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ABSTRACT 

In order to facilitate successful therapy, numerous 

studies have sought to identify variables with which 

clients and counselors may be matched. Although the 

findings have been inconsistent, one variable which has 

received little attention is religion. 

Religion influences how one perceives the world. It 

has been reported that religious people have a tendency to 

distrust nonreligious counselors, and many counselors feel 

uncomfortable when religious issues are introduced during 

therapy. 

The present study investigated how the religiosity of 

raters and of counselors affected the perceived credibil

ity of the counselor. The study predicted that there 

would be differences in how high and low religious raters 

would perceive the credibility of the religious versus 

nonreligious counselor. It was hypothesized that high 

religious raters would perceive the religious counselor as 

more credible than the nonreligious counselor. It was 

further predicted that the nonreligious counselors would 

be rated as more credible than the religious counselor by 

low religious raters. The dependent measure for credibil

ity was the Counselor Rating Form (CRF). The raters were 
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classified as high or low on religiosity based on the 

Callison Religiosity Scale (CRS). A mock counseling 

session was presented to the raters via video tape, and 

the raters evaluated the counselor's credibility. 

A 2x2 analysis of variance of CRF total and subscales 

was used to test the hypotheses. The study's findings 

indicated that there were no significant differences in 

the credibility ratings of religious versus nonreligious 

counselors. Nor were significant differences found in the 

credibility ratings of high versus low religious raters. 

The interactive effect of the raters' religiosity matched 

with the religiosity of the counselor also failed to 

obtain significance. However, further analysis suggested 

that the high religious raters tended to perceive the 

religious counselor as less credible than the nonreligious 

counselor, contradicting the study's expectation and the 

findings in the literature. Discussion of these results 

included the need for a cleared definition of religiosity 

and possible limitations of simulated versus live counsel

ing. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Although findings concerning the matching of client-

counselor variables have been inconsistent, one influen

tial variable which has not been studied is religion. It 

has been assumed by some that religious attitudes contri

bute greatly to one's social-psychological development 

(Putney & Middleton, 1961). Bergin (1983) argued that 

religion should be considered when examining therapy and 

personality theories, and it was his belief that the 

importance of religiosity is beginning to gain some 

recognition in the field of psychology. 

Americans are considered to be a religious people, 

and their religious affiliations tend to affect their 

decisions and may help to decide the kinds of relation

ships they may have (Greeley, 1972) . Alston (1975) dis

covered that nearly one half of adults in America feel 

that their religious association is strong. Religion may 

be considered a facet of one's world view and is a frame 

of reference for one's perceptions. According to Greeley, 

people in America have a tendency to describe themselves 

as being affiliated with a religion even if they do not 

attend a church service regularly. Therefore, it may be 



assumed that religion plays a role in a person's life 

whether they are practicing their religion or net. 

The variables that have been shown to have an effect 

on the counseling relationship include demographic in

formation, personality factors, and clients' preferences 

for a particular therapeutic approach. Heppner and Dixon 

(1981) reported that social psychologists have investi

gated certain variables which appear to affect attitude 

change. These variables are: source characteristics, 

message variables, and recipient characteristics. The 

source characteristics refer to the person who is trying 

to influence the recipient, and the characteristics are 

trustworthiness and "expertness." The message variables 

are concerned with the message's verbal content, and it 

has been found that the less discrepant the message, the 

more influential it is. The qualities of the person 

receiving the messages are the recipient characteristics. 

Locus of control and authoritarianism are examples of 

these characteristics which influence reception of the 

message. 

Counseling may be considered an attempt at changing 

the client's attitude, and many variables have been shown 

to have a possible effect on the therapeutic outcome. 

Researchers have studied age, sex, race, mental health, 

counseling style, socioeconomic status, and experience of 

the counselors in relation to their effect on therapy 
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(Celotta & Bode, 1982). These variables which are brought 

into the counseling process are related to therapeutic 

outcome (Rupple, 1972). Apparently, these variables 

interact with the counselor's therapeutic approach; there

fore, a potential basis for client-counselor matching is 

provided. 

Whitehorn and Betz (1954, 1957, 1960) researched the 

area of therapeutic outcome with their A-B scale. The 

scale was based on a therapist's ability to be effective 

with schizophrenics. These authors were looking for the 

variables with which the client and counselor may be 

matched, in order to facilitate a positive therapeutic 

outcome. It is assumed that a mismatch of client-

counselor characteristics will limit the counselor's 

effectiveness with the client (Parloff, Waskow, & Wolfe, 

1978). Therefore, the perception clients have of their 

counselors may prove to be crucial and may determine 

whether or not therapy is effective (Barak & LaCrosse, 

1975). 

Goldstein, Heller, and Sechrist (1966) felt that 

clients' perceptions of counselors were based on the 

counselors' behavior which may exemplify expertness, 

credibility, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. Strong 

(1968) later reduced these variables to three dimensions: 

expertness, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. Dorn 

(1984) suggested that when people seek help from others, 



they turn to those who possess the above qualities. It is 

Strong's (1968) assumption that expert, trustworthy, and 

attractive counselors, as perceived by their clients, will 

be more effective than counselors who are not perceivea as 

having these qualities. It is assumed in this theory, 

then, that the social power of the counselor lies in the 

perceptions of the client. 

It has been the purpose of many studies to determine 

counselor behaviors which influence clients' perceptions 

(Barak, Patkin, & Dell, 1982). Behaviors which are under 

the control of the therapist and behaviors which are not 

under the control of the therapist have been studied 

(Barak et al., 1982). However, one variable which has 

been quite often overlooked is the religious orientation 

of the client (Bergin, 1983) and how it may affect the 

counselor's perceived effectiveness. 

It was the purpose of this study to examine the 

relationship between the client's and counselor's religi

osity and the effect these variables have on the coun

selor's credibility. The present investigation used the 

concepts supported by Strong in his Interpersonal Influ

ence Model (Strong, 1968). An explanation of his model, a 

review of observations made by researchers concerned with 

therapeutic outcom.e, and results from empirical investiga

tions are presented. Also presented, are characteristics 

shared by people who are considered to be religious. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The Interpersonal Influence Model 

In a counseling relationship, it may be assumed that 

the counselor is attempting to influence clients to behave 

in a certain way (McKee & Smouse, 19 83). Strong (1968) 

introduced a theory based on social psychology research 

which explores which variables may hinder or facilitate 

the interpersonal influence of the counselor. In essence, 

the theory asserts that in order for a counselor to 

achieve change in a client, the counselor must be a 

credible source. Strong (1968) cited the research done by 

Festinger (1957) concerning cognitive dissonance, and 

explained that one will feel dissonance whenever another 

person holds a different opinion on a topic. In a 

counseling situation, dissonance is created when the 

counselor tries to alter the client's behavior or opinions 

(Corrigan, Dell, Lewis, & Schmidt, 1980). The intensity 

of the dissonance is determined by the amount of discrep

ancy which is perceived by the two. The goal of counsel

ing is to constructively reduce this dissonance which, 

according to Strong (1968) , can be achieved only if the 

counselor is perceived as being credible by the client. 
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In other words, Strong feels that a counselor who has been 

discredited will achieve very little opinion change within 

the client; whereas, the credible counselor should achieve 

significant changes. Strong did stipulate that the 

process is strengthened when the client is invested in the 

process. 

It has also been shown that client/counselor com.-

patibility or similarity will also facilitate this influ

ence process (Strong, 1968). Barak et al. (1982) found 

that counselor variables such as nonverbal behavior, 

language, and dress affected a client's perceptions of the 

counselor. They cited Strong (1968) where he suggested 

that a counselor may want to determine appropriate behav

iors, base the behaviors on the client's preconceived 

ideas of counseling, and on the needs of the client. 

Dorn (1984) determined that there are two client 

forces which may hinder the counseling process. These 

forces are resistance and opposition. Resistance is 

dependent on the way in which the counselor tries to 

influence clients, and opposition occurs when behavior 

change is attempted. It is a responsibility of the 

counselor to address these problems. Dorn elaborated that 

the power of this model lies in a client's perceptions of 

the counselor, and usally clients perceive their counsel

ors as a helper who can help them with problems. Dorn 

concluded that, "the greater the client's anticipation and 



expectations for obtaining assistance with his difficul

ties, the greater the counselor's social power" (p. 89). 

Strong (1968) postulated that there are three dimensions 

of counselor behaviors which may be perceived by clients, 

and evidence has been found to support this hypothesis 

(Barak & LaCrosse, 1975). These dimensions are expert

ness, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. Dorn (1984) 

commented that these variables have been confirmed by 

social psychologists for many years from research on the 

phenomenon of opinion change. 

Counselors are perceived to be experts when they have 

completed specialized training, when they have presented 

educated arguments that conflict with clients' behaviors, 

and when the community they practice in sees them as 

experts (Dorn, 1984). Dorn also stated that presenting 

themselves in a confident manner also facilitates the 

perception of expertness by clients. Strong and Dixon 

(1971) defined expertness as: 

the client's belief that the counselor possesses 
information and means of interpreting informa
tion which allow the client to obtain valid 
conclusions about and to deal effectively with 
his problems. (p. 562) 

Apparently, people are influenced by a counselor's status 

and degrees, as demonstrated by McKee and Smouse (1983). 

They found that clients at an university counseling center 

rated high status counselors (Ph.D.) as more expert than 

low status counselors (counseling trainees). Expertness 
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may also be determined by the attire of the counselor 

(Kerr & Dell, 1976). However, Heppner and Dixon (1981) 

found that counselors' dress does not consistently affect 

the perception of expertness. Strong (1968) concluded 

that the lack of expertness can be overcome by the coun

selor being perceived as trustworthy. 

A counselor's trustworthiness may be determined by 

four different factors (Strong, 1968). Trustworthiness is 

influenced by the reputation for honesty the counselor has 

within the community, and also by whatever social role the 

counselor has, which is usually seen as that of a helper. 

Clients also perceive sincere and open counselors as being 

trustworthy (Dorn, 1984) . They also tend to trust coun

selors who they believe are not motivated for personal 

gain (Dorn, 1984). Heppner and Dixon (1981) found that 

certain variables facilitate perceived trustworthiness. 

It has been found that nonverbal behavior (i.e., eye 

contact) is more important than verbalizations when 

determining trustworthiness (Kaul & Schmidt, 1971). 

Clients also feel more trustworthiness when the counselor 

makes interpretive remarks, ensures confidentiality, 

behaves consistently, and self-discloses at a low rate 

(Kaul & Schmidt, 1971) . Dorn (1984) criticized the 

research which has been conducted on trustworthiness by 

stating that most of the studies have been based on one or 

two interviews. It is his opinion that since trust is 
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som.ething that usually develops over time, that research 

should adapt itself accordingly. He also stated that 

although it has been shown that trust is important in a 

counseling relationship, trustworthy behaviors have not 

specifically been determined. However, attractiveness is 

a dimension where specifics have been determined. 

Attractiveness is not based on a therapist's physical 

attributes. In support of this statement, Kerr and Dell 

(1976) found that counselor attractiveness was determined 

by counselor behavior as opposed to attire or counseling 

setting. It is based on social attractions such as 

feelings of compatibility and similarity between the 

counselor and client (Dorn, 1984). Unconditional regard 

for the client as well as a nonpossessive attitude are 

also considered to be socially attractive (Dorn, 1984). 

Schmidt and Strong (1971) defined "perceived attractive

ness" as "the client's positive feelings about the coun

selor, liking and admiration for him, desire to gain his 

approval, and desire to become more similar to him" (p. 

348). The more counselors are perceived in such a 

fashion, then the more credible they will be (Strong, 

1968) . In research, attractiveness may be manipulatea by 

telling the subjects that they have a lot in common v.ith 

the counselor as far as background, opinions, etc., and 

Strong concluded that comipatibility is determined by 

opinion and personality inventories. How attractiveness, 
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expertness, and trustworthiness interact and influence 

each other has also been investigated. 

Barak and Dell (1977) discovered a significant 

positive relationship between the three dimensions of 

expertness, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. They 

found that the subjects that rated counselors high on 

these dimensions were more likely to seek these counselors 

out to help them with their problems. However, Strong and 

Dixon (1971) felt that the relationship between expertness 

and attractiveness is weak. Based on a study by Simons, 

Berkowitz, and Moyer (1970), it was concluded that if a 

counselor is perceived as being an expert, then attrac

tiveness does not make a difference. In their own study, 

Strong and Dixon (1971) found that when expertness and 

attractiveness were combined, it did not strengthen the 

influence of the counselor. They did discover, however, 

that a nonexpert counselor's power is determined by the 

attractiveness of the counselor. Barak et al. (1982) 

looked at the effects of certain counselor behaviors on 

expertness and attractiveness. The behaviors were ones 

that are considered to be under the control of the 

counselor and observable to the client. The behaviors 

which were manipulated were nonverbal behavior, jargon, 

and attire of the counselor. The results showed that the 

nonverbal behavior of the counselor has the largest impact 

on how the counselor is perceived. They found that 
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unresponsive, nonverbal behavior yielded the opinion that 

the counselor is an expert, but unattractive. However, if 

the counselor exhibited responsive, nonverbal behavior, 

the counselor was perceived as being attractive, but not 

an expert. It was commented by Lee, Uhlemann and Haase 

(1985) that although a relationship has been shown between 

the three dimensions, there has been very little research 

done concerning the degree to which certain counselor 

behaviors have an effect on the client's perceptions of 

the counselor's credibility. 

Strong's model of interpersonal influence lends 

itself to understanding the effectiveness of counseling 

(Corrigan, Dell, Lewis, & Schmidt, 1980; Strong, 1968). 

It is assumed through this model that counseling will not 

be effective if the counselor is not perceived as being 

credible. LaCrosse and Barak (1976) stated that the 

differences in clients' perceptions may be due to indi

vidual variables which clients and counselors bring into 

the relationship. Strong (1968) stated: 

. . . in counseling, the counselor attempts to 
influence his client to attain the goals of 
counseling. . . . characteristics of the 
communicator as perceived by the audience, 
characteristics of the audience, and charac
teristics of the communication affect the 
success of influence attempts. (p. 215) 

The characteristics which may affect the counseling 

relationship will be reviewed in the next section. 
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Research on Client/Therapist Matching 

The personality factors of both the therapist and the 

client interact with each other, and this, in turn, may 

affect the therapeutic outcome. Research on the efficacy 

of matching clients and therapists on these factors have 

been inconclusive. There have been positive and negative 

findings as well as findings that show matching has no 

influence (Parloff, Waskow, & Wolfe, 1978). Research that 

has been done in this area has used instruments such as 

the MMPI to determine how personality factors influence 

therapy (Wogan, 1970). In Wogan's study, he matched the 

counselor and client based on their MMPI scores prior to 

therapy. He found that matching similar personality 

factors had negative effects on the therapy. It was 

reported that the clients who were matched with their 

therapists rated their progress as slower, and that they 

liked their therapists less than those who had not been 

matched on this basis. However, these results are not 

surprising when one considers the fact that the MMPI is 

based on a pathological population, and matching a client 

and therapist based on their pathologies, may lend itself 

to a negative outcome or relationship. 

Tyler (1973) cited the popularity of self-help groups 

as evidence of similarity as a positive influence on 

therapy. Similarity, in this case, refers to the instance 

when a therapist has experienced and adjusted to a similar 
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problem as the client. Celotta and Bode (1982) found that 

similarity in experience was not the most important factor 

to be considered, but that it has been rated just as 

significant as age and sex. After reviewing approximately 

60 students on this topic, Ross (1977) decided that 

similarity of personality factors appear to have a weak 

influence on therapy. 

Matching on the basis of sex is another variable 

which has been looked at empirically. It has been sug

gested that a female client would benefit more from a 

female therapist (Brodsky, 1977). There has been research 

to support such statements. For example, Orlinsky and 

Howard (19 76) discovered that female clients reported more 

satisfaction with therapy when they had a female thera

pist. This positive impact was found more with young, 

single, and depressed female clients. A review of the 

literature by Kirschner, Genack, and Hauser (1978) re

vealed that there were some trends which supported this 

view. However, they concluded that the therapist's skill 

and experience overshadow gender influence. Other means 

of matching have also been looked at in the research. 

The research of matching on the basis of ethnicity 

and the influence of ethnicity on therapeutic outcome has 

revealed conflicting results. Some researchers feel that 

if the client and therapist are not matched on this 

variable, that it will impede the therapy process (Ruiz & 
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Padilla, 1977; Vontress, 1971). These researchers assume 

that these ethnic differences will block the ability of 

the therapist to establish rapport. Phillips (1960) found 

similar results when he studied the effects of White 

therapists on disruptive Black students. He found that 

White therapists could not break through the racial 

barriers and they could not be effective with these 

clients. On the other hand, Olivarez (1976) found that 

Mexican-American clients prefer to be treated by Anglo or 

Black therapists than by Mexican-American therapists. 

Carkhuff and Pierce (1967) looked at ethnic issues as well 

as the effects of social class. They concluded that 

matching on the basis of these variables facilitated the 

clients self-exploration, whereas, mismatching impeded 

self-exploration. There may be a tendency for clients to 

seek out therapists who they believe to be of similar 

social class. This statement is supported by research 

conducted by Mitchell and Mamenck (1970). It was shown 

that counselors who had lower socioeconomic origins tended 

to have clients from lower socioeconomic status than did 

counselors who were from middle and upper socioeconomic 

status. However, after conducting a review of the litera

ture, Lorion (1973) concluded that there are too many 

confounding variables involved in the study of social 

class to decide on any definite conclusions concerning the 

effects of social class upon therapeutic outcome. It was 
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suggested by Parloff et al. (1978) that if therapists can 

empathize with clients' cultural differences, then treat

ment should be effective. 

Another area of client/counselor matching which as 

been investigated is the therapeutic style or approach 

taken by the counselor. Reiter (1967) found that males 

have a tendency to desire a more directive therapist when 

compared to females. In a study where raters viewed 

videotapes of a therapist taking low or high responsi

bility of a client's behavior, Hutcherson (1968) showed 

that the raters preferred the therapist v;ho took low 

responsibility for the client's behavior. Fancher and 

Gatkin (1971) concluded that people tend to prefer an 

insight-oriented approach as compared to a behavioral 

approach. However, Holen and Kinsey (1975) found that 

graduate and undergraduate students, who viewed the same 

videotapes, preferred a behavioral approach. These find

ings may support the idea that it is not the approach 

which is important, but what the client expects or 

prefers. 

Johnson (1970) found that clients whose preferences 

were not met were significantly less productive in therapy 

and were less satisfied with the therapy process than 

those clients whose preferences were met. When looking at 

client preferences, Duckro (1978) discovered that when 

compared to their counterparts, younger clients and female 
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clients expressed more dissatisfaction when therapeutic 

approaches did not match their preferences. Those who 

prefer a directive therapist and are mismatched, tend to 

experience more dissatisfaction than those whose prefer

ences for a low directive therapist were unmet (Duckro & 

George, 1979). There have been many studies that support 

the necessity of matching the client's preferences to the 

therapist and the therapeutic approach (Devine & Fernald, 

1973; Wish, 1978; Ziemelis, 1974). Friedlander (1982) 

suggested that counselor educators stress to their 

students the importance of determining their clients' 

expectancies and preferences early in the therapeutic 

relationship. 

Among the ways counselor educators may teach their 

students the importance of understanding clients' expec

tancies and preferences may be through the technique of 

pacing. In their book Frogs into Princes, Bandler and 

Grinder (1979) explained the meaning and purpose of 

pacing. Essentially, they define pacing as accepting 

another's reality. Pacing helps the counselor to estab

lish rapport and trust, and Bandler and Grinder believe 

that pacing enables counselors to promote change within 

clients. They stated that once pacing is established, 

then the counselor changes his or her behavior in order to 

lead the client into more appropriate behavior. However, 

it is important to keep the client's world view in mind 
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when leading the client into alternative behavior. For 

example, if a client needs to be more assertive, the 

counselor must not put a personal meaning to the term 

assertive. The counselor should stay within the client's 

frame of reference. Bandler and Grinder elaborated that 

counselors may pace with their clients both verbally and 

nonverbally. Counselors may pace with clients' words, 

breathing pattern, tone of voice, and facial expressions. 

Pacing appears to be a very useful technique in establish

ing rapport, and it is a technique within the grasp of all 

therapists. 

Summary 

The importance of matching the client and therapist 

on certain variables has resulted in mixed conclusions. 

However, clients' preferences being matched has been shown 

to be an important factor. Among the variables discussed, 

pacing may be a technique which can establish rapport when 

other variables cannot be matched, for example, ethnic 

backgrounds. However, it has been suggested that counsel

ors should try to understand the clients' unique world 

views. Religiosity may greatly contribute to this unique 

view, and it may be a variable which may affect the 

therapeutic outcome and the relationship between the 

client and the counselor. The next section will look at 

the characteristics of the religious client. 
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Characteristics of the Religious Client 

There are many reasons, such as family tradition, why 

people join a religious group, and the topic of religion 

has been researched by many social psychologists. Allport 

(1966) stated that many individuals belong to a religion 

for the sociocultural advantages, and that this factor is 

often stressed by the religious group itself. It appears 

that Americans participate in religious groups to fulfill 

the need for communal identification (Herberg, 1956). 

Based on social psychology research, a group, such as a 

religious community, influences what an individual thinks, 

feels, and experiences (Batson & Ventis, 1982). The 

amount of influence religion has on children may be 

determined by the kind of support they receive from 

parents or significant others (Burkett, 1977). Argyle and 

Beit-Hallahmi (1975) stated that the parents' attitudes 

are one of the most important factors which influence a 

child's religion formation. Children and adolescents are 

more likely to attend church if their parents do, and they 

tend to support the tenets of their church, if their 

parents do also (Burkett, 1977). Burkett also found that 

children whose parents attend church are more likely to 

believe in the supernatural. This idea is supported even 

if the children do not attend church with their parents. 

It appears that of the parents, the mother has the 
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greatest influence over the child's religious development 

(Argyle & Beit-Hallahmi, 1975). 

After reviewing census records, these authors stated 

that women appear to be more religious than men when 

looking at criteria, such as church membership, atten

dance, and prayer. Although parents are a major influence 

over a child's religious beliefs, friends also play an 

important role in this area (Argyle & Beit-Hallahmi, 

1975). These authors stated that any social influence is 

greater when the individual wishes to be accepted by a 

group. They elaborated that studies show that religious 

attitudes are affected by social influences just like any 

other attitudes or beliefs. Argyle and Beit-Hallahmi 

(1975) suggested that people first demonstrate their 

religious attitudes in order to conform with the group. 

It is after time that the beliefs become internalized, and 

their private as well as public beliefs are affected. 

Therefore, it may be assumed that the social influence of 

religion is great. It has even been shown that social 

economic status of individuals affects the manner in which 

they express their religiosity (Batson & Ventis, 1982). 

Batson and Ventis (1982) feel that the social psychology 

research suggests that, although religion appears to be a 

free choice and very personal, it actually is a result of 

social influence. They stated, "You are free to choose 

only the religious stance that your particular social 
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background dictates" (p. 27). A relationship between 

perceptions of well being and religion has been found 

(Witter, Stock, Okun, & Haring, 1985). Wilson and 

Kawamura (1967) hypothesized that people who participate 

in religious activities would exhibit superior personal 

adjustment, and that these people would also exhibit more 

responsibility socially. They also suggested that reli

gious people would have an unique cognitive style, such as 

being more rigid and less creative in their thinking. 

They were not able to support their first hypothesis and 

found only modest support for the second. However, they 

found significance (p < .01) for the hypothesis which 

suggested a positive correlation between religiosity and 

rigid cognitive style. 

According to Tittle and Welch (1983) , research 

suggests that participation in religious activities 

inhibits deviant behavior in those who participate. 

People who belong to a religion and attend church regu

larly are less likely to drink alcohol or smoke marijuana 

when compared to those who do not participate in religious 

activities (Burkett, 1977). Burkett and White (1974) 

found that teenagers who attend church view drinking 

alcohol and smoking marijuana as being sinful. These 

findings show a negative relationship between church 

attendance and alcohol and marijuana use. However, 

religion has not been found to have a negative influence 
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on delinquency (Hirschi & Stark, 1969). Although it is 

shown that church attendance is a deterrent to some 

deviant behavior, it is also related to some negative 

behavior. 

Religion has been described as contradictory to 

emotional stability and to rational thinking (Ellis, 1980; 

Walls, 1980). According to Bergin (1983), this philosophy 

is supported by many professions. In a study conducted by 

Putney and Middleton (1961) , it was concluded that athe

ists or agnostics found religious attitudes less important 

to their self-concept than those who are considered to be 

religious. The authors also found that atheists and 

agnostics are less concerned than are their counterparts 

about converting others to their way of thinking. Ellis 

(1980) was quoted as saying: 

Religiosity is in many respects equivalent to 
irrational thinking and emotional disturbance. 
. . . The elegant therapeutic solution to the 
emotional problems is to be quite unreligious 
. . . the less religious they are, the more emo
tionally healthy they will be. (p. 637) 

Religious people are also described as intolerant of 

differences, conforming, dogmatic, and inflexible (All-

port, 1966; Cline & Richards, 1965; Swindell & L'Abate, 

1970) . In a study conducted by Cryns (1970) , he compared 

Catholic priests, former priests, seminarians, and former 

seminarians on the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. He found a 

significant difference in the positive direction between 

the priests and ex-priests (p < .01) and between the 



priests and ex-seminarians (p < .01). There was not a 

significant difference between the priests and seminarians 

or between the ex-priests and ex-seminarians. Cryns 

believes that his research supports the idea that the 

clergy is highly dogmatic. 

Religious people are considered to be a conventional 

group who readily accepts social institutions (Rohrbaugh & 

Jessor, 1975). Heintzelman and Fehr (1976) found support 

for the idea that religious people tend to be more conven

tional and conforming. They discovered these findings 

after administering a religious scale of orthodoxy and the 

Manifest Hostility Scale. According to the authors, most 

religions support behavior which is the opposite of the 

behavior being measured by the Manifest Hostility Scale, 

thus, explaining the negative relation between the two 

variables. It is suggested that religious people have a 

tendency to be more authoritarian (Fehr & Heintzleman, 

1977). Allport (1966) concluded that Christians appear to 

be more bigoted than those who do not attend church. This 

conclusion was also supported by Allport and Ross (1967) , 

who stated that although church attenders have more 

prejudicial beliefs than people who do not attend church, 

there is a small minority of religious people who are less 

prejudiced. This minority consists of the people who 

attend church regularly and frequently. The authors 

contend that it is the casual attenders who exhibit more 
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prejudicial behavior. However, Strickland and Weddell 

(1972) compared Unitarians and Baptists on the dimensions 

of prejudice and dogmatism. Their results showed that 

Unitarians were significantly less prejudiced and dogm.atic 

than Baptists (p < .005). Allport and Ross (1967) differ

entiated between two types of religious people which are 

the intrinsics and the extrinsics. The extrinsics are 

those who use their religion for things, such as socializ

ing, and the intrinsics are those who live their religion 

on a day-to-day basis. They suggested that most religious 

people fall in between the two ends of this continuum. 

Bergin, Masters, and Richards (1987) felt that differ

entiation between the positive and negative factors of 

religion may be discerned through the intrinsic or extrin

sic behaviors of the individual. Using these categories, 

Batson (1983) found that the intrinsically religious 

person possesses more empathic behavior than does the 

extrinsically religious. However, Bergin et al. (1987) 

used Allport's and Ross' Religious Orientation Scale, the 

California Psychological Inventory Scale, the Taylor 

Manifest Anxiety Scale, and Rosenbaum's Self-Control 

Schedule, and found that people involved with religion are 

able to have normal personal functioning. Based on this 

information, they concluded that being religious is not 

necessarily a defect. The authors cautioned against 

generalizing based on their findings. They felt that 
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their sample, which was composed of psychology majors at 

Brigham Young University, had an inordinate amount of the 

intrinsic type of religious person. Chambers, Wilson, and 

Barger (1968) looked at the adjustment to college life 

among freshmen. They found that those who admitted to not 

having a religious affiliation, had more difficulty in 

adjusting, than did their counterparts. Rokeach (1960) 

found that religious people have a tendency to be more 

tense, anxious, and symptomatic than those who are not 

religious. Wilson and Miller (1968) also found a positive 

correlation between anxiety and religiosity, but 

Bohrnstedt, Borgatta, and Evans (1968) contradicted these 

findings when they compared this variable with the MMPI. 

It appears that self-esteem is not related to religiosity 

(Heintzleman & Fehr, 1976); however, Fehr and Heintzleman 

(1977) later found a slightly negative relationship. 

When it comes to seeking therapy, religious people 

appear to be similar to those who are not religious. They 

are merely people whose problems are troublesome enough to 

seek professional help (Worthington, 1986). It appears 

that those religious people who look towards clergy for 

help are seeking more advice than therapy (Worthington, 

1986) . Religion has been known to lend emotional support 

during times of crisis, even to those who had not con

sidered themselves as religious in the past (Argyle & 

Beit-Hallahmi, 1975). Shaw (1970) called this phenomena 
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the theological model of behavior. Whether or not this 

approach helps adjustment is not known; however, he did 

suggest that people who use this model may have a tendency 

not to seek professional help. Lindenthal, Myers, Pepper, 

and Stern (1970) found that the more incapacitated the 

individual is because of the crisis, the more likely the 

individual is to turn to prayer. However, it is not 

unusual for praying behavior to increase while church 

attendance may actually decrease. The authors stated that 

people were more likely to increase their praying behavior 

when facing matters which are out of their personal 

control, such as health problems. They also showed that, 

even in situations where control is possible, the psycho

logically impaired individual will have more of a tendency 

to resort to prayer for help when compared to those who 

are not psychologically impaired. However, they also 

found a negative relationship between psychological 

impairment and church attendance and affiliation. It has 

been shown that impaired individuals attend church less 

frequently than they did before they became impaired. 

Overall, impaired individuals also appeared to have a 

lower attendance rate than those who are not im.paired. 

They concluded that this phenomena is similar to the 

negative correlation found when comparing the attendance 

of any social organization to the degree of psychological 

impairment. Therefore, the greater the psychological 
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impairment, the less likely the individual is to attend 

any social organization. It has been shown that sudden 

converts to religion are more disturbed or impaired than 

those who make the change gradually (Parker, 1978). The 

main question raised through this data is what inhibits 

the religious person from seeking professional help in 

times of duress. 

Strong (1968) would most likely feel that religious 

people do not seek help because they do not feel that 

counselors are credible. In summary, there are many 

variables shown to have a possible effect on the therapeu

tic relationship and outcome, and it has been a concern 

for many years that a client and therapist need to be 

matched on certain variables. However, which variables 

these matches should be based on have not been confirmed. 

Religiosity of the pair is one variable which has received 

limited attention by researchers perhaps because religion 

is viewed as incompatible with the scientific roots of the 

theory and practice of counseling in America. 

Worthington (1986) suggested that religious people 

are fearful of having their Christian values changed by 

the counselor. People with strong beliefs have a need for 

cognitive consistency and do not want to risk having their 

beliefs challenged (Batson & Ventis, 1982) . This possible 

fear may give the client the perception that the counselor 

may not be trustworthy, which according to Strong (19 68) 
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would block progress in the counseling process. It is 

Worthington's (1986) opinion that theological variables 

are more important to the religious client than any other 

variables which may enter into the relationship. There

fore, the religious orientation should be considered when 

a therapist has a religious person as a client. He con

cluded that if therapists want to successfully work with a 

religious client, then counseling theories, techniques, 

and methods need to be developed to address the religious 

issues and differences. 

Therapy With the Religious Client 

Friedlander (1982) noted that counseling is a social 

system which consists of specific rules and expectations. 

Our perceptions of past events as related to present 

circumstances govern what we like or dislike, and these 

perceptions help us to determine our expectancies about a 

certain even (Goldstein, 1962). Therefore, the percep

tions and expectancies of religious clients need to be 

addressed. Sue (1977) stated that it is of extreme 

importance for a counselor to note any cultural difference 

in a client and to try to understand these clients. 

Religion may be viewed as a cultural difference. There is 

a possibility that religious concerns may enter into a 

counseling relationship by either party and the issues may 

not be addressed (Worthington, 1986). He noted that this 

phenomena has a good chance of happening today because of 
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the revitalization of religion in the United States. 

Worthington (1986) asserts that if any religious concerns 

are addressed, religious counseling has occurred. 

V7orthington said that the most common religious counselor 

is a minister, pastor, priest or rabbi; however, this role 

may also be filled by a non-ordained counselor as well. 

Lieberman and Mullan (1978) stated that when looking at 

who provides professional guidance, clerics come in second 

only to physicians. It has been found that clerics 

counsel people with a wide range of psychological problems 

(Lieberman & Mullan, 1978). It is assumed that people 

seek religious counseling when they are experiencing a 

spiritual dilemma; however, according to Worthington 

(1986) , this is not the case. He stated that spiritual 

problems, such as losing faith, are rarely presented by 

clients. Another role clerics play is the role of a 

referral source for other counselors or mental health 

professionals (Piedmont, 1969; Weiss, 1973). 

There is a new breed of religious counselors who are 

trained in secular psychology programs, and who combine 

this training with their religious orientation 

(Worthington, 1986). Byrnes (1984) feels that many 

religious counselors use Rogerian methods because it is 

possible to counsel in this fashion without a lot of 

knowledge or experience with psychopathologies. 

Worthington (1986) stated in his review of the literature 
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that research which investigates the aforementioned 

counselors is scarce, and he feels that they need to be 

investigated more thoroughly. One question which has been 

investigated is how religious clients perceive nonreli

gious counselors and vice versa. 

A study which looked at college students and how 

their religious viewpoint affected their perception of a 

counselor was conducted by Pecnik and Epperson (1985). 

They categorized the students into two categories: Those 

high in religious beliefs (conservative) and those low in 

religious beliefs (nonconservative). The students were 

categorized via 11 questions the authors felt would 

determine one's religiosity. These items were based on a 

literature review. A counselor was described as a 

Christian to half of the students, whereas, the other half 

were not given this description of the counselor. The 

authors found no significant differences between the 

perceptions of the counselor. Other studies have sup

ported these findings and have shown that the counseling 

experience itself determines how the counselor is per

ceived and not the religious preferences of the student 

(Long, 1978). However, Worthington (1986) found that 

religious clients preferred a therapeutic approach which 

aligned with their religious beliefs. There is a tendency 

for these clients to feel that nonreligious counselors 

cannot be trusted (Worthington, 1986). In some cases, it 
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may be the techniques that religious clients do not trust, 

and this lack of trust poses the question of whether or 

not religious counselors have different techniques than do 

nonreligious counterparts. 

VJorthington (1986) reviewed the question: "What are 

religious counseling techniques?" (p. 427). He concluded 

that there are three different viewpoints on this subject. 

The first one stated is that any technique is a religious 

technique if it is used in a counseling relationship which 

deals with religious issues. It is VJorthington's opinion 

that the supporters of this stance are usually aligned 

with a therapeutic approach which does not rely heavily on 

techniques. He stated that critics of this approach feel 

that if secular techniques are used, then secular counsel

ing has occurred. 

The second idea Worthington proposed is that tech

niques are religious if they originated from a formal 

religion. Apparently, there are no denominational lines 

drawn with these techniques. In other words, a Christian 

counselor could use techniques that may have originated 

from the Jewish religion. Critics apparently view this 

approach as spiritual guidance, rather than counseling. 

Worthington stated that the supporters of this approach 

view that anything that promotes mental health can be 

considered counseling. VJorthington commented that "Coun

selors can be so secular that they stop doing religious 
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counseling or so religious that they stop doing religious 

counseling" (p. 427) . 

Worthington explained the third type of religious 

technique as those techniques that are secularly ori

ginated but have a religious content. These techniques 

are used to "strengthen clients' faith as well as allevi

ate their distress" (p. 427) . He stated that those who 

support this view believe they are counseling and being 

religious at the same time. The critics complain that 

there is either too much or too little religion involved 

in these techniques. Larsen (1978) looked at strategies 

which are useful when working with religious families. He 

suggested that the therapist pinpoint which religious 

factors are important to each individual member of the 

family. Factors, such as beliefs, rituals, and practices 

must be looked at. The therapist must also discover how 

important a role these factors play in the family as well 

as for each individual. It is up to the therapist to 

encourage the elements which appear beneficial to the 

family. There has been very little research conducted on 

techniques used in religious counseling. Worthington 

(1986) noted that the research that does exist has found 

that religious techniques are not significantly better 

than secular techniques when they are used with a reli

gious client. He concluded by stating that more research 

is needed in this area. 
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Another variable which may influence a counseling 

relationship with a religious client is the counselor's 

perception of the client. The behavior and language 

patterns of highly religious individuals may be viewed as 

strange, thus, leading the professional to make faulty 

diagnoses (Worthington, 1986) . Szazz (1968) assumed that 

counselors' own religious beliefs may influence their 

views of a client's psychopathology. However, Wadsworth 

and Checketts (1980) found in their study that counselors 

were not influenced by their religious association in 

relation to clients' diagnosis. Wadsworth and Checketts 

elaborated by saying that minority groups are the most 

often afflicted with misdiagnosis because they may have 

unique characteristics which are not normally found in the 

culture. If cultural values influence the assessment of 

normal or abnormal behavior, this bias may be instrumental 

in misdiagnosing a religious client because religiosity is 

one facet of a person's cultural value. Mystical experi

ences, conversion, and glosslalia (speaking in tongues) 

are some behaviors exhibited by some religious people 

which may be considered symptoms of psychopathology 

(Beit-Hallahmi & Argyle, 1977). The misunderstanding of 

both religious principles and of a religious client's 

unique characteristics, may greatly interfere with the 

counseling relationship and could jeopardize the counsel

ing outcome. 



statement of Problem 

VJorthington (1986) stated that the majority of 

psychologists and counselors view religious terminology as 

confusing and, on the whole, are unfamiliar with it. He 

felt that a nonreligious counselor may understand reli

gious terminology in a general way, but not in a specific 

way which would benefit the religious client. It is 

assumed that religious issues are avoided in research 

because of this lack of familiarity and related confusion. 

It is Bergin's (1983) opinion that prejudices towards 

religious issues have prevented research in this area and 

this, in turn, has hampered professionals from gaining 

therapeutic knowledge which may facilitate therapy with a 

particular client. Bergin (1983) said: 

The foregoing conceptual and attitudinal biases 
have become part of empirical inquiry, so 
religious factors either are excluded from 
measurement and manipulation or are included in 
such a way as to prejudice the results, (p. 171) 

According to Bergin, biases toward religion are shown 

through instruments which measure authoritarianism, 

ethnocentrism, dogmatism, and irrational thinking. 

Answers which may be influenced towards religion are 

scored negatively on most of these measurements. One 

reason the researchers avoid looking at the significance 

of religion may be that professionals are less likely to 

be involved in religious activities when compared to the 

general population (Marx & Spray, 1969). Byrnes (1984) 
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stated that four basic topics arise when reviewing 

religious research. They are: God-image, conversion, 

integration (effects of religion on personality), and 

prejudice. It appears that very little concern is given 

to the effects of religion on counseling. Religion is not 

always seen as influencing clients' lives significantly, 

and if it is seen as an influence, it is usually con

sidered to be negative (Maloney, 1977). Batson and Ventis 

(1982) expressed the opinion that religious beliefs do 

affect people's perceptions about life and themselves. 

They feel that it is possible that religious attitudes can 

determine the meaning and purpose of an individual's life. 

These authors further stated that religiosity is very 

complex and includes many dimensions, such as emotions, 

beliefs, attitudes, values, and behaviors. Religious 

influence may differ according to the client's denomina

tion (Bahr, 1982); however, research usually focuses on 

the psychological involvement of the particular client, 

rather than the influence of the denomination (Mcintosh, 

Alston, & Alston, 1979). It is Byrnes' (1984) opinion 

that religious experiences are an individual phenomena. 

These experiences are dependent upon how individuals see 

their gods and those who founded their religious orien

tation. Byrnes feels that these factors should be 

explored through research along with people's views of how 

they and others around them should behave based on rheir 
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religious beliefs. The attitudes of religious people 

appears to be a common dimension studied (Byrnes, 1984). 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

influence of religion on the perceived credibility of a 

counselor. Counselor credibility was based on the three 

dimensions of Strong's interpersonal influence model. It 

was assumed that if the counselor did not rate high on 

expertness, trustworthiness, and attractiveness, then the 

raters would not perceive the counselor as being credible. 

The assumption that the degree of religiosity of a rater 

and/or the counselor determined the rater's perception was 

investigated. For the purpose of this study, the religi

osity of the raters was based on the degree of the indi

vidual's fundamental view. A highly fundamental view is 

defined as seeing the scripture as being the basis upon 

which people should determine their behavior and that the 

scripture contain no error. On the opposite end of the 

continuum was an individual who viewed the scripture as a 

record of man or inspirational literature. 

Raters were college students who were enrolled in 

undergraduate education courses. The degree of religi

osity of each rater was determined by the Callison Reliai-

osity Scale. Counselor credibility was assessed by the 

Counselor Rating Form (Barak & LaCrosse, 1975). 
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The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no significant difference in the 

mean ratings of religious and nonreligious counselors in 

the Counselor Rating From (CRF) or any of its subscales. 

2. There will be no significant differences in the 

mean ratings of religious and nonreligious raters on the 

Counselor Rating Form (CRF) or any of its subscales. 

3. There will be no significant interaction betv;een 

the counselor's religiosity and the observer's religiosity 

on the Counselor Rating Form (CRF) and each of its sub-

scales. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Raters were drawn from undergraduate education 

courses at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, Texas. The 

raters participated on a voluntary basis. Data were 

collected from 20 male and 6 4 female raters. The raters 

were categorized as high or low on religiosity through the 

Callison Religiosity Scale. A discussion of sample 

characteristics is presented in Chapter IV. 

Instruments 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 

As stated previously, a correlation between dogmatism 

and religiosity has been found (Allport, 1966; Cline & 

Richards, 1965; Swindell & L'Abate, 1970). Rokeach (1960) 

described the dogmatic person as one who feels threatened 

by any contradictions in one's beliefs. Dogmatic people 

tend to remove themselves from threats against their 

beliefs by maintaining a rigid cognitive style. Because 

the research supports the relationship between high 

dogmatism and high levels of religiosity, the short form 

of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Troldahl & Powell, 1965) 

37 
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was used in order to help validate the Callison Religios

ity Scale. The short-form consists of tv/enty items with 

split-half reliability of .79 reported in a study con

ducted by Troldahl and Powell (1965). 

Callison Religiosity Scale (CRS) 

After reviewing 17 scales concerning religiosity, it 

was decided that none of the scales were appropriate for 

this study. Therefore, the Callison Religiosity Scale was 

developed. It was the goal of the author to use a reli

able scale which was not biased toward Christians. A 

majority of the scales reviewed had such a bias (DeJong, 

Faulkner, & VJarland, 1976; Clock & Stark, 1966; King, 

1967; King & Hunt, 1975; Martin & Westie, 1959; Survey 

Research Center, 1969). For example. Clock and Stark 

(1966) asked the following question: "The Bible tells of 

many miracles, some credited to Christ and some to other 

prophets and apostles. Generally speaking, which of the 

following statements comes closest to what you believe?" 

(p. 645). Another example of the Christian bias came from 

the Religious Fundamentalism Scale developed by Martin and 

VJestie (1959). Through a 5-point Likert format, they 

stated: Christ is a divine being, the Son of God (p. 

681). In both of these examples, the bias is shown 

through using the terms Christ and Bible. If subjects 

from a non-Christian faith answered these questions, they 

v;ould most likely be rated low on religiosity when, in 
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fact, they might be highly religious. There had also been 

some bias shown within the Christian religions (King & 

Hunt, 1969, 1975). In both the original and revised 

version of their scale, they asked subjects: "How often 

have you taken Holy Communion (The Lord's Supper, the 

Eucharist) during the past year?" (p. 20) . This question 

could cause misleading information. For some Christian 

religions. Communion is a regular part of the liturgy, and 

for others, it is a special event held only occasionally. 

Therefore, the people who partake in Communion once a year 

because of their church doctrine might be viewed as being 

less religious than people whose communion might be just a 

routine matter. Another unacceptable factor was the lack 

of reliability data on many of the scales (DeJong et al. 

1976; Clock & Stark, 1966; King & Hunt, 1975, Lenski, 

1963; Martin & Westie, 1959; Putney & Middleton, 1961; 

Survey Research Center, 19 69) . It was also decided that a 

Likert format was preferable because of its psychometric 

soundness, its common use among psychometrists and because 

of its ease of use. Although some of the reviewed scales 

were in the Likert format, many were not or they combined 

Likert items with multiple choice or open-ended questions 

(DeJong et al. , 1976; Clock & Stark, 1966; Faulkner & 

DeJong, 1966; Lenski, 1963). The Callison Religiosity 

Scale consists of a 6-point scale of agree strongly, 

agree, tend to agree, tend to disagree, disagree, and 



disagree strongly. The choices were numerically equated 

from one to six and scored as the total of these equiva

lents. In order to control for response set, some items 

were negatively worded, and in these cases, the scoring 

was reversed. Therefore, the higher the total score, the 

stronger the fundamentalist outlook of the individual. 

Item generation. The items for the scale were based 

on information provided by the literature review and from 

some of the reviewed scales. King and Hunt (1975) pos

tulated nine religious dimensions. They believed that 

religion is multidimensional. Through factor analysis of 

their scale, they found the following dimensions: Credal 

Assent, Devotionalism, Church Attendance, Organizational 

Activity, Financial Support, Religious Despair, Orienta

tion to Growth and Striving, Behavioral, and Cognitive. 

The questions on the CRS concerning scriptures were 

intended to cover the area of Credal Assent suggested by 

King and Hunt. Another statement from the CRS which v/as 

inspired from this dimension was: "I know that God exists 

and I have no doubts." The other dimensions which were 

covered in the CRS were financial support, church atten

dance, orientation to growth and striving, behavioral and 

organizational activity. The questions were also based on 

the opinions of local clergymen and religious counselors 

as to what information may determine one's religiosity. 

This sample consisted of two Catholic deacons, a Methodist 
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minister and counselor, and a Church of Christ counselor. 

Interestingly, their opinions of determining religiosity 

followed some of the same dimensions presented by King and 

Hunt (1975). 

Reliability. A pilot study was conducted to deter

mine the reliability of the scale. The 30-item scale was 

administered to 40 master's and doctoral level students. 

For the 30-item scale, a Cronbach alpha of .83 was found. 

However, four items were shown to have low correlation 

(.0 4 to .17) with the other items. Therefore, these four 

items were omitted. VJith the four items omdtted, a 

Cronbach reliability coefficient of .93 was achieved and a 

Cuttman split-half of .95 was also achieved. Based on 

this information, the scale used for the present study 

consisted of 26 items. However, when the reliability for 

the present sample was determined, a Cronbach alpha of .36 

and a Guttman split-half of .45 was obtained. One ex

planation for the lower reliability coefficients may be 

due to the lack of heterogeneity of the sample. To 

increase reliability, the items which were shown to have a 

low or inverse correlation were omitted, resulting in a 

12-item scale (see Appendix B for the correlation coeffi

cients for each item and for the items deleted) . The 

i2-item CRS yielded a Cronbach alpha and a Guttman split-

half of .86. The data from the 12-item scale were used in 

the present study. 



42 

Validity. Only face validity is claimed. Based on 

the Pearson Product Moment correlation, there was not a 

significant relationship between the Rokeach Dogmatism 

Scale and the CRS. These findings would suggest that the 

CRS is measuring an aspect of religiosity which is not 

related to dogmatism. 

Counselor Rating Form (CRF) 

The Counselor Rating Form (Barak & LaCrosse, 1975) 

was used to determine students' perceptions of the coun

selor's credibility based on the three subscales: expert

ness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness. The scale is 

in a Likert format with 36 bipolar adjective pairs with 12 

items for each of the dimensions. Split-half reliabili

ties were reported to be .87, .84, and .90, for the 

expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness subscales 

(LaCrosse & Barak, 1976). Using orthognal, rotational 

factor analysis, a study yielded three factors (Barak & 

LaCrosse, 1975). Atkinson and Wampold (1982) have cau

tioned that there is strong subscale intercorrelation 

which would discourage using the subscales independently. 

However, Schmidt and Strong (1971) concluded that it is 

feasible to look at the subscales separately. Although it 

has not been throughly supported to look at the subscales 

independently, the present author considered both the 

total score and each subscale score on the CRF. 
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Counseling Vignettes 

Vignettes were utilized so that the raters were able 

to view a mock counseling session represented by a reli

gious or nonreligious counselor. The counselor in the 

vignette was rated on the Counselor Rating Form. The 

vignettes were presented via videotape. The scripts for 

the vignettes were written with the help of two local 

religious counselors and two nonreligious counselors. 

Each script was written from the perspective of a reli

gious counselor or a nonreligious counselor. The reli

gious counselor included religious references during the 

counseling session, whereas the nonreligious counselor 

made no such religious references. In each vignette, the 

same problem was presented to the counselor, and the 

client introduced the religious inferences into the 

session. The actors remained constant across the two 

vignettes. The counselor was played by a male doctoral-

level counseling student, and the client was portrayed by 

a female undergraduate student. Each vignette lasted 

approximately five minutes. 

To ensure that each vignette depicted the religious 

and nonreligious frame of reference appropriately, seven 

doctoral students were asked to rate each vignette based 

on the above criteria. There was 100 percent agreement 

among the raters in classifying the vignettes according to 

the tape's religious focus. 



44 

Procedure 

The raters voluntarily participated in the study. 

The raters were told that data were being collected for 

two different projects. This procedure was used so that 

the questions on the scales did not contaminate the 

students' perception of the counselor in the vignette. 

First, the raters were asked to fill out the consent form 

for research participation and the personal data form. 

The consent form was collected separately in order to 

assure confidentiality. The raters then viewed the 

vignette which had been randomly assigned to them. Once 

the vignette was viewed, the raters were asked to respond 

to the Counselor Rating Form (CRF). Then, the raters were 

asked to respond to the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (short 

form) and to the Callison Religiosity Scale (CRS) . The 

raters were told that the two scales reportedly measured 

the same thing, and it was the purpose of this project to 

determine if that observation was correct. 

Students were divided into two groups via a median 

split, based on their response to the Callison Religiosity 

Scale. The students were further divided into groups by 

which counseling vignette they viewed, yielding four 

experimental groups. Data were collected for 84 raters. 
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Data Analysis 

The dependent variables in the study were the credi

bility ratings of the CRF. CRF total and subscale scores 

were used. The independent variables were the high or low 

levels of religiosity of the raters and the religious or 

nonreligious orientation of the counselor. A two-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to test for main 

effects of the rater and counselor religiosity, as well as 

the interaction of these two factors. An alpha level of 

.05 was used to test the hypotheses. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Sample Characteristics 

Data were collected from 20 male and 64 female raters 

enrolled in undergraduate education classes. Data from 10 

raters were omitted because they failed to complete the 

scales. These exclusions resulted in a sample size of 74 

for data analyses. The ages of the raters ranged from 19 

to 45, with a median age of 22. Fifty-four females and 20 

males participated in the study, and the ethnicity of the 

group was: 71 Anglos, 2 Hispanics, and 1 Black. The 

religious orientation of the group was the following: 25 

Baptist, 9 Church of Christ, 1 Assembly of Cod, 15 Method

ist, 1 Jewish, 11 Catholic, 3 Episcopalian, 2 Lutheran, 2 

Presbyterian, and 6 Other. The other category consisted 

of Church of God in Christ, Nazarene, First Christian, 

Christian Non-denominational and no affiliation. 

A median split was used on the Callison Religiosity 

Scale (CRS). The median score for the CRS was 37. This 

analysis categorized 37 raters as low in religiosity and 

37 as high in religiosity. 

46 



47 

Test of Hypotheses 

A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed 

with the CRF rating as the dependent variable, and the 

raters' religiosity and the religious orientation of the 

counselor served as the independent variables. The ANOVA 

revealed no significant differences on the main effects. 

For hypothesis 1, the two-way analysis of variance was 

computed using the CRF as the dependent variable and the 

religious orientation of the counselor as the independent 

variable. The ANOVA revealed no significant difference 

between groups F(l, 73) = .442, £ > .05. There also were 

no significant differences on the subscales of the CRF: 

expertness, £(1/ 70) = 1.38, £ > .05; attractiveness, £(1, 

70) = .948, £ > .05; trustworthiness, F(l, 72) = .129, £ > 

.05). Therefore, these findings fail to reject the null 

hypothesis (see Tables 1 and 2). 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the raters' religiosity 

would not affect the rating of the counselor on the CRF. 

Significance was not found, F.(l, 73) = .376, £ > .05. An 

ANOVA was also conducted using the subscales of the CRF 

(expertness, attractiveness, and trustworthiness) as the 

dependent variables and the raters' religiosity as the 

independent variable. There were no significant differ

ences found (expertness, £(1, 70) = .826, £ > .05; attrac

tiveness, £(1/ 70) = .154, £ > .05; trustworthiness, £(1, 



TABLE 1 

Two-way Analysis of Variance of CRF Total Scores 
by CRS Scores and Counselor Religiosity 
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Source SS df MS 

Main Effects 
CRS 
Counselor 

Religiosity 

Interactions 
CRS X Relig 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

1562.381 2 
620.543 1 

731.246 1 

5982.240 1 

7544.621 3 

115677.595 70 

123222.216 73 

781.190 
620.543 

731.246 

5982.240 

2514.874 

1652.537 

1687.976 

.473 .625 

.376 .542 

.442 .508 

3.620 

1.522 

.061 

.216 

TABLE 2 

Summary of ^-Ratios and Probability Levels for 
Analyses of Variance on CRF Subscale 

Scores by Counselor Religiosity 

Dependent Variable 

Expertness 

Attractiveness 

Trustworthiness 

1.38 

.948 

.129 

244 

334 

721 



49 

72) = .977, £ > .05). These results fail to reject 

Hypothesis 2 (see Tables 1 and 3). 

The third hypothesis predicted that high religious 

raters would perceive the religious counselor as more 

credible than the nonreligious counselor. It was also 

predicted that low religious raters would perceive the 

nonreligious counselor as more credible than the religious 

counselor. Credibility was based on the CRF total and 

subscale scores. These findings fail to reject Hypothesis 

3. The interaction of raters' religiosity and the non

religious or religious counselors revealed no significant 

differences, F(l, 73) = 3.62, £ > .05 (see Table 1). 

Significance also was not found for interactive effects 

for the subscales: expertness, £(1, 70) = 2.96, £ > .05; 

attractiveness, F(l, 70) = 1.24, £ > .05; trustworthiness, 

F(l, 72) = 3.70, £ > .05. The results do not support the 

hypothesis (see Table 4). However, because the signifi

cance of the interaction was close (£ < .06), it was felt 

that further exploration was warranted. For exploratory 

purposes only, a t-test was employed between the cell 

means which showed the greatest differences. A corrected 

alpha was utilized in order to control for error (Bausell, 

1986). Significance (t = -2.09, £ < .025) was found. The 

high religious group rated the religious counselor lower 

on the CRF total than the nonreligious counselor (see 

Table 5). Thus, although the decision to reject the 
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TABLE 3 

Summary of F-Ratios and Probability Levels for 
Analyses of Variance on CRF Subscale 

Scores by CRS Scores 

Dependent Variable 

Expertness 

Attractiveness 

Trustworthiness 

836 

154 

977 

TABLE 4 

Summary of F-Ratios and Probability Levels for 
Analyses of Variance on CRF Subscale Scores 

by CRS Scores and Counselor Religiosity 

Dependent Variable 

.364 

.696 

.326 

Expertness 

Attractiveness 

Trustworthiness 

2.96 

1.24 

3.70 

090 

268 

058 
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TABLE 5 

Mean CRF Scores of Religious and Nonreligious 
Counselors by High Religious Raters 

Standard Standard 
Variable N Mean Deviation Error 

Religious 
Counselor 21 135.381 37.811 8.251 

Nonreligious 
Counselor 16 159.875 3.262 8.316 
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interaction hypothesis stands, this finding suggests that 

future research might prove fruitful. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY 

The purpose of the present study was to determine if 

the religiosity of the client or counselor affects the 

perceived credibility of the counselor. Religion is 

considered to be a substantial influence on one's life, 

affecting what one does, thinks, and feels. It was 

assumed that high religious raters would perceive the 

religious counselors as being more credible than the 

nonreligious counselors and vice versa. In order to 

measure the religiosity of the rater, the Callison Re

ligiosity Scale (CRS) was developed. It was the purpose 

of this scale to categorize the raters as high or low in 

religiosity. 

Summary of the Results 

The results obtained in the present study failed to 

support the hypothesis that religious perspectives of 

raters would interact with the religiosity of the coun

selor. It was predicted that raters high in religiosity 

would perceive the religious counselor as more credible 

than the nonreligious counselor, and it was also predicted 

that raters low in religiosity would perceive the non

religious counselor as more credible than the religious 

53 
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counselor. Neither of these predictions was supported. 

There also was not a significant difference between the 

high and low religious raters' perceptions of the coun

selors based on the three subscales (expertness, attrac

tiveness, and trustworthiness) of the Counselor Rating 

Form (CRF) . The lack of support for these hypotheses is 

not totally surprising when one considers the research on 

religiosity and on client-counselor matching. There have 

been conflicting results in the literature when the 

studies have addressed the issue of how much these vari

ables affect the counseling process. For example, Pecnik 

and Epperson (1985) have shown that degree of religiosity 

does not affect the perception of the counselor; however, 

Worthington (1986) found that it is the preference of 

religious people to have a religious counselor. One of 

the reasons religious people prefer a religious counselor 

is because they fear that a nonreligious counselor might 

change their values (Worthington, 1986). Therefore, it 

has been concluded that nonreligious counselors might not 

be trusted by religious people (VJorthington, 1986) . One 

would assume from these research projects that religious 

people would not view a nonreligious counselor as being 

credible. However, the present study cannot support that 

hypothesis. 

One reason for the lack of significant findings might 

be found in the vignettes themselves. To remind the 
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reader, the vignettes used the same actors and the same 

problem was presented. The client introduced a religious 

concern and in both vignettes there was a successful 

conclusion. The raters might have been reacting to the 

counselor's success with the client, and this might have 

overshadowed the raters' projected comfort with the 

counselor. In other words, the raters might have been 

able to disregard any statements made by the counselors as 

long as the client was satisfied. Therefore, the question 

as to whether or not a highly religious individual per

ceives a nonreligious counselor as being credible might 

not have been answered. 

For exploratory purposes only, ;t-tests were performed 

between the cells with the largest differences. A cor

rected alpha formula (Bausell, 1986) was used in order to 

control for error. A significant difference was found 

between two groups. Interestingly, the significance was 

in the opposite direction than was predicted. It appears 

that the high religious raters rated the religious coun

selor as less credible than the nonreligious counselor. 

Only speculation might explain this trend. It was ob

served by the experimenter that the religious counselor 

received the strongest overt reactions (i.e., laughter, 

giggles, and negative comments). Because of these behav

iors, the religious raters may have been influenced by the 

reaction of their peers. Therefore, because of social 
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desirability, they might have rated the religious coun

selor lower on the CRF than they might have in another 

context or setting. Another possibility is that the 

religious group might have been reacting to the style of 

the counselor rather than what was said. Although the 

religious counselor told the client that problems should 

be left in the hands of God, it was a nondirective 

approach, relying more on reflection rather than direct 

solutions. Worthington (1986) stated that religious 

people are looking for advice, not therapy, when they seek 

a counselor. Therefore, the religious raters might not 

have approved of the lack of direction given by the 

religious counselor. Another explanation might lie in the 

sample itself. The majority of the students ranged 

between 19 and 25 years of age. Argyle and Beit-Hallahmi 

(1975) reported that surveys show a decrease in religious 

activity between the ages of 18 and 30. It is this 

author's opinion that during this time, people appear to 

be redefining the role religion plays in their life and 

might be experiencing a sense of rebellion toward the 

beliefs they grew up with. Thus, these factors might have 

moderated ratings of the religious counselor. Although 

these trends were discovered, significance was not found 

for the rater-counselor religiosity interactions, and it 

is concluded from this study that religiosity may not play 

a crucial role in perceived credibility of a counselor. 
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Discussion of rhe CRS Scale 

Impressive reliability data have been collected for 

the Callison Religiosity Scale. The pilot study yielded a 

Cronbach reliability coefficient of .93 and a Guttman 

split-half of .95. The present sample achieved a .86 for 

both the Cronbach alpha and the Guttman split-half. 

However, validity of the scale was not established via the 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. These findings contradict most 

of the literature which states that highly religious 

people are also highly dogmatic. The explanation for 

these findings may be found in the research which shows 

that educational level has an effect on dogmatism (Close & 

Bergmann, 1979; Lehmann, 1963; Roberg, 1978) . Each of 

these studies showed that educational levels affect 

dogmatism. They showed that levels of dogmatism decrease 

as educational levels increase. The subjects of the 

present study are classified as juniors and seniors, and 

their educational level may account for the nonsignificant 

relationship found in the present study. It has also been 

shown that women who are career oriented are less dogmatic 

than women who remain in the more traditional role as a 

housewife (Redfering, 1979). In the sample of the current 

project, 54 of the 74 subjects were educated, career 

oriented women who followed the pattern of being less 

dogmatic, while also being religious. It is promising 

that the CRS is measuring an aspect of religiosity that is 
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not affected by dogmatism. Further analysis is needed to 

identify what is exactly being measured. 

There are inherent problems when one attempts to 

measure or study religiosity. The most significant 

problem is in defining the concept of religion. Religion 

is a very personal matter which can be experienced by 

different people in different ways. Because of the 

uniqueness of the religious experience, it makes qualita

tive measurement very difficult. Faulkner and DeJong 

(1966) stated that this qualitative aspect should be 

handled through an identified continuum between more and 

less religious in order to rank responses. However, the 

authors do not make a suggestion of how this continuum may 

be developed. The CRS attempted to address this problem 

by using the concept of fundamentalism as a formi of 

religiosity. Using the fundamentalism concept also has 

its limitations. The term fundam^entalism is based on the 

idea of how individuals interpret scripture. This inter

pretation is greatly influenced by which denomination the 

individual belongs to. Thus, those from denominations 

with liberal interpretations of scripture might be viewed 

as less religious than those who have a stricter view, 

which might lead to misinformation. Although religion is 

difficult to define, that does not negate the fact that a 

working definition needs to be developed so that this 

phenomena of religion may be studied. Batson and Ventis 
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(1982) stated that a definition of religion should fit two 

criteria. The first one is that the definition should 

"reflect the uniqueness, complexity and diversity of the 

religious experience" (p. 5). The second criteria is that 

the definition have heuristic value. They believe it 

should encourage an analysis of how religion plays a part 

in the day-to-day life of an individual. 

It has been questioned as to whether or not true 

experimentation can be conducted in the field of religious 

psychology (Byrnes, 1984). Up to date, most religious 

studies have been correlational. Lack of control of 

extraneous variables appears to be the major complaint 

against religious research (Byrnes, 1984). There are so 

many variables interrelated with a variety of religious 

experiences that it is hard to control for them. Randomi

zation cannot guarantee a control of these variables. 

Dougherty (1981) stated that religious studies have never 

been popular because academicians believe that'those who 

investigate religion are practicing religion rather than 

studying it. 

Limitations of the Study 

The lack of a well-accepted definition of religiosity 

was a limitation of the present study. Since a definition 

has not been produced in the literature, the CRS may not 

be measuring the construct adequately. 
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The homogeneity of the raters in this study reduced 

the generalizability of the findings. The homogeneous 

nature of the sample (i.e., education majors) may make it 

nonrepresentative of the population as a whole. Another 

factor that reduced the generalizability of the results 

was the vignettes. Using a video tape instead of assess

ing a real-life situation reduced the external validity of 

the study. Another limitation of using video tape was the 

lack of potency. What raters considered acceptable in the 

abstract (the portrayed client in the tape) may not be 

obtained for the raters in an actual counseling experi

ence. There may have been beliefs or attitudes that were 

not addressed because of the nature of the scales. 

Therefore, there may have been some variables which 

moderated the ratings (i.e., disapproval of the style of 

the counselor, not the religious orientation of the 

counselor). 

Implications of Study 

The present study adds to the very limited amount of 

research done on the role of religion in the counseling 

field. To date, there is only a very small number of 

studies addressing the effects of religion on the counsel

ing process. Yet, religion is an issue quite often 

introduced into counseling sessions. The present study 

has attempted to determine if religiosity plays a role in 

the way a counselor is perceived. Although significant 
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findings were not discovered, this project may serve as a 

stepping stone toward new projects. A discussion of 

possible research ideas will be in the following section. 

A reliable instrument for measuring religiosity was 

also produced from this project. Through the CRS, it was 

demonstrated that religiosity and dogmatism do not neces

sarily go together. Batson and Ventis (1982) stated that 

there are different ways of being religious, and the 

results of this study supports that view. This author 

believes that counselors often pre-judge clients who are 

active in religion as being conservative and rigid. 

Needless to say, that conception is not always true. 

There are many positive qualities in religious people, and 

some of these qualities may be used in the counseling 

process to encourage growth in these clients (Bergin et 

al. 1987). 

The present study also appears to not lend support to 

the technique of pacing. Because of the lack of signifi

cance between religious and nonreligious counselors, it 

was assumed that pacing with the client did not affect the 

outcome of this study. The nonreligious counselor did net 

address the religious issue with the client; therefore, he 

did not pace with her. Based on Bandler and Grinder's 

(1979) theory, it would be expected that the lack of 

pacing on the part of the nonreligious counselor v;ould 
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reduce his credibility. However, this study cannot 

support this assumption. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Although the results of the present study yielded a 

reliable instrument which measures religiosity, further 

analysis is recommended. A factor analysis may prove to 

be beneficial in order to identify patterns of responses 

to the scale. Once the patterns have been discerned, then 

items may be deleted or added in order to increase 

validity. 

It is also suggested that if a similar project were 

to be conducted, live clients should be used instead of 

raters. This change would ensure greater external 

validity. A test rating concerning outcome effects may 

prove to be beneficial. 

Once again, one question raised in the current study 

is whether or not being highly religious automatically 

means one is highly dogmatic. It may be interesting to 

examine if intrinsically religious people are less 

dogmatic than extrinsically religious people. A study 

looking at what specific religious behaviors are adaptive 

or maladaptive might also prove to be beneficial. 

However, the most important area which needs to be 

researched is the definition of religion. It is difficult 

to conduct research on an area which is so vaguely defined 
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as religion (Dougherty, 1981). A concise and an opera

tional definition is needed in order to assure quality 

research in the future. 

Conclusions 

In summary, the current study did not support the 

assumption that religiosity would affect a person's 

perception of counselor credibility. Caution should be 

taken in generalizing the results of this study due to the 

homogeneity of the sample, the artificiality of a video

taped presentation and the absence of an universally 

accepted definition of religion. In spite of the limita

tions of studying an area of religious psychology, it is 

an area which should continue to be examined. Religion 

has a tremendous impact on human behavior, and has done so 

for a very long time (Batson & Ventis, 1982). The influ

ence religion has on a person may be positive or negative 

which, in itself, lends to the complexity of religiosity. 

Some people see religion as being confining and restric

tive, while others see it as being liberating (Batson & 

Ventis, 1982). The above statement supports the idea that 

there are so many different ways to be religious. Because 

of this variability, it is very difficult to measure 

religion. 

It is suggested that counselors be aware of their own 

religious beliefs and the attitudes attached to these 

beliefs. Although counselors may have their ov/n iceas of 
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what may be beneficial or harmful religious practices, 

they have to work within the confines of clients' reli

gious views (Byrnes, 1984). Counselors should be prepared 

to assess clients' religious viewpoints in order to 

understand how religious attitudes may be affecting their 

clients' lives. According to Bergin et al. (1987), if it 

is believed that religious beliefs are contributing to 

pathological behavior, then the problem should be dealt 

with very carefully and sensitively. 

Through the present study, ideas for further research 

have unfolded. It is the opinion of this author that the 

study of religion in psychology is in its infancy, and 

that more research is greatly needed. 
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CQiJNSLLOK KATl;.L, K)KM 

Libit'd below are several scdles whiich coniain -ord puir:^ uL 
either end of the t-cale and seven space:; beluLcn tht pair-. 
Please rate the counselor you just saw on each ol ilie scales 

agreeable 7 6 5 A 

unalert 7 b 5 ^ 

analytic 7 o 5 4 

unappreciative 7 6 5 4 

attractive 7 o 5 -4 

Cdsaal 7 6 5 4 

cheerful 7 6 5 4 

vague 7 6 5 4 

distant 7 6 5 4 

coni{)atible 7 b 5 4 

unsure 7 6 5 4 

suspicious 7 6 5 4 

undependable 7 6 5 4 

indifferent 7 b 5 4 

inexperienced 7 0 5 4 

inexpert 7 6 5 4 

unfriendly 7 b 5 4 

honest 7 b 5 4 

informed 7 u 5 4 

insightlul 7 b 5 4 

stupid 7 ( J 5 4 

u n 1 1 K t • a b 1 e 7 b 5 -i 

l o g i c a l 7 b 5 4 

o p e n 7 6 5 M 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

;:( 2 

3 2 

••I 2 

d i s a g r e e a b l e 

a l e r t 

d i f f u s e 

a p p r e c i a t i v e 

u n d t t r < j c t i v e 

f O r ITi a 1 

d e p r e s s e d 

c l e a r 

c l o s e 

i n c o II. p a t i b 1 e 

c o n f i d e n t 

b e l i e v a b l e 

d e p e n d a b l e 

e n t h u s i u s t i c 

e X p e r i e 11 c e d 

e x p e r t 

1 r i e n d 1 y 

d i s h o n e s t 

I g n o r a n t 

J n s i g h I 1 e := s 

i n t e l l i g e n t 

1 1 k L a b I e 

1 1 1 O g 1 c .1 1 

( 1 o s I d 



prepared 

unreliable 

di s r espec t ful 

irresponsible 

selfless 

sincere 

skillful 

sociable 

deceitful 

trustworthy 

genuine 

warm 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 A 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 A 3 2 1 

7 6 5 A 3 2 1 

unprej ared 

reliable 

respectful 

responsible 

selfish 

insincere 

unskillful 

unsocial be 

straightforward 

untrustworthy 

phony 

cold 
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CALLISON RELIGIOSITY SCALL 

Please rate \ourself on the follow! r.g itrn,s by circling, t 
number that best expresses your beliefs. 

6 = Agree Strongly; 5 = Agree; 4=Tend To Agree; 3 ='J end to 
disagree; 2=DisagreG; l=Disagree Strongly 

3 2 1 

3 2 I 

•1 n 
2 1 

'^1. (-.22) 1 consider myself to be 
religious 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 

*2 . (-.34) The scriptures are to be 
interpreted literally as God's uords to 
mankind 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 

3. (.57) Donating money on a regular 
basis is not an essential part of 
being a member of an organized 
religion 6 5 

A. (.38) A minimum of once a vveek 
attendance at a religious service 
is essential b 5 

5. (.24) I consider myself as having a libtral 
religious viewpoint b 5 

6. (.A3) The scriptures are God's word to man 
and contain no error t; •" 4 i 2 1 

7. (.56) Scripture is man's recording ol God's 
word and therefore may contain mistaken 
interpretation o 5 4 3 2 1 

* 8 . (-.58) It is not necessary to belong to an 
organized religious body to be considered 
a religious person o 5 - 3 2 1 

*'J. (.08) I try to read scripture 
daily b 5 4 '', j 1 

10. (.34) The scriptures a ] e stories ni a d e up b \ 
persons to n.ake a moral point b "> - 3 2 i 

^1 1 . (.11) It is m V religious obligation t u s b u r e 
ni y r e 1 i g i o u ::. b < • J i e f s w i t h n u n b e 1 i e v e r s s d 
that the^ may grow to knc)w (J oil t. S ^ J _ i 

file:///ourself


80 

12 

*13 

-lA 

15 

*16 

*17 

18 

-19 

*20 

21 

- 2 2 

23, 

-2A, 

26 

(.3A) The scriptures are a group of rr. vths 
collected to justify religious practices....6 5 4 3 2 1 

(-.39) Praying is not a part of rr, v dailv 
routine '..... 6 ". A 3 2 1 

(-.AO) I have a tendency to attend religious 
services only on religious holidays h 5 4 3 2 1 

(.54) I believe that God punishes people 
that are considered to be sinners 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(.18) I do not watch religious television 
shows b 5 4 3 2 1 

(.16) Satan plays an active part in our 

lives by trying to tempt us with sin 6 5 A 3 2 1 

(.A2) God has not pre-determined our fate. ..6 5 A 3 2 1 

(.07) I pra>- before every meal 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(.A3) I'm very involved in my church 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(.39) I don't admire people who de\ote their 
lives to serve God 6 5 4 3 2 1 
(-.29) I do not believe that I ha\'e a 
fundamentalist religious viewpoint 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 

(.2A) I know that God exists and I have r, o 
doubts 6 5 4 3 2 1 

(-.AG) I use prayer when I am making an 
important decision b 5 4 3 2 1 

(-.3A) I currently belong to an organized 
religion '^ '• 4 3 2 1 

(.Al) I do not belie \e in sin 6 5 4 3 2 1 

indicates items deleted for data analyses 
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SHORT FORM DOGMATISM SCALE 

Please rate yourself on the following items by circling; the 
number that best expresses your beliefs. 

6=Agree Strongly; 5=Agree; A=Tend To Agree; 3=Tend to 
disagree; 2=Disagree; l=Disagree Strongly 

1. In this complicated world of ours the only wa\' 
we can know what's going on is to rely on leaders 
or experts who can be trusted 6 5 4 3 2 1 

2. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly 
refuses to admit he's wrong 6 5 4 3 2 1 

3. There are two kinds of people in this world; 
those who are for the truth and those who are 
against the truth b 5 4 3 2 1 

A. Most people just don't know what's good for them 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

5. Of all the different philosophies which exist in 
this world, there is probably onlv one which is correct 

'. '. 6 5 4 3 2 1 

6. The highest form of government is a democracx 
and the highest form of democracy is a governmert 
run by those who are most intelligent 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7. The main thing in life is for a person to want 
to do something important b 5 4 3 2 ] 

8. I'd like it if I could find scm.eone who would 
tell me how to solve my personal problen^s 

'. b. 5 - 3 2 ] 

9. Most of the ideas which get printed nowada\s 
aren't worth the paper thev are printed on 

'. b ') 4 3 2 1 

] (). "'Ian on his own is a helpless and miserable 
creature b 5 4 3 2 ] 
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11. It is only \shen a person devotes himself 
to an ideal or cause that life becomes 
meaningful 6 5 4 3 2 1 

12. Most people just don't give a "damn" for others 
(> 5 4 3 2 1 

13. To compromise with our political opponents is 
dangerous because it usually leads to the 
betrayal of our own side 6 5 A 3 2 1 

lA. It is often desirable to reserve judgemerit 
about what's going on until one has had a chance 
to hear the opinions of those one r e s p e c t s . . 6 5 4 3 2 1 

15. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. 
It is only the future that counts 6 5 ^ 3 2 1 

16. The United States and Russia have just about 
nothing in common 6 5 4 3 2 1 

17. In a discussion I often find it necessary to 
repeat myself several times to make sure that I am 
being understood 6 5 4 3 2 1 

18. While I don't like to admit this e\'en to myself, 
my secret ambition is to become a great man like 
Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare 6 5 4 3 2 1 

19. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a 
worthwhile goal, it is unfortunately necessary 
to restrict the freedom of some political groups 

6 5 4 3 . J 

20. It is better to be a dead hero than to be a 
live coward 6 " 4 3 2 1 
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Th W h a t s e e m s to be y o u r p r o b l e m ? 

C I : W e l l , I am h a v i n g t r o u b l e w i t h t h i s f r i e n d ol m i n e , a 
g i r l f r i e n d . H e r n a m e is M a r y . S h e h a s b e e n s p r e a d i n g a l l 
k i n d s of u g l y tfiings a b o u t m e , t a l k i n g b e h i n d my back and 
t h i n g s l i k e t h a t . 

T h : Y o u r g i r l f r i e n d is s p r e a d i n g runiors a b o u t you 
d o n ' t l i k e i t . 

. n d ", o J 

C I : N o , 1 d o n ' t , t h e y a r e not very n i c e t h i n g s 

Th W h a t k i n d of t h i n g s is she s a y i n g a b o u t y o u ? 

C I : W e l l , y o u k n o w , l i k e I'm not a v e r y n i c e p e r s o n . Just 
t e l l i n g s t o r i e s to get o t h e r s not to l i k e m e . S h e ' s t e l l i n g 
t h e m t h a t I c a n ' t be t r u s t e d and that I t a l k behinii o t h e r 
p e o p l e ' s b a c k . S h e ' s the o n e w h o ' s r e a l l y g u i l t y of tliat. 

Th It s o u n d s l i k e y o u ' r e r e a l l y h u r t i n g 

C I : I a m . W e ' v e k n o w n e a c h o t h e r for a l o n g t i m e and ^t-'vv 
a l w a y s b e e n p r e t t y c l o s e . L a s t w e e k I f o u n d out that she 
t o l d a n o t h e r f r i e n d of o u r s that I w a s t i c k l e b e c a u s e I had 
c o k e w i t h t h i s g u y . 

Th H o w d o e s t h a t m a k e y o u f i c k l e ? 

C I : W e l l , I h a v e a b o y f r i e n d , but t h i s guy in ny L n g 1 i sh 
c l a s s a s k e d me to h a v e a c o k e and 1 d i d n ' t st.e anvthiiig v:ci;g 
w i t h it and my boy-friend d 1 d; i ' t m i n d e i t h e r . Now ">! a r y i s 
t e l l i n g e v e r y b o d y t h a t I am b e i n g unfaithitul and ti.at rt.ali\ 
m a k e s me m a d , b e c a u s e I'm n o t . 

Tti: Y e s , it d o e s s o u n d l i k e you a r e m a d . I w o n d e r wtiat 

o t h e r f e e l i n g s you m a y be e x j ) e r i e n c i n g r i g h t now as we a r e 

t a l k i n g a b o u t t h i s . 

C I : 1 don't k n o w . . . 

Th : U e 1 I , it you did P now , 1 u ond e 1 what wci u 1 d it lie 
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C I : 1 guess r,aybe hurt... and mad. She really didn't have 
any right to tell everybody that I was out with soiJtbody 
other than my boyfriend or anything else for that mattei. 

Th: I hear you're feeling hurt because your friend has 
betrayed your trust. 

C I : Yes, and I really thought that I could tell her any 
thing, but now I am not so sure that I want to everi talk to 
her . 

Th: You really are hurt. 

CI: I guess I am. It seems like everybody lets me down 
sooner or later. I guess it would just be better if I never 
trusted anyone, just kept to myself. 

Th: Sounds like a pretty lonely existence 
to explore the alternatives you have? 

V. o u 1 d \ o u 1 J k e 

CI: What alternatives? I don't see any 

T'h: I can see you're so upset and emotionally confused that 

you can't see any options. 

C I : That's for sure. I am really burning, she has no iigl 
to say those things about me and I want lier to stop, but I 
don't know how to get her to stop. 

Th: Well, what have you tried? 

ri: On, not much. I guess I did blew up the other nigtit a m 
walked out of the apartment. I told her I wasn't going to 
speak to her any more, but that's not true. 1 just don't 
know where I can go from here. 

Th : What would vou like to do? 

CI: Well, I would like to tell her oil, you know, tell h ei 

to c] u 1 t telling ] i e .s about me. I have even thought about 

doing the same things sfif' is, to make up "omething and tell 

si'ii'e el oui tricnd.^; bad things abcait tier j.e she wi!J know h(, 
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Th: You're so hurt and angry that you want her to hurt a: 
much as you do. 

CI: Yes, and maybe she will stop then 

Th: By making her hurt like you, she will change 

CI: That's what I think, but as I talk about it, 1 kno- tha 
it won't be that way. Plus, that's not a very Christiaii v a\ 
of handling it. 

Th: It does sound like a real frustrating decision. I 
wonder what you would tell a friend of yours if she were to 
come to you saying that her roommate was spreading run,ors 
about her? 

CI: Well, I would probably tell her to try to ignore it and 
maybe to talk to her roommate to find out why she is telling 
those things about her. 

Th: I wonder how she might go about talking to tier friend in 
that way. 

CI: I guess she could just tell her how she is feeling ar.d 
how mad she is and ask her what she had done to cause her to 
want to hurt her and to make her want to spread rumors in 
that way. 

Th: Sounds like that would take lots of guts. 

CI: Yes, it would , but I don't think it would be ir. possible 
to do . 

Th: What is keeping you fium telling your iriend how hurt 
you feel and then ciiecking out why she is spreading those 
rumors about you? 

(' ] : I'm afraid. 

Th: 1 see , sa v mo re . 
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CI: I guess I'm afraid of what she may say. 

Th: You're afraid because she may say something you don't 
want to hear? 

CI: Yes, she may be mad at me for something I did to her, 
but I don't know what it is. 

Th: You're afraid to check out with fier what's going on 
because your afraid you may have done or said son.ething to 
anger her. 

CI: That's right. Sounds kind of crazy doesn't it. 1 gues; 
I'm afraid that 1 may have to apologize for something and 
more than that I'm afraid that she may not like me anymore. 
I don't want to lose her friendship. 

Th: Sounds like an awful lot of fear there 

CI: It IS, but maybe I can talk to her about it. Theri I 
will really know what's going on and then maybe we can do 
something about it and make it better between us. 

Th: Sounds like you have made a decision and are nut feeling 
quite so hopeless as you were whtrn \ou can.e in here. 

CI: Yea, I know what I want to do now. It's real importaru 
to me to do all I can to keep our friendship. I feel a lot 
better now. Thanks for your help. 
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K L L I G I O L S S C R I P T 

Th 1: W h a t s e e m s to be y o u r {irobleni 

Ll 1: W e l l , I am h a v i n g t r o u b l e w i t h t h i s t i i e n d uf mir.t , 
girl f r i e n d . Her n a m e is M a r y . Siie has been s p r e a d i n g all 
k i n d s of ugly t h i n g s a b o u t m e , t a l k i n g behitid my Lack ai.J 
t h i n g s l i k e t h a t . 

Th 1: Y o u r g i r l f r i e n d is s p r e a d i n g runiors a b o u t 
d o n ' t l i k e i t . 

', o a and •. e u 

C I 1: N o , I d o n ' t , they a r e not very n i c e t h i n g s . 

Th 1: V.'hat kind of t h i n g s is she s a y i n g a b o u t y o u ? 

CI 1: W e l l , you know- , l i k e I'm not a very n i c e jjerson. 
J u s t t e l l i n g s t o r i e s to get o t h e r s not to l i k e m e . S h e ' s 
t e l l i n g t h e m t h a t I c a n ' t be t r u s t e d and that I t..lk b e h i n d 
o t h e r p e o p l e ' s b a c k s . S h e ' s the o n e w h o ' s really guilty ol 
that . 

Th 1: It s o u n d s l i k e y o u ' r e reall\' h u r t i n g 

CI 1: I a m . W e ' v e k n o w n e a c h o t h e r for a l o n g time and 
w e ' v e a l w a y s b e e n p r e t t y c l o s e . Last w e e k I found out the.; 
s h e told a n o t h e r f r i e n d of o u r s that I w a s f i c k l e b e c a u s e I 
had a c o k e w i t h t h i s g u y . 

Th 1: H o w d u e s that m a k e vou f i c k l e ? 

CI 1: W e l l , 1 h a v e a buyirieiid, but t h i s guy in m \ I'liglisi. 
c l a s s a s k e d me to h a v e a c o k e and I d i d n ' t s e e a n y t h i n g i. r o n; 
w i t h it and my b o y f r i e n d d i d n ' t m i n d e i t h e r . N o w , Maty is 
t e l l i n g e v e r y b o d y that I a ri b e i n g u n f a i t h f u l and that r e a l l y 
m a k e s me m a d , b e c a u s e I'm n o t . 

T h 1 : Yet,, it d ()L t s o u n d l i k e \ o u a r e m a d . 1 w o nd«. i 
u t h i r f e e l i n g s \ou ni.iv be e x pe r i e n i J n g, ligh t ncjw a .s we a 1 e 
t a 1 i. 1 n y. about I h i s 

CI 1 : 1 don ' I kno 



Th 1: Well, if you did know, I wonder wtiat uoald it be 
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CI 1: I guess n.aybe hurt...and mad. She really didn't havt 
any right to tell everybody that I was out wit hi some bod;, 
other than n. y boyfriend or anything else for that matter. 

Th 1: T hear you're feeling hurt because your friend has 
betrayed your trust. 

CI 1: Yes, and I really thought that I could tell r:er any
thing, but now I am not so sure that I want to even talk lo 
her . 

Th 1: You really are hurt. 

CI 1: I guess I am. It seems like everybody lets me down 
sooner or later. I guess it would just be better if I riever 
trusted anyone, just kept to myself. 

Th 1: Sounds like a pretty lonely existence, 
to explore the alternatives you have? 

V.' o u 1 d you like 

CI 1: What alternatives? I don't see any 

Th 1: I can see you're so upset and emotionally confused 
that you can't seen any options. 

CI 1: That's for sure. I am really burning, she has no 
right to say those things about me and I want her to stop 
but I don't know hci\̂ • to get her to stop. 

T' h 1 : Well, w fi a t have you tried? 

CI 1: Oh, not much. I guess I did blow up the other night 
and walked out of the apartment. She doesn't even kiiow wriy 1 
was angry. I told her I wasn't going to speak to her anv 
more, but that's not true. I just don't know where I can go 
t r o m here. 

Til 1 : W ll a t w (.1 u 1 d y . j u 1 11 L to d u '' 

(^'i 1: Well, I would like to tell her ofl, \uu know, tell her 
t I' q u i t t e l l i n g lie-.-, abciul m e . I h a v e e v e n I lu. a j h t a b o u t 



doing the same thing she is, to make up stjmetnini and tell 
some of our triends bad things about her so she w^ll ^now ho
lt feels to be lied about. 
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Th 1: You're so hurt and angry that you want her to hurt as 
much as you do. 

CI 1: Yes, and n;aybe she will stop then 

Th 1: By making her hurt like you she will change? 

CI 1: That's what I think, but as I talk about it, 1 knov, 
that it won't be that way. Plus, that's not a very Christian 
way of handling it. 

Th 1: Well, the Bible does tell us that we sliould turti the 
other cheek. I think you should see what vou can do to m.ike 
this person more of a friend. 

CI 1: I just don't like her talking behind my back 
what I can do about it. 

Tell III e 

Th 1: It does sound like a real frustrating situation. Do 
you think you can not let it bother you so much and perhaps 
it will pass. Your friend is hurting now too. Do you thini: 
you can do that? 

CI 1: I don't know if I can. I really want to tell hei off 
and tell her to get off my back. Do you think that would G O 
any good? 

Th 1: I understand your anger. It's stated in trie bible 
that we should leave those kind of things in the hands ol 
God. You need to pray for her and ask God to change her 
attitudes, not take out your anger and vengence on her. 

CI 1: Yes, 1 think I understand. But I feel so helpless. 

Th 1: but you're not. God is with you and in God anything 
IS possible. Just let Him hi- vour heljier and follow llini and 
everything will comi out alright. You know that if vour 
heart is right with Him, this friend ol yours cannot hurt 
\ ou . 



CI 1: Yes, that's right, 
only hurting herself, 
friends for so long. 

I can see 
That makes me-

now t h ̂  t s h i 
sad, because w e 

r e a 1 1 > 
' V e b e e n 
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Th 1: Let's pray about it. 0 God, I just want you rigtit no, 
to take tfiis youiig lady's life and fill her with vour t. pirii 
so she can love her friend and forgive her. lake away this 
burden so she can let go and not be hurt by these untrue 
things which are being said about her. l. e pray for her 
friend, we ask that you would convict hei- of her wrong and 
change her. We just trust You to give us that strength ar.d 
guidance to do what You want us to do. In Jesus' precious 
name. Amen. 

CI 1 Thanks. I feel much better now. 
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CONSLNT FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPAlION 

I agree to participate in the present rei,earch pioject. 
I understand that all my responses will be strictly 
confidential and will be used for educational and research 
purposes only. 1 do not need to put my narue on anything 
(except this consent form, which will be collected sepuiatel> 
from the rest of the study materials). I may withdraw fro a, 
participation at any time without penalty. 

1 understand that the persons responsible for this 
project are: Shaun Callison(742-1960) and Dr. Jerry Parr 
(742-2373). It has been explained to me ttiat the project 
will consist of rating certain scales in order to insist in a 
comparison of these scales. 

If this research project causes any physical injur> to 
participants in this project, treatment is not necesarily 
available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health 
Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the 
University or its personnel program. Further information 
about these matters may be obtained from the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs and Research, 742-2184, Rni. lOti, 
administration Building, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, T.X, 
79409. 

Principal Investigator Research Participant 

Date : 

I request written results of this stud\ in which I 
voluntarily chose to partici[)ate. 1 understand tiiat 1 may 
not receive such feedback for a period of time not to exceed 
six months. 

If I have any questioris concerning the studv, 1 
understand that I may reach Shaun Callison at the following 
number, 742-1960. 

My address is used only for obtaining the results o 
study and will be discarded following such completion. 

t n 1.-, 

A d d r e s s 

S i g n a t u r e o i pa i t i i i jia n t : 
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1 . Age 

2. Sex 

Ethnic Origin (please check one) 

A n g 1 o H i s p a n i c 

_Black 

O r i e n t a l 

_Ind ian 

Other 

Church A f f i l i a t i o n (please check o n e ) : 

KeptiSt Catholic 

Church of Christ Mormon 

Assembly of God Episcopal 

Lutheran M e t h o d i s t 

J e v\' i s h F r e s h \ t e r i a n 

_Other(please describe)_ 

D . Please i n d i c a t e how many siblings you had w h i ] e \ ci u w c; r o 

growing up: 

tirothers h a l f - b r o t h e r s s t e p b r o t h e r s 

h a l f - s i s t e r s sisters s t e p s i s t e r s 

6. Have either of your parents died or d i v o r c e d ? 

If y e s , how old were you when the death or divorc 
occurred'!' 
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