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This paper offers an alternative to Rogers's understanding of the effects of unconditional positive regard and empathy by explaining
bow they work in conjunction with one another, In his introductory comments to the interview with Gloria, Rogers discussed the
probable conseguences of his empathic and accepting attitude:

She'll exploxe some of her feelings more and aititudes more deeply. She is likely to discover some hidden aspects of herself that she
wasn't aware of previously. Feeling herself prized by me, it iz guite possible she'll comne to prize hersslf more. Feeling that some of
‘her meanings are understood by me, then she can more readily perhaps listen to herself, listen to what is going on within her own
experience.

Tn his description, Rogers isolated the effects of his unconditional positive regard (his prizing of her will result in her prizing
herself) from the effects of his empathic understanding (... feeling that some of her meanings are uadexstood by me then she can
more readily listen to herself”). Bohart, Elliott, Greenbexg and Watson offered a similar explanation for the positive therapeutic
effects of empathy. Owur view differs in two ways. First, we suggest that the unconditional positive regard of the therapist will be
effective only if it triggers the client's hopes that indeed she is acceptable. The client does not: see herself solely through Rogers's
eyes but through the lens of her own hopes. Second, we argue that the effects of rneonditional positive regard and empathy canuot
be isolated from one another in the therapeutic encounter, since the client only values acceptance when understood. If the chient
felt unconditionally accepted but utterly misunderstood, CCCT would likely have a very different effect than it does.

In a review of studies on positive regard, Parber and Lane offered considerable documentation that “... there has been a historical
confounding in Rogers's (and his followers) writings among the concepts of ‘warmth,' ‘respect’ ‘acceptance,’ openness,
‘genuineness,’ and empathy” Bozarth exemplified this tendency when he stated, “Rogerian empathy is, in fact, inseparable from
unconditional positive regard and, ultimately ... they are the same eondition”. In this paper we have argued that such confabulation
is more apparent than real. Bmpathy in the context of a respectful, genuine unconditional positive regard is not a confabulation of
these conditions but a novel gestalt that is different from its parts.
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Despite the patient’s appearance of seli-sufficiency, his insufficiency now becomes obvious. He had to have special things to eat. He
could not be alone. He could not control himself; society had to do that for him. He could not be himself: now and then my patient would

look around masterfally and wink, nat to anyone in partioular but because he had admired the gesture in snother man.

Tt has been shown that some psychopathic acts are 1epetitions of experlences that the patient had in childhood, not as aggressor but as
victim. Psychopathy occurs with mote frequency when one parent is absent and the othsr is extraordinarily inconsistent in discipline.
Finally, although difficult to prove statistically, there Is evidence thaf parents whose own prohibitions are weak and inconsistent may

bequeath these deficiencies to thc;ir children.

3%  the gesture in another man : OB O
SR ¢ A Safe Place: Laying the Groundwork of Psychotherapy Paperback —March 1, 1996 by Leston Havens
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Investigator and experimenter expectancies are beliefs and desires about either how the participant should perform or how the stady should turn out.
Even though the investigator and experimenter may not intentionally try to influence the participant, they actually do so uncopscionsly through a range
of verbal and nonverbal behaviors(such as head nods, smiles, glances, or subtle comments).

Some strategies to lessen the effects of investigator and experimenter expectancies include the following:

Perhaps the most conmmon strategy to offset experimenter biases is to keep experimenters“blind”as to the purpose of the study. Thus, for example,
an investigator who is comparing the effectiveness of two treatment approaches would not cemmunicate to the experimenters serving as therapists the
specific purposes and hypothesis of the study, thereby reducing the probability that the therapists will unintentionally influence participants in the
hypothesized direction.

(DBecause keeping various personnel bind is more difficult in some studies than others, the need to resart to a partial-blind strategy. For example,

it would be very difficult to keep therapists blind as they administera cognitive-hehavioral group treatment for bulimics that wili be compared with a

iacebo nondirective discussion group. In such cases, the investigator might try to keep the therapists as blind as possibie. and especially with regard

to.the specific hypotheges and variables involved in the study. Another strategy is to restrict the amount of contact the partial-blind therapists have
with participants: therapists might administer the treatments only and not be invelved in participant selection, data collection, and debriefing. In short,

even when one can only achieve a partial-blind situation, the goal is to keep the experimental personnel as blird as possible to the purpose of the study.

@Because experimenter expectancies can affect participant responses, another strategy is for investigators 1o assess the accuracy of experimenter

expectancies.
# © bulimics B BIEE

Hi8E : Research design in counselingby ~ P.Paul Heppner etal, 1999
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