaccessible to effective manipu-
lation.

It was intended that the reading aloud of the des-
criptions of the bipolar adjectives on the Counselor
Rating Form would eliminate the possibility +that the
subjects might each be rating the Counselor from a
different frame of reference. There is substantial
reason to believe that some subjects paid little or no
attention to what was said by the resident Psychologist
or the Xxperimenter or the Counselor since 12 of the 49
subjects wrote their names on either the envelone or one
or the ratians Toras walch was adaianistered (even thourh
they had been zsgzed not o do so). Several of the sub-
jects failed to write their cottaze numbers on the en-—
velones and had to e rexninded to do so. The attending
stoell nenbers vino collected the envelopes checlred to see
that cottase numbers were visible and legible as the
Therefore, it seems reasonable

envelopes were collected.

to suzcest thet the reading aloud of the descrintions of

CIaL)

the bivoler adjectives had little or no effect on the

rotings aeode by some of the subjects. Therefore, sone
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subjects may have employed their ovn semantics in the
rating of the Counselor.

One uncontrolled variable was the presence of the
resident counselors and security officer who monitored
the group of subjects during the date collection. Al-
thoush the presence of these staff members was appreéi—
ated and probably essential to the maintenance of order
so that the data collection mizsht occur in the first
place, their presence, particularly their meandering
between the tables where the subjects were seated during
the adninistration of thé rating forms, had to have some.
effect on the scores reported. Some subjects may have
feared that one ol these staff menmbers might see a low
rating of the Counselor in question and meay have feared
sone sort of repercussion even though they were informed
that there would be none. Also, the subjects may have
Teared that the éounselor vould see a low rating that
the subject made of himself and feel put down by it or
Tear that the counselor would tell, or perhaps the sub-
jects would have felt extreme anxiety simply because

someone else lnew. The trust factor discussed earlier

(applicable to the "monitoring" Counselor and not to

the "rated" Counselor) may have played a very important

role in determining the high ratings reported by the
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subjects in this situation.

Plain boredom or disinterest or the anticivation of
the promised smole break may account for the consistency
of some subject's ratings as if "just mark something and
get it over with", and it may have seemed nicer or safer
to rate the Counselor or themselves highly. All of the

-£
or

l-

iten means on both ratings forms were above averaze
all groups. The expected item mean for all items on the
Counselor Rating Torm for Group 1 (no rapport) was four
(averaze or no opinion), since these subjects had had no
interaction with the Counselor. It is interesting to
note that all groups reted the Counselor and themselves
consistently higd but that none of the groups rated the
Counselor and themselves consistently low. So, while
boredon or disinterest or anticipation may have veen
responsible for the consistency of some of the ratings,
it does not seem likely that it could be held accountable
for the magnitude of the ratings.

I+t is possible that prior to the data collection,
the "no rapport" subjects received some type of inform—
ation concerning the Counselor from the "rapport" sub-
jects, so that some of the "no rapport" subjects may have
noscessed preconceived notions concerning the Counselor

before they were asled to rate hin.
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It is possible and perhaps probable that a percent-
age of the subjects used in the study, while qualifying
as "offenders" according to the laws of the State of
Texas, do not qualify as "criminal personalities®™. It
is nossible that the samples used in this study included
every category from "normal" to "hardened criminal®. If
this were the case, the results would be more difficult
to predict since the two populations have been found to
differ on various attributes. In general, a non-offender
ronulation would not be expected to rate the Counselor or
itself as extremely high or low as an of?ender population.
A non-offender ponulgtion would be expected to be =nore
disclosing end reliable than an offender population.

Yochelson and Samenow sugzest that the best way to
identify criminals is to go to jail (1976, ». 104).
while this may be true, it says nothing about what else
one will find in jail besides criminals. There seems to
be no thoroughly reliable pencil and paper method of
identifying criminals. The most often used and most
reliable test for this purpose appears to be the ilinn-
esota ‘mltiphasic Personality Inventory (iZPI) (Yochelson
& Semenow, 1976). This inventory is popular for this
purnose because it has 2 built in lie scele. In realitly

even the shortened version of this test is lenzthy and
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an investigator would probably have difficulty in getting
a group of juvenile offenders to agree to take it even
if the institutionalizing state agency, as guardian,
were to allow it.

Since the procedure used in this study relied
heavily upon verbal accessibility, both oral and written,
and since the results were not found to be significent,
the results of this study can be said to support the
findings of Jaffee & Polanski (1972), that delinguency-—
nrone youths are characterized by verbal inaccessibility.
These researchers had theorized prior to the study, that
nre-delinquent youngsters would not only display a con-
scious unwillingness to cormunicate feelings, but an
actual inability to do so. This suggests that some type
of measuremnent other than that used in this study would
be more appropriate and yield more accurate results than
those obtained in this study. Perhaps projective tech-
niques or observational studies would produce nore mean-—
ingfui results.

In consideration of the fact that all of the youth-
ful offenders who participated in this study were male,
the results of this study may e2lso sunvort the results

of Donelsnith and Dieteh (19373) vhich indiceted that

—haa

W) o]

Techigvellionigsa vias sisnificantly associated with an
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unwillingness to self-disclose for males but positively
associated with a willingness to disclose for females.
They offered, as explanation for this difference, the
dissimilarity in the current stereotypes for men and
women. Iemgles are currently more socially oriented
than nmsles. TFemales willing to employ menipulative
technigues to attain their goals, might use self-dis-
closure more effectively than males who currently are

more acheivenent oriented.

It is impossible to say whether these results sup-
port the conclusions drawn by Yochelson and Samenow (1976)
that "the crininal's dissatislfactions with his Body in-
clude alaost any physical Teature®, (p. 205) because
these researchers also concluded that trust was the most
important factor in obtaining accurate information from
crininels and that if this elenent were absent then the
criainal would iie to prevent feeling put dovm by the
disclosure. Their conclusions would also suggest, as
discussed earlier, that criminals would lie, in the
absence of the trust Tactor, about their perception of
the Counselor if they feared chastisement.

In sumary, it seems that lack of experimentsl
control nay have éllowed for the confounding of extran-—

eous variables with the effecis of the independent
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variable to such an extent that the results of this study
should not be used as g premise Tor drewing conclusions

concerning the nopulations or the variables involved.
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Table I

lieans and Standard Deviations of leasures of
Counselor-Subject Rapport by Rapport Group

Group n X 5D
Group 1 (Xo Rapp) 19 5.16 1.24
Group 2 (Some Rapp) 15 5.42 1.07
Group 3 (Rapport) 15 5.99 0.82

Table II
Yeans and Standard Devigtions of liegsures of

Subject's Satisfaction with Body Parts by Rapport Group

Group n Z _E_S__I}
Group 1 (Xo Rapp) 19 3.70 0.95
Group 2 (Some Rapn) 15 4.29 0.53

Group 3 (Rapport) 15 4.05 0.69




ANOVA of Jean Counselor-Subject Rapport

Table IITI

Ratings by Rapport Groups

30

Source arf S5 S 7
Zetween 2 5.8788 2.9394 2+536
Viithin 46 53.3072 1.1589
Total 43 59.1859
.0202
Table IV
AYICVA of tean SatisTaction with Body

Parts Ratings by Rapport Groups
Source af S8 7S F
Between 2 2.9661 1.4631 2.439
Within 46 27.4039 0.5957
Total 48 3043700




Teble V
Pearson Product-iioment Correlations Between
leasures of Counselor-Subject Rapvort
and leasures of Subject's Satisfaction’

with Zody Parts
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Group I 32 o
Grouo 1 (7o Rapp) 0.31 0.10 0.099
Group 2 (Some Rapp) 0.13 0.02  0.323
Group 3 (Rapport) 0.81 0.66 0.000

All Subjects 0.40 0.16 - 0.002



Table VI

ifeans and Standard Deviations

of Body Part Items by Group
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Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
(o Rapp) (Some Rapp) (Rapport)
Tten X sp X sD- X SD
1 Facial complexion 3.63 1.21 4,00 0.93 3.80 1.01
2 Ears 3.74 1.15 4.33 0.72 4.20 1.01
3 Chest 3.53 1.07 3.87 1.25 3.80 1.32
4 Profile 3.63 1.26 4.27 0.80 3.93 0.88
5 Veight 4.21 1.18  4.47 0.92  3.87 1.41
6 Eyes 4.26 1.19 4.67 0.62 4,80 0.41
7 Height 4,11 1.05 4.60 0.91 4.73 0.59
8 Ankles 3.74 1.24 4,49 0.74 4,27 1.03
9 Vaist 3.53 1.43 4.60 0.51 3,93 1.22
10 Arms 3.63 1.16 3.87 1.46 4,00 1.13
11 Shape of legs 3.53 1.43 4.53 0.74 4.00 1.25
12 General appearance 3.47 1.39 4.27 0.70 4.07 1.03
13 Eivs 3.26 1.33 4.33 0.98  3.47 1.60
14 %iidth of shoulders 3,68 1.25 4.13 1.41  3.60 1.30



Teble VI (cont)

eans and Standard Deviations

of Body Part Items by Group
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Group 3

Group 1 Group 2
(iio Rapp) (Some Rapp) (Rapvort)
Iten ¥ s I s X 8D

15 Zouth 3.79 1.40 4.67 0.49 4.33 1.29
16 Yeck 3.58 1.46 4.33 1.05 4.20 1.15
17 Teeth 3.79 1l.32 4,27 0.96 3.60 1.45
13 Lose 3.42 1.46 4.20 0.94 4.07 1.44
19 Chin 3.63 1.38  4.47 0.74 4.40 0.99
20 Fair texture 4.11 1.15 4.27 0.88 4.07 1.22
21 Body build 353 1.35 3.93 1.39 4.00 1.36
22 Hair color 4.05 1l.22 4,20 1.21 4.20 1l.32 °
23 Thighs 3.58 1.26 4.53 0.64 4.07 1.10
24 TFace 3.66 1.42 4.33 1.11 4.13 1.19
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Table VII
eans and Standard Deviations

of Counselor-Subject Rapnort Items by Group

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
(%0 Rapp) (Some Rapp) (Reapport)

—— — —

Iten X s X s» X 8D
1 Accepting 5.37 1.80 5.00 1.33 6.40 0.63
2 Interested 5.42 1.77 5.60 1.59 6,13 1.36
3 Consistent 4.16 1.80 4.87 1.46 5.53 1l.92
4 Optimistic 4,63 1.42 5.33 1.45 6.00 1.25
5 Strong 5.21 1.81 5.33 1.63 6.47 0.99
6 Professional 4.95 2.20 5.27 1.57 6.13 1.30
7 Personal 5.26 1.76 5.07 1.10 5.80 1.32
8 Tositive 5.16 1.89 5.47 1.81 5.87 1.30
9 TFriendly 5.79 1.72 5.80 1.52 5.60 1.64
Reassuring 4,84 1.98 5.53 1.41 5.47 0.99
Skilled 5.89 1.45 5.80 1.32 6,13 1.19
Caln 5.05 1.68 5.23 1.22 5.13 1.85
Sincere 5.16 1.95 5.13 1.55 5393_ 1.10
Ton=Tvaluative 4.84 1.92 5.33 1.18 5.20 1.52
Zood 5.74' 1.43 5.87 1.36 6.53 0.92
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Table VII (cont)
Yeans and Standard Deviations

of Counselor-Subject Rapport Items by Group

Group 1 Group 2 Sroup 3
(o Rapp) (Some Rapn) (Rapport)
Iten ¥ s ¥ s» X 8D
15 Direct 5.63 1.50 5.53 173 5.93 1.44
17 “ilarm 4,63 1.53 4.87 1.36 6.07 1.10
18 Vise 5.68 1.42 5.80 1.32 6.26 0.38
19 Assertive 4.79 1.27 5.33 1.29 6.27 1.16
20 Active 5.05 1.54 5.47 1.19 6.40 0.91
21 Zncouraging 531 1.53 5.80 1l.42 6.07 1.16
22 Relaxed 5.47 1.68 5.13 1.51 5.60 1.35
23 Hard 5.42 1.74 5.20 1.32 5.46 1.40
24 Sympathetic 4.79 2.07 5.07 1.53 5.73 1.16
25 Sensitive 4,53 1.84 5.00 1.36 5.80 1.15
26 Ionest 5.4 1.61 5.87 1.25 6.60 0.91
27 ‘aninulative 4,74 1.66 5.00 1.07 5.47 1.51
23 Involved 5.05 1.04 5.73 1.10 6.33 0.9
29 IAffective 5.32 1.30 5.47 1.55 5.3 1.23
30 Comnetent 5.05 1.78 5.37 1.51 6.47 D.92



Appendix A

Counselor Rating Form
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Rejecting
Uninterested
Inconsistent

Pessinistic

vy

vieal

Unprofessional

Iapersonal
Tegative
Fostile
Threatening
Unsizilled
Zxecitable
Insincere
Ivaluative

Zad ’

5 Zvasive

Cold

0 Moolich

Lleelr

Counselor Rating Form

average or

no opinion
leee2eee3eceedesesSenebessT Accenting
leee2ece3cecedecesdecebessT Interested
leee2ees3eecedecaeDecebess7 Consistent
leee2eee30ecedeceesSeaebese7 Ovntimistic
leee2ece3eceedenseSenebeesT Strong
leee2eee3ecoetdecesBecebessT Professional
leoee2eoe3ecoedeceeDecsbess7 Personal
Jeeo2eee3eceebeceeSenebees? Positive
levee2cee3eeceteseeDecsbeeeT Friendly
leee2eee3eeoedeceeDesebess7 Reassuring
lecee2ece3eecceheceeSeeebeeeT Skilled
leeoe2ese3eceedecsesbecebess? Calm
leee2ese3eceodoceeDensbhess7 Sincere
lees2ece3cesshesseSecebessT Non-evaluative
leoee2ees3ecoetecesSeneboss Good
leee2see3esoedeceebesebeses Dirvect
leee2ece3eecsbecesSecebeesT ViaTm
leee2ece3ceccbdeceeSesebeseT Vise
leee2ece3escebdeceebenebonsT Asseftive

37



Passive
Discourazing
Tense

Soft
Unsynapathetic
Insensitive
Dishonest
Fernaissive
Detached
Ineffective

Incoapetent

38

Counselor Rating Form (cont)

average or

no opinion
leee2eee3eecedeceeSenebansT
Jeoee2eee3caoobeceeDenebonsd
Jeee2ees3ereadocseDenebenad
Jeee2eee3seecheseeSenebessT?
Jeee2ese3coeedeceaSeeeSonsT
leee2eee3reeedoeeseDenebessT
leeoe2eeo3eaoebeceeDanebansT
Jeee2eee3esoedoneeDesebansT
leee2eve3cecebeseaDecebeneT
Teee2eee3enoatoseeBensbondT
leoeoe2eee3eeoodeceebecsbens’

Active
Encouraging
Relaxed

Hard
Sympathetic
Sensitive
Tonest
lanivulative
Involved
Iffective

Competent



Appendix B

Descrintions of Bipolar Adjectives



Descriptions of Bipolar Adjectives

rejecting - refusing others recognition or acceptance .

accepting - granting others recognition or acceptance

uninterested - indifferent, unconcerned

interested - caring, concerned

inconsistent - unsteady, unpredictable

consistent - steady, predictable

pessimistic - possesses a gloomy or negative view of
life

optimistic - loolks on the bright side, possesses a
positive view of life

weak - laclking in character or courage, incapable of
exerting influence or authority

strong — morally powerful or courazeous, capable of
exerting influence oxr authority

unprofessional - displays little skill or tzlent for
one's joﬁ, irresponsible, violates rules or ethics
of one's vprofession

professional - skilled in one's job, responsible,
respects the rules or ethics of one's profession

impersonal - does not refer directly to others, may
give the inpression that he does not recognize

others as persons

40
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Descrivntions of Bipolar Adjectives (cont)

personal - refers directly to others, gives the im-
»ression that he recognizes others as persons

negative - attitudes or opinions characterized by
denial or questioning of +traditional beliefs -
may be overly skeptical

positive - attitudes or oéinions characterized by
reasonable acceptance of traditional beliefs -
does not appear to be overly skevntical

hostile -~ threatening, agsgressive or unfriendly -
varlile

friendly - noanthreatening, nonagsressive, peaceable

threatening - frightening - impresses others as having

.

an intention to inflict injury, humilisgtion or

reassurinz - calming - restoring courage or confidence
in others

ungkilled - without special training, incompetent .

slzilled - possessing special training, competent

excitable - hizgh strung, easily agitated

cala - laid baclk, not easily azitated

insincere -~ does not exnress true feelings,
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Descriptions of Ripolar Adjectives (cont)

hypocritical

sincere - expresses true feelings - nonhypocritical

eveluative - judgaental, atteapts to determine the
viorth of others

bad - immoral or useless

zood - moral or useiul

evesive - nard to pnin dovwmn or understand

direct - straigatforward, easy to understand

cold - uninfluenced by enotion, laclifg affection,
indifferent to others :

warn - aifectionate, caring disposition, shows
enotion

Toolish - showing a lacl: of good sense, ridiculous,
stupid

vige - disnlays gzood judgment, prudent, snart

meelz - lacking spirit or baclibone

asgertive - svirited, possesses the abili+ty to defend
one's beliefs

passive - inactive, surrenders without a fizght, non-
»roductive

active - n@'tes things hadvpen, causes or yromotes
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Descrivtions of Ripolar Adjectives (cont)

change, productive, busy
2l. discouraging - lessens the confidence or courage of
others
encourazing - builds the confidence or courage of
others
22. tense - uptizht, strained
relaxed - restied, unstrained
23. soft - pliable, easily manipulated, delicate
hard - solid, not easily manipulated, durable
24. uansyanathetic - without compassion, no feeling for
others

syapathetic — compassionate, has feeling for others

25. insensitive — incanable of being influenced or
arffected by others
sensitive - canable of beins influenced or alfected
., by others
25.  dishonest - not seauvine, unlair, lier
honest - —cenuine, Tair, truthiul
27. wewriigsive - not strict in discinline, too lenient

anionlntive - nennes others gitillfully or shrewdly
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Descrintions of Bipolar Adjectives (cont)

1

devached - uninterestel, separated Ifion others

involved - interested, interacts with others

ineffective - incompetent, cannot produce the desired
result

effective - efficient, coxapetent, gets results

incompetent - unskilled

coapetent - skilled



Appendix C
Body Parts Rating Scale



1) very dissatisfied

2
3)
4)
5)

Body Parts Rating Scale

moderately dissatisfied

equally satisfied and dissatisfied

moderately satisfied

very satisfied

1
2
3
4
>
6
7
3
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

Facial comnlexion
Bars

Chest

Profile

vieight

Eyes

Height

Ankles

Vaist

Arms

Shape of legs
General gppearance
Hips

Yidth of shoulders

‘outh

LS F I PR Y RN
leceesoesPeescssssdesescncectoccnsaes’
levesseseZecsssessdecesssosdocencaesb
Jeeeeeeee2ecnncceadecevescedoccecened
leveoeooe2ecnsnesadensseasedecsannash
JeeeosoeeZecesncesdeccscasedeasacess’
JeooesoeoPeocesovedesocccosdossanaesd
leeeoeoee2evesoceadevosnaseldoseaneeed
leseosoao2evasseosdencsccsobossasaned
leoeoeoeePecoassoadescrossshornananed
Jeoeooeee2ecesceosdeveacsastossssaesd

l..‘.....2..0.....3........4—0'....005
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Body Parts Rating Scale (Cont)

very dissatisfied

moderately dissatisfied

equally satisfied and dissatisfied
moderately satisfied

very satisfied

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

NeCk l».uooooc2ocoo.oco3oaoooooo4ooov-o-c5

Teeth 100000'002....00003.0.....f‘4‘l0.0.0.0'5'

Hose lovooooo.2000-oooo3ooooovc-4novoooo-5
Chin 1000000002-900000030000000040000-0005
Hair texture lo.oooc002000000003000000004000000005

Body build 1.'....4. 02.0..I.‘.3..0.....4‘....'...5“
Haj—r COIOI‘ 1...0....2... 00...3. e e e 00 .'4. L B ..5_( 
Thighs 1........2.....‘..3.0.'0.‘.4‘0....'..5

Face 1.....‘..2....0..'30..010004‘.....'..5'
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