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Abstract of the Dissertation

THE DI""O”O'Y 23
PERCEIVED 20LE O
COUN3ELOR Ili T=E

~3 THE ACTUAL 30D THB
SLEWENTARY CUIDANCE

:4
ATE OF 1A33iC{J3ETT3
by

Frederick E. Ellis
Directed by DJr. 3lvin Winder

With the nationwide concern for accountability in
education, the elementary school counselor is often the cen-
ter of controversy. What is the role of tie elementar}
counselor? How does he d2fine his role and how do his
administrators define it? Is there a Jdifference hetween
his view of his actual functions and those he feels he should
perforn and does his view differ from that of administrators
and counselor educators? How relevant are current educational
and certification requifements? An approach to answering
" these questions is to survey the groups involved to discover
their attitudes toward and views of the elementary gquidance

ccunselor’s role.

lethodolorv, 1 study of views of the elementary coun-

selor’s role was undertiken in the state of Ilassachusetts.




Three hundred and forty-three (343) elementary school

counselors, guidance directors, elementary school princi-
pals; superintendenté and counselor educators were randonly
selected to take part in the survey. A 3-part guestionnaire,
employing Likert-type scales, 3emantic Differential scales
and open-ended questions, and dealing with various role
functions, education, certification and counselor imace, was
sent to the total sample. Groups’ responses were analyzed
and compared by means of the llann-vhitney U Test, the
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance, the F test of var-
iance, the arithametic mean and the standard deviation.

Results anl Discussion. 3icnificant Jdifferenzes uere

found both between and within all five c¢roups in their vieus
of the actual counseclor role functions and the ideal func-
tions. There was also much disagreement on certification

and education requirements. There was no significant differ-
ence in their opinions of the counselor role iaage, however,
nor of their rank ordering of groups serviced by the coun-
selor. Counselor educators were found to be most at variance
with the counselors’ views in all areas cf the questionnaire
while directors and counselors most frequently agreed. The
investigation supported the hypothesis that there is a

dichotomy between the pefceived and actual roles of the

elementary counselor as seen by counselors, administra-

tors and counselor educators and provides evidence that the




présent controversy about the elementary guidance counselor’s

role is prompted by a failure to agree on and thus define the
elementary counselor’s role functions, inadequate educatic.:-
"al preparation and irrelevant certification laws.,
Implications. The study revealed that all groubs
presently stress the remedial functions of the counselor
although they recognize developmental guidance as an ideal
gcal. Essentially, however, the actual roles were not seen
as very different from the ideal. One need is for counselor
educators to work more cloself witﬁ the schools and to gain
a ﬁore realistic view of the problemns of the counselor.
Counselors also need to work together through a state-wide
elementary counselor organization to effect changes in elezen-
tary counselor education and certification requirements. Un-
less elementary counselors become actively involved in Jdefiaing
their role and making that definition known to others,
elenentary counseling %ill continue to be of decreasing
‘importance in the State instead of becoming a strong comple-
ment of education with the aim of enhancing the total well-

beinc and growth of all children.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

History

Although most people identify elegentary school guid-
ance with the twentieth-cehtury movements in education, it
is, in fact, the most recent in a cumulative development of
guidance, dating back in time probably to the prehistoric
era when survival, education and guidance were concomitant.
Anthropologists theorize that early parents and tribe elders
offered both education and guidance to youth on an informal
basis as the need arose, Priests and other religious
leaders of the early civilizations did the te&ching and
guiding of both adults and children. Throughout history
this inter-relétionship between guidance and education con-
tinued to exist even before the evolution of either formal
institutions of learning or mass educaticn.

In every century both guidance and education were
recognized and fostered by the thinkers of the time. “Prior
to the Renaissance, such men as Quintilian 3ocrates and

Aristotle ﬁight be included among those who provided and

'~ advocated guidance for youth.”l One of the most influ-

ential men of all time, Plato, proposed in The Republic,

lRuth lartinson and Harry 3mallenburg, Guidance in Elem-
entary 3chools (Englewood Cliffs, H.J.: Prentice-tll, Inc.,
1958 ’ po 8. . - .
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that there be three divisions of people, basad on natural

talents: The gold, or rulers; the iron, or professional
soldiers; and the earth, the laiyest class made up of the
great body of workers. These three classes were not to be
based on wealth or birth, but on ability. The “philosopher
kxings,” the “golden” rulers, aignt be found in the homes

of workers or of soldiers. If so, they would be taken f{rom
those homes and put with others like themselves where they
could be educated and nurtured for their future intellectual
leadership of the society. The most significant aspects
of Piato’s ideal state were the copcern for fitting the
individual to *the task and the task to the individual and
the recognition of the ability'of girls to learn. ?2lato,

in fact, advocated the same education and training for

girls as that received by boys and arguad that women shouls
be equals with men in government. lioreover, Plato’s con-
cern for the recocaition of gifted childrea -- 3 concern
that spans more than two thousand years -- reveals that one
of the major concerns of guidance today, the early racog-

nition of talent, was a concern of educated men even in

the years B.C. 3uch concern was not so much the razult of

interest in the individual as a political inter

el
Aug
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welfare of the entire state. Today, moreeovar, 3usi 0
tical concern, as we shall see, still influences the phil-

osophy of both guidance and education as a whole.

14




From the time of Plato to the early sixteenth century,

Plato’s humanistic philosopiay dominated education, and the
concern was to adapt education to the inﬁividual oent and

to the age of the pupils. Jith the advent of the Puritans
both in Europe and the new settlement in America, however,
. education moved awiay from humanistic philosophy. The Pur-
itan leaders were more cbncerned to stamp out whatever em-
blems of the devil they might find in their young than to

develop the unigue qualities of the individual. The quid-

ance given to children was very restrictive, harsh and dis-

ciplinary with the aia of producing "s0lid” citizens and

good Christians. John Locke, the great English philosopher
- - Ny p ’

recognized these qualities in the contemporary education.
In 1593 he wrote a letter to a friend advising him about

~educating his son. iis antagonism to tha English Puritan
schools caused him to warn his friend not to send his son
to such 3 school but to have him tutored privately, for,

he said, “Each man’s mind has some peculiarity as well as
his face”? and must be allowed to develor freely. Educa-
tion, he went on to say, must také into consideration the

individuality of the child.

2John Locke, Joze Thouchts Zoncernine Education (Cam-

bridge: R. H. Quick, 1330), p. 215.




Perhaps the greatest early advocate of educational
gﬁidance was Jean Jacques Rousseau, wWho wrote'in the
éighteenth century that “man is too noble a being to be
obliged to serve simply as an instrument for others, and
shéuld not be employed at what he is fit for, without
also taking into account what is fit for him. . . ."3
Rousseau’s work had a tremendous impact on educational
philosophy all over the world. Among the many reéponses
to his writings was a new awareness that "no form of ed-
ucation could be regarded as satisfactory which did not

#4  Phus Rousseau’s

take account of the nature of the child.
ideas vere the forecasters of a new world. With the
advent of the steam engine and industrialization, man’s
jdeas turned toward a concern for labor, the abilities
of the individual, and ultimately to the worth of the
individual,  or, in other words, to the democratic ideal.
In the early part of the nineteenth century two ed-

ucators were of major importance to tlhe growth of guidance

philosophy. The first of these was Johann Herbart.

30 . . - - > b ™ »
William Soyd, The History of Jestern Zducation

oM

(London: Aadax % Charles Zlack, 1353}, p. 287.

41pid., p. 301.




Herbart, who considered individuality the main concern of

education, was one of the most significant educators of the
period. He proposed that the ultinate aim of education

is to make the child good and for that reason, “The worth.
of a man is measured by his will and not by his intellect.”
The child, he felt, must be guided to will good, not evil,

and to use his intellect, therefore, as a control of his

~will. Unlike the Puritans, Herbart did not advocate breaking

the wi%l but quiding the will to a desire for good. il-
though his philosophy has a religious base, it clearly re-
lates to concepts of both education and guidance which re-
cognize the need for developing the moral health of the
child.

The second important educator of the early nineteenth
century was Friedrich Froebel. Froebel started the xinder-
garten, now generally considered an essential year'in the
education of the young. Froerel felt that the teacher must
be “content to follow nature passively, without prescription
or dictation, directing growth, not forcing it.”® Zis ve-
lief in the self-determination of the individual and his
view of educators as guides are both integral to the con-

. cepts of modera guidance and education.

SOutlines of Zducation DJoctrine, Trans. A.F. lange
(New Yorkxs 1301), ». =0.

6Boyd, p. 354.

17

T S WL PR & P S 7 TR 4




As the nineteenth century continued, Europeans espec-

ially held on to Froebel’s and Herbart’s theories, but in
America anw educitional theories were ariéing, influenced
no doubt by the nature of the aggressive, rugged Anerican
who derived from a people who had given up their heritage
to strike out for freedom on their own initiative and
courage. An experimenter of that period was Granville
Stanley Hall, who concluded that the only way to understand
children and how they learn was to investigate their minds
scientifically. Zith a large following of disciples to
assist hia in necessary research, Hall introduced a new
nethod of studying cﬁildren. Through questionniires, 'all
investicated such emotions as fear, love, anger, curiosity,
hate and pity, aﬁd the relationship of these eaotions to
learning. Mot only was this the_first use of the guastion-
naire, so common in elementary guidance today, but it rein-
forced Rousseau’s theories of the stages of developzent and
their relationship to education, by revealing that rela-
tionships did, in fact, exist and influence learning pro-
cesses.

The biggest breakxthrough to modern education ozcurred
in 1896 when John Dewey founded the Lakoratory School at
the University of Chicago. There Dewey introduced the
"child-centered” schcol. H?s main conviction was that .

the contemporary school was not relevant to the industrial

society. He felt that children have Lo be educated to




live in the world of the present, which, for the

child of his period was the industrial society. 3Jince

" modern society is industrial, children, he siid, must

be offered manual training and given nore choice of

subjects. Dewey said that "The more a teacher is aware

of the past experiences of students, of their hopes, de-

sires, chief interests, the better will he understand

the forces at work thzt need to be.directed and utilized

" for the formation of refiective Eubits.”7 The stress

that Dewey placed on manual training and his inherent

recognition of the value of educational guidance led

directly to increasing national recognition of the need

for guidance, particularly vocational, if education were to

play a major part in preparing children for adult work.
Frank Parsons, who might be called the father of mod-

ern educational guidance, noted in Boston the pressures

placed upon both students and schools by the newly passed

compulsory laws of education. 3eeing that there were many

people looking for jobs and that there were jobs but that

frequently neither was suited to the other, Parsons estad-

lished the Vocational Sureau of 3Zoston, which attempted to

find jobs for people and people for jobs. l1lso he published

a book eniitled Choosina a Vocativn, probably the first

book in the field of guidance. “In his posthumously

7John Dewey, Dictionary of Education (New York:
 Philosophical Library, 13S55), p. i35.
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published book he set forth the ideas, methods, and
materials which have now become commonplace in guidance
proc,zram:.."8 Published in the saae year, 1908, was another
important contribution to the beginning of guidance --

Clifford Beers’ book, i Mind That Found Itself. Althouch

the direct result of Beers’ publication was the establish-
mant of the National Committee of ilental Hygiene, its strong
emphasis on counseling and therapy influenced the introduc-
tion of guidance into the'high scnool and revealed aspects
of guidance other than vocational as iuportant to the pro-
cess of learning.

Another major tool of gquidance, the testing crograa,
found its origin in Binet’s early crude test of intelli-
gence originated in 19805 in response to a request for an
instrument to measure student ability so that ¢rades place-
ment could be more accurate. During Jorld Jar I a nuxber
of tests were developed because of the need to recognize
quickly people with particular abilities both tc enhance
the war effort at home and to increase the efficiency of

the military. The second %World War also contributed a

nunber of tests desicned to measure interests and abili-

4
[

porl
[()]

ties. Between the two wars, houwever, nethodology of

testine became increasinoly sophisticated. For example
= - & - ’

rr

8donald G. ‘Mortenson and illen Ii. acnﬂuller, Gnidianga
in Todav's 3chools (Hew York: Jonn Wiley and Jons, 1353),

o. 3l.
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in the 1920’s industry was busy developing and using tests

to measure the aptitude of workers in order to ensure
maximum productivity. The concern was nof for the well-
being of the individuai but for the health of industry.
That the individual profited, however, was quickly re-
cognized by educators, whose concern was humanistic rather
than economic. Thus during the 1920’s and 1930’s guidance
inéreased rapidly in the schools, particularly the high
schools, where teachers took on the tasks of cuiding and
testing the students.

The period of the depression with its tremendous
scarcity of work brought an ever-increasing concera for
early guidance. The need for job-training and retraining
was seen to be important not only to the adult but to the
child. It was during the period of the *30’s’ that colleges

and universities began to offer courses in cuidance. 3y

1940, in fact, there were "more than 500 courses in cuidance”

during the summer sessions'alone.g The importance of the
guidance program to the schools and the need for special-
ists in guidance were increasincly recognized and the role
of guidance counselor was rapidly becoming a vocation.
Another important influence on the conception of

guidance in the schools was Carl Rogers. 1liainly during

SRobert L. Gibson and Robert E. Higgins, Technigues

of Guidance: Aan Approach to Pupil dnalvsis (Chicaco: 3cience

‘Researcn associates, Iac., 196s5), p. €.

-
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10

tﬁe 1940’s and 1950’s Rogers moved the emphasis of guid-
ance from the interview and directive approach to the
non-directive or child-centered approach.' Roagers’ initial
influence was mainly on the high school prograa because
his techniques rely on ths ability of the student to ver-
bally express his concerns. At the elementary level,
children generally do not have the verbal facility needed
for the non-directive approach to counseling. Perhaps more
important for elementary guidance was the method of =. G.

" Williamson, who developed and introduced the directive
approach to counseling at about the same time that Rogers
was developing his method. The pclarity of the two tech-
niques -- one authority centered, the other client centered --
resulted in a great as:aount of research by educators and
psychologists concerning the counseling process. The re-
search, needless to say, further facilitated the adoption
of a clinical approach to quidance in the schools. lost
research acreed that wthile Rogers’ method did not work
well with pre-secondary pupils, Jilliamson’s was not 1

viable alternative because it was too directive -- too

[

extrene. Th2 coatroversy was left unresolved by th= adoption
at all levels of education of eclectic methods, which allow
‘the counselor to utilize whatever aspects of formal aethod-

. 0logy he feels apply to the nature of th= individual and

the problen.




4s the American society became increasingly coamplex,

so education too became more and more complex. With the
expansion of the curriculum and :lie resulting wide variety
of choices of subject, a need for academic counseling in-
creased. The importance of such world events as 3gputnix
can not be underestimated in their impact on education
and inevitably on guidance functions. The result was that
the counselor’s role became increasingly Jdiversified and
the need for a philosophical basis for guidance and more
specialized training for counselors became apparent. The
ilational Defense Education dct or 1358 lent federal supgort
to school cuidance and “stimulated an interest in ¢uidance

at the elementary level,"10

3putnik certainly provided im-
petus for 3tate action since world competition was at
stake, but the response of education was to chazpion the
role of the individual. Throuchout the growth of koth
education and cuidance, in fact, it can be seen that
movements were originated by the society at large or by

an element in society who had a vested interest to protsct.
The interest of industry, for exazple, was prompted by a
concern to make money. The interest of government was to

ensure the world leadership of its free democracy‘. It was

the educators who brought the concerns of such estaklish-

lol-{yrum M. 3mith and Louise Omwake Eckerson, GSuidance
n Slementary 3ghocls (fashiangton, J.C., U.3. Coverament
fice, 19665, Ce Le

(o

g
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ments to the schools and redirected them to stress the

value of the individual, not just as a member of society
"but as a human being whose happiness depsnded on right
development through education and guidance.

Members of the guidance profession were specifically

fic
active in this direction. For example, studies like that
of Leonard iiller, ”“Guidance for the Under-achiever uith
Superior 3ibility,” put the emphasis on the child and the
need for early guidance. In 1962 the Joint ACE3-i3CA Com-
mittee on the Elementary 3chool Counselor issued i statesment,
part of which follows:

Ne believe that cuidance for 1all
children is an essential coaponent of
the total educational experience in
the elementary school . . . . w2
envision a “zouas2lor” as i1 zember of
the staff of each 2lementary school.
The “counselor” 4ill have threse major
respoasibilities: couaselirng, con-
sultation, and coordination. e will
counsel and consult with individual
students and ¢roups of students; with
individual teachars and Jrougs of
teachers, and with individual parents
and groups of gareants. He will co-
ordinate the resources of ths school
and comaunity in neeting the jeeds of
the individual pupil . . . Al

ds a consequence, the Hational Defense Zducation Act was

amended in 1964 to specifically 1. slude elementary school

1 ] L3 L d -y - e 9 1)
l.hlliam H. Vanoose, et. al., The Siewmentiry 3chool
Qounselor (Detroit: ayne 3State University ~Press, 1970),

p. le.
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‘guidance. Since that time the growth of counseling in the
elementary schools has increased at a phenomenal rate. In
the state of Massachusetts, with the advent of funds from
the NDEA Title I, elementary guidance counselors have re-
placed school adjustment counselors, who were under the
junsdlctlon of Youth 3ervice Boards rather than the school.
As a result, guidance in the schools "has developed as a
virtually separate entity, connected to the State segment
by only a very few cogs representing primarily legislation
and funding. Indeed, the wheels of each school system, with
few exceptions, turn 'independently of those of the other
school systems and the bigger and better made the wheels of
a community are, the faster and smoother they turn, making
it more and more impossible for the less well made and

léss synchronized wheels of any other community to catch

up and benefit from the forward motion.”}2 In Massachu-
setts elementary guidance programs have been the major
educational innovatiqn_of the 1960’s and consequently the
role of the counselor has become so broad so quickly that his
role is increasingly difficult to define. 3ince elemen-
tary school counseling culminates centuries of educational

advancement yet “hardly exists outside the North .

12Gordon P. Liddle and Arthur . Kroll, Pupil Services
for lMassachusetts Schools (Boston, Mass.: Aidvisory Council §
on Education, 1369), p. 46 _

o
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American continent -- not even in countries that are demo-
cratic and have what they coasider to be an efficient
school system,”13 it would seem thz2t the time for defin-

ition is long overdue,

~Philosophy
By briefly reviewing the history of guidance one can
see that guidance and education have the same philosophical
root and that the philosophy has grown out of the goals and
interests of the society as a whole. The belief on which
elementary guidance is based is that the pupil must be
assisted to "become a perceptive individual, sensitive to

why and how he functions. . . .”14

It is based on the
concept of'the worth of each individual. 1Its goals are
to assist the child to develop his maxinun potential
acadenically, psychologically, physical}y and socially;

to help each child recocgnize and accept both his strengths
and weakness2s in the most purposeful and xmeaningful ways.

"Guidance in elemen t=rv schools is usually interpreted

a service to assist all children in making the maximun

7h Lytton, 3chool Counsellina and Counsellor Bduca
tion in thz Unit °d States (Creat Zritain: Jt. Anne’s rre
1958), p. <

1 . .

4l.ncelo V. Bov, "Tducational and Counseling Goals,”
Elementary 3chool Culcance and Counselina, III, 2 (Jec., 1958),
p. 25. .

-
ss,
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use of their abilities, for their own good and for that
w1l

of society.
The person in any society must be able to function
successfully, economically, socially, and politically. 1In
the modern complex society, he nust have a complete under-
Standing of himself and how to-live in this rapid-paced,
technologically-centerad world. The vast amount of learn-
ing demanded for making wise choices and solving Jdifficult
problens has placed a heavy burden on both the school and the
child. The school must impart to children who are ready,
able and willing fd accept it, the knowledge that the
most important fact of education is that it is an on-
going process and that they must learn not only as much
as they can but how to discover knowledce, where to find
information and how to assiailate it. Cne of the most
important functions of the elementary guidance counselor
is to identify the children who are ready for such learn-
ing and have the ability to learn as well as to identify
the less able and help to make them willing to learn to
the extent of their capacities. The empaasis on guidance
services is “on early identification of the pupil’s in-
tellectual, emotional, social and physical characteristics:

development of his talents; diagnosis of his learning Jdif-

15Hyrum e Omith and Louise Eckerson, Cuidance for Child-

ren in Llementarv 3Schools (Vashington, 3.C.: U.3. Govern-

n T —————————
ment Printing Cffice, 1353), p. 1.
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ficulties, if any; and early use of available resources to
16

meet his needs,”
Guidance recognizes that every child is unique; that
every child lives in a unique environment and that the goal
of education is to develop the potentiality of the whole
child, not just his intellectual or academic potential.
Guidance seeks to bring each child to the fullest expression
of himself; thus it seeks to aid in the creation of total
personalities., It strives to “reveal and release the native
powers of the individual; education trains and adjusts those

same powers."17

Goals
Some educators see guidance as having two kinds of
goals: immediate and ultimate.18 Inmediate are those
which require the attention of the counselor within a
short period of time, for example intervention in a
classroom for a discipline or acadeaic problem which

needs immediate attention. Or the counselor might be

161pid.

17Reed Fulton, “Questions in Our iiinds ibout Guidance,”
The Clearing House, X{VIII, 7 (iiarch, 1954), 391,

1820bert 1. Apostal, “Objectives of Elementary Guidance,*”
The 3chool Counselor, £, 1 (Oct., 18582), 23.
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asked to assist the student, parent, teacher or other school
personnel in solving a problem. Also immediate is to
place the child within a grade or level either because of
a referral, or test evaluation. These and others like theam
have as their imnediate goal the maintenance of maximum
efficiency and harmony within the school and/or the
individual involved, whether that individual is a child,
parent or teacher. Ultimate goals refer to the development
of a total awareness within the child, helping hia to adjust
to society and his environment by understanding himself and
others. In order to achieve such goals, it must be re-
cognized thgt one of the major responsibilities of guidance
is to educate parents. Parents need to see their child
realistically. The counselor can help by interpreting test
results, by showing parents what the results mean and how
their child compares with local, state and national norms.
Such understanding is necessary if they are to recognize
the reasons for school actions in relation to their child
and if they are to cooperate with the schools in working
for the best for their child.

Other educators conceive of three kinds of goals;

13

developmental, preventive and remedial. developmental

19¢enneth D. Hoyt, “3ome Thoughts on Elementary Guidance,”
Guidance and uounse111n in the Tlementarv 3chools, ed. DOnalj
Dinkmeyer (..ew York: :olt, Rinenart and .instoa, 1963), p. 33.
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cuidance is directed towari all students within the school;
whether they have problems or not. Its aix is to help
them make better choices and decisions and to live a ket-
ter, fuller life. Preventive guidance works with those
students who appear to have a developing problem which is
not manifested fully but is beginning to be revealed in
their home ind school behavior. Renedial guidance, on the
other hand, seeks to overcome probleas uhich seriously
hamper a child’s activities, particularly within the school
setting.

No matter what terms one uses to describe the goals
of elementary school guidance, no matter what approiach or
combination of approaches one uses to achieve thea, per-
haps the ulti=mate goals are to foster reswect for and
knowledge of oneself and others, a sease of personal res;
ponsibility and an attempt to function successfully at the
maximum of one’s level of ability. Probably the best
statement of the goals of elementary school guidance was
formulated at the White House Conference on tducation in
1955. The following goals were desicnated as “appropriate
goals of educatiod; however, it is a zeasure of the in-
terrelationship between guidiance and education that these
goals state succinctly exactly the aims of guidance:

a) respect and appreciition for human
values and the beliefs of others,

30




b) ability to think and evaluate con-
structively

c) effective work habits and self-dis-
cipline

d) ethical behavior rased on 1 sense of
moral and spiritual values,

e) physical and mental healt:20

Definitions

One reads and hears extensive discussion anong people
concerned with elementary guidance about such questions
as "lhat is the role of the elementary counselor?” The
experience of all people in guidance ha$ been that the
role of the counselor does not lend itself to definition
very readily. ZEven the atteapt to ansuer the question of
counselor role in terms of those activities a counselor
should engage in, results in wide disacreement. Perhaps
an approach to defininy guidance can ke zide by exanining
what guidance seeks to accomplish. 3nith and Eckerson
‘have proposed that “Guidance in the elementary schools
assists a3ll children directly and indirectly throuch
their teachers and parents, in making maximum use of
their abilities for their own development and for the
good of society. The emphasis is on the recognition of
intellectual, emotionil, social and physical strenaths
and weaknesses, on the developing of talents, on the pre-
vention of conditions which interfere with learning and

.on early use of available resources to meet the needs of

20Boy, p. 85.




children."21 If it can be agreed that guidance is essenti-

ally what Eckerson and 3aith state, then perhapsone nicht
define the role of the cuidance worker as involving the
process of wWorking witﬁ parents, teachers, school adminis-
tration, the community and agencies within the conzunity
and Finally and most importantly the child, in order to
assure that every child achieves maximua adjustment, ed-
ucatioaally, psychologically, physically and socially so
that he may be a happy, productive adult who enhinces the
society in which he lives, Elementary school guidance, as
one part of the total guidance program, would then assure
the early development of the child, thus facilitating Ris
entrance into secondary school and ultimately the total
society.

In terms of this definition of elementary cuidance

counseling, the problems which the counselor encounters are:
1) Does his role as guidance counselor include all
these functions?
2) “ihat are the priorities among those functions?
3) ho is responsible for determining both his
functions and the priorities among them?
4) ilhat educational preparation does he need in

order to perform those functions required of him?

21"Elementary 3chool Guidance: The Consultant,”
Guidance and Jounselinc in taa Zlemeatarw 3shool, ed. Donald
Dinkmeyer l(.ew rork: .olt, Lineaart & wiaston, 1953), p. 1ll3.
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These problems offer a great leeway in interpretation of

their importance and priority in the role of the guidance
counselor. Because of the abstract nature of these pro-
blems, this leeway can result in 31 substantial difference
between the perceived role of the counselor and his actual
role.

In this study the term “actuil role” reéers to the
functions which counselors perfora in their day-to-day
operaticn within the school. “"Perceived role” denotes
those functions which are assigned theoretically to the
elementary school counselor, based on the definition and

goals of the counseling program, what mighat then be re-

ferred to as the "ideal” function.

Scope and Linitations of 3tudy

The study was limited to an examination of the role
of the elementary guidance counselor in the state of ass-
achusetts.  One hundred and twenty touns and cities in the
State have elementary school guidance counselors. The total
nunber of counselors it the elementary level in the 3tate
totals 359. One-third of these counselors (113) were sur-
veyed after being randoaly selected. They represented
sixty school districts. 3Supervisors of guidance prograus,
usually guidance directors or directors of pupil personnel

services, existed in all 120 districts. FPifty percent

33




£ these were randomly selected. In these 120 districts

there is a total of 1093 elementary school principals.

This total was divided by eleven and 93 were randomly
chosen for the survey. In the 120 districts there is 2
total of 119 superintendents; 59 of these (§03) wuzre
surveyed. All of the 120 districts having elementary
guidance counselors are represented by some part of the re-
search sample. The final group participating in the survey
was made up of 12 counselor educators, the director of each
of the Counselor Zducation Procrams a2t the 12 universities
and colleges in the 3tate wihich offer a Couns2lor ESducatien

Program. 3ll1 persons partic

e
r"‘

ating in the study wuere

b~
adninistered the sane ¢r of guesticnnaires. In addition
to the queétionnaires, hWowever, the counselor educators
were asked to respond to gquestions about the zature of the

welw

counselor education program at their institution.
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CHAPTER 1I1
RELATED RE3CARCH

"Over the past decade a great deal of theorizing
about distinctive features of elementary school cuidance
has been offered.“22 A major step in defining the actual

role of the elementary school counselor would he taken if

educational theorists could agree on the nature of elenen-
tary schocl counseling 3s 2 discipline. There are2 thoss
who believe that “a well-precarai counsalor who is cor
dent of his professional status should build his oun role
and that a cood elementary school cuidance couvnselor shouls

have a “"loosely deafined role”23 tnat wcull be detarzined

by the school philesophy, eavironuent and po ulation

-
& &~ -

rh
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rather than “2 complex of graduate prerzaration, certid

" h
[
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a-
tion standards, undeviating Functions and techaigues and
’ q
. . - . 22 - . .
a nine-to-three office schedule,”** Jn the other hand,

other theorists contend that “the elesentary scicol counse-

22¢31lace : hilligs "“he Prefsssionalization of Zlen-
entary 3zhosl Counselors, ulﬂm-:‘ary 3:-

- B
23 ool Guitdsacs ani

Sounselina, IV, 2 (Dez., 1953), =3.

23r6..se O, BEckerson, “In 3Supnort of 2 Lecosaly 52%ine

- et -'-J

Role for tha IZlementary 3ciaool ﬂnnsolor Zlemsakary 3c
GSuidance and Zounasalin~, IV, 2 (Jec., 1J03) 335.
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lor lacks a definitive statenant which could guide his
25

actions”“Y and consequently counselors find theaselves
pressured into functioning as “psychonmetrists, school
psychologists, visitiﬁg teachers, or special education
specialists” and when “these personnel are already on the
job, there is often some difficulty in communicating just
what the counselor’s rols shall bes,”28 In.fact, one

writer coptends that inproving the effectiveness of counsel-
ors will be Jdifficult to achieve “because counsclors are
burdened with tasks they should not be perforning.”27 A
study of the difference between the ideal role and the
actual role of the guidance counselor conmpared the ner-
ception of school principals in the state of Jtah with that
of counselor educators, the couaselor edusators’ view being
considered as the ideal. Aill of the secoadary school

principals in the State were surveyed and 337 responded.

3ix counselor educators from six different geocraphical

[ ln))

25Henry laczkouwski, “The Elementary 3School Jounselor
as Consultant,” Cuidance and Zounselins i- tha Zlenmentarw
School (lew York: Tolt, Xinekart X .inston, Ind., 13303),
p. 128,

26phillips, p. 90.

27Jon Carlson and John J. Peitrofesa, ”3 Trilevel
Guidance 3tructure: Ain Answer to Our Apnarent Ineffective-
ness,” Elementary 3chool Guiilance anid Couasalin~, v, 3

(¥March, 1971), 1S1.




areas of the United 3tates were asked to respond to the

same Counselor Role Juestionnaire as answered by the prin-
cipals. among the six counselor educators tliere was perfect
acreeaent 3s to the proper functions of counsalors. aAmrong
the principals there were differsnces Jepending g imarily
on the number of cuidance courses which they theamselves aad
taken. In ceneral, however, principals tended to expsct
non-counseling activities, such as clerical duties, of
counselors. Principals saw counselors 3as “issuming many
varied roles, filling in as an all-around assistant --
whether it be for clerical work, monitoring, teasaing or
counseling."23 “oreover, principials tended to feel that
counselors>should shire information with them and other
school gersonnel while counselor educators held confiden-
tiality of major izportance. 3Soth groups generally agreed
that counselors should not be involved ;r discipline
Their views on all other guestions substantiats tix= poiat

that there is wide difference, not only between the ger-

c€ .ved and actual roles of counsslors, but between the

actual 2nd ideal roles., This study as well as the centro-
versy between the advozates of ricidly defined roles and

28

Darrell H. Hart and Donald J. Prince, "Role Conflict
ritniag Versus Joo Wenawia, T“
raal, ALVIII, 5 (Jan., 1270), 374,

For 3chool Zounselors Y
Personnel and Cuidanece Jcu
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those of loosely defined roles for elecentiry school cuidi-
ance counselors point to 3 need for study of th2 problems,
clarification of the needs, and proposals for resolutien
and correcticn.

One of the most controversial areas is the phiiosophy
of quidance itself. Jdmong educators there seem to be three
concepts of cuidance: preventive, remedial and develogc-
mental. oreover, within each of these three concepts
there appear to be two possible spproacies: the cognitive
and the “whole child” apgroach. For exanmple, Verne Faust
clains thit “while we fregquently have heard it said that
it is the ‘whole child’ we are concerned with in education,
more often it is cognition alone which in reality reoaives
attention of teachers, counselors and the public."zt3 ‘e
goes on to add that "every segument of the eleasentary schocl
counselor education program has been designed to pregare

the counselor to contribute towar3d the child’s functioning

-t S

. ‘e 30

maximally at the cognitive level., . . .” Faust feels
strongly that this perception of the elementary guidance
counselor’s function is incorrect that he states that those

who also disagree with such a coal for cuidiance wuaust "uworx

29"Elementary 3School Counseling,”
selina in the ZSlementary 3chools, ». 23

30Ibid., p. 3l.
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cautiously in new directions. « . » resign our positions"31
or somehow effect change.

In a study of ccunselors as perceived by elenmentary
principals, the researchers discovered that “many elemen-
tary school principals are unsure of elementary school
counseling’s purpose and possibilities."32 _'.'a'hen asked to
rank various functions according to importance, they tended
to rank in the following order: 1) counseling individual
students with personal problezs, 2) consulting with parents,
3) counseling students with acadenic probleas, 4) counsel-
ing students with severe discipline problems, 5) identifying
students with special talents and probiems, 6) assisting
teachers in testing, and a list of eleven ore functions
mainly pertaining to testing, curriculun and guidance rela-
tions with the school and comunity.33 It is interesting
to note that all of the six functions heading the list re-
late directly to remedial guidance. Yet 79% of the prin-
cipals responding indicated that they felt elementary guid-

34
ance emphasizes prevention more than does secondary guidance.

3l1pid., p. 28.
32pnillips, p. 90.

334i11ian P. HcDougall and Henry if» Reitan, “The Elem-
entary Counselor as Perceived by Elementary Principals,”
Personnel and Guidance Journal, ALII, 4 (Dec., 1963), 338-353.

3410id., p. 354.




The 3tate Department of Colorado in its Handbook

suggests that the “clementary school counselor’s role
might be that of facilitators of otjectives in the affec-
tive domain. These objectives include behaviors of stu-
dents in the areas of interest, attitudes, and valués, and
the development of appreciations and adeguate adjustnent.”35
The Handbook emphasizes that the role of the counselor is
to contribute “toward building learning climates” in order
for the child to learn effectively, rather than treating
"crises or preventing something g.”3% In other words, it
stresses developmental guidance. The Iowa Handbook begia
“3 major objective of education in our society is to assist
individuals in their total developaent. . . . Guidance ac-
tivities are designed to help individuals examine themselves
and society, make plans and decisions, and attain their

. 3 . .
maximum development.””7 In both, then, the stress is on

developnental gquidance.
Biasco, in a study of elementary guidance in iew York

state, however, found that few counselors support a devel-

35J Bradlev Williams, Elenentarv Couaseling 3ad &
ance Handhook (Denwer, Zolcoradeo: Jept.
p. 21.
38
Ibid.
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ovmental guidance program, the kind of program which he
P P

himself recoummends. He further found that most of the
schools never evaluated their guidance programs, had very
poor facilities, lacked secrétaries, kept poor records,
and lacked ”an adegquate uaderstanding of the basic prin-
ciples of confidentiality.”38 de recommended, as the
result of his study, that regularly scheduled planning
sessions be nheld with the principals and 3 small, selec-
tive advisory comnittee made up primarily of teachers;
frequent in-service training sessions; strong state
support in helping counselors keep confidences; wmors
private.offiées, and freguent self- and outside evalua-
tions. In his study, he discovered that there were some
comaonalities among fhe various.élementary school guidance
prograns. For exaaple, he fouad that all of then involved
"counseling of children; all involved conferencing with
parents; all involved services to teachers. ost of the
counselors were involved in the testing program in the
school; most of them participated in the placement function

of the school; most of them made home visits.”3° However,

38prank Biasco, "Impressions of an Observer,”
entarv 3chool Guidance and Counseling, III, ¢ (lay,
249,
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the emphasis was somewhat different in each orogram.
Yill, by visiting elementary schools in twenty-seven

states in 2 period of eighteen moaths, found that there

was widespread agreement of the purposss of a guidance

program in the.elementary school as well as aqreemeﬂt that

there was much need for change and improvement in such pro-

grams.40 Y=t he feels that elementary guidance has seri-

ous handicaps: its newness; the “strong academic emphasis”

which “places intellect first and, unfortunately, seeas at

times to have sought to isolatez the child’s mind froa the

rest of his beind’; a skepticism among teachers, adminis-

trators and other school personnel regarding elementary

school guidance; the “slowness with which well-defined

programs for the oresentation of elementary school counselors

and guidance administrators have come into being in the

universities,” and others«41 e see that among other oro-

blems, Hill laments the emphasis placed on cognitive leara-

ing.
The studies by Hill, 3iasco, Phillips and licdougall,
and Reitan all reveal not only a general disagreemsnt about

the counselor’s rolz, but also a difference in perceptien

4O"eorma 2. Hill, “The Energing ?ole of Gu
the Elementary quools,' r*oceaiﬂnﬂa of the leu
Guidance Conferences, dow, 1903, p. 935,

411pi4., p. 108,
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of that role and even of the ¢goals of elementary school

guidance itself., ‘lhile Hill and others blame the dis-
agreements on the newness of the role and other causes
arising out of the school situation, still other investi-

gators trace the root of the problems to failures in

counselor education.

One researcher, miking a2 study in 1969, found that

counselor education in the ilidwest had made great progress

in the four years following 1965. 3he notes that in 138S

only 9% of the graduate institutions surveyed had differ-

entiated prograas for elementary school counselors while

in 1969, 675 did. Of the 31 respoadents to her question-

naire 25 indicated a special elementary counseling prograam

different from the secondary school zounselor programse.
& -

The most common courses among those schools with differ-

-

entiated programs were in elementary school guidance,

child growtn and development and elementary counselor

* » L3 42 L3 A\ M
racticunm or internship. Another study in the same year
p I

found that the nunber of institutions offering a “distinctly
different prograam” for elementary school counselors increased

4
from 41 in 19687 to 77 in 1969.'3 Despite the growth of

421, 3ue Poapian, "B

, slementary 3chool Counselor Prepar- 3
ation in the iiduwest,” Zlementary 3zhoel Guidance and Coun- i
seling, IY, 2 (Dec., 1983), 33.

2detzchke and THill, "The 2rofessionalization of the
Elementary Sclool Counszlor ,” Zlementarv 3zhool Tuidance

and Conaseliac, IV, 2 (Jec., 12051, o3,
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counselor education programs for elementary level counseloré,
some educators are concerned about the value of the programs ,
since most of them are an outgrouwth of secondary counselor
programs. For example, IHill, while recognizing the growth
of doctoral level programs in elementary counseling, notes
that “there is little evidence that they are producing
enough leaders for counselor education and supervision of
elementary school guidance."44 In the same vein loore

and Haley state that “The natural trend towards unified
reciprocal action between state departments of education

in the granting of certification and licenses indicates a
definite need for elementary school counselor-educators to
provide adequate and relevant trainiag for their counselor
candidates.”*d The issue, houwever, seens to be, what is
“relevant” fraining? Richard Dunlop in several different
articles points out-the ne=d for a clearer definitioﬂ of

the counselor in order that the counselor educition pro-
grams may be made more relevant. He asks if counselors

are conceived of as educators, psychologists, or unigue

‘professionals. If they are educators, then the present

44George 11111, "Doctoral Preparation in the Fi=l:
Elementary School Cuidance,” EZleaentarv 3zhool Zuidance aad
Counsnelin~, IV, 3 (iiarch, 1970), 201. ‘

4_5John Moore and largaret HZaley, “Relevancy in the
'Training of Zlementary 3chool Counselors,” Zlanmentary 3zhool
Guidance and Zounselina, V, 4 (May, 1971), 303.
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emphasis on teacher training and the requirement of teach-
ing experience is valid; if, on the other hand, they are
psychologists, then the responsibility for training then
should be in the hands of college psychology departments
and teaching should be eliminated as a study. Finally,

if they are to be considered unique professionals, then a
unique department of counselor education should be created
and a uniqué degree awarded. Dunlop suggests that master’s
and doctor’s degrees of Professional Counseling might be
the peoper designation for such degrees. Clearly in each
of these three possible definitions, the emphasis would be
quite different.46 Only a true definition of the guidance
counselor and an accurate statement of his functions and
goals would lead to such specialized education, which would
rgsult in a marked change in graduate schools which pre-
pére counselors and a marked change in *he professional
status of the counselor.

The present view of the counselor is that he is a

counselor and educator. The state of iassachusetts, for ex-
ample, makes the following requirenents for the certification

of guidance counselors (there is no differentiation be-

!

465, hard S. Dunlop, “The Counselor: Educator, Psycho- %
logist or Something Unique?” TFocus on Guidance, III, 9 3
(May, 1971), 1-8.




- tween elementary or secondary counselors):

1) A bachelor’s degcree fron an accredited
institution, or a1 diploma from 3 four-
year normal school approved by the
Board of Education

2) A teacher’s certificate valid for ser-
vice in the school to ke served by the
counselor

' 8) Tuelve semester hours of guidance opro-
gram education distributed among 211 of
the follouina:

Principles and Practices of Guidance
Counseling
Tests and leasurexents

Occupational Information 7

(123

The requirement of a. teacher’s certificate is the rule,
not the exception, in most states.

Another problem in 3tate licensing of counselors is
brought up by ESckerson. Ia 1967 she fourdi that only 34
states had certification for counselors from grades K-12,
and that "there is little or no differentiation in required
courses for the different 1evels."48 One year later
Van Hoose and Vafakas made a study of state certification
standards. They found that while 31 states have “develogped
and published standards pertaining to guidance in the
elementary school, for the most part, these are vague and

lack specificity in texns of objectives and producing

47The Cozmonwealth of ilassachusetts, Department of

Bducation, Bureau of Teacher uertlflﬂat‘01 and Placement,

1956 (latest ruling).

4810uise Eckerson, “Elementary 3chool Guidance, Devel-
opments and Trenda," Cuidance Awareness in Elementary Edu-
catlon, Ceorge ioreau, ed. (+#asaington: mafional cCatholic
Assoc., 1957), p. 2.
46 | |
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desired changes in children.
Dunlop notes that the most widespread issumption about
counselors is that they are schocl people,'thus their rajur
training is by professors tho specialize in teacher train-
ihg. Certification requirements reflect this assumétion.
Perhaps the second most widespread assumption is that a
counselor is a counselor -- that there is no need for dif-
ferentiating the requirements for counseling at the various
school levels, 3ome people suagest that the only solution

is to require examination for counselor certification, but

certainly before examination would relieve the present

-

problens in guidance, clarification of many aspects of
guidance counseling is necessary. ow are elexentary
guidance counselors different from secondary guidance coun-
selors? .hat education should each have? hat is the nature
of the counselor’s role at the different school levels?

These quesfions at least nust be answered before changes

in counselor education and in counselor certification can

be any more thian gratuitous.

4gﬂilliam H. Vaniioose and Catherine :i, Vafakas, "3tatus

of Guidance and Counseling in the Zlemantary School,” The
Personnel ind Guidance Journal, ¥LVI, 6 (Feb, 1050), 552,
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES AND ETHOD3 OF RESEARCH

Significance and Assumptions of the Study

In Yay, 1970, Robert Isenberg, the new vice-president
of the American 3chool Counselors Association (ASCA) in
charge of elementary counseling stated that he would like

to see a survey revealing where eleaentary
counselors are in the separate states, what
they are doing, what they think they should
be doing, and what education, training and
experience is demanded of them by their
duties, I feel this information is crucial
if elementary counszalors are to develop a
worthwhile professional prograz with A3C3
and give positive direction to legislators,
counselor educators and professional edu-
cation associations on how they can help

us make our services more neaningful to
students, teachers and parents.

One year later, lay, 1971, Isenberg wrote that he
“received word that elementary school counseling in Cin-
cinnati, Ohio and Xent, Washington, to name but two states,
is in jeopardy of being eliminated."51 He stressed the

problem of survival in counseling because of the “coming

S0Robert L. Isenberg, "From Your Vice-President,”

Elementary 3chool Guidance and Counseling, IV, 4 (Lay, 19f0),
243.

S1

*Vice-President’s liiessage,” Elementary School Guidance

and Counseling, V, 4 (iay, 1971), 245,
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age of accountability.” Pernhaps, as Barnes and dicClure

state, the most pressing problen, and the reason for
failure, in elementary guidance is the need to define the
role of the elementary counselor. This study proposes to
do just that by analyzing perceived and actual roles of
the elementary school counselor from four points of view:
1) the elementary school adainistration, spec-
ifically the superintendent of szhoolsani the
elenmentary school principal
2) the counseling administration, the director
of pupil personnel services or director of
guidance
3) the 3tate and college requirenents, Certi-
fication reguirements and college educators’
views of elementary school Culdaﬂce functions
as well as courses reguired for elementary
counselor education
4) elementary school counselors theaselves
This study compares these perceptions in order to discover
areas of agreement and disagreement among them, the rele-
vance and adeguacy of elementary school counselor educa-
tion and preparation, and needs for improvement in func-
tions, education and training, and certification require-

ments. It is hypothesized that there is 3 significant

52Kelth D. Barnes and ratr1c1a.

cZlure, "Elementary
Guidance--i Zritical Look Froa tiaz Field,” “lnﬂawgnr"
School Cuidanece ind Zounaselin~, IV, 2 (3 , 1969), 104.




difference between the role of the elementary quidance

counselor both as it is perceived by the iiassachusetts
State Department of Education, ilassachusetts school admin-
istrators, counselor educiators and employsd elementary
school counselors as opposed to how the role is actﬁally
performed. The hypotheses underlying this study are that

1) elementary scihool administrators perceive
the functions of the elementary school coun-
selor incorrectly in terms of his actual
performance of functions

2) the elementary counselsr parceives his oun
role as Jdifferent from what it actually is

3) counselor educators perceive elementary
counselor functions as Jdiffesrent froam the
actual counselor perfor:anca

4) adainistrators, counselors and counselor
educators all vieg th2 ideal functions of
an elementary couaselor as different from
his preseat functions

5) administrators, courselors and couns=2lor
educators disagree on education and cer-
tification requirements for elementary
school counselors

6) despite disagreexzants on couasslor func-
tions, adaministrators, couaselors and
counselor eduncitors view the elementary
counselor’s role favorably

The rationale for the study is:

- .

1) that an awareness of the differences betueen
perceivad and actuval roles of the elexmentary
¢~idance counselor can l:-:2d to improved re-
qulrpqn1+a for certification, xzore realistic
preparation and wmore °[‘1w1°nt functioning
of the elementary guidance counselor

r

{

-t
1]

2) that such improvements Nill foster hetter
education of elementary schiool children

é
|
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.




3) that optimum functions of the guidance
counselor at tlie elementary level could
help prevent many of the social problems
among contemporary youth, and that such
social ramifications make the study not
only significant but essential.

Research 3ample

In order to analyze the diéhotomy between the actual
and the perccived role of the elementary guidance counseior
in the state of assachusetts, certain basic problems had
to be resolved. The first of these was the nature of the
group to be analyzed: exactly whose perceptions of the
elementary counselor’s role uere to be involved in the
study. Certainly the counselor’s own view of his role and
functions would be of prime importance; therefore the coun-
selor yvould have to be included in the sample. 3Since the
major issue of the study is how the counselor’s role differs
from the berception of it, it would seem that a second group
of major importance would be those people resgonsible for
the job description of the counselor: the administration
or, specifically, the superintendent of schools, the eleam-
entary school principals and the supervisors of guidance.
The supervisor of guidance, whether his title is Director
of Guidance, Director of Pupil Personnel 3ervices or some

other such designation, is directly‘responsible for the

.functions of the counselor. It is he who oversees the
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counselor’s work, who confers with the counselor on speci-
fic cases, who aéts as liaison between the counselor and
superintendent of schools and school committee. He also
generally recommends appointment and reappointment. 3pec-
ifically then he is accountable for the counselor’s role.
The principal, on the other hard, has complete responsi-
bility for his building, all pupils, all pei‘sonnel and

all programs in that building. Therefore the counselor
must work through his jurisdiction in order to carry out
any rolés with teachers, pupils or special programs. The
superintendent, since he is responsible for the total

school operation, is the final authority in anything re-

lating to the counselor. “lhat thesze three administrators
see as the counselor’s roles are then extrexely important
to his operation within the school.

The study to this point, then, included four groups,
all from within the school itself. Inherent in the con-
cern about the difference between the real and the per-
ceived roles of the counselor is a concern for the coun-
selor’s preparation and training for his functions; thus
a fifth group emerged: counselor educators. It was de-
cided that these five groups c.onstituted a large sample
and wotlu offer a meaningful view cf the counselcer-role,

Once the groups to be surveyed had been clarified,

a second problem arose. Could the total pepulztion k2

;
;
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handled? In view of the extremely lsarge number of parti-

cipants available in these five categories, close to 2000,
it seemed more feasible to selec! 1 sample from each groug.
After consultation with Dr. Sordon 3Sutton, Profassor of
Sociology at the University of lassachusetts, and upon his
reconmmendation, it wis decided to use a modification of
the stratified sample. "It is essential that the individuals
selected be chosen in such 31 way that the small qroups, or
samples, approximate the larger group or populaticn,”53 in
order for the inferential statistics to have validity.
Thus a percentage of each cf the rirst four groups was
selected. The elementary quidance counseler. sauple wis
chosen by selecting every third name -- 337, -- starting
with the eighth name (which was drawn from a lottery that
included numbers -one to ten) and going through the full
range and back to the eighth name again.

A1] of the administration groups were chosen only from
public schools that have elementary guidancze counselors.

Because of the comparatively swall number of superintendents

(119) and guidance supervisors (120), it was decided to
survey 30% of these groups in order to ensure greater re-
liability and validity of the results. Frow the list of

superintendents, every other one was chosen, becinning

S37ohn . Best, Research in Education (Englewood {
: " - . ) o o aA
01iffs, H.J.: Preatice -ail, Inc., 1959, p. 203
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with number two, “even” having been selected from a lot-
tery of "odd” and ”even.” The sane selection procedure
ﬁas used 3cain to select the sample of guidance supervisors.
”Even” was drawn for this group and every other one was then
chosen for use in the sample. Finally, because of an
eitremely large population (1098), it was decided that 93
or 99 of the principals would be 3 sufficiently reliable
sample and thus every eleventh principal was choser, start-
ing with eleven which was drawn from a lottery of one to
eleven. It is interesting to note that when all samples
had been selected, every school system in the 3tate which
has elementary guidance was represented in at least one
category. Research revealed that there are only tuwelve
colleges or universities in Iassachusetts that have an
elementary guidance counselor training prograu. 3ince there
was such a smill number, questionnaires were sent to the
director of each of these programs. In addition to the
questionnaire, counselor educators were asked to respond to
three questions:

1) Does your institution have 3 program of
elementary counselor education?

2) If yes, what are the requirements for
the completion of the program?

3) ihat degree is issued upon completion
of the prograu?




Nature of Research Ianstruments

The third problean was to determine the nature of the
instrument or instruments to berused. Three kinds of
iqformation Wwere sought:

1) the degree of importance assigned to

the various functions of the elexzen-
tary guidance counselor in the public -

schools, both in reality and in an
ideal program.
2) the amount and kind of education and
training of the elementary guidance
counselor and the certification re-
quirements for his employment.
3) the attitudes of the various groups
toward the elementary guiidance coun-
selor role.
It was clear that a single instrument could not validly
elicit such a variety of response. Therefore, a three-
part instrument was devised.
The Likert-type scale was selected for the first

part of the questionnaire because it is an attitudinal

scale in which ”“the subjects are asked to respond to each
iten in terms of several degrees of agreement or disagree-

ment”54 and could easily be adapted to drawing 3 response

S4iarie Jahoda and Keil Warren, Attitudes (Paltimore,
Maryland: Penquin. Books, Inc., 1965), p. Zl%.




concerning both the real or actual and the ideal program,

with the use of 3 single statement. Loreover, the Likert,
unlike the Thurstorewhich reguires the use of a panel of
fifty or more judges, is easily usable. Osgood, Tanne-
baum and Suci suggest that the main criteria for measur-
iﬁg instruments are objectivity; reliability, validity,
sensitivity, comparability, and utility.ss The Likert.
rates high on all of these scales. In fact, "The coef-
ficient of cofrelation between the scales fL’i‘hurstort—: and Likert
reported as high as + .92 in one study."56

Part I on the guestionnaire developed for this study
was divided into five parts, one each déaling with the services
of the elementary cuidance counselor to the child, the parent,
the teacher, the administration and to outside agencies and
the community (3ee Appendix 3 for instrument). The specific
items on the questionnaire were determinad by both the ACES
and the A3CA guidelines of 1968 for developing eleaentary
guidance counselors, where the stress was.on counseling,
coordination and consultation, and on the recommendations of

eople in quidance. For instance, Dinkmeyer and Faust as
p p - ’

5SS .
The lleasurement
’

Illinois Press, 1371)
56

ileaning (Chicago: University of
1l1.

of
De

Ibid., p. 157.




well as many others stress the need for the eleaentary

counselor to work with parents in the home. Dominick D.
Pellecreno points out that “Jne of the major roles ascriheld

to the elementary school counselor is consulting with other

educational team members” and “assisting teachers and students”

and "enhancing students’ learning skills by interpreting to
the teachars the effects of the classroom learning climate

nS7

on the children. Furthermore, .ioreau points out the

need of elementary couaselors to conduct g¢roup guidance, have
career days, visit the high school, teach occupiations and
conduct group counseiinq sessions.58 311 of these ideas

were inzluded in the questionnaire under Part I,

The second part of the instrument Jdealt with education,
training and certification of counselors. Again the Lik-
ert-type scale was used. Iowever, only one five-point scale
was used in conjunction with a series of 15 phrases. Part
II concludes with three open-ended statements which reguired

2 written response from respondeats. No reil assumptions

were made as to the kind and quality of education which the

57“"l‘he Zlementary DCJOOl Jounselor aad the Affective
Domain,” Zlementary 3chool Guidaace and Counselince, IV, 4
(ay, 1970), 351l.

S . . .

8George 2, loreau, ed. Guidance iwireness in Elem-
entary Education (Washington: wational Zatholic Zducation
Association, 1557), p. 150.
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elementary cuidance counselor should have and a variety of
possible educational backgrounds was suggested., However,
most factors were taken frox research which suggested
possible educational experiences *or elementary couns2lors.
For example, Eckerson and 3mith recommend a broad liberal
arts education with a major in eiementary education, soci-
ology or psychology; experience in the schools or in sim-
iiar agencies; and a strong internship in elementary guid-
ance or previous teaching experience. Their views and
others influenced the selection of phrases describing the
counselor’s preparation.

The Likert scale ”"makes possible the ranking of in-
dividuals in terms of the favorableness of their attitude
toward a given object, but it does not provide 3 basis for
saying how much more favorable one is than another. . . .*°°

The semantic differential is ”a highly generalized technigue

of measurexzent which must be adapted to the requirements of

each research problem to which it is applie::l.”60 Jith it
as a measurement, "“we probably tap available bases for com-

parison which the subject may not spontaneously think of,

ngahoda, p. 315.

60 LR 4 [
The Measurement of leanina, p. 76.




even though they may be valid bases.”°l The semantic

differential consists of a “semantic scale between op-
posing polar adjectives."62 The scale has seven units

that “represent a straigcht line function that passes
through the origin of this space and a sample of such
scales that represents a multi-dimensional space."63

Since it thus seems possible to compare favorableness

and unfavorableness of attitudes more readily with the
semantic differential technique, this instrument was chosen
for Pxrt III of the questionnaire. Respondents were asked
to assess both the counselor’s and the principal’s roles

in terms of the polar adjectives. The principal’s role

.was chosen only as a3 filler or prastice set of scales and
was chosen in preference to an uarelated concept because
both counselors and principals work within the same envi-
ronment and in approximitely the same degree of closeness to
pupils and teachers despite the difference in the nature of
their roles. There was no intention, however, of relating
the principal’s role to this study since the concern here is

limifed to the role of the elementary school counselor.

6l1bid., p. 145.
5211id., p. 25.

631bid.




Of the 16 sets of adjectives, which mixed words in-

volving activity, potency, and evaluation, eight pairs of
words with evaluation factors were randoaly distributed
both as to their number in the total 16 and their position
on.the richt or left side of the'scale. These words,
which Osgood found to have loadings of .75 or better, and
thus to be clearly evaluative, were “good-bad”; “honest-
dishonest”; "dirty-clean”; “sruel-kind”; “fair-unfair”;

#3wful-nice”; “unpleasant-pleasant”; m.ortaless-valuable.”

Pretests

The instruments were pretested by a group of twenty-
four people in education, including one counselor educator,
three superintendents, eleven guidance counselors, three
elementary principals, three directors of guidance and three
classroom teachers. Although classroon taachers were not
part of the sample for the study itself, they were included
in the pretest because it was felt that they could xore
readily discover any omiésions or confusions in the sec-
tion of Part I relative to functions of the elementary
guidance counselor relating to the teacher. Pretest results
indicated areas, for example, on the Likert sections which

seemed to cause some confusion; sone respondents crossed

out words in the phrases to clarify their responses. On
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the semantic differential section, several words were elim-
inated and others substituted after the pretest because

the words failed to elicit any definitive fesponse -~ every
respondent had placed them in the exact canter, or neutral
pdsition. Problems in nunbering and other format devices
were also seen and corrected.

In addition to having people indicat: responses on the
pre-test, conferences were held with two elementary teachers,
one guidance counselor and one counselor 2ducator. Their
judements of wording and format were takes into considera-
tion in the formulation of the final instrument. TFor ex-

ample, one suggested that letters be used to identify phrases

L)
-~

o~

rather than nuabers because of confusion causer

e

he Fact

<
(2

that numbers were used to identify the degree of response

as well,

lMailing Procedures
The_final version of the iastrunent uWas sent to the
entire sample on the same day, October 1, 1971, with a
return request in 15 days and a stamped, self-addressed
envelope included. Return envelopes were coded under the
stamp so that follow-up letters would be zinimizeld. The

first follow-up, occurring three weeks after the first

mailing, October 23, consisted of a rerinder letter

61
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which alsc extended the time for response because of the

failure of the post office to Jeliver the guestionnaires

promptly (éome took is -long as three ueeks for arrival, it was
learned). These were sent to all those who had not

returned their guestioanaires. 1 third follow-up was

sent to principals only on November 4 because the fesponse

from principals was negligible at that time. 5 final

follow-up, which included another questionnaire, was sent

to all respondents on November 15. The final cut-off

date was fixed for Dgcember 1.

Statistical 3ipplications for Analysis of Data

There ire several problems involved in the use of statis-
tical techniques in analyzing data. The Tirst of these is
dealing with populations of unequal size. The Mann-ihitney
U Test, according to several statisticians, is the most
significant for revealing differences in such populations.
Tt is 3 more powerful test than the median test because it
considers the rank value of each responses. Its power-
efficiency is “95 per cent even for moderate-sized samples.“64
Thus it has great power to reject the null hypothesis. This
test was, therefore, of particular importance to this study.

7ith it, each sample could be compared to the counselor

643; dney 3iegal, loararametrie 3tat or the
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sample, compariag, for exanmple, "what is” as ranked by the

total counselor sample, with “what is” as ranked by one of
the other aroups. For the U test a non-pafametric test,
“the null hypothesis is that A and B have the same dis-
tribution.”65 The U test is computed by applying the |

formula:

U= ¥y Hy+1) - Ry

where I} equals theAsize of group 1l; %9 equals the size of
group 2 and &, equals the summatiqn of the rated scores for
group 1 (the smiller ¢roup). The U is then converted to the
probability level (p) or level of differeace. In a one-
tailed test, the rejection region for the null hypothesis is
equal to or less than .05.98  Tne sann-Jhitney U.Test 43S
applied to all five samples, comparing the counselor grour’s
responses to every item in Part I with each of the other
croups’ responses. Responses to both “ashat is” and "what
should be” wers statistically cozpared for all groups, eaca
against the response of the counselors in Part I. The intent
was to prove the rejection of the null hypothesis and thus
affirm the hypothesis that 3 and B Jdo not have Lhe same
distribution, that A is greater than B, and therefore A

and B come from different populatiens.

Another oroblexm involved in analyzing the research

551pbid., p. 116.
66

ILid., p. 118,




data is dealing with related samples. It was necessary to
compare the responses to “what is” and “what should be”

within each group: counselor response to 7.hat is” com-

pared to counselor response to “what should be,” for example.
Responses, then, to Part I vere ;nalyzed by a second non-
parametric test, the Friedman Two-way Analysis of Variance.
The null hypothesis for the Friedman test is “that the k
samples have been drawn from the same population.”67 The

fornula applied is: x

2_ 12 y e 2 . v
Xré= T+ 1) ﬁ i (23)7 - 3 (X + 1)
J:

where N equals the number of rows; K egquals the number of
columns; Rj equals the sum of the ranks in j columns and
_k directs one to sum the squares of the sums of ranks
overlthe k conditions. Since the samples are matched, they
are of equal size. As in the vann~hitney U Test, the Kr2
is converted to a p score, which reveals zny significant
scores at a level of .05 or less, thus rejecting the null
hypothesis in that region. The test is particularly sen-
sitive to aﬁy differences in response within a single

group and thus is a significant analysis for comparing each
group’s response to “what is” and “what should ve” on the
Lickert-type scales. In comparing the Kr2 test with the

P test, the most powerful parametric test of variance,

67

Ibid., p. 166.
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Friedman found that after ”5% independent analyses of data
which were suitable for analysis by the parametric F test
and which were analyzed by that test and by the nonparametric
sz test . . . the resﬁlts give a1 good idea of the efficiency
of the sz test as compared to the . . . F test.”68 e
found that his test and the P tests yielded essentially the
same' probability levels in 45 out of the 56 cases. loreover,
in no case did one yield 1 probability of less than .01
while the other yielded a probability of more than .03.
The results are so favorable that 3iegel comments that
7it would be difficult or even impossible to say which is
the more powerful test.”99

Two parametric tests were also applied to the Likert-
type scales: the mean and the standard deviation, which
test for eentral tendency and range. The standard deviation
gives the range within which about two-thirds of the responses
lie. The greater the rance of responses, the cgreater the
standard deviation. Thus differeﬂces of response can be
compared iccording to the standard deviation. The application
of these tests was to reinforce the findinags of the nonpara-
metric tests and further analyze the differences between the
compared responses. The standard deviation was used to find
the summed responses of e2iach sample to each area of question g,

child,” "parent,” etc., in Part I.

681nid., p. 172

69
Ibid.
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Since the same conditions, independent groups of unequal
size and a ranked response, exist for Part Il statements a-p,
the Mann-"nitney U test, the mean and the standard deviatien | ‘
were used to analyze the data obtained in the first part of ‘
Part II. The Friedwan test could not be applied to Part Il
since all populations were of unequal size and there was no
demand for two responses by a single individnal to the same
statement; thus there was no matchsd sample to analyze. The
open-ended questions of Part II, which could not be tested
arithmetically, were summed and rankad according to the
nunber of Limes the same response'occurred. Tne summed
responses of each sample were then compared to those of the
other samples and likenesses and differences analyzed. The
relation between these answers and others throuchout the
test was evaluatei. For example, a response to Juestions,
rank order of elementary counselor functions, could b= cenpare.d
with the ratings given these or similar functions in fart I.
Consistency of responée could be noted as well as th2 respgend-
ent’s elaboration upon his controlled respgonse.

| Iﬁ Part III the only concept of research interest on
the Semantic Differential Scale is the counseler role, and
only eight evaluative fictors were included for analysis.
The major analytical methods used were coaputition of the
arithmetic mean and an analysis of variance, using the para-

metric F test. The null hypothesis of t

i
Ty

Q

test is that all

66




samples have tlie siame mean: that the difference in tae means

is not statistically significant. This test plus an exam-
jnation -f the means theumselves 3llowed a close comgarison
of attitudes toward the counselor role and revealed the
prédominant counselor image for the five populations in-
volved in the stddy. Zach bi-polar scale required two

responses from the person responding: one, the choice o

oy

direction; the other, the choice of degree. 3Jince there are
eight sciles and seven positions on each scale, an individual
could attain a score as hich as 56 or as low as eight if he
respondied to all eight pairs. Analysis by individuals is
not sicnificant for this study, however. Therefors groups
were compared, not only for the mean of their responsz to an

individuial scale, out also for the summation of their re<«

()]

sponses to the total scale, thus for the total croup scor
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and for the variance from the mean of the total fivae g
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The information supplied by the counselor educators on

the three special questions added to their quest
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in regcard to counselor e=ducation programs presently in oper-
ation at their colleges or universities was coagared to the

responses of the wvarious populations to
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H
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nj

ose iteas in
IT relative to counselor eduzation. In effect, then, the
"3ctual” education was thus conpared to the “ide2al” as in-

dicated by the sum of the educator’s resgonzes.
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Thus a variety of both parametric and nonparametric
statistics and informal analyses were used to analyze the
data resulting from the questionnaires and to make statist-

ical inferences about the attitudes toward the elementary

school guidance counselor’s role and the dichotomy hetueen

the perceived z2nd the actual role.




AJ#ALY3IS OF DATA

Returns

Of 2 total of 343 guestionnaires which were sent out to
a sample representing five different ropulations, a total of
175 or 517 were returned. One hundred and thirteen coun-
selor questionnaires were mailed; 79 were returned, or
69.9%. Ninety-nine questicanaires were mailed to principals;
33 or 33.37 were returned. 3ixty questionaaires were mailai
to directors; 35 or 58.35 were returned. Tuwelve question-
naires were sent to couaselor gducators; 3 were resturaed, or
66.6%. Fifty-nine questionnaires were mailed to superintendaats;
20 or 34% were returred. Of those who rasponded, not all
responded to every gquestion. 3Sowe, for exanple, left blaak
the "what is” columns of Part I, stating that they only had
a part-time elementary counselor, or that they only had an
adjustment counselor. A number of persons did not respond
to Part III, the 3Semantic differential scales. 3Some persons
answered all sections but the open-ended questions. Thus
1 group which began with as mdny as 79 respondents, the
gounselors, might have as few respondents is 67 on 3 partic-

ular question and as many 2s 73 responses on other questions.

69
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In the compilation of all data the answers for each particular
question were taken into consideration so that all statistics

would be valid,

Questionnaire Part I

Child: What is. In the analysis and evaluation of responses

to Part A4, Part I of the questionnaire, "Child: What is,”
respondents were asked to circle the number from 1 to 5

which best indicated their opinion of each function listed,
One (1) indicated that the respondent did not consider that
function important; two (2), that it was of slight importance;
three (3), moderately izportant; four (4), very important;

and five (5), essential, Table 1l:1 gives the results of
these responses expreséed as means and listed according to
the group represented, Fron this table it can be seen that
the function with the highest mean for all groups as indicated
by its total average mean is item a, "counseling individuals
and groups;' (See Appendix B for Questionnaire and wording

of items for all tables discussed in this chapter.) The total
average mean of e is 3,839, Principals rated e lowest of the
groups, with a 2.83 mean, while counselor educators rated it
highest with a 4.35 mean, Among counselors “"counseling indiv-
jduals and groups,” item e, ranked third and was preceded by
i (ranked first), "identifying special students,” and h,”

interpreting test results.”
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Table 1:1
Child-Jinhat is
Tabla of !l2aas

ltem wonn, rin. Jir. 3ust. Z31NC. Tetal
a 2.69 2.03 2.37 3.10 3.14 2.77
b 3.33 3.47 3.15 3.70 2.35 3.34
c 3.19 3.17 3.06 2.00 2,57 2.30
d 2.12 1.47 2.39 1.76 3.00 2.13
e 3.63 2.83 4.06 4,10 4.85 3.39
£ 1.58 1,43 1,78 1.50 3.00 1.3%
g 2.37 2.65 2.90 2.590 2.00 2.68
h 3.82 3.13 3.381 3.20 %£.G0 3.33
i 4.01 3.50 3.75 3.40 4.00 3.75

j 2.01 1.53 2.12 2.50 4.14 2.45

Jounselor eduzators raaked these two itexms in a tied thira

”

sition, putting “providing career information iten i
[ - ’ 4'

as well 3s item e before them. lone of the people actuzlly

working in the schools, houwever, saw ”

providing carser in-
formation” as more than slightly important in the counsealor’s
actual functioning in the elemeatary schools. In fact,
principals ranked that function third frox louwest and couasslors

ranked it second from lowest, placiag lower only "teach subjsct

matter of quidance,” item f, which all four groups in the

schools placed in the position of least importance. Thus the

il S
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total average mean for item f is the lowest of all the items.
The mean for “counseling only individually,” item ¢, is the
lowest mean for the educators while the other four groups’

”

means for bcounseling only in groups” item d, are lower than
that for item ¢c. Ve notice further that the means of the
various groups spread from 1.43 to 4,85, a wide spread from
"not important” to “very important,” with 7 means Qeing in the
"not important” group and 7 being in the ”very important”
group. To examine the group ranking more carefully, we night

look at table 1:2 where functions are ranked by each group ac-

cording to the mean of the group’s responses to the item.

Table 1:2
Rank Order of ileans: <Child-lhat Is

" Ttem Coun. Prin. Dir. Suot. =duc. Total

7 7 7 5. 6

4
S
8
3

2
3
9
S

10 - 10

6 6
2 -4
1 1
9 8




Table 1:3

MANN-UHITHEY U TEST
Child-ihat Is
Values of p*

Item crin, Jdir. 3upf. Sduc.
a .048 .028 .075 .004
b .008 | .008 .075 .004
c | .004 .016 .016 .004
d .048 .183 .043 .008
e .075 .075 .043 .063
£ . 242 « 345 .210 .043
g .006 .008 .004 .004
h .006 .003 .004 .004
i «155 .183 .075 .038
3 111 «155 .028 .004

#Values of p sicnificant at .9% level or helow.

The Mann-“hitney U test is not concerned with rank place-
ment of items as compared with one another, 3’s relation to
b and ¢, ete., but is conqérned with the score given to each
item by each individual and the direction of distribution of
these scores among the respondents. The assuaption is that
fhe samples came from normal populations with equal standard
deviations. On itea 3 for example, we see that the null

hWypothesis is rejected for all but the superintendents

Yo el e =t

group where i and B do not have the same distribution of

73
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scores and & and B do not come froam like populations. The
tally for this particular item shows the gollowing results:
4:11 S:8
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b= O 1= O

N
[\

Counselors:
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Directors:
Superintendents:
Educators:
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We see that more than 503 of the counselors ranked iteam 1

either 2 or 3, and that the bulk of the responses lie between
1 and 3. The principals, although the bulk of the responses
also lie between 1 and 3, place 507 of the responses on 1.
The directors, who again place the bulk of the responses be-
tween 1 and 3, place almost half on 3 anrd the spread is almost
perfect between 1 and 5. The educators place 507 of the re-
sponses on 2, spread between 1 and 5 and have 2/3 of the
response lying between 1 and 2, The superintendents, however,
for whom we must accept the null hypothesis, place their
emphasis on 3 and the mean of their responses is just over 3
with the bulk of response, 80%, lying between 3 and 5. By
accepting the null hypothesis, we assert that the difference
between A and B is a matter of chance in the case of the
superintendents.

Looking across the coluans of Table 1:3, we note that
on item f, where there was great agreement of ranking as
Table 1:2 shows, we must accept the null hypothesis for all

. but the counselor educators, whose p value is close to .03,
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however., The same is true for item i and almost the same for

itenm j.

Parent-vhat Is: Table 1l:4 shows the means of the responses
of five groups to the items on Part I, 3, ”Parent-/hat is”.

From this table we see that the item ranked highest is itea ¢

"J:.nterpret test results? Ranking a close second and third are

items d and e, "Act as liaison with school personnel” and

“yecommend outside agencies,”

respectively. Ranked as of
least importance is itea i, "orovide occugpational information.”
“Home visits”, item a, and item g, “conduct group couaseling,”
also are ranked low, as functions apparently not of major
importance in the present actual functions of the elementary

school counselor,

Table 1l:4
Parent-ilhat Is: Table of ileans

Prin, Jir,  3Supt., cduc, Total
2,28 2,45 3,00 1.67 2.36
3,21 4,31  4.70 3.00 3.87
2.90 3.72  4.20 2.50 3.36
3.34 4,24 4,50 2.50 5,73
3.17 4,15  4.20 3.00 3.72
3.45 3.69  3.30 2.67 3.30
2.18 2.62  2.40 2.17 2.30
2.34 3.15 3,50 2.83 2.69
1.55 2,58  2.70 2.00 2.15
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A look at table 1:5 reveals the ranks assigned to the

various functions in relation to parents.

Table 1l:5
Rank Order of leans: Parent-What Is
Ttem Coun. Prin, Dir,  Supt. =duc., Total
a 7 7 9 7 9 7
b 1 3 1 1 1.5 1
c 4 5 4 3.5 5.5 4
d . 3 2 2 2 5.5 2
e 2 4 3 3¢9 1.5 3
f S 1 S 6 4 S
e 8 8 7 9 7 8
. h 6 6 6 S 3 6
| i 9 9 8 8 8 9

Here we see that the item ranked highest or of first importance
in the current actual practices of the elementary school coun-
selor is item b, “consultations in school.” Had we used only
the total mean average as indicator of inmportance, we would
have assumed that item ¢ was the most important function pre-
sently carried on in the guidance role. When the items are
assigr;ed ranks, we note that item ¢ has an overall rank of

4, in fact, and ranges from a tied rank of 3 to a tied rank

of S among the samples; Of second importance in the schools

the consensus is to rank item d, "act as liaison with school

L

personnel” although again we see that the range of reply
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spreads from 2 to a tied fifth place. Of least importance,

”

rank 9, is “provide occupational information,” item i. This
ranking ~ngrees with our observatisns on the basis of the fnean
table. Interestingly all of the samples accord “home visits”
a low rank while according “school consultations” a high rank.
Apparently it is the current trend for parents to come to

the school and not for the school to go to the parents. Al-

’

though principals rank “individual counseling,” item g as of
prime impcrtance, generally it would seea that the direction
of the counselor activities in conneétion with the parents is

toward consultation, interpretation of tests and liaison with

Table 1:6
MANN-JHITHZY U T=3T
Parent-inat Is
Values of p*

Itea Prin. Dir. Supt. Educf
a .038 .038 .016 .004
b .274 .183 .075 .022
¢ 016 .028 012 .004
d .210 .133 061 .003
e .061 .155 .093 .008
f .006 .016 .004 .004
g .093 . .155 075 .004
h 111 .006 .008 .004
i .075 ' .210 . W06l .004

*Value of p significant at .05 level or belcw.

15
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other school personnel, rather than personal or group counsel-
ing or providing more general information of an educational or
6ccupational tjpe. .

Table 1:6 shows the results of the U Test, giving the
p values, The null hypothesis is rejected in 17 cases and
aécepted in 19 cases. In every case the educators show a
dramatic difference from the counselor distribution. Super-
intendents and directors show a probability of error not at-
tributable to chance in three cases and principals in two

cases. If we analyze one tally, item e, we find the following

results:
Counselors: 1:2 234 3:14 4:25 5:34
Principals: 1:6 2:2 3:8 4:7 5:6
Directors: 1:0 2:1 3:83 4:9 5:15
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 3:6 4:4 S5:10
Educators: 1:0 2:2 3:1 4:0 5:2

We note that all groups except the educators seea to have a
movenent toward the right whereas the educators have two highs,
at 2 and 5. For item 2 we must reject tke null hypothesis
that the groups A and B have the same distribution when we
compare the educators and the counselors and accept it when
the Bhgroup represents either the principals, directors or
superintendents.

Teacher-7Jhat Is: Part C of Part I is concerned with coun-

selor functions in relation to the teacher. Table l:7 presents
the means of the responses of all five groups to the items

concerned with teachers.

2T e et
Cpaln
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Table 1:7
Teacher .That Is: Table of iieans

Ttem Coun. Prin., Dir. _ Supt.  Educ. Total
a 2.93 2.39 3.33 3.50 3.33 3.10
b 2.01 2.46 1.93 2,90 2.83 2.43
c 3.68 3.07 3.78 3.20 2.83 3.51
d 4.09 3.32 4.42 4,30 3.33 3.89
e 2.55 1.96 3.12 3.00 2.83 2,69
f 2.56 1.71 2.84 2,50 2.50 2,42
g 3.44 2.79 3.61 4.00 2.50 3.26
h 3.85 3.11 3.94 3.70 3.17 3.55
i 3.81 2.89 4,06 3.70 2.33 3.36

We discover that six of the nine items is ranked on the total
average means as at least moderately important, with item d
“provide information on child” as most izportant and items h
and ¢, "provide crisis intervention” and "interpret test
results” ranking a close second and thii‘d. The three items
vhich the total samples collectively rankad of only slight
importance were items b, e and f: *"assist in discipline”,
"provide iri-service training” and ”encourage counseling of
teachers.” 3 and f, we note, tended to rank under 3 in every
population while item ¢ “provide in-service training” ranked
of moderate importance only to top administrators, super-

intendents and directors., Directors have the greatest spread

of means, ranging from 1.93 to 4.42 while educators have

. '3
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the least spread of means, ranging from 2.40 to 3.33. Tor
the standard deviation of the various groups in their
responses to each set of items, see ippendix A. Table 1l:@
shows the rank order of means for each group and for the

- total of the groups.

Table 1:8 ‘
Rank Order of ieans: Teacher-what Is
Itenm Coun, 2rin, Vir. 3upt. =duc. Totsil

a 6 7 6 S 1.5 6
b 9 6 9 8 S 8
4 3 4 6 S 3
d 1 1 1 1 1.5 1
e 8 8 7 7 S 7
f 7 9 8 9 7.5 9
g 5 5 5 2 7.5 5
h 2 2 3 3.5 3 2
i 3 4 2 3.5 9 4

As we expect on the basis of the Table of ileans, item d rarks
first for every group, tied only with item a for counselor
educators. We would assume from the prominance that counselor
educators give itex a, “assist in group testing” that counselors
are trained for this function as ons2 of major importance to
their role but that in fact it ranks only among the less im-
portant of their tasks as seen by the counselors themselves

and by other persens in the school. Again on item i, “suggest

. 80
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alternate methods for relating to individuals,” there is

wide disagreement between those responsikle for counselor
preparation and those directly in charge of counselor fuac-
tions. Counselor educators rank item i as of least importance
among those functions listed, while personnel involved in
counselor functions in the schools rank it in second, third
or at least fourth position of importance., Both principals
and counselor educators tend to see counsz2lors as taking a
fairly active role in disciplire, as indicated by item b,
while other croups list this of least importance. This item

supports one of the major conflicts that other studies have

revealed between principals and counselors. As is generally

the case, directors agree almost perfectly with the counselor

perception of his functions while superintendents tend to

disagree frequently. 1
Table 1:9 presents the Values of p for the lana-hitney

U Test on the Teacher-What Is items. From Table 1:7 and 1l:8

we would expect that we must accept the null hypothesis for

item d for all groups. Table 1:9 confirms cur expectations

since all groups have a value of p greater than .05. Also

as we would expect from the previous tables, since educators

agree with counselors only on item d of all items, only on

item d can we accept the null hypothesis for these two groups.

.S;‘.nce directors and counselors tend to agree most of the time,

the value of p for the directors is greater than .05 in all

4

2

. 4

<
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Table 1:9
MANN-WHITHEY U TE3T
Teacher-ihat Is
Values of p*

ten Prin. dir, Supt. Educ,.
a .004 .004 .004 .004
b .061 .048 ~.006 .004
c .048 111 .008 .004
d .061 .183 JA11 .061
e .016 .016 .006 .004
f .038 .038 .022 .004
g .016 .048 .012 .004
h .111 .075 .038 .004
i .075 .075 .038 .008

#*Values of p sicnificant at .0S or below,

hut two cases. e might examine item h closely sirce it
presents a situation where statistically we are forced to
accept the null hypothesis for two groups, the principals
and the directors, and to reject the null hypothesis for tuo

groups, the superintendents and the educators.

Counselors: 1:6 2:4 3:16 4:23 5:30
Principals: 1:6 2:3 3:8 . 4:4 5:7
Directors: lel 2:3 3:8 4:5 5:15
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 2:12 4:2 5:6
Educators: 1:0 2:2 3:2 4:1 5:1

We note that principals, directors and counselors all move

upward on the right, while superintendents move upward at the

middle and back downward at the right; their value of p is
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fairly close to .05, however, and although we reject the
null hypothesis, we can see that the difference in the
direction of their distribution is not so great as is that

of the educators. There we notice that the middle is spread
between 2 and 3 and returns halfway to the position of 1 for
4 énd S. The null hypothesis is rejected a total of 26 times
out of 36, thus we can affirm generally the alternate hypo-
thesis that the groups come from populations with different
distributions and thus from unlike populations.

Administration-hat Is: Table 1:10 lists the means for the

responses to Part I, D --"Administration, What-Is” where the
functions of the counselor in relation to the administration

are rated by the respondents.

Table 1:10
Adninistration-wWhat Is: Table of Means

1tem Coun. Prin. Dir.  Supt, Eﬁuc. Total
a 2,08 2,67  2.45  3.50 3,33 2,81
b 1.33  1.38  1.15  1.60  2.50 1.59
¢  8.57  2.80  3.36  3.60 3,17 3.28
d 2,14 1,93  2.08 2,50  2.83 2,29
e 3,22 2.4 3,45  3.60 2,67 3.07
£ 2.82 2,76 2,75  3.40  3.33 3.01
g  1.82 1,43 1,72  2.60  1.67 1.85 l
h  2.30  2.10  2.45  2.90 2,67 2.48 |
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e note that the central tendency tends to be very low on
jtems b and g where the consensus is that these items,
”substitnte when needed” and “write federal projects”
respectively, rank between not important and slightly im-
portant. We would make the assumption that mostICOUnselors
do little of either of these tasks now and are not expected

to do so by the other groups. The only iteams which counselor

educators rank as at least moderately important functions
for the counselor in his relations with the administration
are items a, f and c: “paintain a central record file,”

rorovide reports of counselor activities,”

and “recomzend
group or grade placement” in that order. Counselors tend to
consider the last of these, recoummending placement, as at
least moderately importaant but they generally consider the
more routine office functions as of only slight inportance
in their functions with administration. Principals tend to
‘yank all functions with administration as less than moderately
important since the highest mean for principal response.is
2.76. e micht note that in no case is there a mean of 4.0
or higher, as there were on items relating to the child,

the parent and the teacher. Ve might assume that the re-
spondents generally consider their functions in relation to
administration as of less importance than those with the

previously mentioned groups. In fact, only 4 of the items

achieved a mean average of better than 3 for any of the
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gfoups which means that 4 items were considered of slight or

no importance to all of the groups and only 4 were considered

of moderate importance to any one or more of the groups.
Table 1:11 shows the ranks assigned to the counselor

role in relation to the administration.

Table 1:11
Administration-What Is: Rank Order of ileans
ltem Coun. Prin. Dir.  Supt. £duc. Total

a 6 3 4.5 3 1.5 4
b 8 8 8 8 7 8
c 1 2 2 1.5 3 1
d S 6 6 7 4 6
e 2 4 1 1.5 5.5 2
f 3 1 3 4 1.5 3
g 7 7 7 6 8 7
h 4 S 4.5 S 5.5 S

We note that of the 8 items, as we would expect, all groups
tend to rank items b and g as of least importance.‘ On this
part of the questionnaire we notice that counselors and direc-

rossibly because directors

-

tors tend t6 disagree frequently,
are among the administration and are therefore more concerned.
that counselors maintain a record file (item a) for exaample,
and that they participate in workshops, although coungelors

rank workshop participation (item e) high also. Principals

. 8
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disagree with counselors on 6 of the 8 items, tending to
rank all functions lower than counselors do except for
—feéorting functions. e might assume that principals feel
that they should be kept aware of what counselors are doing
by means of reports and files. 3uperintendents and counselors
rank differently in S or the 8 iteas, with superintendents
tending to stress counselor files (item a) and to discount
counselor help in setting up schedules (item d). Aagain, as
was true ir. the three previous tables of Rank Order of lleauns,
educators dilifer most widely from counselors, stressing, as
noted earlier, the more clerical aspects of the counselor role,
such as items a, d and £ and giving less stress to iteas ¢
and e, placeaent and workshops.

Table 1:12 shows the p values for the liann~WYhitney U
Test as it evaluates the responses of the four groups as
compared with the counselor group on Part D of Part I of the
Questionnaire.. The lann-idhitney U Test indizates that only
‘in}7 cases out of 32 is.the null hypothesis that the groups
have the same distribution accepted. Of these none occur for
the comparison of counselors and counselor educators; 2 occur
in the comparison of superintendents and counselors; 3 occur
in the compari§9n of the reéponses of directors and counselors;
and 2 occur %& the comparison ¢f ihe responses of principais
and counselogb\/»These cases, where the null hypothesis is

accepted, are indicated by scores on the table of greater

than .05. All of the other 25 cases reject the null hypo-

. &b
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thesis: that A is greazter than B and that thus the respond-

ents are not drawn from the same or like populations..

Table 1:12
MANN-WHITMNEY U TEST
Administration-ihat Is
Values of p*

Item Prin, Dir, Supt. Educ.,

a .008 .028 - «008 .004

b .274 «155 « 345 .043

) c .038 .043 .022 .004
d .022 .061 .016 .004

e .008 .038 .004 .004

f .004 .004 .008 .004

g .093 o111 .093 .008

h .048 .048 .016 .004

*Values of p sicnificant at .05 level or below.

Agencies and Community: Jhat Is: Table {:13 lists the
means for the responses of the various-gréups to Part I, g,
roles pertaining to outside agencies and community. The
Table shows six mean ratings of "very important.” Two of

- these ratings are by ccunselors, those for items a and b:
"refer children for special services” and “provide inforzation
to outside agencies upon request,” respectively. Directors
also gave higher than 4 rating tc item a and item b and super-
intendents ranked item b at 4, “very important,” level, 3uper-

intendents provided the sixth mean rating of 4.00 or better
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in their rating of item e, “act as liaison for parents to
outside agencies.”' Neither principals nor educators tended

to rate that item even moderately important, however.

Table 1:13
Agencies and Comnunity-what Is
- Rank Order of iieans

Iten coun. Prin. Jir, Supt. Sduc. Total
a 4.01 2.90 4,14 3.70 3.00 3.55
b 4.10 3.20 .4.08 4,00 2.67 3.41
c 2.75 2.43 2.63  3.44 2.33 2.72
d 3.09 2.43 3.03 3.00 2.50 2.31
e 3.43 2.73 3.61 4,00 2.50 3.25

Unlike the means shown in Table 1:10, there are no mean
ratings of less than 2. Ve might surmise that the groups
generally see functions in relation to. the community and
outside agencies as higher in importance than functions in
relation to administration, at least as a total group. Tiis
interpretation of the statistics would support the concept
that counselors should be primarily concerned with children
since in working with outside agencies as referral persons
and sources of information, counselors are primarily dealing
with chi.Jdren or in the interest (.rectly of the childrer..
Often functions relating to administration do not relate as
directly to children even though their wvltiaate purpose is

to improve the total environment of the child. Because the
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questionnaire does not allow for cross ranking on Part I,

we can only assume a relationship between the tables.

However, later analysis of the opein-ended questions in Part II
will allow firmer assumptions since they require respondents to

rank order the total functions of the elementary school coun-

selor.,
Table 1:14
Outside Agencies and Comaunity-wWhat Is
Rank Order of lleans
Item Coun, Prin. Dir, Supt. cduc, Total
a 2 2 1 3 1 1
, b 1 1 2 1.5 2 2
c S 4,5 S 4 S S
d 4 4,5 4 S 3.5 4
e 3 3 3 1.5 3.5 3

In Table l:14 we have an interesting spread of rank order of
means. Particularly in locating the function of most importance,
there seems to be difference of opinion, ~for example, coun-
selors themselves consider their mest important function with
outside agencies as providing information (item b). Prin-
cipals agrée with them and superintendents a2re inclinad to agree
with ther ilthough they rank item 2. "acting as liaison fcr
parents to outside agencies” as equal in importance. Other
groups all rank item e as 3. Educatofs and.directors, on

the other hand, see the most important counselor function
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as item a, "refering children for special services,” while
they both rank item b as of second importance. There is
general acreement that items ¢ and d are of the least impert-
ance. These items refer to follow-up studies and school

public relations.

Table 1:15
MANN-JHITNEY U TE3T
Outside Agencies and Conmnunity: hat Is
Values of p*

Item Prin. Jir,. Supt. cduc,
a .155 .155 .093 .006
b .345 111 .061 .008
c .008 .012, .004 .004
d ~ .004 .016 .004 .004
e .028 .048 .016 .004

¥Values OF o siconificaat at .03 level or balow,

Oa this table we see that we zmust accept the null hypothesis
for six items of the total 20, All six of these are responses
to items a3 and b where there is general agreemeat of rank and
thus where we would expect that the null hypothesis would be
accegted since.the populations look as though they are alike

~ and might thus have the same distribution. Items.s, g_and e
all reveal responses which reject the null hypothesis, thus
asserting that they have different distfibutions and have

come frqm different populations, It might bte inte:esting to

analyze{item-g by looking at the tallies for that itew.
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Counselors: 1:4 2:3 3:12 4:29 5:31
Principals: 1:7 2:3 3:8 4:8 S5:3
Directors: 1:0 2:2 3:92 4:5 5:138
Superintendents: 1:0 2:1 3:8 4:7 5:4
Educators: 1:1 2:0 3:3 4:2 5:0

Here the counselors have an increasingly upward movement to
the right; principals reach a high at tied 3-4 and then

h&ve a downward movement; directors move upward to the

richt, with a slight dip at 4; superintendents have an up-
ward movement to the right with a falling off at 5. Educators
have a series of peaks which can best be seen if we do a
straight-line extrapolation by multiplying the educator total
(6) by 12 in order to have a figure closer to that of the

counselors total of 79 responses. If we did so, we would

see that educators would have responses of

1:12 2:0 3:36 4:24 S:0

We would thus have peaks at 1, 3 and 4 with no right upward
movement, which characterizes the counselor’s and other

groups’ responses. Thus we must reject tke null hypothesis

in the comparison of educators and counselors on item a of

Part I,E.
Child-#hat Should 3e: All of the five sazple populations

we}e asked on the questionnaire to respond not only to the
role of the counselor as it actually is in relation to the
child, parent, teacher, administration, outside agencies and

‘community, but also to the role of the counselor as they 3

felt it should be in relation to those people. On Table 2:1

v
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we see a listing of the means for the various groups’ re-

sponses to Part [ A, Child-What Should Be.

Table 2:1
Child-/hat 3hould Be
Table of iieans

Coun, Prin, Dir.  Supt. tduc, Total
3.56 3.56 3.69 3.50 3.14 3.49
2.71 3.56 3.12 3.20 2.85 3.09
2.83 3.06 3.03 2.22 2.57 2.74
2.45 2.13 2.78 1.80 3.00 2.43
4,33 4,03 4,62 4.40 4,85 4,44
2.03 3.09 2.08 2,00 3.00 2.84
2.76 3.87 2.81  3.30 2.00 2,95
4,15 4,22 4,09 3.80 4.00 4,05
4,35 4,39 4,00 3.30 4,00 3.91
2,54 2.74 2.87 3.00 4.14 3.06

The range of the means is from a low of 1.80 to a high of
4.85. Only one item is rated "not important” by one group
as the average mean of their responses indicates. There are
a total of 17 mean responses which rate an item as only

*slightly important.” Of these 17 means, 6 are the means for

counselor responses, 2 for principal responses, 4 for dire-*or

responses, 2 for superintendent responses and 3 for counselor
educator responses, Eighteen iteams have a mean of 3 or

“moderately important,” and 14 have a mean of 4 or “very

92
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important.” For every one of the five groups the mean for
the responses to item e, "counseling individuals and groups,”
is over 4.00, indicating that all five groups consider this
function very important. The means for item h, "inter-
preting test results,” ranges froa 3.80 to 4,22 with four
groups rating it over 4.00. Thus we would conclude that

item h is considered a function which should be very important
in the counselor’s role. Item i, ”jdentifying special stu-
dents,” also ranges from 3.80 to 4.39 with four means being
over 4.00. e would conclude that the three most important
functions envisioned by all five groups on the basis of the
means of their responses are items e, 11_ and _i_: "counseling
individuals and groups,” "interpreting test results,” and
»identifying special students.” None of the items is rated
less than "moderately important” by all five groups. Zlosest
to that rafing is item d, »sounseling only in groups,” where
1 group rates it as "not important,” 3 groups rate it as
#slightly important” and 1 group rafes it as “moderately
important.” The greatest difference in viewpoint can be

seen on itém i, "providing career inforamation.” Three groups,
counselors, directors and principals, rate this item as
"sli_ghtl"jr ‘important"; one group, superintendents, rate it

as “moderately important,” and one group, counselor educauwurs,

rate it as "very important.”
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Table 2:2 lists the actual ranks assigned to each task

based on the mean of the responses of each group.

Table 2:2
Child-i7hat 3hould Be
Rank Order of lleans

Iten Coun., Prin, Jir, Sunt., zduc, Total

a 4 5.5 4 4 5 4
b 7 5.5 5 6 8 5
c 5 8 6 8 9 9
d 9 10 9 10 6.5 10
e 2 3 1 1 1 1
£ 10 7 10 9 6.5 e
g 6 4 8 5 10 7
h 3 2 2 2.5 3.5 2
i 1 1 3 2.5 3.5 3
j 8 9 7 7 2 6

Table 2:2 reflects the disagreement among the five groups
of respondents to the importance of the various functions
which should make up the counselor’s role in relation to
the child. As on several of the earlier Rank Order of lleans
Tables, we see that the greatest agreement is hetween ccun-
selors and directors but there are only three points of com-
plete agreement between then, the rankings given to items

a, d, and £f. Two of these responses, we note, are to those

04
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functions which they consider of least inportance. Both
groups, however, list the same three functions as most
important. although they order them differently. As we have
come to expect from previous tables, the least agreement, in
fact none, occurs between counselors and counselor educators.
Educators consider item i, "providing career information,”
as of second importance whereas counselors and all other
groups consider it of comparatively little importance among
the hierarchy of functions. 3uperintendents agree only once
with counselors although again the items which they consider
in the topr three positions of importance are those which
the counselors also place in those positions. The same is
true for the principals, the one point of agreement between
the principals and the counselors being on what should be
the most important function of the counselor. =Zoth rank
item _i_, "identifying special students,” as ideally the most
important function of the counselors.

Table 2:3 lists the Values of p as derived from the
Mann-7hitney U Test fc;r the five groups in response to Child-
What Should Be, Table 2:3 indicates that in 23 cases, the
null hypothesis, that the samples have the same distribution
and therefore come¢ from the same 6r like populatiens, is
rejected a.d that in 17 cases the nuil hypothesis is accepted.
Principals and directors most frequently agree, rejecting

and accepting the null hypothesis for the same items. '‘hen

o
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Table 2:3
FANN-WAITHEY U TE3T
Child-lhat 3lculd Be
Values of p*

Tien Prin. ‘ Dir. Supt. Educ,
a J111 .111 .016 .004
b .028 .008 .004 .004
¢ 012 ,012 .016 .004
d .075 .111 .028 .006
e .274 .155 ,075 .022
£ .075 .155 .016 .004
g .006 .004 .004 .004
h 242 242,133 .048
3 309 .309 .012 .183
5 .008 012  .004 .004

#Values of p significant at .05 level or telow.

the null hypothesis is rejected, these groups differ in th
distribution of their responses from the counselors. ‘hen
the null hypothesis is accepted, these groups are like the
counselors in the distribution of their responses. e may
analyze this concept by examining the tally for -.ne of the
items, 3ince item i shows a rather unusual situation for
this study, namely that the eduwec“ors’ distribution is lik-
that of the counselors and the ﬁuperintendents is the only
- distribution of all of the groups wh?ch is unlike that of

the counselors, let ns look at the tallies for item i.




Counselors: 1:0 2:1 3:11 4:26 5:41
Principals: l:2 2:0 3:3 4:6 5:21
Directors: l:0 2:3 3:10 4:4 5:16
Superintendents: 1:4 2:0 3:2 4:4 5:10
Educators: 1:0 2:1 3:1 '4:2 5:3

If Qe do a straight line extrapolation for superintendents,
multiplying their responses by 3 in order to bring their

- total of responses closer to that of counselors, we note that
unlike any other group, they raﬁk l in a tied second position
with 4. This gives a series of hichs, 1, 4 and 5, unlike
that of any other group. Je do note that the direction of
the principals is essentially the same as that of the super-
intendents, yet the height of the peak at 1 is much lower an
comparison to the height of the peaks of 3,4 and 5 and the
upward right movement from rank 4 to 5 is great. Thus dia-
grammafically we can support the distribution evaiuation
presented to us by the value of p. |

Parent-/hat 3Should Be: iioving to a discussion of the responses

of Parent-lhat 3hould Be, we see that Table 2:4 presents the
means of the responses to the items in that catecory.
Twenty-one group means indicate that items are of a "very'
important” nature. Five of thése means are for item b,
"consultations in school.” ‘e could infer, then, that 3ll
groups consider school consultation with parents of great
importance and a function which should be given much stress
by the counselor., Three of the groups rated item e, "recom-

mend outside agencies” as a ”"very important” function and

e T g S A e e < a s
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the fourth group rated it as close to that, 3.90. We might
conclude that all groups see this function as one of impor-
tance in the ideal functioning of the counselor in relation

to the parent. None of the items was rated less than 2;.

c—

therefore none of the items was rated of no importance, In
fact, only 2 items received even a single rating of between

2 and 3, thus "slightly important” These items were items

Table 2:4
Parent-What Should Be
Table of ieans

tem Coun, Prin, Jir, Supt., Educ. Total B
a  3.3¢ 3,71 2,61 3.30 3.85 3.3

b 4.43 4,13 4,61 4,80 4.14  4.52 o
¢ 3.83 3,61 4,12 4,50 4.14 4,04 |

d 440 4,10 4,53  4.80 3.85 4,42

e  4.3¢ 4,23 4,26 3,90 4.43 4,23

f 3.83 4,19 4,00 3.60 3.43 3.8l

g 3.32 3,40 3.53  3.40 3,43 3,42

h 3.55  3.83  3.94 410 4.14 3,91 ;

i 250 2,53 2,97 3.3 4.14 3,09 5

2, "provide occupational inforamation,” ranked in the 2 ranée
by all but the counselor educators; and item a, "home visits” g
ranked in the 2 range by the directors of guidance. Here the |
directors disagree with all other groups, who all considered g
' %

home visits of at least moderate inportance. The majority

a8 B N
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of the means indicate that all of the functions in connection
with the parents should be of importance in the functioning
of the counselor role, Table 2:5 chows the actual ranking

of each of the functions by the several groups.

Table 2:5
- .- .-Parent-i/hat 3hould Be
Rank Order of lleans

¥
~Ttem  Coun, Prin., Dir, Supt . Sduc, Total

a 7 6 9 8.5 6.5 8
b 1 3 1 1.5 3.5 1
c 4.5 7 4 3 3.5 4
d 2 4 2 1.5 6.5 2
e 3 1 3 5 1 3
£ 4.5 2 5 6 8.5 6

B 8 - 8 7 7 8.5 7
h 6 5 6 . 4 3.5 5
i 9 9 8 8.5 3.5 9

Directors and counselocrs essentially agree on 6 of the 9

items in the order of their iamportance to the ideal functioning
of the counselor. Principals and counselors agree only ‘twice;
superintendents and counselors agree only in their choice of
the two most important functions of the counselor in relation
to'the parent, both rating as most important functions b and

d, “"consultations in school” and "act as liaison with school




personnel.” Counselor educators and counselors agree in

only one case, both ranking item g, “conduct group coun-

seling,” 2s number 8, thus of comparatively less iaportanc:
than nost other items. Interestingly, these two groups do
not even héve a consensus on the five most important functions
Frequently we can see that counselor educators rank a function
low when counselors rahi it high and the reverse, Perhaps

most surprising among the results is the lack of stress put

”

on "home visits,” which counselors rank as 7, and all rank

6 or lower. Table 2:5 shows the values of p derived from

the Mann-whitney U Test and thus reveals the differences
and similarities in distribution of responses by the five

groups of respondents.

Table 2:5
MANNSUEITYESY U T
Parent-'"hat Shoul
Values of p*

37T
Se

ial
-

~d
(A
8]

Item PIin. Diro JLlDt. EdQCO

a .028 .022 .04 .004 J
b .210 .274 .075 .048 |
c .093 .093 .043 .016
d . 345 .183 .075 .061 | '
e .183 .274 .012 .075 | |
£ ,075 111 .500 .004 %

g .061 .111 .048 .004 E
h .048 .075 - .028 .004 !
i .008 .012 .004 .00+ é

*Values of p significant at .05 Ievel or =eiou,
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The table shows that for item a all groups reject the null
hypothesis that the groups have the same distribution. On
item b orly the educator group has a different distributicen
and thus rejects the null hyp;:thesis. The same is true for
items b, d, and £. On item ¢ only the superintendents and
educators reject the null hypothesis. On item e only the
superintendents reject the null hypothesis. On g both the
superintendents and educators reject the null hypothesis; on
h all but the directors reject the null hypothesis; and on
item i all groups reject the null hypothesis, thus disagree
.in their Jdistribution witﬁ the counselor group. We find,
then, that we must accept the null hypothesis in 18 cases
and that we must reject it or reserve judgment in 18 cases.

Teacher-./hat 3hould Be: On Table 2:7 we find the lists of

means for the responses of all groups to the statements of

functions of the counselor in relation ‘to teachers.

Table 2:7
Teacher-./hat 3hould Be
Table of leans

Tten Coun. Prin. Dir. Supts.  tduc. Totals
a  3.15  3.06  3.15 4,00  3.85 3.44
b  2.00 271 2,06 3,10  3.00 2.57
¢ 4.04  3.74  4.30  4.10  3.43 3.92
d  4.35  4.50  4.59  4.70  4.14 - 4.45
e  3.77  3.47  4.03 3.60 4.7l 3.92
£  3.30  3.35  3.59  3.30  3.57 3.42
g  3.91  3.71  4.15  4.20  4.29  4.05
h  4.05  4.00  4.34 4,20  3.85 4.09
i 4.23 4,42 4,18 430 4.7 4,37

i gt e e P S et £
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On the entire table thuire are only 3 ratings according to

the means of the responses of less than 3.00, thus of less
than moderate importance. 3ll of these ratings are given

to item b, "Assist in discipline.” Only superintendents

and counselor educators see the function as ideally a part

of the counselor role in relation to teachers. 3ill but two
of the items, item b and item f, "encourage counseling of
teachers”, have at least one mean of over 4.00, thus rating
them as “very important.” Item f is, in fact, ranked as
"moderately impb'rtant" by all five groups. Item d, “pro-

vide information on <hild” to the teacher, is ranked as very
important by all groups and, as we will note on Table 2:8, ranks
highest on the total average of means, with only the counselor

educators differing with that opinion.

Table 2:8
Teacher-'ihat 3hould e
Rank Order of lieans

—

Item Coun. Prin, 'Dir. - Jupt. zduec. Total
a 8 8 8 6 5.5 7
b 9 9 9 9 9 9
c 4 4 3 5 8 5.5
d 1 1 1 1 4 1 |
e 6 6 6 7 1.5 5.5
£ 7 7 7 8 7 8 1
g 5 5 5 3.5 3 4 ;
h 3 3 2 3.5 5.5 3
i 2 2 4 2 1.5 2

‘S:é’ 2 e el I B eV iaR e
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- This table reveals that on functions relating to the
teacher, counselors and principals have the most agreenment,
agreeing on the rank order of all of the 9 functions listed.
This consensus is significant, especially in view of the fact
that pfincipals and céunselors tend to disagree guite fre-
quently in their responses to the counselor role in relation
to other people, such as the child and parent. It is also

-significant that counselors and directors agree on only 5

of the 9 items listed whereas they generally tend to fave a

closer agreement of counselor role. Educators and super-

intendents, however, generally tend to disagree with counselors’

views of the ideal raﬁking of functions in relation to
teachers, with superintendents agreeing with counselors on

only 4 of the 9 ifems and counselor educators agreeing on

only 2 of the 9 items. It is interesting that despite the

fact that some of the groups indicated that they felt that

item b, "assist in discipling” should be of moderate importance,

all five groups ranked this item in ninth position, or of
least importance in the total fuactioning of the counselor
in his relations with the teacher.

Table 2:9 gives the Values of p derived from the iann-
Whitney U Test which tested the hypothesis that all groups

have the same distribution and thus come from the same or

like populations.

g e
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Table 2:9
MANN-WHITNEY U Te3T
Teacher-iThat 3hould Be
Values of p*

Iteﬁ Prin., Jir. Supt. =duc.
a .004. .004 .004 | .004
b .028 .048 .006 .004
c .155 .210 111 .038
d .155 .155 .093 .004
e .183 111 111 .016
£ 012 .022 .016 .004
g .133 . .06l 111 .016
h .183 155 111 .016
i  .oss .155 .155 .028

*Values of p sicnificant at ,05 level or below,

The educators, Tahle 2:9 shows, have a significantly differeat
distribution from that of the counselors in every case,
Principals have a significantly different distribution in ¢
cases of the 9; directors in 3 cases of the 9; and super-
intendents in 2 cases of the 9. ‘lc might examine item i,

where there are two groups for which the null hypothesis must

be accepted and two groups for which it must be rejected.

Counselors: 1:¢2 2:2 3:9 4:29 5:37
Principals: l:1 - 2:0 3:3 4:8 5:19
Directors: l:1 2:1 3:7 4:8 5:18
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 3:4 4:6 5:10
Educators: 1:0 2:0 3:0 4:2 95:5

. 164
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To look first at the distribution of the three wiich are
similar, we note that the counselors, directors and super-
intendents all have a distribution which moves equally frez

. 1 to 2 and then moves upward to the right. Principals we
note move downward from 1 to 2, then slowly upward to 4
and then dramatically right and upward at 5. Educators
maintain a straight line at C for numbers 1, 2 and 3 and then
move rapidly right and upward to 4 and S. Thus we must
reject the null hypothesis for these latter two groups and
accept the alternate hypothesis which states that the groups .
come from different populations and nave a distribution un-
like that of the counselors. ‘e note that of the 36 cases,
the null hypothesis is rejected a total of 19 times, and

accepted a total of 17 times.

Administration-7hat Should 3e: Table 2:10 gives the means
for the five groups in response to the items on Part I, D,
Administration-What Should Be. Table 2:10 indicates that

3 items receive a consistent rating of less than mcderat=
importance. These functions are b, “substitute whan neededr;
d, "help in scheduling,” and g, ”wr“.lite federal projects.”
41l groups, then, feel fhat these three functions should be
of little importance i\n the total role of the elementary
guidance counselor in relation to the administration. No
items are frequently ranked as very important, thus better

than 4.00, although 4 items receive at least one rating of

0D




95

better than 4.00: items a, ¢, &, and f which are respectively:
“maintain central record file,” "recommend group or grade place-
ment, ” "pa.rticipate in workshops.” and "prévide reports of
counselor activities.” e see that superintendents tend to
st:ress the more routine or clerical functions, rating items ‘
a and f as "very important.” Counselors rank only 1l item as ‘
vez;y important, item ¢ -- recomuiending placement of children.
Eduéators rank as very important only itea e, "pafticipate

in workshops."}_ Theiy regard this function along with items <,
placament, and f, reporting counselor activities, as ideally
the three most important functions of the counselor in re-
lation to the administration. The range of zf;eans goes fron
1.00 -- absolutely not important -- to 4.29, very important.
Table 2:11 shows the actual rank of means for each of the five
groups responding to the questionnaire. There is a consensus
on item b, which all groups rank in eighth place, and a good
agreement on items e, g, h and f which are genei'ally ranked

1, 7, S and 3 respectively. There is wide disagreement on

¢, "group placement,” with principals and superintendents
tending to give that function nust less émphasis ideally than
the other three groups. Counselors, as we have noted, feel
that ideally that is the counselor’s most important function
in relation to the administration. There is also wide dis-

agreement on item a, maintaining central files, with the

superintendent and principal ranking that function as of more

B o 'é:ix’ N CIE P WL
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importance than it is ranked by any of the other groups.

Educators tend to place that item low on the list of counselor

tasks.

Table 2:10
Adninistration-ithat 3hould Be

Table of lleans

Iten Coun. ~Prin. vir. Supt. 2duc. Total
a  3.05 3.60  2.78  4.10 2.00 3.11
b 1.41 1.81 1.05 1.5C 1.00 1.35
c 4,02 3.51 3.57 3.40 3.57 3.51
d 2.43 2.64 2.26 2,70 1.43 2.27
e 3.77 3.83  3.94 4.10 4,29 3.99
£ 3.09 3.61 3.09 4.00 3.48 3.45
g 2.19 2.48 2,12 2,90  2.48 2,43
h 2,72 3.35 2.67 3.90 2.43 3.01
Table 2:11
Administration-.hat 3Should Be
Rank Order of iieans
Item Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt. tduc. Total
a 4 3 4 1.5 6 4
b 8 8 8 8 8 8
c 1 4 2 'S5 2 2
d 6 6 6 7 7 7 ._
e 2 1 1 1.5 1 1
£ 3 2 3 3 3 3
g 7 7 7 "6 4 6 ;
h 5 5 5 4 5 5 ;
1q i
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Table 2:12 reveals the values of p for the Mann-Whiteny U
Test and thus shows the number of rejections and acceptances
of the null hypothesis that the groups have the same dis-

tribution and thus come from the same or like populations.

Table 2:12
MANN-WHITHNEY U TE3T
Administration-.lhat 3hould Be
Values of p*

Item Prin. . Dir. Supt. ‘Educ.
a .006 .022 .008 .004
b .210 .133 .183 111
c .022 - 185 .lll\ .023
d .012 .061 - «004 .004
e .133 S a1 111 .016
f .004 .008 .004 .004
— - 111 .133 .028 .0056
- h . .008 .008 | .004 .004

*Values of p sicnificant at .05 level or below.

The null hypothesis is rejected a total of 21 tines out of
32. This mean§ that we must accep* the null hypothesis 11
times,‘that.in 11 cases the distribution of the group being
compared with the counselors is so similar to that of the
cbunselors that the difference is no more than what might be

attributed to chance. We see that on items a, f and h we

.must reject the null hypothesis for every group, but that

on item b we must accept the null hypothesis for every group.

168
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Since b is the only item which all groups ranked in exactly
the same position (as Table 2:11 shows), we would expect
that the results of the Hann Whitney U Test would confifm
that. 4s we have come to expecf, the group which rejects
the null hypothesis most frequently is that of the counselor
educators, whose distribution agrees in only one instance.
Superintendents reject the null h&pothesis S5 times and direc-
tors and principals each reject it 3 times, This is also
what we would expect from our examination of means and ;f
the tallies. Generally the principals and directors agree
more frequently with the counselors than do the other two
groups. .

Outside Agencies and Commurity - “hat Should Be: The means of

the responses of the various groups to the set of items under

"outside agencies and comaunity” are listed in Table 2:13 below.

Table 2:13

Outside Agencies and Community
What 3hould Be
Table of ileans

1tem Coun., Prin, Jir, Suot, zduc, Totals
a 4,36 4,26 4,47 4,10 3.00 4,04
b 4,32 3.87 4,30 4,10 2.67 3.85
3,90  3.84 3.53  4.10 2,33 3.56
d 3.75 3.48 3.79 4,10 2,50 = 3.52

e 3.09 4,09 4,03 4.40 2.50 3.62
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Superintendents rate all of the counselors’ work with out-

side agencies and communities as of a very important nature
while counselors tend to rank these items as at least moder-
ately important and on items a and b, "refer children for
special services” and "provide information to outside agencies
upon request,” very important. They list as least important,
although still hichly importent, acting "as liaison for
parents to outside agencies.” Counselor educators consider
only 1 of the counselor functions with outside agencies and
community as, ideally, of at least moderate importance, ranking
all but a as of less than moderate importance. They are the
only group, incidentally, which ranks any of these functions
as of only slight inportance. e might.note that none of

the groups assigns any of the functions to the category of
1.00 or “not important.”

Table 2:14 gives the rank.order of ‘the meﬁns of the five
groupé involved in the study and thus allows us to examine
more closely the order in which they place the S functions
listed for odtside agencies and community. All but the
superintendent consider the most important function of the
counselor in relation to outside agencies and community to
be item a3, “refer children for special services.” The super-

intendents liét item e, "act as liaison for parents to outside

-
it o s s e e e w

agencies” as of number 1 importance. Principals consider

public relations of least importance while all groups rank that ?
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in the SO0th percentile or less. No group agrees with the
counselors more than 3 times with only the directors agreeing

that frequently.

Table 2:14
Outside Agencies and Community
What 3hould Be
Rank Order of ileans

Ttem __ Coun. Prin, Jir, Suot. bduc, Total
a 1 1 1 3.5 1 1
b 2 3 2 3.5 T2 ‘2
c 3 4 S 3.5 S 4
d 4 S 4 3.5 3.5 S
e S 2 3 1 3.5 3

Table 2:15 shows tﬁe values of p for the Mann Whitney U Test

of these responses.

Table 2:15
MANN-JHITNEY U TZ3T
Outside Agencies and Community
What 3hould Be

Values of p*

tem Prin, Coun. “Sunt, Educ.
a .421 .210 .155 .133

b - .210 - .210 111 .028

¢ .048 .004 .048 .012

d. .155 111 .075 .006

e 111 .155 075 . .028

#*Values of » significant at .05 level or Deiow.
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Thirteen times out of 20 .we are required to accept the null
hypothesis on our evaluition and analysis of Part I, E --
should be. Only item ¢ consistently rejects the null hypo-
thesis. For all groups except the educators item ¢ is the
only item for which we must reject the null hypothesis. The
educators, however, differ in the distribution of their
responses with those of the counselor in four out of five
cases. Thus in most instances wWwe must conclude that the
variance in the distribution of the responses to this part
of the questionnaire is no more than might be attributable
to chance.

Counselor Responses - The Friedman: Using the Friedman Two-

Way Analysis of Variance there are two ways in which we can
examine the results of the Test. First we can examine the
comparison between each group’s responses to “what is” and
®"what should be” for all of the items in Part I. 3econd,

we can examine the results on the Friedman Test in a compari-
son of each group to one another for each particular part of
Part I, parts A, B, C, D, and E. Let us begin by examining
the counselors results on the Friedman Test as we compare the
p (level of significance) for each of the § categories of
Part I. Table 3:1 explores these relationships. The null
hypothesis for the Friedman Two-wWay &nalysis of Variance
might be restated in terms of the counselor functions to state

that the responses to the counselors’ views of their actual
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roles as indicated by their responses to "what is” have the
same distribution as their views of their ideal roles as
indicated by their responses to ”“what should be.” In view
of this null hypothesis we would have a si¢gnificant differ-
ence of p of less than .05 and in such cases we would reject

the null hypothesis.

Table 3:1
Friedman Two-Jay Analysis of Variance
Group: Elementary Guidance Counselors

Value of p*
item Child Parent Teacher Adnmin, Acen. % Commun,

a = .458 >.792 D.167 £05 <05
b = .375 <05 <05 £05 %05
c 2083 05 <05 05 >.792
d <05 <05 <05 <05 &4,05
e <05 <05 542 <05 ' &0S
f (.’0§ <05 | >.625. >.208

g K05 =625 <.05 <05

h <05 <05 <05 <05

i <05 K0S <05‘

j <05

¥Values of p sicnificant at .05 level or below.

Wdith these conditions in mind, we can see from our examination
of Table 3:1 that the null hypothesis is accepted only 10
times out of a possible 4l times. In 31 cases, then, we must

reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternate hypothesis
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that the view of the actual and the ideal roles of the coun-
éelor are significantly different. One way to examine the
results of the Friedman is to look at the tallies. For example,
under “child” item a, the p value is .458; we must accept the
null hypothesis; consequently we would not expect any amore

than chance variance in distribution of responses.,

What is 1:14 2:23 3:22 4:11 S
What Should be 1:5 2:9 3:25 4:24 S

We can see that the skew is to the right on the “./hat is” row

8
1

8

and to the left on the “Jhat should be” row, but the distribu-
tion is essentially the same, despite the mirror effect. 1In

item d under “child” we reject the null hypothesis,

What is: 1:27 2:22 3:19  4:7 5:1
What 3Should be: 1:22 2:14 3:27 4:10 5S5:3

Here we see that responses under “what is” have a left upward
movement while responsés under “what should be” have a peak at 1
1 and a higher one at 3; the movement is right upward throuch
rank 3. The table indicates that counselors do not feel that
what they actually do in the schools is what they should be
doing. They rank as receiving the wrong degree of exphasis

in their actual role the following: 7 functions under “parent;”
6 functions under “teacher;” 7 functions under administration;
and 3 functions under outside agencies and community, In‘
percentages all of these figures reoresent more than half

of their actual functions. A look back at the Table of Rank
Order of lieans will support this concept. For exanple,

if we look back at Tables 1:2 and 2:2 where we find the Rank

Order of Means for the “Child-lhat Is” and the "2hild-Jhat
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Should Be”, we note that there is a great deal of shifting

of ranks as indicated by the means of the responses of the
counselors to items a - _j on Part A of Part I, Only items
ranked 1, 5, 6 and 10 remain the same. There is a rather
dr&stic shifting of items a and b which nove from 7 and 4
respectively on “what is” to 4 and 7 respectively on "what
should be.” The point of inclusion of this information

here is simply to point out that an examination of previous
information supports the information provided by the Friedman
Two-lay Analysis of Variance and helps to clarify the exact

nature of that variance.

Table 3:2
Friedman Two-ay Analysis of Variance
Group: Directors of Guidance

Value of p*

Ttem  Cnild Parent _ Teacher adain, icen. % Comzin.
a  =.458 {+05 05 <.05 <.0
b <05 <05 <05 <05 - <.05
c (05 <-05 <-05 <05 = ,208
d <05 <08 &-05 >.063 5. 167
e .05 <08 >.208 <+05 <.05
£ (05 .08 $.542 05
g =.208 > 208 .05 K08
h $.063 .05 .05 £-05
i <05 458 $.958
j <-05

*Value of p significant at .05 level or bolow.
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Again we see that there is a great tendency to reject the
null hypothesis. In fact in 30 of the 41 cases, we must do
so, only accepting the null hypothesis in 11 of the cases.
We}note that we can accept the null hypothesis only once
under the items in the administration section; only twice

for parent functions and for agencies and community functions
and only three timeé for the other two groups of functions. .
This table indicates that directors generally envision the
elementary guidance counselors functions as ideally quite

different from what they actually are.

Table 3:3
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Group: Counselor Educators
Value of p*

Tten Child Parent ___Teacher Idnin, izen. & Loa.
a <:.05 = ,834 ;>.203_ :>.792 _>.208
b <:.05 = ,458 < .05 .<.05 = .458
¢ S.458 = .83  >.375 = .208 >.958
d <:.05 = .834 £ .08 = ,208 ;>.157
e <:.05 _>.208 >.542 = ,208 :>.792
£ >.542 .79 >.792 .05
g =1,00ys ;>.792 = .,208 <05
h :>.958 = ,458 = .458 ;>.542
i .05 = .83 .958
j = ,834

¥Value of o sionificant at .05 level or —elow.
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By looking at both tables J:1 z2nd 3:2 we could compare the
degree of similarity or difference between counselors and
directors in their acceptance or rejection of each item bt
we Qill use tables 3:6 through 3:10 to do this for more
clarity, and we will compare all groups with one another in

- their responses on those tables. e are immediately struck by
the fact that there is much more tendency to accept the null
hypothesis on the responses to the various items by the coun-
selor educators. In fact, their responses indicate an
acceptance of the null hypothesis 31 out of 41 times. Ve
can examinz two sets of tallies to see exactly where the
difference seems to lie and wheré the likeness occurs. For
one which accepts the null hypothesis, let us look at the
tallies of responses for question a under administration.

What is: 1:0 2:2 3:1 4:2 sS:1
What should be: 1:3 2:2 3:1 4:0 5:1

de note that in this case there is a spread between 2 and

S on the "what is” responses and a spread from 1 to § on

the "what should be” with exactly 1/6 falling at the central
point or 3. We might contrast this distribution with that
for item Q.pnder administration, where we find that we must
reject the null hypothesis.

What is:

1 S:0
What should be: 1

0
9 5S:0

We note that on the ”“what is” responses there‘is a right up- 3

1 2 4 4
7 2 0 ¢4

e oo
o oo

l 3
0 3

ward movement through 3. On the “what should be” responses,

et e 0

however, there is a complete drop after 1 so that the pile-up
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is completely on the left., The difference is visually obvious
when we examine these tallies and by doing so, we can attach
more meaning to the Friedman Two-'lay Analysis results.,

In Table 3:4 we shall examine these same responses for

the Principals.

Table 3:4
Friedman Two-Wlay Analysis of Variance
Group: Principals

item Child Parent Teaclier Adain. Acen, % Coruaun.
a  ).458 792 ¢G0S >.208 3,208
b <05 >.458 (08 >+167 <.05
c >.375 >.208 ).458 >.542 . >.958
d >-167 <05 <.05 <.05 >.792
e .458 L+ 05 D453 >.958 >.208
£ GO05S (05 792 >.458 )
g  ».063 1,000 208 <05
h (05 > 958 (05 >.958
i .05 405 5.208
y 5,063
¥Value of o sicnificant af .05 Tevel or below, _

In 26 cases of the 41 we must accept the null hypothesis, thus
stating that the variance of the distribution is no more than
‘can be actributable to chance. For examination, let us looi at
administration, e where the null hypothesis is aczepted at a

.558 degree of p (probability).
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What is: 1:10 2:7 3:5 4:4  5:2
What should be: 1l:1 2:2 3:7 4:11 5:9
There is a right downward movement on ”what is” and a right

upward movemen: on “what should be.” On "what is” there

are 17 below the rank of 3 and on “what should be” there are
20 above the rank of 3, e can see that the distribﬁtion is
reversed and the skews are to the opposite sides., However,
the one is a mirror reflection of the other and the null
hypothesis is accepted, with the assumption statistically

being that the variance in the distribution is a matter of

chance.
Table 3:5
Friedman Two-Yay Analysis of Variance
Group: S3Superintendents
Value of p*
Item _ Child Parent Teacher idain, igen. & commua
a  >.083 &.05 .05 K05 £.05
b = .208 <.05 >.208 <.OS <.05
c <.OS <.05 <005 <005 <.05
d <.05 <.05 <.05 <.05 <.05

e (.05 <05 GO (L05 -0
£ &-05 .08 .05 {05

g <08 ».208 (.05 408

h =.4%8 ¢-05 {05 .208

i 405 >.542 <08

j ».087

*Value of p significant at .05 level or below,

.19
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Again we see that in 7 cases we must accept the null hypo-
thesis but that in 34 cases we must reject it. ‘ We would
assume from these figures that Sunerintendents generally fzel
that counselors’ actual functions are not what they should
be ,.in an ideal situation. A look at Tables 1:14 and 2:14 should
bear out these figures. By turning to them, we note that
superintendents ranked items on "what is” in relation to out-
side agencies and the community in the following order: a:3,
b:1.5, c:4, d:5, and e:1.5. On "what should be” they ranked
in the following order: a:315, b:3.5, ¢:3.5, d:3.5 and e:l.
We can see that whereas they ranked actual functions 2 and
e as tied for first place, they ranked ideal function e as _}_
Where they ranked items a, ¢ and d in third, fourth and fifth
positions of importance, they recomnended items a, b, ¢, d, in
tied positions of importance only second to item e. Thus
they have a great difference between their view of the actual
functions of the counselor and their view of the ideal functions
in relation to outside agencies and community.

- By examining all five of our sample groﬁps together we
can conmpare the degree of difference in their responses to
each section of Part I, Table 3:6 lists the p values derived

from the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance for all five

groups on the items under section i, Child.




Table 3:6
Friedman Two-Jay Analysis of Variance
Item Analysis, Part A-Child

Value of p*

Ttem __coun, Prin. Dir. Suot. £duc.
a = .458  ).458 =.458 >.063 £.05
b =.375 (.05 +05 =.208 &-05
¢ 2.063  5.375 (.08 (-05 >.458
d (.05 167 05 (05 ..<.os
e (.05 > 458 405 {05 K05
f (.05 {-05 {05 {-08 >.542
g <.0S >:083 .208 {05 = 1.000
h (.05 {05 >.063 = .458 >.958
i .05 <-08 {08 {os K05
i - .05 >.063 .05 %4167 >.834

*Value of p significaant at .05 level or below,

We see that counselors and directors moét often see the ideal
function of the counselor as quite dJdifferent from the actual
fur{ction, as revealed by the fact that both groups reject the
null hypothesis 7 out of 10 times, Superintendents reject

the null hvpothesis 6 out of 10 times; educators 5 times and
principals 4 times. This means that principals accept the
null hypothesis 6 times, or in other words that in three-fifths
of the cases they are satisfied that the qounselor's actual

role is the same las his ideal role. All other groups feel

Ay B s se e T

that in at least half of his functions within his role he is

0121
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not performing the ideal functions or at least not giving

them the proper degree of stress.

Table 3:7
Friedman Two-/ay Analysis of Variance
Iten Analysis, Part 5-Parent

Value of p*

Iten Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt _=duc,
a >.792 > .792 < 05 <.05 =.834
b .05 > 438 <L 05 <.05 =.458
¢ <.0§ >.208 <L 05 <05 =.834
d <.05 .05 <.05 <.05 =.834
e <L.05 .05 < .05 <.05 .208
£ <05 < .05 <.05 | <.05 T >.792
g >.625 =1,000 >>.208 >.208 >.792
h .05 ~>.958 <03 <05 =.458
i <05 <05 ~>.458 >.542 =.834

*Value of » sicnificant st .05 level or below,

We can see that 41l groups were most happy with the amcuat

of stress placed on item g, "conduct group counseling.” Or
the basis of our other tables and the statistical analyses
they represent, we can further state that all groups see
this function as given litfle stress in the schools and re-
commend that it continue to receive little stress. Educators
tend to accept all of the functions in relation to the parent
as approximating the ideal. The other four groups, however,

are displeaced with the amount of emphasis placed on itezs d,
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emphasis placed on them,

of the same information.,

greater emphasis in an ideal counselor role,

responderts to write in the rank piacement of counselor
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e and £ and either feel that there should be more or less

Question s of Part II asks the

functions and thus attempts to probe more fully the degrees
of.stress although an analysis of the tallies can give much
For example by looking at item £,
“individual counseling,” we discover that all four grougps

believe that individual counseling of parents should receive

Priédman-Two-Nay Analysis of Variance

Table 3:8

Item Analysis, Part C-Teacher

Value of p*

Item Coun, Prin, ir, Supt, =dus.
a >.167 < .05 <05 .05 >.208
b <L .05 < .05 <05 . >.208 05
c < .08 >.458 .08 <.08 4375
d <.05 < <.05 <.05 .08
e >.542 >.458 >.208 < -08 542
f >.625 >.792 .542 QL . 792
g <.hos >.208 .05 K05 *>.208
h <.05 <.08 <05 <05 .458
i £.05 ~>.208 >.958 .05 638

*Value of o significant at .05 level or below.
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On Table 3:8 we see that in no case do all five groups accept

the null hypothesis. On two items, e and f all groups except
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the Superintendents accept the null hypothesis. This means
that the difference in the variance of their distributions
between what is and what should be in relation to the teacher
is similar enough so that any variance can be attributed to
chance. Overall the general tendency, however, is to reject
the null hypothesis for most items thus showing that all five
- groups frequently feel that the actual functions of the
counselor in relation to teachers are not receiving the
proper degree of emphasis. This statement is not true,
however, for the educators, who, as previous tables have
shown, tend most frequently to accept the null hypothesis.,
They tend, in other words, to consider the actual functions
of the counselor as being close to the ideal functions in
relation to teachers., ‘e see that principals most frequently
accept the null hypothesis, accepting it all but 2 times;
that educators accept the null hypothesis all but 3 times

and that all other groups tend to reject the null hypothesis
most of the time, We have come to expect this responsz from
educators. Principals, however, here indicate that in general
they are satisfied fhat the actual functioning of the guidance
counselor in relation to the administration is close to the
ideal, Counselors most frequently reject the null hypothesis,

indicating that they most often feei that their actual Ffunctions

in relation to the administration are not close to the ideal

and thus are not given the proper degree of émphasis in all
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but one case where the null hypothesis is accepted. This
occurs for item f, “provide reports of counselor activities”
which they then to accept with an almost equal distribution
écross the ranks from 1 to 5§, thus indicating wide disagree-
ment among counselors on both the actual and the ideal role,
ahd thus showing that any variance between distribution of

the two is due to chance.

Table 3:9
Friedman Two-way Analysis of Variance
Item Analysis: Part JD-Adninistration
Value of p*

ltem Coun. °rin, Jir, _Sunt. oduc,
a .05 .28 <.0S <05 792
b .08 >.167 <05 <.08 <05
c .05 >.542 <.05 .05 =.208
d .05 <.05 >.063 <.0s =.203

e .05 D958 <.05 <.0s =.203
£ .203 .58 <05 <.05 <05
g .05 <.05 <.05 <.05 <05

h .05 >.958 <.05 =, 203 >.542

*Valuve of o sicnificant at .05 level or ==2lou,

Table e:10 shows the responses of all groups according to
the values of p based on the Friedman Twe-7ay inalysis of
Variance in the relation of counselers to agencies and
community. In every case educators accept the null hypo-
:thesis; in three cases principals accept the. null hypothesis;

in two cases the directors accept i%t; in one case
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the counselor does and in no cases does the superintendent
group. Je must assume that superintendents see a need for
change of emphasis in all areas of counselor-agency and

comnunity relations but that in no case do educators see a

need for a3 change of emphasis in these areas. Counselors

tend to agree more closely with superintendents than they do

with educators, since they disagree with superintendents

only on item c, "do follow up studies.” By looking at the
tallies we can see that counselors see a much stronger need
for increased emphasis in this area since they increase the

mean rating by 1l.15 while superintendents increase it only

by 66,

Table 3:10
Priedman Two-.ay Analysis of Variance
Item Analysis: Part i-Ageucies aad Community
Value of p*

Coun, Prin. Dir, Supt., _ cduc.

.05 >.208 .05 <.05 >.208
L.05  <L0s <.0s <.05 >>.458
>.792  >.958  =,208 &.05 >.958

d K05 792 >.167 .05 >.167

e 05 a8 .05 <.05 >.792

*Values of p significant at .05 level or below,




- _ Questionnaire Part 1II

Lgd&ert-type scales: In Part II questions a through p, the

Lifkert-type scales, the items are not interdependent. 1In
some cases, in fact, they are mutually exclusive. For ex-
ample where a respondent indicated that he feels that state
cértification requirements should be revised, he would not
also indicate that they should be eliminated, since the two
_responses show an opposite attitude toward certification. For
this reason, Part II can not ke analyzed in exactly the sane
way as was Part I, The same statistical instrumenats, the
establishment of the mean and the establishument of the value
of p in the Xann-<'hitney U Test, have been used, but the

table of ranks of means has been omitted because ranking is
not relevant to these items. /e can, by lookirng 2t the Table
of Means, 4:1, evaluate the responses of the various groups *c
each of the questions concerning educational training, cer-
-tification and desirable concommitant activities for the
elementary guidance counselor. ‘

Table 4:1, which follows,.shows us that all groups
overwhelmingly feel that revision of state certification
requirenments for elementary guidance counselors, item a, is
necessary. 1ihe mean for each simple is in at least the “moder-
ately imgrrtant” category of 3.C0 or higher. For the cuper-
intendents and educators the mean is over 4.00 or in the “very
important” category of response. By looking a2t the responses
to item b, eliminate certification, we can see that all groups

rank this within the 1.00 to 2.00 degree of
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or as "not important.” Items ¢ and d can also be compared.
Item ¢ states that elementary guidance counselors should

have a broad liberal arts education; item d states that they
should have a broad behavioral science education. e can see
by examining the means, that the responses are only slightly
higher for item d and that responses are very mixed, with ¢
generally having a mean of more than 3.00 or "moéerately
important,” and d having a mean of more than 4.00 or "very
important.” Educators, we note, favor 2 behavioral science
education for counselors, with a mean response of 4,12 as

opposed to a mean resgonse of 2.75 to broad likeral arts

education. Both directors and superintendents as well as T

principals favor a broad behavioral science background al-
though the number of “"moderately important” rankings for a
broad liberal arts education are significant of some dis-
agreement among all these groups. The same is true for

counselors who rank both in the 3.00 to 4.00 range. Of iteas

e, f and g, counselor educators rank as very important item £,

“strong psychology background” and itenm g, "strong guidance
background” but consider "strong elementary education pre-
paration”item e of only slight inportance. All other groups
rate preparation in elementary education of at least moderate
importance, with elementary school pr.ucipals ratirng it
highest, almost into the range of “very important” with a

3.94 mean. A4ll groups rate a strong psychology background as
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“very importarit” and all but directors consider a strong
guidance background as “very important.” They, however, consid-

er it of high moderate importance with a mean of 3.88.

Table 4:1
Education and Certification
Table of lieans

ltem _ Coun, Prin, Dir, Supt. =duc. Total
a 3.92 3,45 3.97  4.30 4.50 4.05
b 1.32 1.83 1,48  1.50 1.12 1.72
c 3.03 3.36 3.26  3.20 2.75 3,12
d 3.95 4,39 4,17  4.40 4,12 4,21
e 3.37 3,94 3.20  3.50 2.87 3,38
£ 4.29 4.23 4.20  4.50 4.00 4.24
g 4.01 4.19 3.83  4.40 4.12 4,12
h 3,27 3.71 3.17 3,90 3.87 3.58
i 3.93 3.84 3.83 4,10 4.50 4.04
3 3.72 3.67 3.08 3,50 2.62 3.32
k 4,06 4.29 3.91 4,20  4.50 4.19
1 3.62 3.74 3.43  3.50 3.12 3.48
n 4.14 3.94 4,08  3.40 4,25 3,92
n  3.27  3.07 3.68  3.40 4,25  3.52
o 4.15 3.71 4,45 3,40 4.12 3.77
P 3,87 4,09 4,11 = 4.30 3.87 4.05

All groups feel that a knowledge of research and statistics,

item h, is at least moderately important with a range of
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means from 3.17 to 3.90. All groups also rate preparation

for parent counseling item i, as at least moderately important
and two groups rank it as very important: superintendent. |
and educators. e see a wide range of response, almost 1.00,
in answer to item j, "experience in classroom teaching.”
Educators tend to feel that such experience is only slightly
important while counselors themselves feel that it is moder-
ately important and close to being very important. Principals
agree with counselors on this guestion. Directors are approx-
imately halfway between counselors and educators in their
response, but still rank it as moderately important. “An
internship in elementary guidance” receives a mean response
of "very important” from all groups except directors, who

rank item k as very close to that degree of importance.
Psychometric training, item 1, is seen as of less importaace
although it still is moderately important to the elementary
guidance counselor’s training. Of all five groups, only those
least directly involved in the actual guidance functions in
the school -- the principals and the superintendents -- rate
item m as only moderately important. Both the counselor and
the director of guidance, as well as the counselor educater,
deem very important this item, the ability of the counselor
to have flexibility in determining his functions. It must

be admitted, hoﬁever, that even a mean of ”“moderately import-

ant” is high on the scale and thus we nmight éonclude that all
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groups generally feel that counselors need to have flexibility,

being free to enact whatever functions seen to them as most
important at any particular time. 311 groups also felt that
it was at least moderately important for counselors to be-
long to area and state counselor organizations, item n, and
that they should participate in professional improvement
activities, item p. In fact three groups rated p and one
group rated n “very important.” Three groups also rated a
*master’s degree minimum” item o as very important while two
groups rated it moderately important. Counselors, directors
and educators all feél it is very important and principals
and superintendents feel it is moderately important.

The values of p obtained from the lMann-Whitney U Test
allow us to take a closer look at the distribution of re-
sponses of the five sample populations to the questions we
have been discussing. Table 4:2 lists these values for all
groubé, giving tie value as coapared to the responses by
the counselors themselves to each item. The lann-ihitney U
Test tests the null hypothesis that groups A and B have the
same distribution and therefore come from the same or like
pOpulationﬁ. In each case the counselor sample represents
one group and each of the other groups represent in turn the
other group being compared by the test. If we look at Table
'4:2 we can see that counselors and principals had a distri-

bution similar enough so that any variance was attributable
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Open-ended gquestions: In order to allow respondents to

express themselves more freely and to gather more specific

data for the study, three open-ended questions were used in

Part II. Question g_aéked for 1 response to the following:

#List below the courses you feel should be required for

elementary counselor preparation.”

The number of times that

a course was mentioned was tallied and all courses mentioned

were noted. Table 4:3 lists the courses mentioned and the

number of times that they were mentioned by each group with

a column of totals. C designates counselors; P-principals;

D-directors; 3-superintendents and E-counselor educators.

Required Courses for Counselors

Table 4:3

Part II: question g
Course C P D 3 £ Total
Child Development and Psychology S6 10 18. 3 7 94
Introductory Psychology 13 8 3 2 0 26
Adolescent Psychology 14 4 4 0 0 22
Abnormal Psychology 52 7 10 S S 79
Educational Psychology 17 7 5 0 6 35
Individual Testing 62 7 21 3 7 100
Group Testing 45 7 19 2 7 80
Tests and lieasurements 14 1 6 0 0 15
Introduction to Guidance 35 8 5 2 0 SO0
Research and Statistics 19 4 12 3 1 39
Sociology 8 3 1 4 22
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~Course C_ D 3 E Total

Sensitivity training 11 3 9 S 4 32
Group Counseling 61 7 17 1 6 92
Individual Counseling 52 7 19 l § 84
Counseling Internship . 23 0 7 0 1 3l
Practicum 23 2 8 1 4 39
Reading Problems 6 0 1 0 1 8
Learning Disabilities 32 0 10 1 1 44
Theories of Personality 18 0 1 1 4 24
Family Counseling 22 S 6 0 0 33
Emotionally Disturbed 12 0 0 0‘ 0 12
Play Therapy 13 0 1 0 0 14
Behavior Modification 10 0 2 1 0 13
Case Study 12 0 c 0 0 12
Occupational Information 13 3 3 0 5 24
Counseling Theories 0 0 0 3 3 6
Comnunity Resources 3 1 2 1 0 7
Projective Techniques 2 0 c 0 1 3
Mental Health ) 0 c 1 o0 6
Learning Theory 11 S 2 1 1 20
Consultation 2 0 c 0 O 2
Philosophy of Education 0 3 S 1 0 9
School Law 2 1 c 0 O 3
Educational Testing 6 o o 0 3 3
Drug Education 0 0 c 0 1 1
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The most frequently mentioned courses, with a number of
mentions of greater than 80, are Individual Testing, Child
Development and Psychology, Grour, Testing, Individual
Counseling and, with 79 mentions, Abnormal Psychology. Fron
the number of mentions we can see that the responses to
questions d and f of Part II are substantiated by the re-
sponses to question g. Psychology is especially stressed and
the behavioral sciences are most frequently mentioned among the
courses listed. The whole area of testing receives frequent
mention also. 3ome of the newer courses, such as sensitivity
training, Behavior modification, ramily counseling, learning
disabilities and drug education are mentioned particularly

by counselors, directors and educators -- those probably most
involved with counselor courses. Principals, directors and
superintendents show a slight concern for Philosophy of Zdu-
cation while counselors and counselor educators completely
overlook this course. There is perhaps some overlap among
the courses which would explain why some groups mentioned
some courses and others did not. For example, counseling
theories were mentioned only by superintendents and educators.
Such theories, however, might be thought by other groups to
be covered sufficiently in Introductory Suidance or Testing
courses. Learning theory, whicn is only mentioned 20 times,
miqht be thought by many to be adeguately discussed in courses

- -l

such as Child Development or Educational Psychology. Intern-
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ship in elementary guidance, which is rated in question k,

is mentioned under g only 31 times, a comparatively small
number oF times. On the other hand, the next question,
question r, asks what changes should be made in State re-
quirements for certification. A number of persons felt that
an internship in guidance should be mandatory and some
suggested that it should be required in lieﬁ of elementary
teaching experience. Thus we can not get an adequate concept
of the real attitude toward internships by looking at the
responses to question g alone. The sarme thing is true of the
counseling practicum which is frequently mentioned in question
I but is mentioned unaer question g only 39 times, not a high
number of times compared to a course in Group Testing, for
example. Table 4:4 documents the responseé to question r:
"List any important changes you feel should be nade in State
éertification laws in Massachusetts.” Respondents were given
five blanks in which to write suggested changes. .A major
‘controversy in the lassachusetts State Deparfment of Education
in this year 1971-72 is the controversy over counselor certif-
jcation. Currently counselors are required to have teacher
certification. We can see that a number of our respondents
wished to express their views concerning this requirement
since it is a major issue in the controversy. Thus we have 30
. persons maintaining that teacher certification should be re-

quired for counselor education and 22 persons maintaining that
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it should not. Counselor educators and superintendents, we
note, more frequently expressed a view against teacher
certification while the other three groups more frequently
expressed approval of it. Thirteen persons felt that there
should be no certification whatsoever and 9 persons, all
drawn from the counselor and counselor educator groups, felt
that colleges should be.responsible for ceftifying counselors.
The requirement of an internship in guidance and a master’s
aegree in guidance before certification drew the two highest
responses. Twenty-five felt that course requirements for
certifization should be more rigid; 2 said they should be
less rigid. Thirteen respondents, most notably directors,
suggested that there should be a probation period for coun-
selors before certification in granted. As we might expect
from the responses to both items g and f, a number of coun-
selors recommended the addition of more psychology courses
for certification. The same number recommended adding a course
in learning disabilities as a requirement. An inportant
aspect of guidance, and one which h;s received a lot of atten-
tion in recent research, was mentioned by 4 respondents: that
is to make certification regulations so that they differ-

entiate between elementary and secondary counselors.
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Table 4:4
Counselor Certification
Question r

Change ' T P D 3 E Total

Require teacher certification 17 S s 2 1 30
No teacher certification 11 1 2 S5 3 22
No certification ' 4 1 2 5 1 13
Colleges should certify 6 0 o o0 3 9
Eliminate waivers 1 0 1 0 O 2
Require practicum 12 6 S 0 O 23
Require internship/guidance 18 12 6 1 1 38
llaster’s degree , 17 2 12 2 3 36
Omit occupational information 6 0 o 0 O 6
Nore rigid course requirements 20 1 4 0 O 25
Less rigid course requirements 0 .0 o 1 1 2
Probation period 2 1 10 0 0O 13
More psychology courses 12 0 1 0 0 13
Follow MA3CA recommendations 0 0 o 1.1 2
Differentiate between elea-

entary and secondary 2 1 1 0 O 4
Learning disabilities course 12 0 o 0 O 12

Table 4:5 analyzes the responses to question s: “List in
rank order what you consider the necessary functions of the
elementary guidance counselor! The nuabers under each group

represent the mean of the responses of each group, using 1 as
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rank 1, the highest, so that the larger the number, the lower

the rank given to it.

The chart does not reflect the number

of times that each response was given; therefore this infor-

mation is added in Table 4:7 since frequency is related to

degree of importance.

Table 4:5

Means of Counselor

Question s

Functions

Functions Related to: Coun, Prin. Dir. 3Supt. =duc,
Children 1.23 1,00 1,29 1.33 2.36
Parents 2.72 2,47 2,28 3.00 2.00
Teachers 2.60 2,08 2,29 2,55 1.37
Administrators 2.85 3.25 3.27 4.00 1.%6
Agencies/Comaunity 3.62 ° 4,00 3.60 4.25 4,22
Testing 3.00 3.33 3.64 2,50 2,75
Research 3.40 2,00 4,50 5,00 2.75
In-3ervice Teaching 3.13 4,00 ---- 4,00 3.50
Records 4,25 3.00 3,75 e=ee  ee-.
Elementary curriculum 3.50 3.00 eeee ~e== 5,00

We notice that all groups except the counselor educitors rank

services directly to children as of first importance.

Educa-

tors rate highest services to teachers and adwministrators.

Parents and teachers generally run in second and third posi-

tion and the means indicate that services to thsm are alaost

equally important to the four groups who adtually function

. 140




130

within the elementary school. Interestingly, everyone ranks
the administration higher than the top administrators do,
with counselors averaging betweer 2 and 3 in ranking then,
while superintendents themselves tend to agree on fourth
position. We note that educators rank them a close second
to teachers. Of the top five functions we find that each

group ranks in the following crder:

- : Table 4:6
Counselor Functions
Rank Order of lleans

Question s

Functions Related to: Coun. Prin. Vir. 3upt. =zduc.

Children | 1 1 1 1 4
Parents 3 3 2 3 3
Teachers 2 2 3 2 1
Administrators 4 4 4 4 2
Agencies/Comnunity 5 S 5 5 S

Thus all groups see the counselors’ services to agencies and
the community as only of fifth importance to the role. All
.pérsons in the school itself agree on the most important

as the child and the fourth.important the administration
functions and there is some disagreement between those con-
sidered ot second and third importance. It is interesting to
note that educators’ views, as we have been led to expect
from their previous answers to the questionnaire, disagree in

almost all cases.
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Table 4:7
Counselor Functions
Response Fraguency

Question s

runctions_Related to: _ Coun. Prin. 0Jir. Supt. =Zduc.
Children 70 20 24 9 8
Parents 28 15 22 7 8
Teachers 63, 13 22 9 8
Administrators 20 4 11 4 6
Agencies/Comnunity 39 8 10 4 4
Testing | 33 o 11 4 .
Research .5 2 4 1 4
In-3ervice Teaching 8 1 0 1 2
Records | 4 2 4 0 0
Elementary curriculum 15 1 0 0 1

Only a scattering of persons listed such items as research

and in-service teaching in answer to question s. Zy in-
service teaching, most clarified this phrase to nean teaching
teachers how to work with children with various kinds of
disabilities by means of workshops. 3 number of counselors
mentioned elementary curriculum, specifying such things as
scheduling as a clarification of their meaning. ‘e can observe
that many persons did not list five functions but rather

listed only 2 or 3 and in some cases only 1 which they con-

sidered important. ilost frequently counselors who mentioned
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only 1 mentioned counseling childrer. This, in fact, was
noted most frequently by all grbups, and reinforces the
response to Part I, A, item e, “counseling individuals and
groups” where this item was ranked of first importance by

most groups (see Tables 1:1 and 1:2).

Questionnaire Part III

_ Thelmost unpopular part of the questionnaire was part III,
the Sedantic differential scales. Apparently this type of
test was a new experience for many of the respondents because
a number of them refused to answer it, some even indicating
their displeasure with such written comments as “Ridiculous?¢”
"stupid” “You’'re wasting my time.” To give an idea of the
amount of hostility to these scales we can consider the
number of those who did respond to them in comparison to the

number of returns received. Table 5:1 gives this information.

Table S:1
Semantic Differential 3Scales
Responses

Coun., Prin. Jdir, 3Supt. Zduc. Total

Questionnaire Returns 79 33 34 20 8 174
Part III Responses 71 27 24 14 6 142

Approximately 8% were hostile to the scales and did not do
any of them. Of those shown in table S:1 10 did not complete

the scales. The Semantic Differential does hot attempt to
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obtain a response concerning a counselor’s functions, education
or certification. Rather, it attempts to elicit an image of
the counselor role as it relates to the elementary school’s
functions. For this reason, it was coupled with scales per-
taining to the elementary school principal. The study is not
concerned with the response to the principal, however. That
role.was used merely to provide a basis for comparison by
the respandents and was placed first in order to allow them to
gain experience with the use of the scale with the assumption
that this practice would make their responses to the counselor
role more valid. As we have noted in chapter III only 8
items were of interest to this particular study, the others
acting as fillers. All 8 of these items are evaluative ones
and thus are not concerned with such factors as activity or
potency in relation to the counselor’s role. Table 5:2
summarizes the means for the responses of all groups. RXe-
spondents were asked to place a X in the space which rost
nearly represented their attitude toward each set of bipolar
scales. In the analysis of these scales, the scales were
nﬁmbered 1 through 7 with 1 the lowest rating and 7 the highest.
The scales were randomly mixed throughout the 16 sets, so that
the 8 to be evaluated were dispersed thrcughout the test and
‘the poles were interchanged at random. Thus the words had to
. be read before a judgment could be made. Since 7.00 would be
the highest possible attainéble score, ratings over 3.50

would be favorable responses. Ratings as high as any of




in the 6 range.

Some responses we note are over six,

13

those on this scale are very high where the lowest mean is

Generally counselors
and directors rate over 6.00, both giving only one rating

of less than six. Aall of the principals’ ratings have a

4

-

5.2 given by educators in response to the fair-unfair scale.

mean in the S5.00 to $.99 range as do all of the educators’.

Superintendents cgive a mean rating of 4 in the § range and 4

This information leads us to the conclusion

that all groups have a very favorable image of the elementary

Table 5:2

Senmantic Differential 3cales

Table of leans

4, honest-
dishonest

6. clean-dirty

7. kind-cruel

9. bad-good

11, awful-nice

14, worthless-
valuable

16, fair-unfair

Totals

6.1 5.8 6.1
6.3 S.7 6.4

9.9
6.1

Bi-polar scale; Coun, ~frin. Jir. Jupt, =S3duc. ‘otsl
1. unpleasant-
pleasant 6.1 5.7 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.9

5.9
6.1

6.3 5.9 6.3 5.9 5.8 6.0
6.0 5.5 6.0 6.3 5.3 5.9
5.8 5.7 5.5 5.7 5.7 5.7
6.3 5.7 6.4 6.3 5.7 6.1
6.0 5.7 6.2 5.3 5.2 5.7
F.1 5.7 6.0 5.2 5.7 5.3
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counselor’s role, which is verified statistiﬁally by the F

test of variance a parametric test which analyzes variance
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from the mean, Table 5:3 provides this information schem-

atically.
Table 5:3
Semantic Differential 3Scales
F Test of Variance
F Standard Chance
Scale 05S Variance Deviation Variance F
l. unpleasant-
pleasant 2.69 17 1.19 61.8 .019
4, honest- '
dishonest 2.69 .10 .70 52.0 010
6. clean-
dirty 2,69 .000 .46 65,25 .C07
7. kind-cruel 2,69 .464 3.25 ) 64.30 .050
go bad'g°°d 2.69 0700 4.9 29.90 0095
11. awful-nice 2.69 .05 35 48,71 001
14, worthless-
valuable 2.69 .49 3.43 79.46 043

The P test tests the variance from the mean by establishing
arithmetically the value of Fgs or what the F value must be
in order for the difference in mean between two or more groups
to be significant. The F score is computed by dividing the
chance variance into the standard deviation. ‘e note that

for all scales in Part III the Fyg must equal 2,59 in order
for the variance from the mean to be meaningful. 3y looking

at the F column we can see that in no case does the F score
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even come near to being that large. Thus we can see that the
variance from the mean on the 3emantic Differential scales is

not significant for the responses to any of the scales.

Open-ended Question for Counselor Educators

Respondents in the counselor educator group were asked to
answer- 3 questions additional to the questionnaire. These
questions were: 1) Is a program in elementary schoo; coun-
selor preparation offered at your institution? 2) If yes,
what degree is offered? 3) List the requirements for
attaining the degree. 3Since all 12 of the educators who
received questionnaires teach at célleqes or universities
which are listed as having elementary counseling programs,
it was ex;.;:ected that the answers to question one would all
be yes. However, of the 8 respondents, S answered yes,
1 answered no and 2 did not answer. ‘e have, therefore, to
.deal with only 5 responses. Of the S who indicated that their
.college or university does have an elementary counselor pro-
gram, 4 indicated that they offer a Master of Education
(one specified that this was a iiaster of Education in Coun-
seling); one that they offer a ilaster of irts in Psychology

« in Counseling

~

and one that they offer a Ph., D. jin Counseling. In answer to

and Guidance; one that they offer a 2, 4. G,

- e L

9]

question 3, only three listed specific courses. Two were
universities and one was a college. One university professor

listed the following courses:
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Education Foundations
Psychology roundations
Sociology Foundations
Personnel 3ervices
Counseling

Practicun

Measurement

The second university professor listed these courses:

Research liethods
e+ wee—u-....... Foundations of Guidance
Tests and Test Procedures
Vocational and Personal Development in
the Elementary 3chool
Counseling Theory and Process I aad II
Elementary Counseling Practicua (2 courses)

The college professor listed the following courses:

Principles of Guidance

Psychological ileasureament

Princi.'es and Practices of Counseling
Abnormal Psychology

Psychology of Personality

Group Psychology

Psychology of Development

811 indicated that these were required courses and that

electives made up the other hours necessary for the degrees.

‘e notice that 2 schools require a counseling practicum, as
recommended by many of the respondents in Part II, question q.
Also one college stresses psychology, which some of the re-
séondents to the questionnaire advocated both in response to
quéstion q of Part II and item f of Part II. Also all of.t’-:'.em
require a course dealing with tests and measurements, and at
least one dealing with counseling. These courses, too, were

recommended in the open-ended questions of Part II. lip-

parently none of them require courses in learning disabilities,

nzine rn e = e e e e
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individual and group testing, sensitivity training nor an
internship in guidance., Because of the paucity of the re-
sponse to the third question, it is difficult to make any
meaningful assessment of the counselor programs offered in

the state, however,
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CHAPTER V

SULTARY AlD CONCLU3IONS

Revieu

The position of the elexmentary school guidance counselor
in the 3tate of ﬂassaéhusetts is one of uncertainty. Jllready
t1o districts have dropped the position or replaced guidance
counselors uith adjustment counselors. s other uriters 3nd‘
the vice-president of A3C1 have pointed out, the new accent
on accountability has placed the elementary school counselor
in a vulnerable position since it is difficult if not ingos~-
ible to measure his accomplishments by any set of behavioral
objectives. “hat makes his position even less tenable is the
controversy over the exact nature of his role. .ho he is to
serve and how he is to serve them are questions which are
answered in many ways by aany people. loreover, who is to
define his role and thus dictate his functions is alsc a
point of conflict. UNor is the preblem limited to the alenen-
Lary school counselor in lMassichusetts, for studies nentioned

in Chapter IT of this nmaper reveal that his problen

n

are
tvpical nf those of counselors thrnuwrhout the country. One
Writer pessimistically states that “the coatinuing contro-

versy in the field of eleaentary school cuidance over tue
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role and functions of the elementary guidance worker may

never be resolved.”’0 This study has attempted to search

out some uf the problems in the hco2 that in the process soue

causes might surface and with them some solutions. 'In its

attempt to clarify the elementary counselor’s role in this

State, the study has hypothesized that there is a3 dichotonmy

between the real and the perceived role of the counselor,

not only in the counselor’s perception of himself but also

in others’ perception of him, and that the perception of

the actual role differs from that of the ideal role. The

counselor alone does not define nhis rola. 4s is true for

any role, its Jdefinition is determined to a great exteat by

the way other people see it. In elementary schools, the | }
counselor’s role is sensitive to the demands of many people,

but most of all it is determined Ly administrators andi the |
counselor, who are, in tura, influenced by counselor elucators.

Certainly other people, too -- teachers, zarents, pupils --

all affect the counselor role. The influence of these others,

it was felt, was more subtle than that of those who ars re-

sponsible for the job description of the counselor. There-
fore the study concentrated on an assessment of the counselor

role and those aspects of it which most determine its def-

inition: the role functions which the counselor perforns,

70

Don Bencher, “Counseling, C
Guidance? Toward An lasuer,” Ele
and Counsaling, Vol. IV, ¢ (lay, I

onsulting, or Oevelopmental
entary Jcheol Guidance
7

e}
Lol da! A
viV), 419,
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his education for the role, and the requirements for his
certification in this State. Thus a total of 343 question-
naires was mailed to five groups comprised of elementary
guidance counselors, directors of guidance, elementary prin-
oipals, superintendents of schools and counselor educators.
One hundred and seventy five questionnaires (517) were

returned; 69.9% of counselors; 33.3% of principals; 58.3%

. of directors; €6.6% of counselor educators and 34% of super-

intendents. The questionnaire was made up of three parts,
one concerned with counselor fﬁnctions, both actual and ideal;

a second related to counselor education and certification,

‘and a third‘concerned;uththe image of the elementary counselor

"role. Counselor educators were sent an additional set of

questions related to the programs for elementary guidance of-
fered by their institutions. Three different forms were used
on the questionnaire, Likert-type scales, Semantic Differ-
ential scales and open-ended questions. Responses to the
questionnaires were analyzed by means of several parametric
and nonparametric tests, including the Mann-Whitney U Test,
the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance, the F Test and
the measurements of the mean and the standard deviation.
These tests led to a number of conclusions., First of all,
they affirmed the hypothesis on which the study is based:
there is in fact a dichotomy between the actual and per-

ceived roles of the elementary guidance coudselors. The
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Tr

¥ann-whitney U Test allowed a3 close analysis of the responses
of counselors, who indicated the nature and emphasis of

their various actual functions, in comparison with the re-
sponses of the other groups in regard to what they consider
the actual functions. Overall there was much disagreenent,
not only hetueen the counselor and other groups but also
among other groups. Secondly, there is great disacreement
among the groups and even within the groups concerning the
nature of the ideal role of the counselor. On the other
hand, it was discovered that there is a consensus on the

image of the counselor role, uhich i:

V)]

seen as 3 valuable and
highly favored one by 3ll ¢groups. There was, however, con-

siderable disagreement on the kind of educational traianing

|

[}

an elementary ¢uidince counselor should have and equal dis-
agreenent on certification regulatioas. All of these Finti-
ings made Zefinitioa of the counselor role difficult “Hut not

1

impossible, for there were important points of agreement.

Discussion
By reviewing some of the tables in Chapter IV, we ecan
at least approach a definition of the counselor role. The

rasponses to 2art III of the questionnaire, where thers is

-
-

stroag agreement among all ¢roups, makes it possikle for

-
2

[}

to convert Table 5:2 to 3 series of adjectives which describe

|

1z

[0
(8]

sant,

».
\,

the counselor rola. It is seen by 211 respondents as




words, however, describe, not dJefine.

must turn co Table 1l:1, 1:4, 1:7, 1:10 and 1:13 wher2 the
means of the responses of all groups are given in a totals
column and to the responses to Part II, question s, given

in Table 4?5, where all groups listed the rank order of
functions. Despite great disagreement ameng and within the
groups, the average ranks indicate that the followinc functions
are of most concern overall. Table 4:56 reveals that a coun-
selor is one who functions with children, teacher, pareuts,
administrators and outside agencies and coamunity, in that
order. By examining his actual functions with these groupns,
we can further define. Table 1:1 tells us that the elezentary
school counselor is one who most iaportantl: identifies specia

children, interprets test results iad counsels beth indiviZual

and croups. Table 1:7 reveals that the counselor is one who
provides the teicher with test interpretations, inforamation

on the child and crisis intervention., e, he is

responsible to the child’s parents to consult with then
concerning their child, act as 31 liaison ketween thex and
other school personnel, recomwmend outside agencies when
such help is needed and interpret test results to them

(Table 1:4). He is one who recoanends to the administration

group or grade placement of children and participates in

workshops (Table i:10) and one wio refers childrea for

speciil services and provides inforuation on children to
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7y

outside agencies (Table 1:13). His most important functions

in the school, then, as indicated by the average of the means

for all croups, are to assess the ability of children, to

pass this information on to others, and to attempt to reamedy

disabilities through counseling, referral or recommendations

to teachers, parents or others. By referring to Tables 2:1 to

2:15 we can see that these same two or three major functions

maintain position in the top three for the ideal functions

of the counselor as indicated by the average of the means

of the groups. Thus for the major functions, considering

the total sample populations response only, there is a con-

sistency of opinion which defines the counselor role., It

must be acknowledged that in Massachusetts the counselor is

seen as primarily a remedial agent, whose primary concern is

for children identified as “special” for one reason or another.

Some of his work might »e whit could be called “preventive”

such as counseling referred children and consulting with

parents, but none of his actual work is seen by the total

sample populations of this study as developmental in nature.

e

Ideally, however, "discussion with all children,” an important
function in‘developmental guidance, is ranked of fourth in- .
portance, having moved from a rank of seventh for the actual

functions of the counselor. This, plus the increased emphasis

recommended for such activities as providing career infor-

mation and providing educational information to parents,
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shows an awareness that the guidance program should be more
developnental in nature.

The greatest disagreement on the elemeﬁtary counselor’s
role was seen between the counselor.and the counselor educator.
3yivia B. Rosenthal angrily states that counselor educators
are largely to blame for the fact that counselors are not
agents of change, that they “adjust the child to fit the
existing school progran instead of helping adjust the school

program to the child.”7l

Jackie Laan, the new vice-pres-
ident of A3C3, laments the fact that elementary counselors
7are considered part of the whole systew that maintains the
status quo of society and are reproachad for not doing
Eﬁeii]share to make the system more favorable for children,”’?
The results of this study, however, although they reveal that
counselors tand to do uwhat othiers expect theam to do and tc
feel that their ideal functions are largely the same as the
actual, and thus maintain the status quo, do not support lliss
Rosenthal’s statement; for it is the counselor educators «ho
consistently view the counselor’s role as different from the

way others see it. In fact, so different are their responses

from those of the other groups that we are forced to question

l e [] . el
Syivia Serek Rosenthal, “fhe Relevance of Zounszlor
Education for Zlenmentary 3chool Zounselors,” ZIlementary
3chool Cuidance and Zounseling, VI, 2 (Dec., 18717, 76.
72 [] [ h ) - b ] .
“Vice-President’s llessage,” Elemeatary 3ghool
Guidance and Zouaselinr, VI, 1 (Oct., 1871), 3.

. 136




146

the value and relevance of counselor education. =ducators,
we see, advocate all kinds of courses which encourage exper-
imentation and innovation. They advocite courses which would
prepare counsalors for a program of developmental guidance.
The study found that they suggested such required courses
as‘sensitivity training, individual assessment and psychology
of vocational development. The major problem, however, was
not their recommendations for the ideal counselor role, but
their view of the actual role. They seem to be very out of
touch with what actually goes on in the schools. They see
elementary counselors as major agents of occupational infor-
mation, for example, when in fact all school groups see this
as of close to least importance in the actual operation of
the school counselor. The counselor educators, then, appear

;
to be trying to effect change based on an imperfect assessmeﬁt
of the real situation.

Of all groups, counselors and directors of quidance

share the most points of agreement. If, because of theirj%os-
ition in relation to the counselor role, and because of ?ﬁeir
agreement, we can assume that they are most aware of theftrue
guidance functions, then we must conclude that the othef
three groups in the study have a number of misconceptions
which are preventing a definitive statement about elementary'
guidance. e can only speculate concerning the causes of

such disagreement about counselor role. Certainly part of
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the cause must be a failure in communicatioa between the

guidance personnel in the 3tate and other educators. ~?er-
haps there is even a lack of communicaticn among the guid-
ance personnel themselves which prevents their recognition of

their overall agreement on some major points. As Duane

. .

Brown states, ”what is certain is that for any prograa to

function efficiently there must be mutual agreement as to

the functions to be performed by the various personnel
within the program."73 {e might qualify this statement to
read: there must bé recognition of where there is agreenent
and attempt to solve disagreement in a rational and meaning-

ful way. 3ince elementary counszlors have rapidly increased

in number in the past ten years, it is tise for them to

see themselves as a.group different from other personnell

in the guidance area and large and strong enough to effect
necessary changes both in their education and in their cer-
tification requirements to make these more viable in terms

of their actual role functions. OCounselors, both elementary
and secondary, are lumped together under certification laws
established in 1956 -- sixteen vears aco when elementary
guidance was a novelty. Zounselors and other groups involved

- in this stucy all stress the need for revision of certification

laws. Some, particularly counselors themselves, point to the

2 S st Lo B TR

e
ﬁmii P

73m3ttitudes of 3chool Personnel Toward the Teacher’s
Role in the Guidance Frogram,” Th2 Veocational Suidance:
Quarterly, XIV, 4 (3Suaner, 1988), p. 239.
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need to diffefentiate between secondary and elementary counsel-
ors in certification requirements. Others feel that certifi-
cation as it now stands stresses teaching experience and oc-
cupational information, both of which are at best question-
able. The problems posed by certification rules, as well as
those related to counselor education and disagreement on

counselor functions, lead to a number of recommendations,

Recommendations

The study of the dichotony between the actual and the
perceived role of the elementary counselor has revealed a
number of problems within the whole. area of elementary
guidance counseling. These problems appear to be very deep-
rooted and almost insurmountable in some cises. In fact,
this study has tended to Support the alara of many working
counselors ahout the position of the elementary counselor.
We have, however, discovered one genuinely encouraging note--
that the counselor role is seen as good and as valuable. If
there is agreement oz that, and this study shows that
there is, the problems perhips can be solved. But the time
for change is now. Those of us who are counselors must
begin to “really do those things we claim to be doing in
our role statements” and we must “becin to stand up to thos«
factors and factioné in the educafional process that we know

are hurting our children each day. Only by effectively 3

changing the environment can we be successful.counselors.”74

741 amb, p. 3.
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And we can only begin to chinge the eavironment by
changing ourselves -- our preparation for our work and our

emphasis and direction in that work -- and by changing the

views others have of us. hat we need, first of all, is a

strong, state-wide organization of elementary school counselors,
which will permit us to_learn abbut_ourseives, help us to ‘
disseninate accurate information about oursélves, our roles

and our functions to other educators and %to the public at

large, enable us to promote relevant and realistic counselor
education and certification, as well as to ¢give us 3 politiecal
voice. PFurther, we need to become more actively involved

in counselor preparation. Thais study points out that counselor
educators are operating largely in a3 theoretical wa? and do not
appear to have a realistic view of the role and role functions

that the counselor perforws. In order to affect chance in

counselor edncation, counselor educators xust be encouraged

to come into the schools, even if it is nzcessary to reguire
that they serve an internship there in order to obtain their
degrees, so that they will know what it na=2ans to b2 a working
elenentary counselor. It might, in fact, prove to be a very
worthwhile experience for both the counselor aad the coun-
selor educator if they were to exchange positions for a
3abbatical year. Llioreover, it scems to b2 the view of those
people involved in this study that counselors should be‘

trained as unique personnel, neither t=2aciiers nor psychologists

nor 3idainistrators but a combination of these and other roles
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so that they should receive a bwroad hackcround in education,
guidance, psychology, testing, counseliny and other courses
fo prepare hia to carry out a variety of functions in relation,
not only to the child, but to a number of school and outside
groups. Juch a broad preparation would require at least a
master’s degree in elementary counseling and such a degree
should be required for certification of eleﬁentary counselors.
In fact, if such a counselor education becomes a3 reality in
all institutions of counselor education in the 3tate, cer-
tification could be eliminated or made the responsibility of
the degree-granting institution -- the 3tate Board of Zd-
ucation sould simply act as 1 control of the hicher insti-

tutions to ensure that proper prograas uwere i

o
10}
r+
|
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adhered to.

If, however, such 3 pregram of counsalor training seens
too drastic a change for tha present at least, it is zssential
that the 3tate revise the certification requirements and
differentiate between secondary and elemsntary counselcrs.

And it is further necessary that counselor education rrograms
reassess treir offerings in view ofvthe actual operations
within the schools.

As for the functioning of the counselor -rithkin the school,
this study nas shown that presentiy there is litile emphasis
on developmental aspects of guidance and 3s a result that
the guidance programs in the elementary schiools are not fulfilline

the aims of education itself., Until every child is a part of
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the quidance program, guidance at that level will be at best

a sto;i-cap measure. Froam the changing enphasis placed on

such activities as “discussion with all children” and "hone

visits,” it is apparent that counselors and other groups see
the need for developmental guidance altbhough they do not

presently emphiasize either of these fuactions. One problem

could he the number of emploved counselors. In a recent

ublication by the liassachusetts 3chool Counselors issociation
P Yy '

it is recommended that there be a minimumn of one counselor

[~
for every 230 students.’® The recommendation is for secondary

schools; however, such a. figure would ke reialistic for eizxen

tary schools as well, for it would allow the guidanc

to reach every child and thereby enact all of its mossible

functions in remadiation, prevention and develonment. lore-

over, the cuidance office woulld »e 32l2 to hive an opan-Joor
policy, thus encouraging children, parents and all g¢roups to

cone to them, not just with problems but for encourazeaent,

information or just communication. It would also enable the

counselor to aget into the home and thus provide liaison
between the school ani the home and elininate the threat +that
schools present to many parents as well as forestall many
problems arising out of home-school conflicts within children.

Such an acceptance of guidance as an integral part of the

7 .

5”3800:’1::131'\! 3chools Ouniilance Prograns for the '70'3:
Roles anl runctioas,” (Li3sicans@tis JCI00L JOUNS3LOrS 1550-
ciation, February, 1971, =. 29.
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educational system would ideally decrease the number of

remedial tasks of the secondary school counselor and perhaps

also of outside agencies. 3uch a dynamic role on the part

of the counselor would eliminate the quardary in which he
cufrently finds himself. He would and should be allowed
great flexibility in establishing his daily routine, dependient
upon both his oun assessment of the needs of his school aad
community and on the educational philosophy of the area in
which he works, but he should function within a franmeuork of
carefully desicnated and structured activities designed by

a state-wide issociition of his pears.

There are in the entire state of ilassachusetts 351 cities
and towns. There are 359 elementary cuvidance counseiors in
the 3tate but few cities or touns have only one elementary
counselor, thus many don’t have even one. 3Jome of tha larger
towns and cities have only one or two counselors who aust
handle several schools and hundreds of children. It is
recommended that the effectiveness of the total elexeatary
guidance program in the 3tate be assessed by a study of
those touwns ind cities which dJo notﬂ have elementary counselors
as compared to those towns and cities that do and that
consideration be given to the ratio of counselors to pupils

for those towns that have such personnel. A second study

-which is also recommended is to investicate the Jdifference

R

between the roles and role functions of elementary and

secondary counseling. 3Such 2 study would offer evidence
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relative to counselor education and certification.

Such studies are iapvortant to the fate of elementary

guidance not only in this state bnt in the nation. 3 cleaver

understanding of the elementary counselor’s role, which
this study has tried to g¢gain, is essential for the future
of guidance and its impact upon the schools. If the aims
of guidance are those of education -- to develop the whole
child, every child, most positively in 311 aspects of his
being -- then guidance must survive and to do so it must
become a coherent, dynamic force in the schools. Ornly by
being such a force z2an it help the schools to cive to the
world responsible, happy, total human »eincs who can creite

a world in which we would all like tc live.

. 164

\: o £ 1N LY e v 6 18
oA e




Aruitoxt provided by Eic

ERIC

Apostal, Robert i,

The 3cliool Ton

BIBLIOG

RAPIY

Arxin, Herkert

New York:

Barnes, Keith

A Critical Loox from the Field.”

Guidaace ind Zounseliaz, IV, 2 (Degcember, 1853)

and Raymond .

Jolton, 3tatistizil lzthods

Darnes and liobhls, 1353,

and Patricia McClure. “Zlementary Cuidaance --

104-111.

Bencher, Don. “Counseling,

Guidance?

¢
O
e
L]
e
=
re
[
]
0
o)
~
|9
()]
<
®
[
O
>
i3
0
I
r+
w
|=—

Toward An Ansuer.

Guidance and Sounmselinz, IV, 4 (lay, 1370), 21Z-332.
i

e

"Iopressions of an Coservor.”

3ance and

reh in Sdw-atica. Zaclewoo

11, Inc., 18389,

(P}

ounsali-e, ITI, 4 (lay, 1938

Best, John .. Resear
Prentice-a
Biasco, Frank.
School Gu
242-248S,
Boy, ingelo V.

3chool Guidanee

“Zducational and Counseling Goals.” Zleaaatary

anid Connseline,

11, 2 (Da2ceaber,

1868), 84-39.

Boyd, JWilliam. Th

2

London:

Adam and Charles Black, 1352.




Brown, Duane. “Attitudes of 3chool Perszonnel Toward the

Teacher’s Role in the Guidance Procraa.” The

Vocational Guidance Suarterly, XIV, 4 (3uanmer,

1965), 254-252,

Carlson, Jon and Jehn J. Pietrofesa. “A Trilevel Guidance
Structure: 1in Answer to Cur Apparsnt Ineffactive-
”

nass. Slenentary 32hool Cuidinee and

V, 3 (iarch 1370), 131-135.

ocuss2iiag,

Deuey, John. £ Zducaticn, =23, Ralph 2. Virn.

p)
New York: Phailosoghical Library, 1388,

~

Dinkmeyer, Jon C. Guidane2

: 2 kad *a [ Sy
Tounszelia~ in ¥h2 IDleusntary

)
)
(4

3chool. NMew York: folt, Rinehart and .iastecna, Ine.,
1953,

Dunlop, Richard. "The louaseler Zducater, Fsychologist or
Somethiny Unigue?” Fozus oa Fuiliaes, TIL 2 (lay,

1971), 1-3.

Eckerson, Louise O. “In Support of a Loosely Jafined Reole

irv

for the Elemeatary 3chool CTounselor.” Zlamend

3cnool Guijance aad Jounselina, IV, 2 (December,

1969), 82-83.

i Elementary Cuidanse in Iowa: 3 Cuide. Iowa: Ddepartament of

-

Faust, Verue. Zstablishine Juilsine= PZrocrans in Zlsmentary
’

3chools. Soston: Houghton-Ilifflin, 1860,

Fultén, X223, “"lJuestions in Our llinds About Cuilance, ” Ths
r Clearing Housa, LVIII, 7 (ilarch, 1954), 3%4-397.

et e D et T

, e L

. 166




Gage, ¥. L., ed. EHandhook of Reseirch on T

eachinc. Zhicago:

Rand, :icilally and Company, 1933,

Gibson, Rekrert L. and Robert IZ. Higgins. Technigues of

Cuidance: An Anproiach io Pupil 3nalvsis. Chicago:

Science Research Associates, Inc., 1355.

Guidance of Children in Zlazmeatarv 3chools. law York: Doard
of Education of the Zity of .lew York, 19535,

~

Hansen, James C. and Richard . 3Stevie. Zlementary Schoo

—

Guidance. w~ew York: The ‘Qacllillan Company, 1258.
Hart, Darrell H. and Ronald J. Prince. “Role Conflict for

School Counselors: Training Versus Job Janaads.”

The Persoansl 3and Guidances Journzl, XII(ZIII, S

(January, 1970), 374-379.

Hatch, Raymond . and James V. Costar. Guidance 3Jarvices in

the Elazeatarvy 3zhonl. JSukugue, Iowa:

Broun, Cowmpany, 13861.

dennessy, Thomas C., ed. The Interdiscinlinarv Zoots of

Guidance. Yew York: Fordhaa University Press, 19685.

Herkart, Jchann. Outlines of Ziucationsl Deectrine, Trzns., i.

Lange. Jew York, n.p., 1901.

Hill, Ceorge. "Doctoral Preparition in the Field cf Elsmentary

School Cuidance. EIle.entary 3ch

Counsalina, IV, 3 (lIarch, 1958), 187-202.

. “The Emercing Role of Guidince in the

Elementary 3chools.” Proceedings of the Hew England

Cuidance Conference, lovember, 1933,

K1
.':.

"
N

5
‘X

-5
c":




157

Hutson, Percival W. Guidance Functions in E:dncation. llew

York: Applzton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 19858.

Isenberc, Robert L. “From YTour Vice-President.” Zlementarv

School Guidanee 3ad Zounselina, IV, 4 (Lay, 1970),

243,

. "Vice-President’s Ilessage.” Eleaentzrvy
School Guidinse and Counselinz, V, 4 (May, 1971),
245-246.

Jahoda, llarie and Neil Yarren. JAititudes. 3altimore, aryland:
Penquin 3Sooks, 1966.

Koplitz, Eugene J., ed. QGuidance in the Zlazentsry 3zhools:

)

Theorv, 2esearch and Practice. Dubugue, Iowa:

Wm. C. 3roun, Co., 1323,

~

Xowiltz, Gerald 7. and Norma G. Howitz. Guidiace

Eleasntary Zlassrcoan. Yew York: lieSray Hill,

Inc., 1289.

Lamb, Jackie, "Vice-President’s llessage.” Zlementarw

Schoel Guidince and Counseliaz, VI, 1 (October,

1971), 3.

Landy, Edward and Arthur I, Xroll, eds. QOuidance ia imerican

Education II: Zurrent Issues ind Sunrasted lction,

Cambridge, lass.: Harvard Jniversity Press, 1953,

in Americaa Zlucation III:

« Guidance

W
"

~

Heeds X Influencing Forces, Zambridce, lass.:

darvard Graduate 3chool of Educatioa, 13353,

. 168




.and John C. Palmer. QCuidance ia the

Publi~ 3chools. Poston, ilass.: Zouncil for

Public 3chools, n.d.

Liddle, Gordon P. and iArthur i, Kroll. Pupil 3ervices for

iassachusetts 3chools. Doston, Iass.rddvisory

Council on Education, 12563,

Locke, John. 3ome Thouchts Concerning Education. <Cambridge,

England: R. H. Quick, 1350.

Lytton, Huch. 3School Zounseliinr and Jcunsellor Zducation in

]

the United 3*atss., GCGreat Sritain: 3t. ian’

Press, 1933.

lacary, James 7. 3chool Psvcholomical 3erviczes. Ingleucod

Cliffs, %. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 13957.

Yy

liartinson, Rwth and Harry 3zallenourg, Guidance in Zlementicy

3chools, Zaglewood Cliffs, N. J.: Preatice-dzli,
Inc., 1958.

ifassachusetts 3chool Counse2lors dssociation. 3zceondary

Schools Guidannse Proaran for the '70’s: Roles and

Functions. TFebruary, 1971,

McDougall, William P, and Henry i, Reitan., “The tlementary
Counselor as Perceived by Zlementary Principals.”
Personnel and Buidance Journal, {XXKII, 4 (Dec.,

1963), 348-358.

v

Meeks. Anna X. GCuidance in Zlementary =zZducation., Jew York:
’ ——————  S——

The Ronald Press, 1953,

169 | |

e e




159

Woore, John and ifarcaret [Haley. “Relevancy in the Training

of Elementary 3chool Counselors.”

School Guidance aad Zounzeling, V,

308-315.

Yoreau, Ceorge #., ed. Guidance Auareness in Zlane

-~

Education. “fashinaton, D. C,: Xational Jatholic
Educational dssociation, 19€7.

ilortensen, Donild G. and Allen :ii. 3chumuller.
To*ay s 3chools. New York: John

Inc., 19959.

i'osher, Ralph L., and 8 Zarle and Chris J. Kehas.

1.

Guidance: Air e Yeuw York:

Brace % Vorld,
Netzchke and =ill. “The Professionalization of

3School Tounselor.” Zlexnentary 3chool

Counseling, IV, 2 (December, 1333), 3

Oagden, C. X. and I. 3. Richards. The .eaning

New York: 3Harcourt, Brace & YJorld, 1856.

Osgood, Charles E., et 21. The  leasuramaat cf lleanias.

Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1371.

-

\ ]

Pelegreno, Dominick D. “The Elementary 3chool Counselor and

The Affective DJomain.” Zlementarv 3chool SGuisdancs

and Counselinc., IV, 4 (Xay, 1970), 2330-351.

Phillips, Willage. “The Professionalizaticn of Elementary

3chool Counselors.” =wleaeatary 3chool Cuiiince

and Counselin~, IV, 2 (Jccember, 1S863), 37-34.

. 170




160

Pompian, Sue. “Elementary 3checol Counseling Preparation in

the fidwest. "Zlomentary 3chool Guidance ang

Counselina, III, 4 (i7ay, 1969), 299-300.
Report of the A3C1-1C33 Jeoint Coamittee on the Zlementary

School Counsalcr. “Jasahington, D. C.:imarizan

Personnel and Guidance 3issociation, 1985,

Requirements for Certifica*ion. Coamonwealth of llassachusetts,

Departwent of Education, Zureau of Teacher Certifica-
tion and Placement, 18356.

nrm

Rosenthal, 3vlvia 3erek. he Relevance of Counselor

Education for Zlemen

rt
o)
la
!
Gl
9
(o}
o
|
(@]
(o]
b |
)]

D
[
o
[a}
U

a

Elementary 3chool Guidance zand Zounsaling, VI

2 (December, 1971), 76-30.

3iegel, 3idney, Nonpirametric Statistics for the Zehavicral
3ciences. Yew York: 1Grauw-Hill Company, Inc., 1238
Szith, Hyrux . and Louise O. Eckerson. Zuidange Zor Thiliren

in Elementary 3cheols. ‘iashington, D. C.: U. 3.

Governnent Printing Office, 1963.

. Guidane2 3ervizes in Elementarv Z-hools.
“7ashington, D. C.: U. 3. Government Printing Cifice,

19656.

Technique. CThicago: Aldine Publishing Co., i%38.

Stiller, Alfred. 3chool Counseling: 3 Vieu From withi-.

-~

Wlashingtor, J. C.: American Personnel and S:uidahcse

Association, 1957.

|

3

o

R
¢




161

Thorndike, Robert L. and Zlizibeth Hagen. leasurement and

Evaluation in Psycholoav and Zducation. lew York:

John Wiley and 3ons, Inc., 1961.

Tyler, Leona E. Tests and Ileasurements., ZEnglewood Cliffs,
N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963,

. The Work of the Counselor. ilew York:

Rppleton-Century-Crefts, Inc., 1961,

Van Hoose, William ., Wildred Peters and George E. Leonard.

The Elementarv 3chool Zounsalor. DJetroit: Wayne

State University Press, 1257,

? . -

V:=:. Hoose, Williar H. and Catherins II, Vafakas.

"y

Status of
Guidance and Counseling in the Zlementary 3cheols.”
wpemre

Personnel and CGuidancs Journal, XIIIVI, 5 (Peb., 1238),

535-533.

Vigneault, Leo. “The Zlenmeatary 3zhool Counselor as 2
Guidance Counselor” (unpublished speech). APCY
Convention, Vetroit, :ichigan, 19€8.

Willey, Roy D. Guidance in Elementarv Zducation. New York:

Harper and Brothers, 1952,

Willians, J. Bradley. Elementarv Counsalinc and Guidance

dandhook. Denver, Colorado: Department of

Education, 1970.

e R




173

Z “:‘.‘,i'eu“”‘é'v‘:".'.f:»i‘.'a".“'at.-;;.':,.-«:-.:.~.=- A




153
STANDARD DIZVIATION TATLE

Zoun, Prin, Jir, Suot, =iug.
Child .
“What Is «793 301 .878 «735 . 787
Child
‘That 3hould Se . 743 « 374 1.217 .812 .372
Parent .
“hat Is 1,600 1.330 1.072 «793 o212
Parent
What 3hould Se .993 « 920 .015 .600 1,276
Teacher
what Is .0648 1,562 «5356 174 « 332
Teacher
What Should De «635 .608 .714 « 335 .210
Idainistration
hat Is «0063 «520 <5383 .655 «430
Adninistratien '
“What 3hould ZHe 1,215 .663 «770 354 1,650
Outside Agencies % .
Community v
What Is «966 424 .£34 374 . 721
Outside Agencies &
Community ' :
wnat 3hould Se .500 331 « 337 . 100 .435
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2 Harwood Drive
Bernardston, ass.
01337

October 1, 1971

Dear Educator:

In 1970 Robert Isenberg, the Vice-President of the
American 3chool Counselors Association, wrote that he would
like to see 3 survey showing where elementary counselors are
in each state, “what they are doing, what they think they
should be doing, and what education, training and experience
is demanded of thea by their states.” Thais has ilso been a
major concern of the liassachusetts 3chool Counselers issociation,
particularly in the elementary school guidance division, as
I personally discovered when I was 1 member of the idvisory
Board for that croup. Zecause of ay interest in and concera
about this whole problem, I have undertaken a study of slemen-
tary gquidance in the state of lassachusetis as amy doctoral
problen.

The enclosed questionnaire is being distributed to ele-
mentary school counselors, guidance directors or directors
of pupil personnel services, elemeatary =chool grincipals,
superintendents of schools and collece counselor sducators.
The intent is to analyze the perceived and the actual role
of the elementary guidance counselor in ithis 3tate, in order
to discover areas of agreement and disacreemett azonc then,
the relevance and adequacy of elementary school counselor
preparation and needs for inprovement.: It is my intention to
use the findings not only for gersonal sducational goils but
also to disseminate them through publica*ion in order to
effect necessiry changes.

Instructions for each part of the questionnaire are given
at the beginning of each section. The forms are anonyzous:
self-addressed, stamped envelopes are enclosed. I woul3d
appreciate very much your taking the 15 =inutes or so re-
quired to complete the form and returning it to me by October i53.

Yours for better counseling,

Frederick E. Ellis
Director of Pupil Personnel
v

ervices

P
-~
o
S

Ware, iassachusett




October 17, 1971

Dear Educator::

On Octo'oor 2 I mailed a questioaniire to yeu concerning
the role of thz 2lemeantary cuidinces couns2lor. Z2cause of 3
problex with the thaird class mailin~ (som2 postal centers
held the 'nallng three uweeks or ~.or..), nany of you may have
rncelved your guastionnaire oaly in the gast Zay or two.
Jome of you may not have received it yet.

Because of the ¢great exgsease this studyv entails,

4
must extend the return date to ‘ovember I so that all of veu
will have 3 chance te return vours to me. In the event that
there are still sone questlcnnnlree unreturned on llovenzer 1,
I will remail questionnaires to taose wao have not repli=d.

J

I wou’d areatly anpreciats your cocoperation, neot only
for the sake of ny study but fer wiat I hore will bhe inprov
counseling in the state of llassaclhussits. IF you have alre
returned your questionnaire, thanks very much.

3N

- =
S0

-
PR,
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Yours very truliy,

Frederick 2. Z11lis




Noveober 4, 1971

Dear Principal:

Of the 1099 elementary school principals in Zassachusetts,
only 99 recently received a gquestionnaire on guidance coun-
selors from me, You were one of these, Twenty-two of these
99 principals returned their completed questionnaires to ne. |
You were not one of these. Perhaps your failure to return
the questionnaire was due to an oversight. I hop=z so, for
the inadequdcy of the returns threatens the validity of ay |
study.

If you could take only ten or fifteea minutes froﬁ rour
busy schedule to fill out the quastionnaire and return it,
it would certainly kelp ne to complete a valid study of
elementary cuidance in the state, If you Rave discarded the ae,
questionnaire, I would be more than happy to send wvou anothe;
upon request, .

Would you please help me to reach a 75 respoase fror

principals?

Sincerely,

Frederick Z. Zllis
2 Harwood Drive
Bernardston, lass. 01301

o~
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2 Harwood Drive
Bernardston, >ass.
01301

YWovember 15, 1971

Dear EBducator:

Questionnaires have been coming in reqularly and the
percent of returas is qrowing rapidly. 3Jome of you still
have not returnad yours, however. In the hore that you are
willing to participate in the study of the elementary school
counselor hut have nislaid or forgotten the questionnaire,

I am enclosing another copy and a return envelope for your
use., .

o

A}
ae

I hope that wvou will join your neers in respoading
ry request, for T’w sure you’ll agree that the stuldy of
elenentary counselor in this 3tate is a much-neasded one.
Your views are iaportant. .oa’t you complete the guestionnaire
and return it to me so that those vieuws will be reflanted
in the study?

e

3ince I nust ask for all returns by Decexher 1 3
analysis 2an hecia thea, 1’4 aprraciate it if wvou ~ou
PR

some tine in the next Jay or tuwo to f£ill out tha encl
questionnaire and ~et it in the mail,

.

O —~0
[N
wrt

3incerely,

Frederick Z. Ellis
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Title of present position " Type of system: urban
surburan, rural

A Study of the Elementary School Guidance
Counselor in the State cf Massachusetts

Part I. The role of the elementary school guidance counselor is divided

below into 5 categories. In each category you are asked to indicate both
the degree of importance presently assigned to a role in your school and
the degree of importance. assigned to it in an ideal guidance program,
Indicate your answer by cireling the number which indicates the degree of
importance ysu ascribe to the role,

1. not important 2, slightly important 3. moderately impertant

4, very important 5. essential

Example: Guidance ceunselors should belong to 5 professional erganizations.

vwhat is what should be

1204 5 : 1@ 3 4 5

A. Roles pertaining to the child

¥hat is What sheuld be
1 2 3 4 5§ 8) Discussions with all children 12345
1 2 3 4 5 b) Counseling snly referrals ‘ 12345
1 2 3 4 5 ¢) Counseling only individually 12345
1 2 3 4 5 4) Counseling »nly in groups 12345
1 2 3 & 5 e) Counseling individuals & groups 123%5
1 2 3 4 5 ) Teach subject matter of guidance 123 4% 5
1 23 4 5 g)ﬁ Administering full testing program 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 h) Interpreting test results 123 45
1 2 3 4 5 1) Identifying special students 12345
2 2 3 4 5 §) Providing career information 12345

. 180
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B. Roles pertaining to the '&ent e
vhat is ‘ . what_should be
1 2 3 4 5 a) Home visits 12 3 L 5
1 2 3 4 5 b) Consultations in school 12 3 b 5
1 2 3 4 5 ¢) Interpret test results 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 d) Act as liaison with school 12 3 4 5

personnel
1 2 ‘3 L 5 e) Recommend outside agencies 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 £) Individual counseling 12 345
12 3 4 5 g) Conduct group counseling 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 h) Provide educational information 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 i) Provide occupational information 12 3 4 5

C. Roles pertaining to the teacher
What is ' what should be
12 3 4 5 a) Assist in group testing 12 3 4 s
12 3 4 5 ©Vb) Assist in discipline 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 ¢) Interpret test results ‘ 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 d) Provide information on child 12 3 45
12 3 4 5 e) Provide in-service training 12 3 4 5
12 3 4L 5 f) Encourage counseling of teachers 12 3 b 5
1 2 3 4 5 g) Assist in parent-teacher confer- 12 3 4 5

ences
12 3 4 5 h) Provide crisis intervention 1 2 4 s
1 2 3 4 5 i) Suggest alternate methodc for 12 3 4 s

relating to individuals
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D. Roles pertaining to administration
What is What should be
1 2 3 L4 5 a) Maintain central record file 12 3 L 5
12345 b) Substitute when needed 1 2 3 L4 5
1 23 L4 5 c) Recommend group or grade placement 1 2 3 L4 &
1 2 34 5 d) Kelp in scheduling 1 2 3 4 5
12 3 L4 5 e) Participate in workshops 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 L4 5 £) Provide reports of counselor 1 2 3 4 5
activities
1 2 3 L4 5 g) Write federal projects 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3045 h) Provide statistical analysis on 1 2 3 L4 5
achievement test results
E. Roles pertaining to outside agencies and community
what is ‘ what should be
‘1 2 34 5 a) Refer children for special 1 2 3 4 5
. services
12 34 5 b) Provide information to outside 1 2 3 4 35
agencies upon request
1 2 34 5 ¢) Do follow-up studies 1 2 1
1 2 345 d) Help school in public relations 1 2
1 23 L4 5 e) Act as liaison for parents to 1 2 3 4 5

outside agencies

Part II. The education, training and certification of the elementary

guidance counselor is the subject of Part II. Indicate on the scale,

. 1 - 5, your response to each phrase below by circling the number which
corresponds to the degree of importance you attach to it.

1. not important 2. slightly important 3. moderately inmportant
Lh. very important 5. essential

Example: All guidance counselors %uld have training in football. o
: 2 345 i

Sl e S,
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a) Revision of State certification requirements 1 2 3 4

b) Elimination of State certification requirements 1 3 4

¢) Broad liberal arts education 12 3 b4 | 5
d) . Broad behavioral science education 12 3 45
e) Strong elementary education preparation 1 2 3 4 5
£) Strong psychology background 123 45
g) Strong guidance tackground 1 2 3 4 5
h) Knowledge of research and gstatistics 1 2 3 4 5
1) Educational preparation for parent counseling 12 3 45
j) Experience in classroom teaching 12 3 45
k) Internship in clementary guidance 1 2 3 4 5
1) Psychbﬁ;t‘.;:i:; ﬁx"aining 1 2 3 4 5
m) Flexibility in determining functions 1 2 3 4 5
n) Memoership in area and state counselor organizations 1 2 3 45
o) Master's degree minimum 12 3 45
p) Participatiéh in professional improvement activities 1 2 3 4 5

q) List below the courses you feel should be required for

elementary counselor preparation:

1.

2.

lo.

Sy . .




-5 -

r) list any important changes you feel should be made in State certifica-
tion laws in Massachusetts:

1.
2.
3.
L.
5.

s) List in rank order what you consider the necessary functions of the
elementary guidance counselor:

1.
2.
- 3.
L.
5.
Part III. On the following questionnaire indicate your perception of the
_role of the schocl parson indicated by olacing a cross in the space on thae
7-space scale vwhich indicates your response to the words at the opposite

"ends of the scale.

Examle: College professors are

Poor : t xS : : ¢ :rich
A. Elementary school principals are:
1. unpleasani. SR R S B S ' pleasant
2. strong : 3 : : T weak
3. active I : : : s passive
L. honest : ¢ ¢ 2 i : _ dishonest
S. teﬁse Tt 3 : ot relaxed
6. clean S D SO T dirty
7. kind s 8 : : : e cruel
8. friendly SN N SR SO unfriendly
9. bad s s : R good .
10. simple I s i . complev.c

11. awful nice

12. important

R
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aggressive
worthless
soft

fair

v

B. Elementary school guidance counselors

1.
2.

10.
",
12.
13.
1k.
15.
16.

unpleasant
strong
sctive
honest
tense
clean

kind
friendly
bad

simple
awful
important
aggressive
worthless
soft

fair

are:

[

1)

185

defensive
valuable
hard
unfair

pleasant
weak
passive
dishonest
relaxed
dirty
cruel
unfriendly
good
complex
nice
unimportant
defensive
valuable
hard
unfair
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