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** n = 107. 

Male* 

Item /I Mean Score S . D. 

1 3.87 1. 22 

2 4.20 1. 25 

3 5.00 1. 20 

4 4.82 1. 34 

5 4.31 1. 31 

6 4.61 1. 16 

7 4.82 1. 21 

8 4.79 1. 17 

9 3.84 1. 59 

10 4.33 1. 41 

11 3.52 1. 47 

* n = 97. 

Table 2 

Mean Ratings and Standard Deviation 

by Subject Gender 

for 

Female** 

Mean Score 

3.51 

3.86 

4.57 

4.65 

3.65 

4.04 

4.24 

4.46 

3.16 

3.76 

3.05 

Each Item 

S. D. 

1. 30 

1. 22 

1. 57 

1. 24 

1. 37 

1. 31 

1. 25 

1. 21 

1. 59 

1. 36 

1. 60 

.:It 
11 
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On Item 2 (Ability to Help), there was no significant 

effect for therapist title, [ (3,196) = 1.010, 2 > .05, or 

for the interaction, [ (3,196) = 1.023, 2 > .05. There was 

a significant effect for subject gender, [ (1,196) = 3.779, 

Q < .05. 

On Item 3 (Willingness to Help), there was no signifi­

cant effect for therapist title, [ (3,196) = 1.318, Q > .05, 

or for the interaction, [ (3,196) = .345, Q > .05. There 

was a significant effect for subject gender, [ (1,196) = 

5.321, Q < .02. 

On Item 4 (Trustworthiness), there was no significant 

effect for therapist title, [ (3,196) = .970, Q > .05, for 

subject gender, [ (1,196) = .765, Q > .05, or for the inter­

action, [ (3,196) = .187, Q > .05. 

On Item 5 (Warmth), there was no significant effect for 

therapist title, [ (3,196) = .067, Q > .05, or for the inter­

action, [ (3,196) = .670, Q > .05. There was a significant 

effect for subject gender, [ (1,196) = 11.602, Q < .001. 

On Item 6 (Genuineness), there was no significant 

difference for therapist title, [ (3,196) = .336, Q > .05, 

or for the interaction, [ (3,196) = .278, Q > .05. There 

was a significant effect for subject gender, [ (1,196) = 

10.280, Q < .001. 

On Item 7 (Understanding), there was no significant 

effect for therapist title, [ (3,196) = .657, Q > .05, or 

for the interaction, [ (3,196) = 1.155, Q > .05. There was 
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a significant effect for subject gender, [ (1,~96) = 10.968, 

£ < .001. 

On Item 8 (Concern), there was no significant effect 

for therapist title, [ (3,196) = .525, £ > .05, or for the 

interaction, [ (3,196) = .229, £ > .05. There was a signif­

icant effect for subject gender, [ (1,196) = 3.727, £ < .05. 

On Item 9 (Comfort), there was no significant effect 

for therapist title, [ (3,196) = 1.235, £ > .05, or for the 

interaction, I (3,196) = .660, £ > .05. There was a sig­

nificant effect for subject gender, I (1,196) = 9.090, £ < 

.003. 

On Item 10 (Willingness of Subject to Follow Therapist's 

Advice), there was no significant effect for therapist title, 

F (3,196) = 1.247, £ > .05, or for the interaction, I (3,196) 

= .242, £ > .05. fhere was a significant effect for subject 

gender, I (1,196) = 8.234, £ < .004. 

On Item 11 (Likelihood of Subject to Consult Therapist), 

there was no significant effect for therapist title, I 

(3,196) = 2.013, £ > .05, or for the interaction, [ (3,196) 

= .075, £ > .05. There was a significant effect for subject 

gender, I (1,196) = 4.505, £ < .03. 

Summarizing the above results, there were no signifi­

cant effects for therapist title, nor for the interaction of 

subject sex and therapist title, on the subjects' ratings 

of any of the 11 therapist qualities. There was a signifi­

cant effect for subject gender on ratings of nine therapist 

qualities: Warmth (£ < .001), Genuineness (£ < .001), 
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Understanding (Q < .001), Comfort (Q < .003), Willingness of 

Subject to Follow Therapist's Advice (Q < .004), Willingness 

to Help (Q < .02), Likelihood of Subject to Consult Thera­

pist (Q < .03), Concern (Q < .05), and Ability to Help 

(Q < .05). On all of the above characteristics, male 

subjects gave higher ratings than female subjects. On two 

of the characteristics, there were no significant effects 

for subject gender: Formality (Q > .05) and Trustworthiness 

(Q > .05). 



CHAPTER 4
 

DISCUSSION
 

The data from the present study indicate that the 

therapist's title of address had no substantial effect on 

how subjects evaluated his abilities. The subjects' gender, 

on the other hand, was significant in the ratings of all but 

two therapist characteristics, with males giving higher 

ratings than females. 

Regarding the therapist's title, the present results 

were somewhat surprising. Based on theories from social 

psychology and on previous research, it was expected that 

there would be differences in how the therapist was perceived 

by dint of his title. More specifically, it was expected 

that the therapist labelled as "Dr." would be seen as more 

formal, capable, and more understanding of people and their 

problems. The therapist labelled by name only was expected 

to be perceived as higher in personal warmth and as more 

comfort producing. None of these expected results material ­

ized. The reasons for the absence of any effect for 

therapist title are not clear. Perhaps the best possible 

explanation comes from the study by Atkinson and Carskaddon 

(1975). They examined the effects of introduction (high or 

low in level of prestige) and use of psychological jargon on 

perceptions of credibility. Three groups of subjects were 

35
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used: college students, patients in an outpatient psychi­

atric clinic, and prison inmates in a drug rehabilitation 

program The results across subject groups showed that the 

therapists given a prestigious introduction were rated as 

more likely to be consulted for treatment, and that the 

therapists using psychological jargon were rated as more 

knowledgeable. When they examined results between groups, 

however, some differences arose. The psychiatric outpatients 

gave consistently higher ratings for the high-prestige 

therapist than did the students and prisoners. In their 

discussion of the results, the authors hypothesized that 

students and prison inmates tend to be distrustful of 

authority figures. Therefore, they would be less likely to 

ascribe positive qualities to someone high in status or 

prestige. Outpatients in a mental health center, on the 

other hand, would tend to prefer a therapist with more pres­

tigious qualifications, seeing such a therapist as more 

capable of helping them. Generalizing to the present study, 

the subjects, all college students, may have been unaffected 

by the therapist's title because of a general distrust of 

authority. Speculating further, one may assume that the 

subjects in this study (as well as the students in the 

Atkinson and Carskaddon, 1975 study) were not suffering from 

emotional problems. They were not seeking therapy, thus the 

therapist (or his title) was of no real consequence to them. 

There were not any expected differences for subject sex, 

but m81es rated the therapist higher than did females on 9 
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of the 11 characteristics. On two qualities, formality and 

trustworthiness, there were no differences between male and 

female ratings. This finding is more difficult to explain 

because there is no conclusive information from preVIOUS
J 

literature. One can speculate that males gave higher 

ratings because the therapist was also a male. It must be 

kept in mind, however, that the ratings from both males and 

females tended to be in the middle of the scale (see Table 

2), and that the differences were in every case less than 

one full point. Although there are statistically signifi­

cant differences, they are probably of little practical 

significance. 

In summary, it must be added that, although the recent 

findings did not fit expectations, neither did they contra-

diet existing literature. Previous research in this area 

has been sparse, and results have been inconsistent or not 

conclusive. The complexity and subjectivity of the material 

involved is another factor to be considered. There are 

innumerable possibilities for further research in this area. 

Several changes could be made in further applications of the 

present study. For example, varying the age and sex of the 

therapist may yield important information. Perhaps most 

importantly, varying the age or the population of the 

subjects used may be of significance. 
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Therapist Rating Scale 

Please respond to the following questions by circling 

the appropriate response. 

1. How formal do you see the therapist? 

Very Very 
Informal Formal 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. How would you rate the therapist's ability to help 
someone? 

No tAt Very 
All Capable Capable 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. How would you rate the therapist's willingness to help 
someone? 

Very Very 
Unwilling Willing 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. How well could you trust the therapist to keep your dis­
cussions with him confidential? 

Completely Completely 
Untrustworthy Trustworthy 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. How would you rate the therapist's personal warmth? 

Very Very 
Cold Warm 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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6. How would you rate the therapist's genuIneness, or 
sincerity? 

Not At All Very 
Genuine Cenulne 

71 2 3 4 5 6 

7. How would you rate the therapist's understanding of 
people and their problems? 

Not At All Very 
Understanding Understanding 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. How much concern for people do you feel the therapist 
has? 

Not At All Very 
Concerned Concerned 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. How comfortable would you feel with this therapist? 

Very Very 
Uncomfortable Comfortable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. How willing would you be to follow this therapist's 
advice? 

Very Very 
Unwilling Willing 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

II. How likely would you be to consult this therapist if 
you felt a need to? 

Very Very 
Unlikely Likely 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


