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ibstract of the Dissertation

THE DTCT TOMY BEIWEEN THE ACTUAL AND THE
PERCEIVED RCOLE OF THE ELEMENTARY GUIDANCE
COUN3ZLOR IN THE 3TATE OF HASSACHUBETTS

by

Frederick E.

o
—
[

Directed by Dr. Alvin Winder

With the nationwide concern for accountability in
education, the elementary schiool counselor is often the cen-
ter of ccntroversy, What is the role of the eleaentary
counselor? How doss he defiane his role and low do his
sdministrators define it? Is there a difference between

tions and those he feels he should
perform 203 does his view differ from that of administrztors
and counzelor educaters? How relevant are current edumational
and certification requirements? An approach to answering
hese guestions is to survey the groups involved to discover
their attitudes towsrd and views of the elementary guidance
counselor’s role.

e

Methodology. 4 study of views of the elementary coun-

’

selor’s rocle was undexytaken in the state of lassachiusetts,




Three hundred and forty-three (343) elementary achool
counselors, guidance dJdi rectors, elementary ocnool orlﬁci~
pals, superintendents and counselor educators were randomly
selected to take part_in the survey. A 3-part guestionnaire,
employing Likert-type scales, 3emantic Differentiél scales

and open-ended guestions, and dealing with various role

functions, education, certification and counselor image, was

sent to the total sample. Groups’ responses were analyzed

and compared by means of the Mann-Whitney U Test, the
Prledman Two-day Analysis of Variance, the F test of var-
iance, the a*1thme+1c nean and the standard devlatlon.

Results and Discussion., Jignificant differences were

found both between and within all five groups in their views
of the actual counselor role functions and the ideal func-
tions. There was also much disagreement on certification
and education requirements. There was no significant differ-
ance in their opinions of the cocunselor role image, however,
nor of their rank ordering of groups serviced by the coun-
selor. Counselor sducators were fouﬁg to be most at variance
with the counselors’ views in all areas of the guestionnaire
while directors and counselors most frequently agreed. The
nv igation supported the hypothesis that there is a
dichotomy hetween the perceived and actual roles of the
elementary counselor as seen by counselors, administra-

tors and counselor educators and provides evidsnce that




present controversy about the elementary guidance counselor’s
role is prompted by a failure tc agree on and thus define the
elementary counselor’s role functions, inadequate education-
al preparation and irrelevant certification laws.
Implications. The study revealed that all groups
presently stress the remedial functions of the counselor
although they recognize developmental guidance as an ideal
goal. Essentially, however, the actual roles were not seen
as very different from the ideal. One need is for counselor
educators to work more closely with the schools and to gain
a more reallstlc view of the problems of the counselor,
Counselors also need to_work together through a state-wide
elementary counselor organization to effect changes in elemen-
tary counselor education and certification requirements. Un-
less elementary courselors become actively involved in defining
their role and making that definition known to ofhers,
elementary counseling will 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-

being and growth of all children.

viii
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

History
Although most people identify elementary school guid-
ance with the twentieth-century moveménts in educatioh; 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 guidaﬁcé 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 cher religious
leaders of the early civiliiations did the teaéhing and
guiding of both adults and children. Throﬁghout history
this inter-relationship between guidance and education con-
tinued to exist even before the evolution of either formal
institutions of learning or mass education.,
In every century both guidance and education were
recognized and fostered by the thinkers of the time, "Prior

to the Fenaissance, such men as Quintilian JSocrates and

Aristotle might 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 Martinson and Harry 3mallenburg, Guidance in Elem-
entary Schools (Englewcod Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1958), p. 8. ‘




~trat there be three divisions of people, based on natural
talents: The gold, or rulers; the iron, or professional
soldiers; and the earth, the largest class made up of the
great body of workers. These three classes were not to bev
based on wealth or birth, but‘on abilit?.wlThe "philosopher
kings,” the “golden” rulers, might be found in the homes
of workers or of soldiers. If so, they would~be taken from
those homes and put Qith others like themselves wheré they
" could be educated ahd nurtured for their future intellectual
leadefship,of the society. The most significant aspects
of Plafé;é ideal §tafe were'£hé concern féfifﬁﬁtingffhe’v
individual to the task énd_ the task to the individual and
the recogni{ion~of the ability of girlS‘{o.léarﬁ. ‘Plato,
in facf, advocated the sans educétion and training for
girls as that received >y boys and arcued that women should
be equals with men in government. Horeéver, Plato’s con-
cern for the recognition of gifted children -- a concern
that spans more than two thousand years -- reveals that one

of the major concerns of guidance today, the early recog-

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

the years B.C. 3Juch concern was not so much the result of
t

interest in the individual as a political interest in the
welfare of the entire state. Today, moreover, such polii-
tical concern, as we shall see, still influences the phil-

osophy of both guidance and a2ducation as a whole,




From the tlme of Plato to the early sixteenth century,
Plato’s humanistic philosophy dominated education, and the
monoern was to adapt education to the individual bent and
to the age of the pupils. With the advent of the Puritans
both inlEurope and the new settlement in America, however,
education moved away from humanistic phi;osophy. The Pur-
itan leader° were more concerned to stamp out whatever em-
- blens of tna devil they might find in their young than to
develop the unique qualities of the individual. The guidé
ancn glven to chlldren was very restrlctlve harsh and- dls-
01p11nary w1th the aim of produ01ng SOlld" nltlzena and
uood nrlstlanb. JoHn Locke, the great Eno1lsH phllosopher
rccoonlzed these qualities in tne nontemporarj educatlon.
In 1633 he w*‘o‘tts a letter to a friend advising him 3bout
educating his son. His antagonisix o the English Puritan
schools caused him to warn his fries! not to send his son
to such a school but to have him tutored privately, for,
he said, "Each man’s aind has some peculiarity as well as
his face”? ind must be allowed to develbp freely. Educa-
tion, he went on to say, must take into consideration the

individuality of the child

2John Locke, 3ome Thoughts Concerning Education (2am-
bridge: R. u.~)u1ck 1380), p. 216.

PR SR




Perhaps the greatest early advocate of educational
guidance was Jean Jacques Rousseau, who wrote in the
eighteenth century that “man is too noble a being to be
obliged to serve simply as an instrument for others, and
should not be enployed 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 responses
to his writings was a new awareness that fno form of ed-
ucation could be regarded as satisfacto:yrwhich did not
take account of the nature of the child.”?® Thus Rousseau’s
ideas were the forecasters of a new world. With the
advent of the steam engine and industrialization, man’s
ideas turned toward a concern for labor, the abilities
of tha individual, and ultimately to the worth of the
individual, ©r, in other words, to the democratic ideal.
In the early part of the nineteenth century twe ed-
ucators were of major importance to the growth of guidance

philosophy. The first of these was Johann Herbart.

3William Boyd, The History of destern Education
(London: Adam & Charles Black, 1859), p. 287.

41pid., p. 301.




‘Herbart, who considered individuality the main concern of '"fﬁ.
education, wis one of the most significant educators of the
period, He proposed that the ultimate aim ofveduéafion

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 Puriténs‘ Herbart did not advocate breaklnc'
the w1;1 out guiding the will to a desire for good. Al-
.though his phllosophy'has a rel;g;ous base, it clearly re- g
lates to'COnéépts of both education and guldance whlch re-
'céénize the‘need for developing the moral heglth of the

child.

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

cepts of modern guidance and education.

qOutllnes of Zducation Doctrine, Trans. 4.F. Lange
(New York: 19017, p. 40.

®Boyd, p. 354.




ds the nineteenth century continued, Eurcopeans e€spec-
s P

ially held on to Froebel’s and Herbart's theories, but in
America new educational theories were arising, influenced
no doubt by the nature of the aggressive, rugged Américan
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 t+hat period was Granville
Stanley Hall, who concluded that the only way to understand
children and how they learn was to investigate their minds
seientifically. With 3 large following of_disciples to
assist him in necessary research, Hall intioduced a new
method of studying children. Through questionnaires, Hall
investicated such emotions as fear, love, anger, curiosity,
nate and pity, and the relationship of rhese emotions to
learning. Not only w~as this the first use of the guestion-
naire, so common in clementary guidance today, but it rein-
forced Rousseau’s theories of the stages of development and
their relatiomnship to education, by revealing that rela-
tionships did, in fact, exist and influence learning pro-
cesses.

The biggest breakthrough to modern education ogzcurred
in 1896 when John Dewey founded the Laboratory 3chool at
the University of Chicago. There Dewey introduced the
“shild-centered” school. His main conviccion was that

the contemporary school was not relevant to the industrial

society. e felt that children have to be educated to




live in the world of the present, which, for the
child of his period was the industrial ~ociety. 3ince
modern‘sbéiety is industrial, children, he said, nust
be offered manual training and given more choice of
subjects. Dewey said that "The more a teazh:r is aware
of the past experiences of students, of their hopes, de-
sires, chief interests, the better will he understand
‘the forces at work that need to be directed and utilized
for‘the formation of iefiectivé habits.”7 The stress
L[ﬁhat Dewey placed on manual training and his inherent

récognition of the value of edﬁcational guidance-led

directly to increasing national recognition of the need

for guidance, particuiarly voéational, if educatisn were to
play a major part'in prepariﬁg 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
cempulsory laws of education. 3eeing that there were many
pecple looking for jobs and that there were jobs but that
frequently neither was suited to the other, Parsons estab-
lished the Vocational Bureau of Boston, which attempted to
find jobs for people and people for jobs. Also he published

a2 book entitled Choosing a Vocation, prubably the first

book in the field of guidance. “In his posthumously

7John Dewey, Dictionary of Education (Hew York:
Philosophical Library, 1959), p. 1l35.




published book he set forth the ideas, methods, and
materials which have now become commonplace in guidance
programs."8 Published in the same year, 1908, was another
important contribution to thes beginning of guidance --

Clifford Beers’ book, A Iind That Found Itself. Although

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

Another major tool of guidance, the testing program,
found its origin in Binet’s early crude test of intelli-
gence originated in 1905 in response to a request for an
instrument to measure student ability so that grade place-
ment could be nore accurate. During World dar I a number
of tests were developed because of the need to fecognize
quickly people with particular abilities both to enhance
the war effort at home and to iscrease the efficiency of
the military. The second ucrld War also contributed 3
number of tests designed to measure interests and abili-
ties. DBetwesen the two wars, however, the methodology of

testing became increasingly sophisticated. For example,

Mortenson and Allen . 3chmuller, Guidance

8donald G. )
3chools (Kew York: John Wiley and 3ons, 1959),

in Today's

o. 31.




in the 19207s industry was busy developing and using tests
to meésure‘thé apfitude of workers in ofder.to ensufe‘
maximum productivity. The concern was not for the well-
being of the individual but for the health of industry.
That the individual profited, however, was quickly re-
cognized by educatﬁrs, whose concern was humanistic rather
than economic. Thus during the 1920's and 1930's guidance
increased rapidly in the schobls, particularly the high
schools, where teachers took on the tasks of guiding and
testing the students.

The period of the depreséion with its tremehdbus
scarcity of work bréught an ever-increaéing concern for
early guidance. The need forx 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 guidance. By
1940, in fact, there were “more than 500 courses in guidance”
durinc the summer sessions alone.g The importance of the

guidance program to the schools and the need for special-

==

sts in cuidance were inereasingly recognized and the role

o

f quidance counselor was rapidly o ~oming a vocation.
Another important influence on the conception of

cuidance in the schools was Carl Rogers. lainly during

%robert L. Gibson and Ronert L. Higgins, Technigues
of Cuidance: An Approach to Pupil Analysis (Chicago: 3Science

vt

Research Associates, Inc., 1966), p. 6.




10

the 1940’s‘an3 igsolé‘ﬁbgers moved the emphasis of guid—
ance from the interview and directive approach to the
non-directive or child-centered approach. Rogers’ initial
influence was mainly on the high school program bécause

his techniques rely on the ability of the student to ver-
pally express his concerns. At the elementary level,
~hildren generally do not have the wverbal facility needed
for the non-directive approach to counseling. Perhaps more
important for elementary guidance was the method.of'z. G.
Williamson, who developed'and‘introduced the directive
approach to ccunseling at about the same time that Rogers
was developing his method. The bolarity of the two tech-
niques -- one authority centered, the other client centered --
resulted in a great amount of research by educators and
nsycholocists conceruninyg the counseling process. The re-
search, needless to say, further faecilitated the adoption

of a clinical approach to cuidance in the schools. ost

avs

H
D
4]
o
[
5

=l acread that while Rogers’ wethod did not work
well with pre-secondary pupils, Jilliamson’s was not 2
o alternative because it was too directive -- too

axtreas. The controversy was left unresolved by the sdoption

at all levels of education of eclectis methods which allow
’

¥ — A

thae counselor to utilize whatever aspects of formal method-

clogy he Feels apply to the nature of the individual and

the problemn,
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Ls the American society became increasingly complex,
so education too became more and more complex. With the
expansion of the cﬁrriculum and the reeulting,ﬁide vafiety
of choices of subject, a need for academic coUnseling in=-
-efeased. The importance of such world'events as Sputn"

can not be underestlmated in thelr impact on educatlon

'.and_lnev1taoly on guldance functlons. The result was that
~the counselor’s role beeame 1ncrea51ﬁcly dlver81f1ed and
“the need for ayphllosophlcal basis for guidanceuandrmorea
.5pe01allzed tralnlnc for counselors became apparent.” The
Natlonal Defense Education Act of 1958 lent federal support

to. thool guldance and ” stlmulated an 1n+=rest Ain guldance

at the elementary level ~10 aputnlk certalnly prov1ded im-
petus for atate_actlon since world competition was at
stake;tbﬁt the response of education was to champion the

" role of the individual. Throuchout the growth of both
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 protect.
The interest of industry, for example, was prompted by a
concern to make money. The interest of government was to
ensure the world leadership of its free demorracy. It was

the educators who brcught the concerns of such establish-

lOHyrum M. 3mith and Louise Omwake Eckerson Guidance
in Elementary 3chools (Washington, D.C., U.3. Government

Office, 19066), p. 1.




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 héppinéss debénded on right
development through education and guidance.

Members of the guidance profession were Specifically
active in thié direction. For example, studies like‘that

of Leonard Miller, "“uldance for the Under- aculever with

"

- SﬁpériOI'Ability, put the empha51s on the child‘and theﬁ

need for early guidance;‘ In 1902 tne J01nt kqu-Aou% Com~-

mittee on the Elementary Dcnool Counsolor'lssued a statement

part of wh;cH follows'

We bclleve tﬁat culdance for all
children is an essential- compone it of
the total educational experlence in
the nlementary school . . . . Ve
envision a “counselor” as 3 member of
the sfaff of each elcmentary school.
The "counselor” will have three major
responsibilities: counseling, con-
sultation, and coordination. He will
counsel and consult with individual
students and oroups of students; with
individual teachers and groups of
teachers, and with individual parents
and groups of parents. He will co-
ordinate the resources of the school
and community in meeting the Teeds of
the individual pupil . . 3

As a conseguence, the Matlonal Defense Education Act was

amended in 1864 to spe01flcal y include elementary school

lll 1 + TT hd vy
dilliam H., Vanbioose, et. al., The Zlementary 3chool

Counselor (Detroit: Javne 3tate University Press, 1970),
e Ll
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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
jurisdicfion of Youth Service 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 aevery few cogs representing primarily legislation
~and fundihg._ Indeed, the wheels of eech school system, with
few exceptiehe turﬁ independently of'those of the other

school systems and the blgger and better made the wheels of

a communlty are, the faster and smoother they turn makineg

it more and more impossible for the less well made and

less synchronized wheels of any other community to catch

up and benefit from the forward motion.”l2 1Ip Massachu-
setts elementary guidance programs have been the major
educational innovation of the 1950’s and consequently the
role of the counselor has become so broad so guickly that his
role is increasingly difficult to define. 3Since elemen-

tary school counseling culminates centuries of educational

advancement yet “hardly exists outside the Horth

126ordon P. Liddle and Arthur M. Kroll, Pupil 3ervices
for Massachusetts Schools (Boston, Mass.: Advisory Council

on Education, 1969), p. 46
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American continent -- not even in countries that are demo-
cratic and have what they consider to be an efficient

school system,”13 it would seem that 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 philesophical
root and that the philoscphy has grown out of the ¢goals and
interests of the society as a whole., The belief on which
élementary guidance is based is trat fhe'pupil nust be
assisted to "become a'perceptive individual, sensitivé to
why and how he functions. . . ."14 t is based on the
concept of the worth of each individual. Its goals are
to assist the child to develop his maximum potential
academically, psychelogically, physically and socially;
to help each child recognize and accept both his strengths
and weaknesses in the most purposeful and meaningful wavs.
“Guidance in elementary schools is usually interpreted as

a service to assist all children in making the maxisum

l3Hugh Lytton, 3chool Counselling and Counsellor Educa-
tion in the United States (Great Britain: 3t. Anne’s Press,
1968), p. 29.

A
“Angelo V. Boy, "Educational and Counseling Goals,”
Elementary 3chool Guidance and Counseling, III, 2 (Dec., 1968),

e 8O,
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~use of their abilities, for their own good and for that

of society.”15

The person in any society must be able to function
successfully,,economically, socially, and politically. In
the modern complex 3001ety, he must have a complete under-
standing of himself and how to l1ive in this rapld paced,
technologlcally -centered world.. The vast amountiof learn-
;1ng demanded for: maklnc wise ch01ces and so;vlna dlfFlﬂﬁlt
problems bas Dlaced a heavy burden on both the school and the
-Child. THe schOOT must 1mpart to cﬁlldren who are ready,
_able and w1lllng to- accept 1t the nnowledge that the
most 1mpoxtant fact of educa on is that it 1s an nn-
going process and that they must learn not only as much
as they can but how to discoverbknowledge, where to Tind
information and how to assimilate it. One of the mosc
iﬁportant functions of the eleﬁentary 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 emphasis 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 dif-

Hyrum M. Smith and Louise Ickerson, Guidance for Child-

ren Blementary Schools (Washington, D.C.: U.S5. Govern~
ment Printing Office, 1963), p. 1.

154
in
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ficulties, if any; and early use of available resources to
meet his needs.”16 |
Guidance recognizes that every child is unique; that
every child lives in a unique environment anrl 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."l7

Goals
Some educators see guidance as having two kinds of
goals: immediate and ultimate.l8 Immediate are those
which require the attention of the counselor within s
short period of time, for example intervention in a
classroom for a discipline or academic problem which

needs immediate attention. Or the counselor might be

161phi4d.

17Reed Fulton, "Questions in Our liinds About Guidance,”
The Clearing House, XXVIII, 7 (March, 1954), 394,

=

18Robert a. Apostal, "Objectives of Elementary Guidance,”
The 3School Counselor, X, 1 (Oct., 1962), 23.
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aaked to 3551st the student parent teacher or other school
personnel in solving a problem. Also immeéiate is to

place the child within a grade or level either because of

a rmferral, or test evaluation. ‘These and others like then
have as their immediate 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. U‘timate coals refer to the development
of a total awareness W1th1n the child, helping him to adjust
to SOPletY and his env1ronment by understandlng hlmself and .
otners.' In order to achleve such goals 1t must be re-
coonlaed that one of the maJor respon51b111t1es of guldance
;s'to eduqate parents. Parents need to see their chwld
realistically. The counselo* can help by 1nterpret1nc test
results, by showing parents what tge results mean and how
their child cempares with local, state and national norms.
3uch understanding is necessary if they are to recognigze
the rezsons 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;

n

developmental, preventive and remedial.lv Developmental

19 enneth D. Hoyt, “3ome Thoughts on Elementary Guidance,”
Cuidance and Counsellnq in the ulementa:y 3chools, ed. Donalo
Dinkmeyer (New fork:s Holt, Rinehart and winston, 1963), p.

o




cuidance is Jirected toward all students within the "school, ‘ifff'
whether they have pronlems or not. Its sim is to help

them make better choices and decisions and to live a betf

ter. fuller life. Preventive guidance works with those

students who appear to have a developing problem which is

not manifested fuily but is beginning to be ievealed in

their home and school behavior. Remedial guidance, on the

other hand, seeks to overcome éroblems whicthexiously‘

hamper a child’s activities, particularly within'the school

setting.

=

No matter what terms one uses to describe the éoals
of elementary school guidance, no matter what approach or
combination of approaches one,uses'tOjéchieVe them, per-
haps the ultimate goals are to foster respect for and
knowledge of oneself and others, a sense of persenal res-.
ponsibility and an attempt to Ffunction successfully at the
maximum of one’s level of ability, Promably the bhest
statement of the goals of elementary school guidance was
formulated at the White rouse Conference on Education in
1855. The following goals were designated as "appropriate
ooals of education’ however, it is a measure of the in-
terrelationship between quidance and education thst these
goals state succinctly exactly the aims of Fguidance:

a)

respect and appreciation for human
values and the beliefs of others,




b) ability to think and evaluate con-

“structively -

c) effective work habits and self-dis-
cipline

d) ethical behavior based on a sense of

moral and spiritual values
e physical and mental hezlth20
Definitions

One reads and hears extensive discussion among people
concerned with elementary guldance about such questlons
.as "Jhat is the role of the elémnntary counselor?” The
experience of all people in guidance has been that the
-role of the counselor does not lend itself tq[defiﬂifion
very_réadily., Even the attempt to answer the qﬁestion‘of
counselor role in terms of those activities a éounsélQr
shddld engage in, resﬁlts in wide disagreement. Perhaps
an approach to defining guidance can be made by examining
what guidance seeks to accomplish. 3Smith and Eckerson
have proposed that ”Guidance in the elementary schools
assists 31l children directly and indirectly through
their teachers and parents, in making maximum use of.
their abilities for their own developuent and for the
good of society. The emphasis is on the recognition of
intellectual, emotionil, social and physical strengths
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,
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children”2l If it can be agreed that guidance is essenti-

ally what Eckerson and Smith state, then perhaps one might
define the role of the guidance worker as involving the
process ol working with parents, teachers, school adminis-
tration, the community and agencies within the community
and finally and most importantly the child, in order to
assure that every child aohieves maximum adjustmeﬁt, ed-
ucationally, psychologically, pPhysically and socially so
that he may be a happy, productive adult who enhances the
society im which he lives, alem=ntary scHool nuldance as
one part of the total ouldance program, ‘would then assure
the early development of the child, thus fac1lltat1ng his
entrance lnto secondary school and ultimately the total
society.

In terms of this definition of elementary guidance
counseling, the problems which the counselor encounters are:

1) Does his role as guidance counselor include all

these functions?
2) What are the priorities among those functions?
3) iho is responsible for determining both his
functions and the priorities among them?
4) 4hat educationzl Preparation does he need in

order to perform those functions required of him?

Zl”Elpﬂentaly 3chool Guldanc@: The vonbulidnt
Guidance andg Counseling in the blemewtar] School, ed. Donald

), p. 113,

Vinkmeyer (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1963
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These problems offer a great leeway in interpretation of
their importance and priority in the role of the guidance
counselor. DBecause of the abstract nature of these pro-
blems, this leeway can result in a substantial difference
between the perceived role of the counselor and his actual
role.

. In this study the term "actual role” refers to the
fuﬁctions which counselors perform in their day-to-day
operation within the school. "Perceived role” denotes
those functions which are assigned theoreticaily to the
eleméntary-school counsélor, based on the defiﬁition and
goals of thercounseling program, what might then be re-

ferred to as the "ideal” function,

Scope and Limitations of 3tudy

The study was limited to an examination of the role
of the elementary guidance counselor in the state of Mass-
achusetts. One hundred and twenty towns and cities in the
3tate have elementary scnool guidance counselors. The total
number of counselors at the elementary level in the State
totals 359. One-third of these counselors (113) were sur-
veyed after being randonly selected. They represented
sixzxty school districts. Supervisors of guidance programs,
usually guidance directors or directors of pupil personnel

services, existed in all 120 districts. Fifty percent




of‘these were randomly selected. In these 120 districts
there is a total of 1098 elementary school principals.

This total was divided by elewen and 99 were randomly
chosen for the survey. In the 120 districts there is a
total of 119 supcr1ntenden+s- 59 of these (507%) were
surveyed. All of fhe 120 districts having elementary
guidance counoelors are represented by some part of the re-
search sample. The final group pa1L1c1pat1ng in the survey
W3S m&de up of 12 counselor educators, the director of each

of the Counselor Lducatlon Programs at the 12 unlver51gles

and’ colleces in the State which offer a vounsblor Bducatlon:

Drocrram. al1 porsonb partlclpatlnc in the study were
a%mlnlstered the same group of que3L10nna1 In addition
to the questionnaires, however, the counselor educators
were asked to respond to guestions about the nature of the

counselor education program at their institution.

N e e




CHAPTER II
RELATED RESEARCH

"Over the past decade a great deal of theorizing |
about distinctive features of elementary school guidance
has been offered."22 A major step in defining the actual
role of the elementary school counselor would be taken if
educational theorists could agree on the nature of elemen-
tary school counseling as a discipline. There are those
who believe that "a well-prepared counselor who is confi?
dent of his profeésional status should build his own role”
aﬁd that a good elementary school cguidance counselor shouid
have a "loosely defined réle"23 that would be determined
by the school philecsophy, en&ironment}and population factors,
rather than "a complex of graduate preparation, certifica-
tion standards, undeviating functions and techniques and

24

a nine-to-three office schedule.”“* On the other hand,

other theorists contend that “the elementary school counse-

22431lace Phillips, “The Professionalization of Elem-

entary 3chool Counselors,” Elementarv 3chool Guidance 3and
Counseling, IV, 2 (Dec., 1969), 58.

231ouise O. Bekerson, "In Support of a Loosely Defined
Role for the Ilementary 3chool Zounselor,” Elementary School
Guidance and CJounseling, IV, 2 (Dec., 1969), 85.

- & g

24 . -
44Tpid., p. 22,




lor lacks a definitive«statement“which'coﬁld'guide his

actions”zs and consequently counselors flnd +henselves

Pressured into functlonlnq as psycnometrlsLs school

'psychologlsts,_visiting,teachers or spec1al educatlon»

Specialists” and when “these perbonnel are already on the
job, there j often some dlfflculty in commuxlcatlng Just

26 oo =
aat the counselor’s role snall be,” <6 An fact, one}

writer oontends that 1nprov1n0 tH effe ctlveness of counsel~‘

°rs will be diffiecult to achieve because counselors are

burdened with.tas 45 they should noL ke performlng ”27 ‘3

tudy of the dlfference between the 1deal role and the
aotual role of tﬁe culdance counselor nompared the per-
ceptlon of school prlﬂclnals in the state of Ut ah w1tn that
of counselor educators, the. couﬂselor eduﬂanor v1ew be1ng
con31dered as the ideal. CAll of the secondary school
Principals in the State were Surveyed and 937 responded.

3ix counselor educators from six different geographical

25He1ry Kaczbovskl "The Elementary School Counselor
s uonsultant CulJance and Counsellnq in the Zie
Jehigé (Hew York Holt, Rinehart & w11nton Ind,,
n 28,

26Phillios . 90.

27Jon Carlson and John J. Peltrofega “A Trilevel
Aldance Structure; Aan Answer to Our %pparent Ineffect.

ness, ” Elementarvy School Guidance and uoun5ellne VvV, 3
(arc h, 19717, 1971°

< SRR b e




areas of the United Jtates were asked to respond to the
same Counselor Role Jjuestionnaire as answered by the prin-

cipals. Among the six counselor educators there was perfect
agreement as to the proper functions of counselors. ‘Among
the principals there were differences depending primarily
on the nuaber of guidance‘courses which they themselves had
taken. In general, however, principals tended tovexpect
non-counseling activities, such as clesriecal duties,‘of‘
sounselors. Principals saw counselors as "Assuming many

varled roles, filling in as an all- 3r0Lnd a551stant --

whether it be for clerical work, ronitoring, teachlng or
w28

counseling. Moreover, principals tended to feel that

counselors should share information with them and otHer
school personnel while counselor educators held ronflden-
tiality of major importance. Both groups generally agreed
that counselors should not be involved in discipline.
Their views on all other guestions substantiate the point
that there is wide difference, not only between the per-

ceived and actual roles of counselors, but between the

actual and ideal roles, This study as well as the cor

. TO-
versy between the advocates of rigidly defined :oles and
arrell H. UYart and Donald J. Prince, "Role Conflict

for 3cheool Counselors: Training Versus Tob Demands,” The
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLVIII, 5 (Jan., 1970) 374,
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those of loosely defined roles for elemcntary school guid-
ance counselors point to a needvfor study of the problens,
clarification of the needs, and-proposals.for reselutionv
and correction. |

One of the most controver81al areas 1s the phllosophy.
of ouldance 1tself %mong ~Jucators there seem to be three
concepts of guldance- p;eventlve ,remeclal and develop—
ﬁeﬁtaii ‘Moreover Nlthln each of these three ﬂoncepts
there appear to be two p0551ble approaches~. the cognitive
_vand the ”whole Chlld approaﬂh : Por example Verne Faust
clalms that "while we frequently have heard it sald that
.1t is the wnole child’ we are concerned with 1n~educat10n-
more often 1t is cognition alone which in reallty receives
attenticn of teachers, counselors and the public.”z9 e
goes on to add that "every segmenf’of the elementary school
counselor education program has been designed to prepare
the counselor to contribute toward the child’s functioning
maximally at the cognitive level. . . ."30, Faust feels so
strongly that this perception of the elementary guidance
counselor’s function is incorrect that he states that those

who also disagree with such a goal for guidance wmust "work

29”“lementary 3chool Counseling,” Guidance and Coun-
seling in the Elementary 3chools, p. 28.

301bid., p. 31.
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cautiously in new directions. . . . resign our poéitions”3l
or somehow effect change.

In a study of counselors as perceived by elementary
principals, the resea:chers discovered that “many elemen-
tary school principals are unsure of elementary school
counseling’s purpose and possibilities.”32 Yhen asked to
rank various funections according to importance, they fended
to rank in the following order: 1) counseling individual
students with personal problems, 2) consulting with parents,
3) counseling students with academic problemé,'4) counsel -
ing students with severe discipline problems, 5) identifying
students with special talents and problems, 6) assisting
teachers in testing, and a list of eleven more functiéns
mainly pertaining to testing, curriculum and guidance rela-
tions with the school and community.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.

311pid., p. 28.
32phillips, p. 90.

33yilliam P. McDougall and Henry i. Reitan, “The Elem-
entary Counselor as Perceived by Elementary Principals,”
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLII, 4 (Dec., 1963), 348-358.

41pid., p. 354.




The 3tate Department éf Colorado in its Handbook
suggests that the "elementary school counselor’s role
might be that of facilitators of objectives in the affec-
tive domain. These objectives include behaviors of stu-
dents in the areas of interest, attitudes, and valueé,‘and
the development of appreciations and adequate adjustment,”35
The Handbook enphas1ves that the role of the counselor 1s
’to contrlbute ”toward bulldlng learnlng cllmates in_order
for the child to learn effectivelyl rather than treéting
‘"criseS‘oi preventing‘somgthing.”ss, In other words, it
stresseé developmental guidance. The Towa Handbook begiﬁs?
A major ObJe”tlve of education in our soc1ety is to a531st
1nd1v1duals in their total development. . . . Guldance ac-
tivities are designed to help individuals examine themselves
and society, make‘plans and decisions, and attain their
maximum development."37 In botk, then, the stress is on
developmental guidance

Biasco, in a study of elementary guidance in New York

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

J. Bradley Williams, Elementary Couaseling and Cuid-
ance Handbook (Denver, Colorado: Dept. of Education, 1970},
pP. 21.

36
Ibid.

37 . , ,
) Elementary Guidance in Iowa: A& Guide (Towa:
ment of Public Instruction, n.d.), p. 5.

Depart-
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opmental cuidance program, the kind of program which he
himself recommends. He further found that most of the
schools never evaluated their guidance programs, had very
poor facilities, lacked secretaries, kept poor records,
and lacked "an adequate understanding of the basic prin-
ciples of confidentiality.”38 de recommended, as the
result of his study, that regularly scheduled planning
sessions be held with the principals and a small, selec-
tive advisory committee made up primarily of teachers;
f:equent in-service training sessions: strong state
support in helping coﬁnselors keep confidences; more
privates offices, and ffequent self- and outside evalua-
tions. In his study, he discovered that there were some
commonzlities among the various elementary school guidance
programs. For example, he found that all of them involved
“counseling of children; all involved conferencing with
parents; all involved services to teachers. DNost of the
counselors were involved in the testing preogram in the
school; most of them participated in the placement function

of the school; most of them made home visits.”°9 flowever,

p‘ : . -
38prank Biasco, “Impressions of an Observer,” Elem-
entary 3School Guidance and Counseling, III, 4 (May, 1969)
245,

Q0
[ ] '
Ihid.,

p. 243.




the emphasis was somewhat different in each rprograim.

Hill, by visiting elementsary schools in twentv-seven
states in a period of eighteen months, found that there
“was widespread agreement of the purposes of a guidance
program in the elementary school as well as agreement that
there was much need for change and improvement in such pro-
grams.40 Yet he feels that elementary guidance has seri-
ous handicaps: its newness; the “strong academic emprasis”
which “places intellect first and, unfortunately, seems atA
times to have sought to isolate the child’s mind from the
rest of his beind’; a skepticiém among teachers, adminis-
trators and other échool personnel regarding elementary
school guidance; the “slowness with which well-defined |
programs for the presentation of elementary school counselors
and guidance administrators have come into being in the
41

universities,” and others. de see that among other pro-

blems, Hill laments the emphasis placed on cognitive learn-

in

le]

The studies by Hill, Biasco, Phillips and McDougall
[4 r p ] ?
and Reitan all reveal not only a general disagreement about

the counselor’s role, but also a difference in perception

QOGeorge E, Hill, “The Emerging Role of Guidance in
the Elementary Schools,” Proceedings of the New Encland
Suidance Conferences, Nov., 1968, p. 99.

41,44, p. 103,




of that role and even of the goals of elementary school
guidance itself. “hile 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, making a study in 1969, found that
counselor education in the Iiidwest had made great progress
in the four years_following 1885. 3he notes fhat»in 1865
only 9% of the graduate institutions surveyed had differ-
entiated programs for elementary school eounselors while
in 1969, 57% did. Of the 31 respondents to her question-
naire 26 indicated a special elementary counseling program
different from the secondary schocl counselor programs.

The most common courses among those schools with differ-
entiated programs were in elementary school guidance,

child growth and development and elementary counselor
practicun or internship.42 Another study in the same year
found that the nuwber of institutions offering a “distinctly
different program” for elementary school counselors increased

from 41 in 1967 to 77 in 1969.43 Despite the growth of

9 » +
4“L Sue Pomplan “Elementary 3chool Counselor Pf°p=r—
n in the Nlﬂwegt Llementary 3chool Guidance and Coun-
nag, IV, 2 (Dec., 196’) 33,

;-'-O

43etzehke and dill, “The ’rofessionalization of the
Elementary 3chool Counselor ;" Blementary 3School Cuidance
and Counseling, IV, 2 (Dec., 1969), 68,
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counselor education programs for elementary level counselorg,

some educators are concerned about the value of the programs

4

since most of them are an outgrowth of secondary counselor
programs. For example, Hill, while recognizing the growth
of doctoral level programs in elementary counseling, notes
that “there is little evidence that they are producing
erough leaders for counselor education and supervision of
elementary school guidance.”%% 1In the same veih loore

and Haley state that “The natural trend towards unified

reciprocal action bhetween state departments of education

-

n the granting of certification and licenses indicates a

16

efinite need for elementary school counselor-educators to
provide adequate and relevant training for their counselor
12 1145 my ' . ) - s
candidates. I'ne issue, however, seems to be, what is
"relevant” training? Richard Dunlop in several different
articles points out the need for a clearer Jefinition of

S

the counselor in order that the counselor education pro-

%]

grams may be made more relevant. He asks if counselors

are conceived of as educators, psychologists, or unique

3

professionals. If they are educators, thea the present

t

.

44 - - - , . . .
**George 11111, "Dozctoral Preparation in the Pield of
Llementary 3chool Guidance,” Zlementary 3chool Guidance and
counseling, IV, 3 (ilarch, 19707, 201.

-
L
.
1

45Jo‘nn Moore and Hargaret Haley, “Relevancy in the
Training of Elementary 3chiool Zounselors,” Slementary 3ohool
Guidance and Counseling, YV, 4 (May, 19713, 308.
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emphasis on teacher training and the requirement of teach-
ing experience is valid; if, én the other Hand, they are
psychologists, then the responsibility for training them
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 unique degree awarded. Dunlop suggesfs fhat master’s
and doctor’s degrees of‘Professional Counseling might be
the peoper designation for such degrees. ‘Clearly in}each
§f these three possible definitions, the emphasis woula be
quite different.46 Only a true definition of the guidance
counselor and an accurate stétement df‘his functions‘and
goals would lead to such specialized education, which would
result in a marked change in gradvate schools which pre-
pare counselors and a marked change in the professional
status of the counselor.

The present view of the counselor is that he is a
counselor and educator. The state of Massachusetts, for ex-
ample, makes the following requirements for the certification

of guidance counselors (t..ere is no differentiation be-

46Richard S. Dunlop, “The Counselor: Educator, Psycho-

logist, or Something Unique?” Focus on Guidance, III, 9
(May, 1971), 1-8,




tween elementary or secondary counselors):

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

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

3) Tuwelve semester hours of guidance pro-
gram education distributed among all of
the following: . ‘ |

Principles and Practices of Guidance
Counseling

Tests and lleasurements
Occupational Information

47
:Thé-requiremeht of a teacher’s certificate is the rule;
not the'exceptionfin most states.

Anotﬁer_prbblem in State’licensing of counselors is
brought up by Eckefson. In 1987 she found that only 34
states had certification for counselors from grades K-12,
and that “there is little or no differentiation in required

né

courses for the different levels. 8 One vear later

Van Hoose and Vafakas made a study of state certification

"

standards. They found that while 31 states nave “developed
and published standards pertaining to guidance in the
elementary school, for the most part, these are vague and

lack zpecificity in texms of objectives and producing

47 L
"77he Commonwealth of lia

18
Education, Bureau of Teacher C
1856 (latest ruling).

4810uise Eckerson, "Elementary 3chool Guidance, Devel-
opments and Trends,” Guidance Awareness in Elementary Edu-
cation, Ceorge iloreau, ed. (wWashington: National Catholic
Assoc., 1967), p. 2.

sichusetts, Vzpartment of
ertification and Placeument,




desired changes in children.JQQ
Dunlop notes that the most widespread assumption about

counselors is that they are school peoprle, thus their majof

training is>by professors who specialize in teacher train-

ing. Certification requirements reflect this assumption.

Perhaps thé second most widespread assumption is that a

counselor is a counselor -- that there is no need for dif-

ferentiating the requirements for'counééliﬁg.At‘the varicus

school levels. Some people suggest that the'only-solution'

'is to require examination for counselor certification, but

cerfainly before eXaminafion would relieve the présent 

problems in guidance, clarification of many aspects of

guidance counseling is necessary. How are elementary

guidance counselors different from secondary guidance coun-
selors? %What education should each have? What is the nature
of the counselor’s role at the different school levels?

These gquestions at least must be answered before changes

in counselor education and in counselor certification can

be any more than gratuitous.

4g'dilliam H. VanBbouse and Catherine M. Vafakas, "“3tatus
of Guidance and Counseling in the Elementary 3School,” The
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XLVI, & (Fek., 1968), 5308.




CHAPTER I1I1I
PROCEDURES AND METHODS OF RESEARCH

Significance and Assumpticns of the Studj‘

In May, 1970, Robert.ISenberg, the new vice-president
of the American School Counselors Association’(ASCA)‘ihl{
charge of elementary counSeling‘stated that he would like

to see a survey revealing where elementary
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 counselors are to develop a '
worthwhile professional program with ASCA
and give positive direction to legislators,
counselor educators and professional edu-
cation associations on how they can help

us make our services more meaningful to
students, teachers and parents. ' o

One year later, May, 1971, Isenberg wrote that he
"received word that elementary school counseling in Qin-
cinnati, Ohio and Xent, Washington, to name but two states,
is in jeopardy of being eliminated,”°l He stressed the

problem of survival in counseling because of the "coming

90Robert L. Isenberg, “From Your Vice-President, ”

Elementary School Guidance and Counseling, IV, 4 (May, 1970),
243,

51"Vice-President's Message,” Elementary School Guidance
and Counseling, V, 4 (May, 1971), 245,




age of accountability.” Perhaps, as Barnes and McClure

state, the most pressing problem, 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 administration, spec-
ifically the superintendent of schoolsand the
elementary school principal

2) the counseling administration, the director
of pupil personnel services or director of
guidance

3) the 3tate and college requirements, Certi-
fication requirements and college educators’
views of elementary school guidance functions

as well as courses required for elementary
- counselor education

4) elementsry school counselors themselves
This study compares these perceptions in order to discover
areas of agreement and disagreement among them, the rele-
vanze 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 Lypothesized that there is 3 significant

Yeith D. Barnes and Patricia UcClure, "Elementary
Cuidance--4 Zritical Loeok From the Field,” Blementary
School Cuidance and Counselinc, IV, 2 (Dec., 1369), 104.
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differensce between the role of the elementary guidance
counselor both as it is perceived by the Massachusetts
State Department of Education, Massachusetts school admin-
istrators, counselor educators and employed elementary
scheol counselors as opposed to hew the role is actually
performed; The hypotheses underlying this etﬁdy are'fhat:

1) elementary school administrators perceive

: the functions of the elementary school coun-
selor incorrectly in terms of his actual
oerformaﬂee of functions

2) the elementary counselor perceives his own
role as different from what it actually is

3) couuselor educators perceive elementary

. counselor functions as different from the
‘actual counselor performance

4) administrators, counselors and counselor
educators all view the ideal functions of
an elementary counselor as different from
his present functions

5) administrators, counselors and counselor
educators disagree on education and cer-
tification requirements for elementary
school counselors

6) despite disagreements on counselor func-
tions, administrators, counselors and
counselor educators view the elementary
counselor’s role favorably

The rationale for the study is:

1) tbat an awareness of the differences between
serceived and actual roles of the elementary
~zuidance counselor can lead to improved re-
guirements for certification, more realistic
preparation and more efficient functioning
of the elementary guidance counselor

2) that such improvements will foster better
education of elementary scheol children
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3) that optimun functions of the cuidance
"+ counselor at the ‘elementary level could
help prevent many of the social problems
among contemporary youth., and that such
social ramifications mak: the study not
only significant but essential.
Research Sample |
In order to analyze'the dichotomny between the actual
dnd the perceivéd role of the elementary guidance counselor
in the state of MASsacﬁuSefté,'certain basic p:oblemS'héd.}‘
to be resolved. The‘first;bf these was the nature of the
_ group to be aﬁalyzed: exaétly ﬁhose perceptions of the:  
Jélémeﬁtdf} COﬁﬁSelor’s roleFﬁénat6_bé iﬁfol?eagih tﬁé.
${udy. .Certainly the couﬁselor's own view of his role and
functiéns would be of prime*iﬁportance; therefore the COun-':
selor would have to be‘includéd in the sample. Since the
major issue of the study is how the counselor’s role differs
from the perception of it, it would seem that a second group
of major importance would be thoze people responsible for
the job description of the counselor:; the administration
or, specifically, the superintendent of schools, the elem-
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
.ther such designation, is directly responsible for the

functions of the counselor. It is he who oversees the
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cbunselor;s work, who confeféwwithvthe counselor ohvspedi-
fic cases, who acts as liaison between the counselor and
superintendent of schools and school committee. He also
generally recommends appointment and reappointment. 3Spec-
ifically thenxhe is accountable for the counselor’s role.
The principal, on the other hand, has complete responsi-
vility for his building, all pupils, all personnel and
all programs in that building. Therefore the counselor
must work through his jurisdicfion in order to carry out
any roles with téachers,.pupils or special programs. The
superintendent, since he is réSponsible for the tdtal
school operation, is the final authority in anything re-
lating to the cduﬁselor. What these three administrators
see as the counselor’s roles are then extremely 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 constituted a large sanple
and would offer a meaningful view of the counselor-role.

Once the groups to be surveyed had been clarified,

a second problem arose. Could the total population be




handled? In view of the extremely large number of parti-

cipants available in these five categories, close to 2000,
it seemed mQré feasible to select a sample from each group.
After consultation with Dr. Gordon 3Sutton, Professor of
Sociology at the Univefsity ¢f ¥assachusetts, and upon his
redbﬁmendation, it was dédided to use a modification of

the stratified sample. “It is essential that the individuals
selecféd be éhosen~in;su¢h~a-Way that the small groups, or
saﬁples, appfoximate' the larger group or popu-lation,”53 in
order for the inferential statistics to have validity._
Thus évpérdénfage of éédh>6f fhe first‘four‘groups?was'
selected. 'Thé elementafy guiﬂénce counselor sample was

Y,

chosen by seleqting every third name -- 337 -- starting
with the eighth nanme (which was drawn from 3 lottery that
included numbers one to ten) and going through the full
range and back to the eighth name again.

All of the administration groups were chosen only from
public schools that have elementary guidance counselors.
Because of the couparatively swall number of superintendents
{119) and guidance supervisors (120), it was decided to
survey 50% of these groups in order to ensure greater re-
liability and validity of the results. From the list of

superintendents, every other one was chosen, beginning

531ohn W. Best, Research in Zducation (Lnglewocod

Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1959, p. 203.
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with number two, “even” having been selected from a lot-
tery of "odd” and "even.” The same selection procedure
was used again to select the sample of guidance supervisors.

[ awl

Even” was draun for this group and every other one was then

- chosen for use in the sample. PFinally, because’of an-

extremely large population (1098), it was decided that 9%
or 99 of the principals would be a sufflclently rellable
sample and thus every eleventh principal was chosen, start-
ing w1th eleven which was drawn from a lottery of one to
eleven., It is interestlnq.to noterthat when ali samples
had been selected, every school'system in fhe State'which
has elementary gunidance was represented in at least one’
categery. _Research revealed that‘there are only twelve
colleges or universities in assachusetts that have an
elementary guidance counselor training program. 3ince there.
was such a snmall numbei, questionnaires were sent to the
director of each of these programs. In addition to the
questionnaire, counselor educators were asked to respond to
three guestions:

1) Does your insztitution have a program of
elementary counselor education?

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

3} What degree is issued upon completion
of the program?
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Nature of Research Instruments
The third problem was to determine the nature of the
instrument or instruments to bhe used. Three kinds of
information were sought:

1) the degree of importance assigned to
the various functions of the elemen-
tary guidance counselor in the public
schools, both in reality and in an
ideal program.

2) the amount and kind of aducation 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 guidance coun-
selor role.

It was clear that a single instrument could not validly
elicit such a variety of response. Therefore, a three-
vart instrument was devised.

The Likert-type scale was selected for the Ffirst
pvart of the questionnaire because it 1s an attitudinal
scale in which “the subjects are asked to respond to each
iten in terms of several degrees of agreement or disagree-

ment” and could easily be adapted fto drawing a response

vd1737ie Jahoda and Neil darren, Attitudes (Baltiamore,

4
L
Maryvland: Penqguin Books, Inc., 1966), p. 214,
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concerning both the real or agtual and the ideal program,
with the use of a single statement. Moreover, the Likert,
unlike the Thurstorewhich requires 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-
ing instruments are objectivity, reliability; validity,
sensitivity, comparabi{ity, and utility‘.s5 The Likert
rates_high,on all of these s¢ales;; In fact, “The coef-
ficient of correlation between the scales(?hurstomaand I;iker{}
reported as high‘as + .92 in one study.”?B

‘Part I on the Questionnaire,deQeidﬁed for this study

wa's divided into five parts, one each dealing with the serviges

of the elementary guidance counselor to the child, the parent,

_the teacher, the administration and to outside agencies and
the community (3ee Appendix B for instrument). The specific
items on the guestionnaire were determined by both the ACES
and the A3CA guidelines of 1968 for developing elementary
guidance counselors, where the stress was on counseling,
coordination and consultation, and on the recommendations of

people in guidance. For instance, Dinkmeyer and Faust as

55 A [} : A g i 4
“YThe Measurement of lMeaning (Chicago: University of
1

Illinois Press, 1971), p. 11

%1pid., b, 157.




well as many others stress the need for the elementary

3

counselor to work with parents in the home. Dominick D.

Pellegreno points out that “One of the majsr reles ascribed
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 teachers the effects of the classroom learning slimate
wo'7

on the children. Furthermore, lLloreau points out fhe

need of elementary counselors to conduct group guidance, have
career days, visit the high school, teach occupations and
conduct group counseling sessions.58 All of these idess
were included in the guestionnaire under Part I.

The second part of the instrument dealt with education,
training and certification of counselors. Again the Lik-
ert-type scale was used. .owever, only one five-point scale
w3s used 1in conjunction with 3 series of 16 phrases. Part
II concludes with three open~-ended statements which required

3 written response from respondents. No real assumgtions

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

o7 - v . .
"The zZlementary 3chool Counselor and the Affective

Domain,” Elementary School Guidance and Counselinag, IV,
(May, 1970), 351.

L

[

o8 ‘e P B ,
Ceorge H, loreau, ed. Guidance Awareness in Elem-

entary Education (Washinaton: National Catholic &

Association, 1967), p. 150,

—

cducation
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elementary guidance counselor should have and a variety of
possible educational backgrounds was suggested. IHowever,
most factors were taken from research which suggested
possible educational experiencas for elementary counselors.
For example, Eckerson and 3aith recommend a broad liberal
arts cducation with a major in elementary education, soci-
ology or psychology; experience in the schools or in sim-
ilar agencies; and a strong internship in elementary guid-
ance or previous teaching experience. Their views and
others influenced the selection of phrases describing the
counseloxr’s preparation.

The 'kertlscale "nakes possible the ranking of in-
dividuals in terms of the favorableness of their attitude
toward a given object, but it does not provide a basis for
saying how much more favorable one is than another. . . R

The semantic differential is “a highly generalized technigue

of measurement which must be adapted to the requirements of
esch research problem to which it is applied.”®0 Jitn it
as a measurement, “we probably tap available bases for com-

parison which the subject may not spontanecusly think of
£ il ]

S9 )
Jahoda, p. 3lo.
DRI 6() (Y. ' hid 3
The Measurement of leaning, p. 76.

.




even though they may be valid bases."61 The semantic
differential consists of a “semantic scale between op-
posing polar adjectives."62 The scale has seven units

that "represent a straight 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 mcre readily with tﬁe
semantic differential technique, this instrument was chosen
for Pgrt III of the guestionnaire. 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 a filler or practice set of scales and
was chosen in preference to an unrelated concept because
both counselors and principals work within the same envi-
ronment and in approximately the same degree of closeness to
pupils and teachers despits the difference in the nature -of
their roles. here was no intention, however, of relating
the prinzipal’s role to this study since the concern here is

iimited to the ro’ - of the elementary school counselor.
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| Of*the 16 sets of adjectives, which mixed words in-
volving activité, potency, and evaluation, eight @airs of
ﬁérds wifﬁ evaluation factors were randomly distributed
both as to their number in the total 16 and their position
‘on the rlcht or left side of the scale. These}wdrds
which Osgood found to have loadlnas of .75 or better :énd
thus to be clearly evaluatlve were ”good-bad";““hone;@;
leshonest"; ”dlrty clﬂan "eruel-kind”; "faix}unfairf;‘

“3wful-nice”; "unpleasant—pleasant"; "Worthleséévaluable.”

Pretests

The 1nstruments were pretested By a ¢ P of twenty-
-four people 1n educatlow, 1nclud1ng one counselor educator
three superlntendents, @levpn guidance couWShlors, three
elemontary pr1n01pals, three dir ectors of guidance and three
classroom teachers. Klthough classroom teachers were not
part of the sample for the study itself, they were included
in the pretest because it was felt that they could more
readily discover any omissions cr confusions in the sec-
tion of Part I relative to functions of the elementary
quidance counselor relating to the teacher. etest results
indicated areas, for example, on the Likert sections which
seemed to cause some confusion; soue respondents crossed

out words in the phrases to clarify their responses. On




the semantic differential section, several words were elim-
inated and others substituted after the pretest because

the words failed to elicit any definitive response ~- every
respondent had placed them in the exact center, or neutral
positicn. Problems in numbering and other format devices
Jere also seen and corrected.

In addition to having people indicate responses on the

pre-test, conferences were held with two elementary teachers,

one jJuldance counszlor and one counselor educator. Their

judgments of wording and format were taken into considera-

tion in the formulation of the final instrument.

For ex-
ample, one suggested that letters be used to identify phrases

R
ras

ther than numbers bhecause of confusion caused by the fact
that numbers were used to identify the degree of response

as well,

ailine Procedures

e final version of the instrument was sent to the

entire sample on the same day, October 1, 1971
retnrn request in 1% days anl a2 stanped, se

b .4

=nyaleope ineluded, Zeturn envel

stanp so thit follos-1p lebttors would he minimized, Tha
i -
first follow-up, occurring three weeks afrer *he first

mailing, Octcher 23, consisted of 3 reminder letter




which alsp extended the time for response hecause of the
fiilure of the post office to deliver the guestionnaires
promptly (some took 3s long as three weeks for arrival, it was
learned). These were sent to all those who had not
returned their guestionnaires. A third follow-up Wwas
sent to pfincipals only on November 4 because the response
from principals was negligible at that time. A final
follow-up, which included another questionnaire, was sent
to all respondents on November 15. The final cut-off

date was fixed for. Decenber 1.

Statistical Applications for Analysis of Data
There are several problems involved in the use»of statis-
tical techniques in anaiyzing Jdata. The first of these is
dealing with populations of unequal size. The Mann-Whitney
U Test, according to several statisticians, is the nmost

significant for revealing Jdifferences in such populations.

—
o

is 3 more powerful test than the median test because it

onsiders the rank value of =2ich resronse. Its power-

9]

»
efficiency is ”95 per cent even for moderate-sized samples,”64

1]

Thus it has great power to reject the null hypothesis. This

test was, therefore, of particular importance to this study.

Jith it, each sample could be compared to the counselor

Blhm. o _ \ R o
“4olaney 3ieqgzl, Nonearametric Statistics for the
Behavioral 3ciences (New York: McOraw-Hill Zook Co., Inc.,
1956), p. 126.
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sample, comparing, for example, "what is” as ranked by the
total counselor sample, with “what is” as ranked by one of
the other groups. For the U test, a non-parametric test,
“the null hypothesis is that A and B have the same dis-
tributiOn.”Gs The U test is computed by applying the

formula:

U= NN, NgN +1)-R

where N; equals the size of group 1; Ng equals the size of
group 2 and Rl equals the summation of the rated scores for
gfoup 1 (the smaller group). The U is then converted to the
probability level (p) or level of difference. In a one-
tailed test, the rejection region for the null hypothesis is
egual to or less than .05.56  Tye Mann-Whitney U Test was
applied to 31l Five samples, comparing the counselor group’s
responses to every item in Part I with each of the other
¢roups’ responses. =Rasponses to both "what iz” and "what
should be” were statistically compared for all groups, each
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 & and B do not have the same
distribution, that 8 is greater than B, and therefore i

and & come from Jdifferent populations.

Another problem involved in analvzing the research

S9Thid., p. 116.

~
0o

Ibid., p. 118.




dafa is dealing with related samples. It was necessiry to
compare the responses to “what is” and “what should be”
within each group: counselor response to “what is” con-
rared to counselor response to “what should be, "

Responses, then, to Part I vere analyzed by a second non-

paranetric test, the Priedman Two-way Analysis of Variance.
The null hypothesis for the Friedman test is ”that the k
sanples have been drawn from the same population.”®” The

formula applied is:

12
K (K + 1)

xr? = (R)% - 3 (£ + 1)

Ny

(s
N
[

where N equals the number of rows; K equals 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
3 1

over the k conditions., Since the samples are matched, they

2
are of equal size. As in the sann-Jhitney U Test, the Kr

is converted to a p s

Q

ore, which reveals any 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

grour und thus s a sienificant analysis for comparing each

group’s rusponse to “what is” and “what shonld be” on the
"l s
Lickert-type scales. In comparing the Xr +test with the

-

& test, the most powerful parametric test of variance,

"Ibid., p. 185.

53

for exanmple.




o4

Priedman_found that after "56 independent analyses of data
which were suitable for analysis by the parametric F test
aﬁd‘which were analyzed by that test and by‘the nonparametric
Xr2 test . . . the results give a good idea of the efficiency
of the sz test as compared to the . , , F test.”68 He

found that his test and the F tests vielded essentially the
same probability levels in 45 out of the 58 cases. Moreover,
in no case did one yield a p:obability of less than .Ol "
#hile the other yielded a probapility of more tham .05.
The results are so favorabie that oleoel comment s that

1t would be difficult or even zmposalolL to Qay whlch is

the more powerful test, "9

Two parametric tests were aléo applied ﬁo»the Likert-

type scales: the mean andvthe standard deviation, which
test for eentral tendency arid range. The standard deviation
cives the range within which about two-thirds of the responzes
lie. The greater the ranzye of responses, the grezter the
standard deviation. Thus differences of response can be
compared according to the standard deviation. The application
of these tests was to reinforce the findings of the nonpara-
netric tests and further analyze the diffarences between the

compared responses. The standard deviation was used to find

the summed responses of each sample to each area of question S,

"ohild,” “parent,” ete in Part I.

r

68114., p. 172

69
Tbid.




35

Sincé the same cénditions, independent groups of unequal
size and a ranked response, exist for Part Il statements a-b,
“the Mann-Whitney U test, the mean and the standard deviation
'Qere used to analyze the data'obfained in the first part of
éart IT. The‘Priedmﬁn.test cbuld not be applied to Part II
since all populations were of unequal size and theré was no
demand for two responses by‘a,single,individual to thé same

statement; thus there was no matched sample to analyze. The

'opennended questions of Part 1I, which'dould not be tested

_arithméfically,‘were summed ‘and ranké&iéCCOrding*tO'fgé
number of times the séme response occurred. The Sﬁmmed‘
rasponses of each sample were'then_éompared to those of the
other samples and likenesses and differences anélyzed. The
relation betweesa these answers and others throughout the
test was evaluated. TFor example, a response to questions,
rank order of elementary counselor functions, could be compared
with the ratings ¢iven these or similar functions in Part I.
Consistency of response cculd be noted as well as the respond-
ent’s elaboration upon his controllea response.

In Part I1I the only concept of research interest on
the Semantic Differential Scale is the counselor role, and
only eight evaluative factors were included for analysis

The major analytical methods used were computation of the

arithmetic mean 2nd an analysis of variance, using the para-

metric F test. 7The null hyrpothesis of the F test is that 3ll




56
~samples have the same mean: that"the‘differéhcé iﬁufhe'méaﬁs
is not statistically significant. This test rlus an exam-
ination of the means themselves allowed 3 close comparnson
of attitudes towszrd the counselor role and reveale the
edominant counselor image for the five populations in-

volved in the study. Each bi-polar scale required two

responses from the person rnspondlng one, the choice of

dlroctlon- the otner the ch01ce of decree “ince there are

elcht scales and seven pos:tlons on each :scale, an 1nd1v1dual

could attaln a score as hlGh as 56 or as. low as elght if he

responded fo all elcht palrs.‘ Analysis by 1nd171duals is

'_not 51gn111cant for tnlo stuoy, hOWever., The;efore croups
Wers compared not only for the mean of thelr response to an
individual scale, but also for the sunmmation of their re-

sponses to the total scale, thus for the total group score

and for the variance from the mean of the total five groups.
The information supplied by the counselor educators on
the three special questions added to their guestionnaires

in regard tc counselor education programs presently in oper-

ation at their colleges or universities was conmpared to the

responses of the various populations to those items in Payrt

IT relative to counselor eduzation. In effect, then, the

"actual” education was thus compared to the "ideal” as in-

dicated by the sum of the educater’s responses.




Thus‘a varieff of both pafametric ahd néhpﬁrémetric
statistics and informa; analyses were used to analyze the
data resulting from the questlonnalres and to make statist-
ical 1nferonceq about the att1tudes howard the elementary

school guidance counselor’s role and the_dichotomy between

‘the perceived and the actual role.




CHAPTER Iv
AHALY3I3 OF DATH

Returns

Of a {otal of 3438 guestionnaires which were sent out to
a sample representing five different populations, a total of
175 or Slﬁ‘were returned. One hundred and thirteen coun-
.selor questionnaires were mailed; 79 were returned, or
69.9%. Ninety-niie ¢uestionnaires were mailed to principals;
- 33 or 33.3% wére returned., 3ixty questionnaires were mailed

to directors: 35 or 58.3%5 were returned. Twelve question-

Y
AL

3
9]

ires were sent to counselor educators; 8 were returned, or

[®))

&.6%. Fiftv-nine guestionnaires were mailed to superintendents;

bo
Q

or 347 were returned. Of those who responded, not all

responded to overy guestion., 3Jome, for example, left blank
the “w#hat is” columns of Part I, stating that they only had
3 part-time elementary counselor, or that they only had an

o adjustment counselor. A number of persons did not respond

o to Part III, the 3Semantic Differential scales. 3Some persons

(

ansusred all sections but the open-ended guestions. Thus
o

1 group which began with as many as 739 respondents, the

counselors, niaght have as few respondents as 67 on 3 vartic-
7 = & -

nlar guestion and as many as 7% responses on other gnestions,
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In the cbmpilation of all data the answers for each particular

question were taken into consideiation so *hat all statistics

would be valid,

Questionnaire Part I

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

to Part A, 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
fﬁnction inportant; two (2), that it was of slight importance;
three (3), moderately important; four (4), very inportant;

and five (5), essential, ‘Table 1:1 gives the results of
these responses expressed as means and listed according to
the group represented. From 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 3,89, Principals rated e lowest of the
groups, with a 2,83 mean, while counselor educators rated it
highest with a 4.85 mean. Among counselors “counseling indiv-
iduals and groups,” item e, ranked third and was preceded by

i (ranked first), “identifying special students,” and h,”

interpreting test results,”




Table 1:1
Jhild-dhat is
Table of leans

ltem Coun. Prin, Dir. Supt. Lduc. Total

a 2.959 2.03 2.87 3.10 3.14 2.77
o) 3.53 3.47 3.15 3,70 2.85 3.34
3.19 3.17 3.06 2.00 2.57 2.80

Q

108
o

.12 1.47 2.39  1.70 3.00 2.13
e 3.63 2.83 4,06 4.10 4.85 3.89
£ 1.58 1.43 1.78  1.80 3,00 1.86

g 2.97 2.65 2.90  2.90 2.00 2.68
h 3.82 3.81  3.20 4.00 3.59

.7

[#3]
(9]

3.13
i 4.01 3.60
b 2.01 1.53

3.40  4.00 5.7

N
a

ot
V]

2.50 4.14 2.46

Counselor educators ranked these two items in a tied third
position, putting “providing career information,” item i,

as well as item e before them. Hone of the people actually
working in the schools, however, saw "providing career in-
formation” as more than slightly important in the counselor’s
actual functioning in the elementary schools. In fact,
principals rarked that funetion thir:d from lowest and anunselors
ranked it second from lowest, placing lower only "teach subject
matter of guidance,” item £, which all four groups in the

schocls placed in the position of least importance. Thus the
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total average mean for item j_is the lowest of all the items.
The mean for “counseling oﬁly individually;” item ¢, is the
lowest mean for the educators while the other four groups’
means for "counseling only in groups” item d, are lower than
that for item c. We 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 being in the
"not importént" group and 7 being in the “very important”
group. To examine the group ranking more caréfully,~we might

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

cording to the mean of the group’s résponses to the item,

Table 1:2 S
Rank Order of Means: Child-What Is

Ttem Coun. Prin. Dir, Supt. Educ. Total

7 7 S 6




ltem Prian. Dir. Supt. tauc .

3 .048 .028 .075 .004
b .008 .008 .075 .004
c .C04 .016 -~ .016 .004
3 .048 .183 .043 .008
e .075 .075 .043 .003
£ 242 . 345 .210 048
g .006 .008 .004 .004
h .006 008 .004 .004
3 .155 .183 .075S .038
3 111 .155 .028 .004

*73lues of p significant at .Jd5 level or helow.

The lMann-Jhitney U test is not concerned with rank place-

ment of items as compared wilh one another, a’s relation to

3

b and ¢, etc., hut is concerned witi the score given to each
item by each individual and the direction of distribution of
these scores among the respondents. The assumption is that

the samples came from normal populations with equal standard

Jdeviations. OCn item a for exanple, we see that the null

4]

hWypothesis 1s rejected fer all but the superintendents

)

cgroun where 4 and © dJdo not have the same distribution of
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scofes and A and B do ﬁot comé‘from'liké popﬁiations. The'

tally for this particular item shows the gollowing results:

Counselors: 1:14 2223 3:22 4:11 5:8
Principals: 1:15 2:3 3:9 4:2 35:1
Directors: ' 1:5 2:6 3:15 4:2 5:5
Superintendents: 1l:4 2:0 3:8 4:6 5:2
Educators: Xl 2:3 3:1 4:0 6:1

We see that more than 50% of the counselors ranked item 1
elther 2 or 3, and that the bulk of the responses 11e between
1 and 3. The prln01pals although the bulk of the responses
also lie between 1 and 3, plaoe 50% of the responses on 1,
.Thé°direotors, who again piéce»the bulk of the'responses be~
tween 1 and 3, place,élmosfohdif on 3 anduthe spread is almost
perfect betweer 1 and 5. The educators place 50% of the‘ré-
sponses on”2, spread between 1 and 5 and have 2/3 of tﬁe
response lying between 1 and 2, The superintendents, however,
for whom we must accept the null hypothesis, place‘theii
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 cése of the

superintendents,

Looking across the columns 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 .05
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 however. The same is true for item i and almost the same for
item j.

Parent-Wwhat Is: Table 1:4 shows the means of the responses

of five groups to the items on Part I, B, "“Parent-What is”.
From this table we see that the item ranked highest is item c
“interpret test.résults? Ranking a close second and third are
items d and g, "Act as liaison with school personnel” and
”recoﬁmend outside agencies,” respectively. Ranked as of

least importance is item i, “provide occupational information,”
"Home visits", item a, and item g, 5conduct group counseling,”
als§ are ranked:low, és functions apparently n.~ of major

importance in the present actual functions of tiz elementary

e

school counselor.

Table 1l:4
Parent-What Is: Table of Means

Item Coun. Prin, Dir, Supt. Educ, Total

a 2.38 2.28 2.45 3.00 1.67 2.36
b 4.138 3.21 4.31 4.70 3.00 3.87
c 3.47 2.90 3.72 4.20 2.50 3.36
d 4.06 3.34 4,24 4.50 2.50 3.73
e 4.08 3.17 4.15 4.20 3.00 3.72
f 3.38 3.45 3.68 3.30 2.67 3.30
g 2,14 2.15 2.62 2.40 2.17 2.30
h 2.99 2.34 3.15 3,50 2.83 2.69

i 1,91 1,55 2.58 2.70 2.00 2.15
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A look at table 1l:5 reveals the ranks assigned to the

various functions in relation to parents.

Table 1:5
Rank Order of Means: Parent-What Is
1tem _ Coun. Prin, Dir.  Supt. Educ. 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 5.9 2
e 2 4 3 3.5 1.5 3
£ 5 1 S 6 4 S
g 8 8 7 9 7 8
h 6 6 6 S 3 6
i 9 9 8 8 8 ¢

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 importance, we would
have assumed that item c was the most important function pre-

santly carried on in the guidance role. ™When the items are

3? assigned ranks, we note that item ¢ has an overall rank of
3 4 in fact, and ranges from a tied rank of 3 to a tied rank
of 5 among the samples. Of second importance in the schools
the consensus is to rank item d, "act as liaison with school

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 agrees with our observations on the basis of the mean
table. Interestingly all of the samples accord “"home visits”
a low rank while according “school consultations” a high rank.
Apparently it is fhe current trend for parents to come to

the school and not for the school to go to the parents. Al-
though principals rank “individual couhseling,” item g as of
pfime importance, generally it would seem that.the direction
of the counselor activities in connection with the parents is

foward consultatidn, interprefation of tests ahd iiaison with |

Table 1:6
MANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Parent-what Is
Values of p*

Item - Prin. Dir, Supt. Educ.,
.038 .038 - .016 .004

b .274 .183 .075 .022

c .016 .028 .012 .004

d .210 .133 .061 .008

e .061 <155 .093 .008

f .006 .016 .004 .004

g .083 : .155 .075 .004

h 111 .006 .006 .004

i .075 .210 .061 .004

*Value of p significant at .05 level or below. |
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éfﬁér scﬁool perSohnél, rather than personal or group counsel-
ing or providing more general information of an educational or
ocdupational type. .

Tsble 1:5 shows the results of the U Test, giving the
p values. The null hypothesis is rejected in 17 cases and
accepted in 19 cases. In every case the educators show a
dramatic dlfferenca from the counselor dlstrlbutlon. Super-
1ntendents and directors show a probablllty of error not at-
tributable to chance 1n three cases and pr1nc1pals 1n two

cases., If we analyze one tally, 1tem e, we find the following

results: :
Counselors: 1:2 2:4 3:14 4:25 5:34
Principals: 1:6 2:2 3:8 4:7 536
Directors: 1:0 2:1 3:8 4:9 35315
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 3:6 4:4 5310
Educators: 1:0 2:2 3:1 4:0 532

We note that all groups except the educators seea to have a
movement toward the right whereas the educators have two highs,
at 2 and 5. For item 2 we must reject the 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 B group represents either the principals, directors or

superintendents.

Teacher-W#hat Is: Part C of Part I is concerned with coun-

selor functions in relation to the teacher. Table 1:7 presents
the means of the responses of all five groups to the items

concerned with teachers.



Table 1:7 _
Teacher What Is: Table_of:Means

Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ. Total‘

2.93 2.39 3.33  3.50  3.33  3.10
2.01 2.46 1.93 2.90  2.83 2.43
3.68 3.07 3.78  3.20 2.83  3.51
4.09 3,32 4,42 4.30  3.33  3.89
2.85  1.96  3.12  3.00  2.83  2.89
2.56 1.7l 2.84 2.50 2,50  2.42
3.44 2.79 3.61 '4;oo;~“““2.5039ff33.26
3.85 311 3.94 3.70 3.7  3.55

i 3.81 2.89 4.06  8.70 . 2.33 3.3

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 important and items h
and ¢, “provide crisis intervention” and “interpret test
results” ranking a close second and third. The three items
which the total samples collectively ranked of only slight
importance were items b, e and £: "assist in disciéline”,
"provide in-service training” and “encourage counseling of
teachers.” B and f, we note, tended to rank under 3 in every
population while item g "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
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thémléasf Spread 6f meahs, ranging>from 2:40 to‘3.33. Pdr
the standard deviation of the various groups in their
responses to each set of items, see Appendix A. Table 1:8

shows the_rank order of means for each group and for the

total of the groups.

-l ~ Table 1:8 g
Rank Order of Means: Teacher-What Is

ITtem Coun. Prin, Dir. Supt. Educ. Totél
6 7

1.5 6

a
b -5

)

W N W N = O e W

9
4
1
8
7
5
2
3

WO N S T« T s s B N 7. I 1

w

As we expect on the basis of the Table of Means, item d ranks
first for every group, tied only with item a for counselor
educators. We would assume from the prominance that counselor
educators give item a, "assist in group testing” that counselors
are trained for this function as one 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 persons in the school. Again on item i, "suggest
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. alternate methods for relating to individuals,” there is
wide disagreement between those responsible for counselor
preparation and those directly in charge of counselor func-
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 counselors as taking a

fairly active role in discipline, as indicated by item b,
_‘while other_groups list this of le?Sf}importance.' Thio;item
suﬁports one of the major conflicto fhat other studies'have
revealed between principals and counqelors. As is generaliy
the case, directors agree almost perfectly with the counselor
perceptlon of his functions whlle superintendents tend to ’
disagree frequently.
Table 1:9 presents the Values of p for the Mann-Whitney
U Test on the Teacher-What Is items., From Table 1:7 and 1:8
we would expect that we must accept the null hypothesis for
item d for all groups. Table 1:9 confirms our 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 ._uanselors only on item d of ail items, only on
item d can we accept the null hypothesis for these two groups.

Since directors and counselors tend to agree most of the tinme,

the value of p for the directors is greater than .05 in all
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Table 1:9
MANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Teacher-What Is
Values of p*

Iten Prin. Dir. jSupt. Educ.
a .004 004 - .004 .004
b 061 048 .006 .004
¢ 048 o1 .08 .004
d .061 .183 111 .061
e 016 016 .006 ~.004
£ .038 - .038 022 .004

g ©.0l6 048 012 .004
“h S .75 L0838 .004
i - ,075 .075 .038 .008

*Values of p significant at .05 or below.

but two cases. We might examine item h closely since 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 two

groups, the superintendents and the educators.

Counselors: 1:6 2:4 3:16 4:28 5:30
Principals: 1¢6 2:3 3:8 4:4 5:7
Directors: 1:1 2:3 3:8 4:5 5:15
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 3:12 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 p051t10n of 1 for
4 and 5. The null hypotne31s is reJected a total of 26 tlmes
out of 36, thus we can affirm cenerally the. alternate hypo-
thesis that the ‘groups come from populatlons with different
distributions and thus from unlike populatlons.'

Administratien-What Is: Table 1:10 llsts the means for the

responses to Part I, D --“Admlnlstratlon, What-Is” where the
functions of the counselor in relation to the admlnlstratlon

are rated by the respondents.

Table 1:10

Admlnlstratlon What Is: Table of Means

Item Coun. Prin, Dir.  Supt, Educ., Total
2.08 2.67 2.45 3.50 3.33 2.81

b 1.33 1.38 1.18 1.60 2,50 1.58

c 3.57 2.80 3.36 3.60 3.17 3.28

d 2.14 1.938 2.038 2.50 2.83 2,29

e 3.22 2.41 3.45 3.60 2.67 3.07

f 2.82 2.76 2.75 3.40 3.338 3.01

g 1.82 1.43 1.72 2,60 1.67 1.85
h 2.30 2.10 2.45 2.90 2.67 2.48
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wé note that the central tendency tends to be very low on
items b and g where the consensus is that these items,
“substitute when needed” and "write federal projects”
respectively, rank between not important and slightly im-
portant. We wouid make.the assumption-that'most‘counselors
do liftle of‘either'of{fhese tasks now and are not expected
to do so by the}other‘groupSa_.The only.itemSQWhich counselor
aveducatdIS'rank‘as atvleast moderetely impértaﬁt‘functiehs
for the counselor in his relations with the admlnlstratlon
are 1tems a,_f and ct o malutaln a central record flle
prov1de reports of counselor act1v1t1es,"and Iecommend
group or grade placement" in that order.‘ CounselorS‘tend to
con31der the last of these, recommendlng placement as at
least moderately inportant but they generally consider the
more routine office functions as of only slight 1mportance
in their functions with administration. Prineipals tend to
rank all functions with administration as less than moderately
important since the highest mean for principal response is
2.76., We might 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. We 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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groups 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 l:11 shows the ranks assigned to the counselor

role in relation to the administration.

Table 1:11
Administration-What Is: Rank Order of Means

Item  Coun. Prin. Dir. ‘Supf] Edue.  Total
a 6 3 4.5 '3 1.5 4
b 8 8 8 8 g 8
d 1 2 2 1.5 3 1

d 5 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 ) 5.9 )

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 guestionnaire we notice that counselors and direc-
tors tend to disagree frequently, possibly because directors
are among the administration and are therefore more concerned
that counselors maintain a record file (item.g) for example,
and that they participate in workshops, aithough counsgelors

rank workshop participation (item_g) high also. Principals




. disagree with counselors on 6 of the 8 items, tending to -
rank all functions lower than counselors do except for
reporting functions., We might aésume that principals feel
that they should be kept aware of what counselors are doing
by means of reporté and files. Superintendents and counselors
rank differently.in S or the 8 items, with superintendents
tending to stress counselor files (item’g) and to discount
counselor help in setting up schedules'(ifém d). 'Again; as"ﬁ
was true in the three previous tables of Rank Order of Means,
gducators differ ﬁost_yidelyffrom,counselors, stressing, as
noted earlier, the more clerical aspects of tne counselor rolé,
such as items g;-g,and f and giving less stress to items ¢
;ha e, placement and workshops. |
Table 1:12 shows the p values for the Mann-Whitney 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 Mann-Whitney U Test indicates that only
in 7 cases out of 32 is the null hypotaesis 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 comparison of the responses of directors and counselors;
and 2 occur in the comparison of the responses of principals
and counselors. 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 -
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| thééis: that A'is greater fhan B and that thus the respond-

ents are not drawn from the same or like populations.

-~ Table 1:12 ‘

- MANN-WHITNEY U TEST

Administration-What Is
Values of p¥*

Tten Prin,  Dir. Supt. Edue. .
a ~.008 .028 .008 004 :
b .274 . ass .345 .048 g

c 1,038 -.048 S EP R .004

d 022 .061  .016 L0

e 008 .08 .00  .004

£ 004 .004 .00 .004

g 093 111 .093 .608

h .048 ©.048 .016 .004

*Values of p significant at .05 lev:l or below,

Agencies and Community: What Is: Tabiz 1:13 lists the

means for the responses of the various groupws *: fart I, E,
roles pertaining to outside agencies and community. The
Table shows six mean ratings of “very important.” Two of
these ratings are by counselors, those for items a and b:
“refer children for special services” and "prcvide information
to outside agencies upon request,” respeqtively. Directors
also gave higher than 4 rating to 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




77

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 Community-What Is
Rank OrHer of Means

Item Coun._ Prin, Dir. Supt. Educ. Total
a  4.01  2.90  4.14  3.70 3.00  3.55
b 410 3.20 4.08  4.00 2.67 3.41
¢ 2.75  2.43 2,63  3.44  2.33  2.72
4 3,09  2.43  3.03  3.00  2.50  2.81
e 3.43  2.73 3.6l  4.00 2.50 3.25

Unlike the means shéﬁhvin Table '1:10, there are no mean
ratings of less than 2. We 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. This
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 children or in the interest directly of the children,
Often functions relating to administration do not relate as
directly to children even though their ultimate 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,

Qé céh 6hly assume a relationship between the tables.

However, later analysis of the open-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 Community-What Is
- Rank Order of Means
Item  Coun, .Prin.‘ Di;;‘ Sﬁp£.  __Educ. ' Total
a‘ ) . ‘  ) | _1   ‘“3 ﬁ B T,
, b 112 1.5 2
¢ 5 4.5 5 4 5 5
4 4 4.5 4 5 3.5 4
e 3 3 3 1.5 3.5 3

In Table 1:14 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 most important function with
outside agencies as providing information (item b). Prin-

cipals agree with them and superintendents are inclined to agree
with them although they rank item e, "acting as liaison for
parents to outside agencies” as equal in importance. Other
groups all rank item e as 3. Educators 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 agreement that items ¢ and d are of the least import-

ance. These items refer to follow-up studies and school

public relations.

Table 1:15
MANN-#HITNEY U TEST
Outside Agencies and Community: What Is
Values of p* -

Item Prin. Dir, ' Supt. Educ.
155 .155 - .093 . .006

b .345 111 .06l ~ .008
¢ .008 012, .004 004

d ~ .004 . .016 .004 .004

e .028 .048 .016 .004

*Jalues of O significant at .Uo level or below. - B

On this table we see that we must accept the null hypothesis
for six items of the total 20. All.six of these are responses
to items a and E where there is general agreement of rank and
thus where we would expect that the null hypethesis would be
accepted since the populations look as though they are alike
and might thus have the same distribution. Items-g, g_and e
all reveal responses which reject the null hypothesis, thus
asserting that they have different distributions and have

come from different populations. It might be interesting to

analyze item a by looking at the tallies for that item.




Counselors:

l:4 2:3 3:12 4:29 5:31
Principals: 1:7 2:3 3:8 4:8 5:3
Directors: 1:0 2:2 8:9 4:5 b5:18
Superintendents: 1:0 2:1 %: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
have a downward movement: directors move upward to the
right, with a slight dip at 4; superintendents have an up-
ward movement to the riéht with a falling off at 5. Eduecators
have a series of peaks which can best bé 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 totalyof 79 responses. If we did so, we would
see that educatdfs would have respocnses of

1:12 2:0 3:36 4:24 5:0
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 the null hypothesis

in the comparison of educators and counselors on item a of

Part I,E.
Child-W#hat Should Be:

All of the five sample populations

were 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

felt it should be in relation to those people. On Table 2:1
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we see a listing of the means for the various groups’ re-

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

Table 2:1
Child-What Should Be
Table of Means

Item Coun. Prin. Dir; Supt. Educ; Total
3.56 3.56 3,69 3.50 3.14 3.49
b 2.71 3.56 3.12° 3.20  2.85 3.09
e 2.83 3.06 3.03  2.22 2,57 2.74
d 2.45  2.13  2.78 1.80 3.00 2.43
e 4.33 4.03 1.62  4.40 4.85  4.44
£ 2.03 3.09 2.08  2.00 3.000  2.84
g 2.76 3.87 2.81  3.30  2.00 2.95
h 4.15 4.22 4.09  3.80 4.00 4.05
i 4.35 4.39 4.00 3.80 4.00  3.91
j 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 indicétes. 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 director
responses, 2 for superintendent respenses and 3 for counselor
educator responses., Eighteen items have a mean of 3 or

“moderately important,” and 14 have a mean of 4 or “very
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impo:tant,"vaor every one of the five groups the mean for

the responseé to itém_g, “counseling individuals and groups,”
is over 4.00, indicating that all five groups consiéer this
function very important. The means for item h, "inter-
preting test results,” ranges from 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,_"identifying special stu-
dents,” also ranges from 3.80 to 4.39 with four means beihg

over 4.00. We would qonclude'that the three most important

fuﬁctions'envisibnea by‘allifive'groups‘on the basis of the

means of their responses are items e, h.and it ”cbunselihg
individuals and groups,fffinterpreting fest results,” and
“identifying special stﬁ&énts.”v*None‘of the i{ems ié rated
less than "moderately important” by all five groups. Closest
to that ra{ing is item g;'"coﬁnseling 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 gréatest difference in viewpbint can be
seen on itém i, "providing career information.” Three groups,
counselors, directors and principals, rate this item as
"slightly important”; one group, superintendents, rate it

as "moderately important,” and one group, counselor educators,

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.

E

: Table 2:2
Child-What Should Be
Rank Order of Means
Item Coun. Prin. Dir. | Supt. Educ. Total
4 5.5 .4 4 5 4
b 7 5.5 5 6 i 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 8
- 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 5

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 Means
Tables, we see that the greatest agreement is between coun-
selors and directors but there are only three points of conm-
plete agreement between them, the rankings given to items

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




functions which they consider of least 1mportance. Both
'groups, however, llst the same three funotlons 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.
Eduoators consider item 1! “providing career information,”
as of second importance whereas counselors and all other
groﬁps,consider it ofvcomparativelj little importance among
the hierarchyhof functions. Superintendents agree only once
with counselors although again the items whzch they con31derv
in the ‘top three p051t10ns of 1mportance are those whlch

the counselorovalso place in those positions. The same is
true for the principals, the one‘point of'agxeement between
the principéis and the counselors being on what should be
the most important function of the counselor, Both 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-Whitney U Test for 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 or like populations, is
rejected and that in 17 cases the null hypothesis is accepted.
Principals and directors most frequently agree, rejecting

and accepting the null hypothesis for the same items. When




Table 2:3
MANN-WHITREY U TEST
Child-What Should Be
Values of p*

‘Tten Prin, Dira Supt. _ ~Educ.
& 111 .111 016 .004
b 028 .008 .004 .004
. 01z 012 016 .004
4 075 .11 " 028 .006
e 274 .155 o075 ,‘,'.022
£ 075 155 .06 . .004
g .006 004 004 - .004
h .242 o .242 183 048
i .309 309 .012 .183

3 .008 .012 .004 .004

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

the null hypothesis is rejected, these groups differ in the
distribution of their responses from the counselors. When
the null hypothesis is accepted, these groups are like the
counselors in the distribution of their responses. We may
analyze this concept by examining the tally for one of the
items. 3ince item i shows a rather unusual situation for

this study, namely that the educators’ distribution is like
that of the counselors and the superintendents is the only

distribution of all of the groups which is unlike that of

the counselors, let us look at the tallies for item i.
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,.,_:cr-‘;v S

- Counselors:

1:0  2:1 -3:11+4:26 5:41
Principals: 1:2 2:0 3:3 4:6 5:21
Directors: 1:0 2:¢3 3:10 4:4 5:16
Superintendents: 1:4 2:0 38:2 4:4 5:10
Educators: 1:0 2:1 3:1 4:2 65:3

If we do a straight line extrapolation for superintendents,
multiplying their responses by 3 in order to bting their
total of responses closer to that of counselors, we note that
unlike any other group, they rank 1 in a: tled second p051tlon '
with 4. This gives a series of hlghs l 4 and 9, unllke |

that of any other group. We do note that the direction of

: the prln01pals is essentmallv the same as that of the super-;

1ntend_“ 3, yot the nelght of the peak at l is much lower in
comparison to the height of thg}peaks,of:3,4 and 5 and the
upward right movement from rahk 4 to S’ié great. Thus diaQ B
grammatically we can support the distribution evaluation
presented to us by the value of p.

Parent-ihat Should Be: Moving to a discussion of the responses

of Parent-What Should Be, we see that Table 2:4 presents the
means of the responses to the items in’that category.
Twenty-one group means indicate that items are of a “very
important” nature. Five of these means are for item b,
“consultations in school.” We could infer, then, that all
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
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the fourth group. rated it ds.cloée to that, 3.90. We might-
conclude that ail groups see this function as one of impor-
tance in the ideal funétioning of the counselor in relation
to the parent. None of the items was rated less than 2;

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

2 and 3, thus "slightly. importants”  These items were<items

Table 2:4 .
Parent-What Should Be
'~ Table of Means

ltem éoun., ‘fﬁrin.’.;'Dir; Supt. Educ. Total

a 3.3¢ 371 261 3.30  3.85  3.36
b 443 413 4.61  4.80 4,14 4,52
e 3,83 3.61 4,12 4.50  4.14  4.04
d 4.40 4.10 4,53 4.80 3.85 4.42
e 4.34  4.23  4.26  3.90 4,43 4.23
£ 3.83 4.19 4.00  3.60 5.43 3.81
g 3.32 3.40 3.53  3.40 3.43 3.42
h 3.55 3.83 3.94  4.10 4.14 3.91
i 2.50 2.53 2.97  3.30 4.14 3.09

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

home visits of at least moderate importance. The majority
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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 rcle. Table 2:5 shows the actual ranking

of each of the functions by the several groups.

Table 2:5
Parent-What Should Be
Rank Order of Means

Item ‘.Coun. Piin. - Dir. Supt. Educ, Totai
7 6 K 8.5 6.5 8
b 1 3 1 1.5 3.5 1

¢ 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
g 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 counselors essentially agree on 6 of the 9

items in the order of their importance 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
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personnel.” Counselor educators and counselors agree in

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

n

seling,” as number 8, thus of comparatively less importance

than most other items. Interestingly, these two groups do

not even have a consensus on the five most important functions
Freguently we can see that counselor educators rank a function
~ low when counselors_rank it high and the reverse.-_Perhaps,
most surprising‘amOng‘the‘results is the lack ofstrésspdtf

”

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

6 or lower. Table 2:6 shows the values of p derived from -
the MannJWhitney U Testvandvthus reveals the gifferences
and similarities'in distributicn of responses by the five .

groups of respondents.

Table 2:6
VANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Parent-What Should Be
Values of p*

Item Prin. Dir, _Supt, Educ,
a .023 .022 .004 .004
b .210 .274 .075 .048
¢ .093 .093 .048 .016
d . 345 .183 075 .061
e .183 274 .012 .075
f 073 111 .00 .004
g .061 111 .048 .004
h .048 075 .028 .004
i .C08 .012 .004 .004

*Values of p

significant at .05 level or below. o
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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
itemig only the educator group has a different distribution
and thus rejects the null hypothesis. The same is true for
-items b, d, and £. On item ¢ only the superintendents and
edﬁcatcrs reject the null hypothesis. On item_g only the
superintendents reject the null hypothesis. On g both the
superlntendents and educators reject the null hypothesis; on
h all but the directors reject the null hypothesis; and on
1tem i all groups reject the null hypothesxs, thus dlsagreel
in thelr distribution with the counselor group. We find,
_then that we must accept the null hypothes1s in 18 cases
and that we must reJect it or reserve judgment in 18 cases.

Teacher-What Should Be: On Table 2:7 we find the lists of

means for the responses of all groups to the statements of

functions of the couhselor in relation to teachers.

Table 2:7
Teacher-What Should Be
Table of Means
ltem Coun, Prin. Dir. Supts. Educ, Totals
a 3.15 3.06 3.15 4,00 3.85 3.44
b 2.00 2.71 2.06 3.10 3.00 2.57
c 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 4.71 3.92
f 3.30 3.35 3.589 3.30 3.57 3.42
g 3.91 3.71 4,15 4.20 4,29 4.03
h 4.05 4,00 4.34 4,20 3.85 4,09

[l

4.23 4,42 4.18 4.30 4,71 4.37




On the entire table there are only 3 ratings acééfdiﬁg to

the means of the responses of less than 3.00, thus of less
than moderate importance. All 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 counéelor role in relation to teachers. All but two

of the items, item b and item £, ”encoﬁrage counseling of
teachers”, have at least one méan of over 4.00, thusrfating
them as "very important.” Item f is, in fact, ranked as
’7modefately“impor{antf}by all:ﬁiVe g;o&pé. Item d, ”pro-

vide informafioh on‘éhild” to the feacher; is ranked as ve:y"
'impbrtant by all érQups‘and, as»ﬁe will note on Table 2:8, ranks
highest on the totai average‘of means, with only the cOunselof

educators differing with that opinion.

Table 2:8

Teacher-What Should Be
Rank Order of Means
Ttem Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ. Total
8 8 8 6 5.5 7
b 9 9 e 9 9 9
c 4 4 3 S 8 9.9
d 1 1 1 1 4 1
e 6 6 6 7 1.5 9.9
f 7 7 7 8 7 8
g 2 S 5] 3.9 3 4
h 3 3 2 3.5 5.5 3
i 2 2 4 2 1.5 2
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This table reveais that on functions relating to the
teacher, counselors and principals have the most agreement,
agreeing on the rank order of all of the 9 functions listed.
This consensus is significant, especially in view of the fact
thét principals and counselors tend to disagfee guite fre-
quently in their responses to the counselor role in relation
té other people, such aS”the child and parent, }It is also
significant that counseiors and directors agree on only 5
Qf‘the 8 items listed whereas they generally tend to have a
cléSér agreemenf of counselor rdlé. ‘Educators and super-
intendents, howevei, generally ténd to disagree with counselors’
views of the ideal ranking of functions in relatiqn to
teachers, with superintehdents agreeing with counselors on
only 4 of the 9 items and counselor sducators 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 }, "assist in discipling” should be of moderate importance,
all five groups ranked this item in ninth position, or of
least importance in the total functioning of the counselor
in his relations with the teacher.

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

have the same distribution and thus come from the same or

like populations.




93

Table 2:9
MANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Teacher-d#hat Should Be
Values of p*

Item Prin, . Dir. Supt. Educ.
a .004 .004 .004 .004
b .028 .048 .006 .004
c 155 .210 .111 .038
d .155 .155 .093 .004
e .183 .11 111 ~.016
£ 012 022,016 .004
g .133 061 .111 016
h .183 .155 111 016
i 048 .155 .155 .028

*Values of p significant at .05 Jlevel or below.

The educators, Table 2:9 shows, have & significantly different
distribution from that of the counselors in every case.
Principals have a significantly different distribution in 4
cases of the 9; directors in 3 cases of the 9:; and super-
intendents in 2 cases of the 9. We might examine item i,
where there are two groups for whiéh the null hypothesis must

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

Counselors: 1:2 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 4:6 5:18
Superintendents: 1:0 2:0 3:4 4:6 5:10
Educators: 1:0 2:0 3:0 4:2 5:5
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To 1ook flrst at the distribution of the three whlch are
51m11ar we note that the counselors, dlrectors and super-
intendents all have a distribution which moves equally from

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
naintain a straight line at 0 for numbers 1, 2 and 3 and then
move rapldly right and upward to 4 and S. Thus we mus+
reJect the null hypothesls for these latter two groups and
accept the altefnate hypothes1a which states that the groups

' come from dlfferent populatlons and" have a dletrlbutlon un-.

like that of the counselors. 'ﬂe note ‘that of the 36 cases,

the null hypothe51s is reJected a total of 19 tlmes, and .

acoepted a total of 17 times.

Administration-®what Should Be. Table 2:10 gives the means

for the Five groups in response to the items on Part I, D,
Administration-#hat Should Be. Table 2:10 indicates that

3 items receive a consistent rating of less than moderate
importance. These functions are b, "substitute when needed”
d, "help in schedaling,” and g, "write federal projects.”
511 groups, then, fee! that these three functions should be
of little importance in 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
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better than 4.00: items a, ¢, e, and f which are respectively:
"maintain central record file,” “recommend group or grade place-
ment,” “participate in workshops,” and “provide reports of

counselor activities.” We see that supe:intendents tend to

stress the more routine or clerical functions, rating items

Q

a and f as “very important.” Counselors rank only 1 item as
very important, itém_g -- récommending placement of children.
Edﬁéafors rénk?aé véry important oni&’item_g, "varticipate

in workshops.” They regard this’fgﬁdtiqﬁ along with items c,
‘ placement,'ahd {,reportihg’counsélbr‘activities,‘aS'ideally
the fhree}most impértant'funCtions 6f thé éounseloi'in re-
lation to the administratiqn;  The';ange_of_means gqesxfrom
1.00 -- absolutely not important -- to 4;29;.very imporfaﬁt.
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 rahk in eighth place, and a goéd
agreement on items e, g, h and £ which are generally ranked
1, 7, 5 and 3 respectively. There is wide disagreement on

¢, “group placement,” with principals and superintendents
tending to give that function must less emphasis 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-
agreenment on item a, maintaining central files, with the

superintendent and principal ranking that function as of more
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importance than.it is ranked by any.of the other groups.

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

tasks.
Table 2:10
Administration-What Should Be
Table of Means
Item  Coun.  Prin. ‘ﬁir.’» Supt. Educ. Total
a 3.05 - 3.60 2.78  4.100  2.00  3.11
b 1.41 1.8l 1.05  1.50  1.00 1.35
c 4.02 3.51  3.57  3.40 3.57 3.61
- d 2.43  2.64 2.26 2.70 1.3 2.27
e 3.77 3.8 3.94  4.10 4,29 8,99
£ 3.09  3.61  3.09 4.00  $.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-What Should Be
Rank Order of Means
LTten Coun, Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ. Total
a 4 3 4 1.5 6 4
b 8 8 8 8 8 8
c 1 4 2 5 2 2
d 5 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
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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 thexgroups have the same dis-

tribution and thus come from the same or like populations.

Table 2:12
MAN..-#HITNEY U TEST
Admlnlstratlon What Should Be

Values of p* _—

Ttem Prim. — Dir. —Siet.Edue.
| 006 .022 .08 .004
b .20 L1883 .l
e .022 . C.1ss 11 ‘f;ozs
.d o1z v.oei o Lo0e B ”,'_ .004
e 133 111 S .016
£ .004 .008 .004 .004
g .111 - .183 - .028 .006
h .008 .008 .004 .004

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

The null hypothesis is rejected a total of 21 times out of
32. This means that we must accept 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
counselors 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‘g we must accept the null hypothesis for every group.
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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 Mann Nﬁitney U Test wouid confirm
that. As we have come to expect, 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 hypothe51s 5 tlmes and dlrec-
 tors and prlnclpals each reJect it 3 tlmes. ThlS is also'
what we would expect from our examination of means and of
‘vfhe tallies. Generally the principals and directQISuag;ee
more freqﬁently‘with the counselors than do the 6ther two
éroﬁps; | |

'Out51de Agenc1e° and Communlty What Should Be- The means of

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

“outside agencies and community” are listed in Table 2:13 below.

Table 2:13

Outside Agencies and Community
What 3hould Be
Table of Means

Item Coun., Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ. 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 3.8%5
c 3.60 3.84 3.53 4,10 2.33 3.56
d 3.75 3.48 3.789 4.10 2.50 3.52

e 3.08 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 ”pfoVide information to outside agencies
upoﬁ request,” very important. UThey list as leaét‘important,
although stiil highly important,-aqting "as liaison for
parents to outside‘ageﬁCies.” Counselor educatorsyconsider‘
only 1 of thé~counselor functions with outside agencies and
community as, ideally, of at leaét moderate importance, rdnking
all but a aé'bf less~than-modérate impo;tance. Théy ére fhé>
only-groﬁp, incidentally, which ranks aﬁy’of these functions
as of only slight importance. 'We‘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 means of the five
groups involved in the study and thus allows us to examine
nore closely the order in which they place the 5 functions
listed for outside 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 a, “refer children for special services.” The super-
intendents list item e, “act as liaison for pareni: tc v.tside
agencies” as of number 1 importance. Priacipals corsidew

public relations of least importance while all groups rank that
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in the 50th 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 Should Be
Rank Order of Means

Iteﬁ Coun, Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ. Total
1 11 3.5 11
—— b 2 3 2 3.5 2 2
c 3 4 5 3.5 5 4
a 4 5 4 3.5 3.5 5
e 5 2 3 1 3.5 3

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

of these responses.

Table 2:15
MANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Outside Agencies and Community
What 3hould Be

Values of p*

Item Prin, Coun, Supt. Educ.
a 421 .210 .155 .133
b .210 .210 111 .028
c .048 .004 .048 .012

d .155 .111 075 .0C86
e 111 -155 .075 .028

*Values of p significant at .05 level or below.
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Thlrteen tlmes out of 20 we are requlred to accept ‘the null
hypothe51s on our evalu tion and analysis of Part I, E --
should be. »Only 1tem g consistently rejects the null hypo-
thesis. For all groups except the educators 1tem ¢ is the
only item for which we must reject the null hypothe51s The
educators however, dlffer 1n the dlstrlbutlon of thelr
responses w1th those of the counselor in four out of flve
cases.v Thus in most 1nstances we must conclude that the
variance in the dlstrlbutron of the responses to thls part:
“of the questlonnalre is no- more than mlght be attrlbutable
'_to chance. -

Counselor Resbcnses - The Friedman: Using}fhe Priedman Two-~

© Way Analysis of Variance there are two ways in ﬁhich we can
‘examine the results of the Test.A’Pirst we can examine the
comparison between each groﬁp's responses to “what is” and
"yhat should be” for all of the items in Part I. Secend,
we can examine the results on the Priedman}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 5 categories of
Part I. Table 3:1 explores these relationships. The null
hypothesis for the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
might be restated in terms of the counselor functions to state

that the responses to the counselors’ views of their actual




- 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.”
of this null hypothesis we would have a significant differ-

ence of p of less than .05 and in such cases we would reject

the null hypothesis.

In view

) Table 3:1 '
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance

Group: Elementary Guidance Counselors
o ‘ Value of p*
7f“Ifem _Childv Parent Teacher”’}'Admin;t ‘Ageﬁ; & Commuh;
Ca = 458 >.792: >.167 405 05 |
b = .375 405 | <05 £05 %05
e 063 05 05 <05 >.792
d 05 <05 <05 &05 .06
e <05 <05 >, 542 £05 05
£ <05 <05 ~-625 >.208
g 05 625 <09 £05
h <05 <.05 705 <05
k! <os 05 \/.05
j <05

*Values of p significant at .05 level

or below.

With these conditions in mind, we can
of Table 3:1 that the null hypothesis
times out of a possible 41 times. In 31 cases, then, we must

reject the null hypothesis and accept

see from our examination

is accepted only 10

the alternate hypothesis
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that the view of the actual and the ideal roles of the coun-
selor are significantly different. One way to examine tﬁe .
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'got expect any morev
than dhance variance.in distribﬁtion of responses.

What ist 1l:14 2:23 3:22 4:11  5:8
‘What Should be: 1:5 . 2:6 = 3:25 4:24 5:18

We can see that the skew is to the fight on the “What is” row
and to the left on the "What should be” row, but the distribu-
‘tion“ié éssentially‘the same;‘despite the mirror effect. In
itém‘g_under ”"child” we reject the null hypothesis.

What is: 1:27 2:22  8:19 4:7

5: 1.
What Should be: 1:22  2:14  3:27 4:10 5:3

Here:we See that responses under "what is” have a left upﬁard
movement while responses under hwhat should be” have a peak ét
1 and a higher one at 3; the movement is right upward through
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 emphasis

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 represent more than half

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

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

Order of Means for the “Child-What Is” and the “Child-What
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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, 9, v6 and‘lO remain the same, There is a rather

‘drastic shifting of items a and b which move from 7 and 4
respectively on “what is” to 4 and 7 r‘espectively on "what
should be.” The point of inclusion of this _infOrmat'ion"
héré is ~s'ir'n‘p1y to poiﬁt out that an exéfhi’natién of previous N
1nformatlon supports the mi-ormatlon prov1ded by the Frledman

'TWO ~Hay Ana1y51s of Varlance and helps to clarlfy the exact

‘nature of that varlance.

Table 3:2 .
Friedman Two-Way Analys.is of Variance
Grouo Directors of Guidance

| Value of p*
ltem Child Parent Teacher Admin. Agen. & Commun.

= .458 <.05 <.05 .05 <.05
b <05 <.05 &.05 05 <05
c <.05 <.05 &-05 <05 = .208
d <.035 .05 - 05 >.063 >.167
e .05 <05 >.208 <05 <.05
f .05 <.05 >.542 A<.05
g  =.208 >. 208 £-05 <05
h >.063 (.05 .05 &.05
i <.05 >.458 >.958

3 <.05

*Value of p significant at .05 level or below.
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Again wé‘Séé.fhaf'therevis 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‘administfé£ion section; only twice

for parent functions and for agenciES and community functions
and only three times for the dfher’two érdups of functions.
Thls table 1ndlcates that dlrectors generally env1s1on the

elementary guldange counselors functlons as 1deally quite

'dlfferent from what they actually are.

_ o Table 3:3 .
- Priedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Group: Counselor Educators

Value of p*

Ttem Child Parent Teacher Admin, Bgen. & Com.
a .05 = .834 >.208 .792 >.208
b <:.05 = ,458 < «05 <<.05 = ,458
c ;}.458 = ,834 > .375 = ,208 ;}.958
a .05 = .834 £ .05 = .208 >.167
e <:.05 ‘;>.208 >.542 = .208 :>.792
£ >.542 5.792 >.792 < .05

= 1.000 ;>.792 = ,208 <;:’.05
:>.958 = .458 = ,458 ;>.542
i .05 = .834 5. 958
j = .834

*Talue of p signiticant at .00 level or below.
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By looking at both tables 3:1 and 3:2 we could compare the
degree of similarity or difference between counselors and
directors in their acceptance or rejection of each item but
we will use tables 3:6 through 3:10 to do this for more
clarity, and we will compare all gioups with one ahother-in
tﬁeir responses on those tebles. - de are'immedietely struck by
the fact that there is;much more tendency to accept the null
hypothesis‘en the responses to'the various itemS”byffhe coun-
selor educators. In fact, theireresponses indicate an .-,

| acceptance of the null nypothe31s 31 out of 41 tlmes.e'We _
can examlne +two sets of tallies to see exactly where thefﬁf ”
difference seems to lie and where tHe likeness occurs. _Pofv
}one which accepts the null hypothe31s, let us look at the
tallies of responses fer question a under administration.

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

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

S on the "what is” responses and a spread from 1 to S 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 b under administration, where we find that we must
reject the null hypothesis.

What is: 1:1 1 3:4 4:0 5:0
What should be: 1:7 +0 3:0 4:0 5:0

[SURAL)

We note that on the "what is” responses there is a right up-

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

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 obviocus
whénZWé'éxaminé‘these tallies and by dding So, we can attach
~more meaning to the Friedman Two-Way Analysis results.
In Table 3:4 we shall examine these same responses for

the Principals.

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

Child — Parent  Teacher — Kdwin. _ Agen. & Commun.

5,458 792 ¢-08 >.208 >.208
05 ».458  LOS . \.167 (09
> 375 5.208 )-458  5.542  .958
>:187 . (05 05 (.05 >.792

S S.458 .05 2458 5.958 %208
<05 (05 »792  >.458
>.083  1.000 >208 (.05

h .08 958 05 >.958

i <.05 ¢-05 >.208
3 5.063

*Value of p significant at .05 level 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 attributable *o chance. For examination, let us look at
administration, e where the null hypothesis is accepted at a

.958 degree of p (probability).




What is: ‘ 1:1
What should be: 1l:1

i 5:2
t11 5:9

There is a right downward movement on "what is” and a right
upward movement on “what sheuld be.” On "ghat is” there

are 17 kolow the rank of 3 awd on "what should be“ there are
20 above the rank of 3. We can see that the dlstrlbutlon is
reversed and the skews are to the opp051te sides. waever,
.the one is a mlrror reflection of the other and the null
",hypothe51s is accepted with the assumpt:on statlstlcally
‘being that the variance in the dlstribution is a matter Qf

... chance.

Table 3:5
Prledman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Group: Superintendents
Value of p*

Item Child Parent  Teacher Admiﬁ. Ageh. & Commun.
a  5.083 05 £.05 LO05 205
b =.208 ¢-05 >.208 K05 &-05

CE (05 (.05 .08 (0%

{+05 (-05 .05 -05 (05

e +08 & -05 (- 05 £-08 <05

£ .05 (.05 (.05 <-05

a <.os ;.208 (.05 .05

Q

Q.

h = .458 (05 (-05 .208
i 405 v 542 {05
j >.087

*Value of p significant at .05 level or below.
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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 Superintendents generally feel
that counselors’ actual functions areknot what they should

be in aﬁ ideal-situation. A look at Tables 1:14 and 2;14 should
bear out‘these figures. By turning to them, we note that
-vsuperintendents_ranked items on "what is” in relation to out-
‘ éidé agencies:and the community_in thé following order: a:3,
b:1.5, c:4, d:5, and e:1.5. On ”whatvshould be” they ranked
in the'fol1owin§ order: a:3ls, b{3~5, c:3;5, d:3.5 and e:l.
~We can see that whereas they ranked actual functions b and
vug_as tiéd rur‘first place, they ranked ideal function e as 1.
Where ;ﬁey rankedvitéms‘g, ¢ and d in third,‘fourth and fifth
positions of importance, they recommended items 2,‘9,_9, 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 exanining all five of our sample groups together we
can compare the degree of difference in their responses to
each section of Part 1. Table 3:¢ lists the p values derived
from the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance for all five

groups on the items under section A, Child.




Table 3:%
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Item Analysis, Part A-Child
Value of p*

Item Coun. Prin. ~Dir. Supt., Educ.
= .458  %.458  =.458 3083 £.05
= .375 (.05 (05 =.208 (-05

> .063 >+375 .05 {05 >.458
.05 > .167 {08 (05 {05
{05 > .458 {-05 (.05 .05
{08 {-05 (.05 {05 >.542

g .05 >.083 .208 .05 = 1.000
h (.05 {05 >.063 = .458 >.958
i .05 .05 <k .05 .05
i (.05 >.063 .05 5.167 >.834

¥Value of p significant at .05 level or below.

We see that counselors and directors most often see the ideal
function of the counselor as gquite different from the actual
function, as revealed by the fact that both groups reject the
null hypothesis 7 out of 10 times. 3uperintendents reject

the null hypothesis 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 counselor’s actual
role is the same as his ideal role. All other groups feel

that in at least half of his functions within his role he is
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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-Way Analysis of Variance
Item Analysis, Part B-Parent

Value of p*
Iten Coun., Prin. Dir. Supt bduc.
>.792 >.792 < .05 <(.05 =.834
b .05 > .458 L 05 <.05 =,458
c <.0S >-.208 < .05 <<.05 =.834
d <.65 .03 <:;05 <i.05 =,834

e <05 £.05 .05 £05 >.208
<.05 < .05 <.05 .05 >.792

h

g >.625 =1.000 >>.208 >.208  >.792
h .05  >.958 .05 < .05 =458
i <.05  <.05 5458 >.542 =.834

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

We can see that &1l groups were most happy with the amount

of stress placed on item g, “conduct group counseling.” On
the basis of our other tables and the statistical analyses
they represent, we can further state that all groups see

this function as given little 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 displeased with the amount of emphasis placed on items d,
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e and f and either feel that there should be mcre or less
emphasis placed on them. Question s of Part II asks the
respondents to write in the rank placement of counselor
functions and thus attempts to probe more fully the degrees
of stress although an analysis of the tallies can give much
of the same information. For example by looking at item £,
“individual counseling,” we discover that all four groups
believe that individual counseling of parents should receive

greater emphasis in an ideal counselor role,

Table 3:8
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Item BAnalysis, Part C-Teacher

Value of p*

Item Coun., Prin. Dir, Supt. Educ.
a >.167 LE <05 (.05 >.208
b < 08 < .05 < .05 >.208 QLE
c < .08 >.458 E .05 ~>.375
d <.05 < -05 <..05 <.05 .05
e >.542 >.458  >,208 405 542
f >.625 >.792 >.542 < -05 ~..792
g <:.05 ~>.208 .05 < -05 ~>.208
h .05 <.05 < .05 05 .458
i .05 >.208 ».958 < .05 958

*Value of p significaunt at .05 level or belo

£

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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thé"Superintendénts accept thé null hypbthesis. This ﬁeaﬁs
that the difference in the viriance of their distributions
between what is and what should be in relation to the teacher
is similar enough so that anyvvariance 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 actuél functions of the
jcounselor 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 tﬁe counselor as being close to the ideal functions in
relation to teachers. We see that princivals most frequently
accept the null hypotheéis, accepting it all but 2 times;

that educators accept the null hypothesis all but 3 times

and that all othef groups tend to reject the null hypothesis
most of the time. We have come to expect this response from
educators. Principals, howeve:, here indicate that in general
they are satisfied that the actual functioning of the guidance
counselor in relation to the administration is close to the
idesxl. Counselors most frequently reject the null hypothesis,
indicating that they most often feel that their actual functions

in relation to the administration are not close to the ideal

and thus are not given the proper degree of emphasis in all
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but one case where the null hypothesis is accepted. This
ocoﬁrs for item f, “provide reports of coungelor activities”
which they then to accept with an almost egqual distribution
across the ranks from 1 to 5, thus indicating wide disagree-
ment among counselors on beth the actual and the ideal role,

and 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 D-Administration
Value of p*

Iteﬁ Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ.

(.05 >.208 <.05 <.05 D792
b .05 >.167 <05 <05 .08

c .05 >.542 <.05 < .05 =.208
d .05 <.05 >.063 <.05 =.208
e <05 2,858 <.05 <.05 =.208
£ .203 458 <05 <.05 <05
g .05 <.05 .05 <.0s <08
h .05 . 958 .05 =.208 >.542

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

Table e:10 shows the responses of all groups according to

the values of p based on the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of
Variance in the relation of counselors 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 it; in one case
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the counselor does and in no cases does the superintendent
éroup. We must}désume that supeiintendents see a need fdf
dhange of emphasis in all areas of counselor-agency and
community relations but that in no case do educators see a
need for a 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 ¢, “do follow up studies.” By looking at the
tallies we can see that counselors see a muech stronger need
for increased emphasis in this area since:they increase the
-meaﬁ;rating by l.lS whiie superintendeﬁts increase it‘only

by 66.

Table 3:10
Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance
Ttem Analysis: Part A-Agencies and Community
Value of p¥*

ltem Coun. Prin. Dir Supt . Edue.

€05 >.208  (LOS .05 >>.208
b L.05 .05 .08 <.05 >>.458
¢ >.792  >>,958 = .208 .05 >.958
d .05  >.792  >.167 < .05 167
e o5  >.208  L0S <.08 >.792

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




Questionnaire Part II

Likert -type scales: In Part II guestions a through p, the

Likert -type scales, the items are not interdependent. In
some cases, in fact, they are rmutually exclusive. For ex-
ample where a respondenf indicated that he feels that state
certification requirements should be revised, he wouid not
also indicate that they should be eliminated, since the two

responses show an opposite attitude toward certification. For

this réason, Part II can not be analyzed in exactly the same

way as was Part I. The same statistical instruments, the
establishﬁentiof the mean and the establishmeﬁt of the value
of p in the‘MannJNhitney U Tesf, have been used,vbut the
table of ranks of means has been omitted because ranking is
not relevant’to‘these items. We can, by looking at the Table
of Means, 4:1, evaluate the responses of the v:irious groups to
each of the questions concerning éducational‘training, cer-
tification and desirable concommitant activities for the
elementary guidance counselor.

Table 4:1, which follows, shcws us that all groups
overwhelmingly feel that revision of state certification
requirements for elementary guidance counselors, item a, is
necessary. JThe mean for each sample is in 3t least the "“moder-
ately important” category of 3.00 or higher. For the super-
intendents and educators the mean is over 4.00 or in the “very
important” category of response. DBy looking at the responses
to item b, eliminate certification, we can see that all groups

rank this «ithin the 1,00 to 2.00 degree of importance,
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or as "“not important.” Items e¢ and d can also be compared.
Item ¢ states that elementary guidance counselors shduld

have a broad liberal arts education; item d states that they
should have a brocad behavioral science education. We 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 “moderately
important,” and d having a mean of more thaﬁ‘4.00 or "very
impdrtant.” Bducatofs, we note, favor a behaviofal science
education for counselors, with a mean response of 4.12 as
opposed to a mean réspcnse of 2.75 to broad liberal afts
education. Both directors and superintendents as well as
principals favor a broad behavioral science background al-
though fhe 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. OFf items
e, £ and g, counselor educators rank as very important item f,
“strong psychology background” and item g, “strong guidance
background” but consider “strong elementary education pre-
paration”item e of only slight importance. A1l other groups
rate preparation in elementary education of at least moderate
importance, with elementary school principals rating it
highest, almost into the range of “very important” with a

3.4 mean. All groups rate a strong psychology background as
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"very important” 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 Means

ltem Coun. Prin. Dir. v. Supt. Educ. 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  8.95 .33 417  4.40 412 421
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 3.88  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
3.72 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
m 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
° 4.15 3.71 4.45  3.40 4.12 3.77
’ p 3.87 4.09 4.11  4.30 2,87 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: superintendents

and educators. We 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 6nly slightly
important while counselors themselves feel that it is mdder~
ately important and,clbse’tOVbeing very important. Prihéipalé

agree with counselors on this guestion. Directors are approx-

imately halfway between counselors and‘educato;s'in their

response, but still rank it'as moderately importént; "An
internship in elemehtary guidance" receivés,a mean resbonée
of.”very important” from all groups except directors, who
rank item_g as very close to that degree of importance.
Psychometric training, item 1, is seen as of less importance
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 educator,
deem very important this item, the abilityaof the counselor
to have flexibility in determining his functions. It must

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

ant” is high on the scale and thus we might conclude that all
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~groups generally feel_thatvgognselors need“tp have flexibil;ty,
being free to enact whatever functions seem to them as‘most
important af any particular time. DAll groups also felt that
it was at least moderately important fsr counselors to be-
long to area and state counse;or organizafions, item n, and
that they should participafe-in professiénal impro#ement
activities, item p. In fact three groups rated p and one
group'rated g_"very'important.”xlThree groupé-als§ réted a
"mnaster’s degree minimum” itemfg-as very,importanf while two
. groups rated it moderately important. Cpunselors, di:ectors
 and$educaf6rs all fééi-it is'ver&iimpdrtant and prihdipals' 'N
and SQperintendents feel it is moderately,importaht.
 Thé'va1ues of p obtained from the Maﬁn-Whitnéy 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
groups, c¢iving the value as compared to the responses by
the counselors themselves to each item. The Hann-Whitney U
Test tests the null hypothesis that groups A and B have the
same distribution and therefore come from the same or like
populations. 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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to chance all but two tlmeo. This means that in all but two
cases we must accept the null hypothe31s Onlyifor items ¢
and h can we reject the null hypothesis, for there the values
of p are less than .05 and thus indicate that the null hypo-
thesis must be rejected. Essentially,vthen, we can say that
the results of the Mann-Whitney U Test indicate that principals
and counselors are generally in fairvagreement concerﬁing the
_1tems in Part 1II of the questlonnalre and that any dlfferences
’among them are no more than mlght be attrlbutable to chance.
The same. is essentlally true of the dlrectors where we find
 that we can reJect the null hypothesls only two tlmes agaln
':here on questlons c and e, _Supexlntendents and counselors ~  
" tend to agree on all but 10 items, which means_fhat fhey
agree on 6 items. Thus we fihdffhat there is generaiiy
disagreement between the counselors and superintendents in
the distribution of their responses to various items in
Part II. We might note that their distribution of responses
is similar on qguestions pertaining to elimination of state
certification requirements, strong psychology background,
strong guidance background, educational preparation for
parent counseling, flexibility in determining functions, and
participation in professional improvement activities.
Educators’ and counselors'_responses have approximately the
same distribution of responses only twice, we note -- on

items b and £. Otherwise they differ significantly in the
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distribution of their responses and can not be said to have
‘come frdm‘the sémé or iike pépulétions. We haﬁe noted that
this disag:eement I>etween counselor educators and counselors
is consistent throughout the items of the questionnaire; as
we have also noted that there is a general tendency for

counselors and directors of guidance to agree.

‘Table 4:2
JANN-WHITNEY U TEST
Education and Certification

Value of p*

- ltem - Prin, . Dir.’ , §hpt, Educ.
a .183 183 .048 ~.016
b .133 o Leme 210 .061

e .006 .038 .004 ~ .004
d .155 111 .016 .022
e .075 .038 .028 .004
£ .274 .242 .155 .075
g 111 111 111 .022
h .028 .075 012 .004
i .183 111 111 .048
3 .075 .155 .008 .004
k .155 .133 .022 .028
1 .061 L111 .128 .012
n .155 .133 .093 .038
n .038 .093 .016 .004
o .183 .210 .133 .028
p 111 111 .048 .016

*Value of p significant at .05 level or below.
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Open-ended guestions: 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 Il. Question g asked for a 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 menticned
were noted. Table 4:3llists the courses mentioned and the
number of times that they were mentionedvby each group with
a column of totals. C designates counselors; P-principalé;

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

Table 4:3
Required Courses for Counselors
Part II: question g

Course c P D S _E  Total
Child Development and Psychology 56 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 S 0 3] 35
Individual Testing 62 7 21 3 7 100
Group Testing 45 7 19 2 7 80
Tests and Measurements 14 1 6 0 O 15
Introduction to Guidance 35 8 S 2 0 50
Research and Statistics 19 4 12 38 1 39
Jociology 8 3 6 1 4 22




_.Course c D S E
Sensitivity training 11 3 9 ) 4
Group Counseling 61 7 17 1 6
Individual Counseling 52 7 19 1 S
Counseling Internship 23 0 7 8] 1
Practicum - 23 2 8 1 4
Reading Problens 6 VO 1 0 i
Learning Disabilities 32 0 10 1 1
Theories of Personality 18 0 1 1 4
Family Cqunseling 22 S 8 0 0
Emotionally Disturbed 12 0 0 0 o0
Play Therapy 13 0 1 0 0
Behavior Modification 10 0 2 1 0
Cas® Study 12 0 0 0 0
Cectrational Information 13 3 3 0 S
Counseling Theories 0 0 0 3 3
Community Resources 3 1 2 1 0
Projective Techniques 2 0 0 0 1
Mental Health S 0 0 1 0
Learning Theory 11 5 2 1 1
Consultation 2 0 0 0 0
Philosophy of Education 0 3 5] 1 0
School Law 2 1 0 0 O
Educational Testing 0 0 0 8] 3
Drug Education 0 0 0 0 1




The most frequently mentioned courses, with a number of

mentions of greater than 80, are Individual Testing, Child
Development and Psychology, Group Testing, Individual
Counseling and, with 79 mentions, Abnormal Fsychology. From
the number of mentions we c¢in see that the responses to
questions d and f of Part II are substantiated by the ré-
sponses to question g. Psychology is especially stressed and
the behavibral sciences are most frequently mentioned among the
courses listed. The’whole area of tésting receives frequent

mention also. Some of the newer courses, such as sensitivity

 training, Behavior modification, family counseling, learning

disabilities and drug education are mentioned particularly

by counselors, directors and educatdrs -- those probably most
invelved with counselor courses. Principals, directors and
superintendents show a slight concern for Philosophy of Edu-
cation while counselors and counselor educators completely
overlook this course, There is perhaps some overlap among
the courses which would explair why some groups mentioned
some courses and others did nut. 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 Introductery Guidance or Testing
courses. Learning theory, which is only mentioned 20 times,
might be thought by many to be adequately discussed in courses

such as Child Development or Educational Psychology. Intern-




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,
guestion r, asks what changes should be made in State re-
guirements for certification. A number of peisons felt that
an internship in guidance should be mandatory and some

suggestéd that it should be required in lieu 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 same thing is true of thé
counseling practicum whicﬁ is frequently mentioned in question
r but is mentioned under gquestion g only 39'times, not a high
number of times compared to a course in Group Testing, for
example. Table 4:4 documents the responses to question r:
"List any important changes yoﬁ feel should be made in 3tate
certification laws in Massachusetts.” Respondents were given
five blanks in which to write suggested changes. A major
controversy in the lMassachusetts State Department of Education
in this year 1971-72 is the controversy over counselor certif-
ication. Currently counselors are required to have teacher
certification. We can see that a number of our respondents
wished to express their views concerning this regquirement
since it is a major issue in the controversy. Thus we have 30

persons maintaining that teacher certification should be re-~

guired for counselor education and 22 persons maintaining that




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 certifying counselors. -
. The requirement of an interﬁship in guidance and a'masfer’s
degree in guidance before certification drew the two highest
responses. Twenty-five felt that course requirements for
certification should be more rigid; 2 said they-should-be
less rigid., Thirteen respondents, most ﬁotably directors,
euggested that there should be a probation beriod for coun-
selors before certification in granted. As we might expect
from the responses to both items g and £, 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 important

aspect of guidance, and one which has 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 secondarv counselors.
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Table 4:4v
Counselor Certification
Question r
Change c p D S E Total

Require teacher certification 17 S 5 2 1 30

No teacher certification 11 1 2 5 38 22

No certification ' -4 1 2 5 1 18
g . Colleges should certify 6§ 0 O '_o 3 9
B Eliminate waivers | 1 0 1 0 o0 2
fi Reduire practicum 12 8 5 0 0 23

Require internship/guidance 18 12 6 1 1 38

Master’s degree - v 17 2 12 2 3 36

Omit occupational information & 0 0 0 0 5

More rigid course requirements 20 1 4 0 0 25

Less rigid course regquirements 0 0 0 1 1 2

Probation period 2 1 10 0 0 13

More psychology courses 12 0 1 0 O 13

Follow MASCA recommendations 0 0 0 1 1 2

Differentiate between elem-

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

Table 4:5 analyzes the responses to question s: “List in
rank or.er what you consider the necessary functions of the
elementary guidance counselors The numbers 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 Functions
‘ - Question s

Prin.

Functions Related fo: Counoa

Dir. Supt. Educ.
Children 1.23 1.00 1.29 1.33 2.36
Parents S 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 1.66
Agencies/Community 3.62  4.00 3.60 4.25 4.22
Testing 3.00 3.338 3.64 2.50 2.75
Research 3.40 2.00 4,50 5.00 2.75
In-Service Teaching 3.13 4,00 ---=- 4,00 3.50
Records 4,25 3.00 3.7 ===~ -
Elementary curriculum 3.50 3.00 - ee-- 5.00

We notice that all groups except the counselor educators rank

services directly to children as of first importance. Educa-

tors rate highest services to teachers and administrators.

Parents and teachers generally run in second and third posi-

tion and the means indicate that services to them are almost

equally important to the four groups who actually function
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within the elementary school. Interestiqgly, eve:yqne;:anks‘
the adﬁiﬁisfration higherufhan the fop administratois.do,
with counselors averaging between 2 and 3 in ranking them,
while superintendents themselves tend to agree on fourth
position. We ﬁote‘fhat educators rank them a cloee second
to teachers, Of the top five functidns>we find that eedh

group ranks in the following order:

Table 4:6
Counselor Functions
Rank Order of Means

- "Question s - ‘

Fﬁnctions Related to: Coun. Prin. Uir. Supt. .Pduc.

Children 1 1 1 1 4
'Perents | 3 3 2 3 3
Teachers 2 2 3 2 1
Administrators 4 4 4 4 _ 2
Agencies/Community 5) 5 5 5 S

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

a3~ the child and the fourth important the administration
functions and there is some disagreement between those con-
sidered of 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.




Table 4:7
Counselor Functions
Response Frequency

Question s

ranctions Related to: Coun. Prin. Dir. Supt. Educ.

Children 70 20 24 8

22
22

Pafents 28

=
192}

Teachers - 63
Administrators 20 11
Agencies/Community -39 | 16
 Testing , 33 1
 Research | S
- In-3ervice Teaching 8

Records 4

= N N O
O O = = s bd s O N
= O N i O 0

4
0
4
0

Elementary curriculum 15

Only a scattering of persons listed sﬁch items as research

and in-service teaching in answer to question s. By in-
service teaching, most clarified this phrase to mean teaching
teac™ *r3 how to work with children with various kinds of
disabilities by means of workshops. A& number of counselors
mentioned elementary curriculunm, specifying such things as
scheduling as a clarification of their meaning. We 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. IMost frequently counselors who mentioned
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only. 1 mentioned counseling children. This, in fact, was
noted most frequently by all groups, and reinforces the
response to Part I, A, itenm g, "dounséling individuals and

groups” where this item was ranked of first importance by

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

Questionnaire Part III

The most unpopula:‘part of the guéstionnaire was part III,

fhe.Seménfic differential écaies. Apparently fhis typé of
’test'waé é‘new experiencé.for mahy bf the respondents‘because
Ca qﬁmbét'of them‘réfusea £o answer if;:some~even indiééfihg‘
‘fhéir.disﬁledsﬁre‘with sﬁch wfitten commehts'as]”RididﬁloﬁSi"
.»_hStupid” u ‘ou’re wasting my time."_Té.give én ideé offthe
amount bf'hcstilify 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 5:1
Semantic Differential Scales
Responses

Coun., Prin. Dir., Supt. Educ. Total

-

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

Bpproximately 87, were hostile to the scales and did not do
any of them. Of those shown in table 5:1 10 did not complete

the scales. The Semantic Differential does not 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'elemehtary school’s
functions. - For this reason, it was cdupled with scales per-
talnlng -to the elementary school ur1n01pal The etudy is not
'concernedvnih the response to the principal, however, That
”:oIe was used,merely to provide a basis for compa;ison'be,
bthéeréspondénts-endIWas placed first in order to”eilow‘them'to

-u'gain experience‘With»the use of the seale with the assumption

‘ithat thls practlce would make thelr responses to the counselor b.f

‘oerole more valld As we have noted in chapter III only 8 »

‘ 1tems were of 1nterest to thls partlcular study, the. otheis
actlng-a3~flllers.' All 8 of these 1tems are evaluatlve ones
- and thus are‘hot'concernedvuth such factors as activity or

~potency in rél&ticn to the coudselor's role. _Table~5:2
summarizes'the means for the responses of all groups. Re-
spondents were asked to place a X in the space which most
nearly represented their attitude toward egch set of bipolar
scales. In the analysis of these scales, th2 scales were
numbered 1 through 7 with 1 the lowest rating and 7 the highest.
The scales were randomly amixed throughout the 16 sets, so that
the 8 to be evaluated were dispersed throughout the test and
the poles were interchanged at random. Thus the words had to
be read before a judgment could be made. 3Since 7.00 would be
the highest possible attainable score, ratings over 3.50

would be favorable responses. Ratings as high as any of
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.‘those on this scale are very high where the lowest mean“is a
5.2 given by edﬁcators‘in response to the fair-unfair scale;
‘Some responses we note.are over six. Generally counselors
and directors rate over 6.00, both giving only one rating
‘of less than six. All of the principals’ ratings have a
mean in the 5.00 to 5.99 range asldo'a11 of the educators’.
Superintendents give a mean rating of 4 in the 5 range and 4

' in‘the-a rangeQ “This informgtiéngléads uS‘to.the ¢onciusion

that ail groups have a very favorablé image of the elementary

Table 5:2
Semantic Differential Scales
- Table of Means ‘

Bi-polar scales ____ Coun. DPrin. Dir. BSupt. Edus, Total

‘wunpleasant-
pleasant

honest-
dishonest

clean-dirty
kind-cruel
bad-good
awful-nice

worthless-
valuable 5.7 6.4

fair-unfair 5.7 6.2

Totals 5.7 6.0

counselor’s role, which is verified statistically 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 Scales
F Test of Variance
, F 3tandard Chance
Scale QS Variance Deviation Variance F
1. unpleasant- o | _ o
7' pleasant  2.69 .17 . 1.19 '61.8  .019
4. honest- :
- dishonest  2.69 . .10 .70 52f0 ,010
6. clean- | R U SRR |
- dirty o v2;69 - 4086 .46; 65.25 007
7. kind-cruel 2.6 .464 3.25  64.30  .050
9. bad-good ~ 2.69 700 4.9 29,90  .095 .
11. awful-nice 2.69 .05 .35 48.71  .001
14. worthless-~
valuable 2.69 .49 3.43 79.46 .043

(&)
.

(U]
(9;]

16. fair-unfair 2.69 « 73 51.34 .10

The F test tests the variance from *he mean by establishing
arithmetically the value of Fgg 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 Fqg5 must equal 2.69 in order
for the variance from the mean to be meaningful. By looking

at the F column we can see that in no case does the F score
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~€ven come near to being that large. Thus we can see that the
variance from the mean on the aemantlc Differential ‘scales is

not significant for the Tésponses to any of the scales,

Open- -ended Questlon for Counselor Educators
Respondents in the counselor educator group were asked to

answer 3 questions additional to the questlonnalre. ‘These

questions were: l) Is a program in elementary school coun-

selor preparation offered at your 1nst1tut10n’ 2) 1If yes,

what degree is offered? 3) List the -: ,alrements for.

attalning the degree.e‘ainEe'all 12 of the educacors who‘

recelved questlonnalres teacl at colleges or unlver31tles

Whlch are listed as having elementary COUROEIIRQ programs,

it was expected that the answers to question one would a1l
However, of the § Tespondents, 5 answered yes,

1 answered no and 2 did not answer. We have, therefere, to

deal with only 5 responses, Of the 5 who indicated that their

college or university does have an element.y- ounselor pre-

gram, 4 indicated that they offer a Master 0. Education

(one specified that this was a llaster of Education in Coun-

seling); one that they offer a vaster of Arts in Psychology

and Guidance; one that they offer a Q. 1, G. 3.

in Counseling

and one that they offer a Ph. D, in Counseling. 1In answer to

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

listed the following courses:




Education Foundations
Psychology Foundations
Sociology Foundations
Personnel Services
Counseling

Practicum

Measurement

- The second university professor listed these courses:

Research Methods

Foundations of Guidance

Tests and Test Procedures

Vocatlonal and Personal Development in

- the Elementary School -

Counsellng Theory and Process I and II
Elementary . Counsellng Practloum (2 courses)

The college professor llsted the follow1ng courses-

Principles of Guldance
Psychological Measurement

Principles and Practices of Counsellno v
‘Rbnormal Psychology ’

Psychology of Personallty
Group Psychology
Psychology of Development

All indicated that these were required courses and that

electives made up the other hours necessary for the degrees.

We 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-
spondents to the gquestionnaire advocated both in response to
question g of Part II and item £ of Part II. Alsc all of them
require a course dealing with tests and measurements, and at
least one dealing with counseling. These courses, too, were
recommended in the Open-ended guestions of Part 1I. Ap-

parently none of them require courses in learning disabilities,
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individual and group testing, sensitivity training nor an

internship in guidance. DBecause 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.




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLU3IONS

Review

The poéition of the elementary sghool guidance counselor
in the State of Massgghusetts‘is one of uncertainty. Already
two districts have erpped he position or replaced guidance
counselors with adjustument counselorS; 8s other writers and
the,viCerresident of ASCAvhave pointed out, the new accent
Qn_éccountability has plﬁéed the elementary sch06i counselor
in a vulnerable position,sihce it is diffiéult_if not impos-
ible to measure his accompiishments by any set of hehavioral
objectives. +What makes his position even less tenable is the
contioversy over the exact nature of his role. Who he is to
serve and how he is to serve them zre questions which are
answered in many ways by wmany people. loreover, who is to
define his role and thus dictate his functions is also a
point of conflict. Norlis the problem limited to the elemen-
tary school counselor in iMassachusetts, for studies mentioned
in Chapter IT of this paper reveal that his problems are
tvpical of those of counselors throwhout the country. One

writer pessimistically states that "the continuing contro-

versy in the field of slementary school cuidance aover the




role and functions of the elementary gu1dancp worker may
never he resolved.”’o This study has attemoLed to search

out some of the problems in the hope that in the process some
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 a dichotomy
between the real and the perceived role of the counselor,

not only in the counselor’s perception'of hinself but also

in others’ perception of him, angwthat the perception of

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

counselor alone dees not define his role. As is true for

any role, its definition is determined to a great extent by’
the way other people see it. In elementary schools, the
counselor’s role is sensitive to the demands of many people,
rhut most of all it is determined by administrators and the
counselor, who are, in turn, influenced by counselor educators.
Certainly other people, too -- teachers, parents, pupils

all affect the counselor role. nhe influence of these others,
it was felt, was more subtle than that of those who are re-
sponsible for the job description of the counseler There-
fore the study concentrated on an ass: ey the counselor
role and those aspects of it = el determi its def-

initions: the role functions which the counselor performs,

Don Bencher, “Counseling, Con Sultlno or Developmental
Cuidance? Toward in Answer,” Elemeantary 3chool Guidance

and Counseling, Vol. 1V, 4 (nay I’7U) 2475,

~
£
e




141

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-
l_cipals, superintendents of schools and counselor educators.
One hundred and seventy five questiormsires (51%) were
’returned- 69. 9% of counselors- 33 3% of principals, 58.3%
‘“ﬁl'of directors- 66. 6%.of counselor educators and 347% of super-l
o intendents. The questionnaire was made up of three parts,
 1 one concerned'wrﬂxcounselor funotions, both actual and ideal'

a second reLuted to counselor educatlon and certifioation,

“"l'role, Counselor educators were sent an additional set of
questions related to the proqsams for elementsry guidance ofF
| 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 geveral parametric
and nonparametric tests, including the Mann-Whitney U Test,
the Friedman Two-Way Analysis of Variance, the P 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 counselors, The

uff‘and a third concerned wﬁjxthe image of the elementsry counselor B
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Mann-whitney U Test allowed a 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 ¢roups in regard to what they consider
the actual Ffunctions. Overall there was much disagreement,
not only between the counsslor and other grdups but also
among other groups. Secondly, there is great disagreement
3mong the croups and even within the'gtbups concerning the
nature of the ideal role of the counselor.  On the other
~hand, it was discovered that there is a consensus on the
imagé of the counselor role, uwhich is seen as a valuable and
highly favored one by all ¢roups. There was,vhowever, con-

siderable disagreement on the kind of educational training
an elementary guidance counselor should have and eqgual dis-
agreement on certificatior. regulations. All of these find-

ings made definition of the counselor role difficult but not

impossible, for there were iamportant points of agreewent.

SCUS310T

-

D]

By reviewiny sowe of the tables in Chapter IV

3t least appreoach a definition of the counselor role., The
responses to Part III of the guestionnaire, where there is
stronc agreement among all groups, makes it possible for us

to convert Table $:2

r

the counselor role., It i3 seen by all respondents as pleasant,

"

o a series of adjectives whizh descrive
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honest, kind, good, nice, fair, clean and valuable. These
words, however, describe, not define. For definition we

must turn to Table 1:1, 1l:4, 1:7, 1:10 and 1:13 where the

neans 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 among and within the
groups, the average ranks indicate that the following functions
are of most concern overall. Table 4:6 reveals that a coun-
selor is one who functions with children, teacher, parents,
adﬁinistrétors and outside.agencieé and community, in:that
“order. By examining his actual functions with these groups,

we can further define. Table 1l:1 tells us that the eleméntary
school counselor is one who most importantly identifies special
children, interprets test results and counsels both individuals
and groups. Table 1:7 reveals that the counselor is one who
provides the teacher with test interpretations, information

on the child and crisis intervention, Fuxthermore, he is
responsible to the child’s parents to consult with them
concerning their child, act as a liaison between them and

other school personnel, recommend outside agencies when
such help is needed and interpret test results to them
(Table 1:4). Ile is one who recommends to the administration
group or grade placement of cinildren and participates in

workshops (Table 1:10) and one who refers children for

special services and provides information on cnildrea to
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outside acencies (Table 1:18). His most important functions
in the school, then, as indicated by the average of the means
for 3ll groups, are to assess tne ability of children, to
pass this information on to others, and to attempt to remedy
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 functicns, considering

the total sample populations response only, there is 3 con-
sistency of opinion which defines the counselor role. It
mast be acknowledged that in Massachusetts the counselor is

seen as primarily 3 remedial agent, whose primary concern is

for childrea identified as “special”

for one reason or another.

Some of his work nizht be what could be called "preventive”

uch as counseling referred children and consulting with
parents, but none ¢f ! is actual work is seen by the total
saaple populations of this study as developmental in nature.

T . "

23lly, however, "discussion with all children,” an important

funetion in Jdevelopmental cuidance, is ranked of fourth iaz-

cortance, naving moved from a rank of seventit for the actual

functions of the ccunselor. This, plus the increased emphasis

rezommended for such activities as providing career infor-

mation and providing educational information to parents

-3,
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shows an awarennﬁs that the auldanﬂe Program should be more .

developmental in nature.

The greatest disagreement on the elementary counselor’s
role was seen between the counselor and the counselor educator.
3ylvia B. Rosenthal angrily states that counselor educators
are largely to blame for the fact that counselors are not
agents of change, that they “adjust txe child to fit the

existing school program instead of helping adjust the school

. . 7 1. - ] By N '
program to the chilgd.” Jackie Lamb, *the new vice~pres-
p w f 4 &

ident of ASCA, laments the fact that elementary counselors

"are considered part of the whole systen that maintains the
status quo of society and are reproacﬁ°d for not doing

Lhelhjsﬁare to make the system more favorable for ¢ »72

hildren,

The results of this study, however, although they reveal that

counselors tend to do what others expect them to do and to
feel that their ideal functions are largely the same as the

ictuyl, and thus maintain the status Jquo, do not support HMiss

Yosenthal’s statement; for it is the counselor educators who

consistently view the counselor’s role as different from the

Wiy others see it. 1In fact, so different are their responses

from those of the other grouss that we are forced to guestion

ot N

Educatlon for ulomnntnxy Jchool Jounselors, ” Blementary
Jchool Cuidance and ZJouns eling, VI, 2 (Dec., 1971), 76.
72, . . .
"Vice-President’s lles sage,” Llementary 3chool
Zuidance and Counseling, VI, l (Oct., 19717, 3.

Sylvia Berek Rosenthal, “The Relevance of Counselor
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the value and relevance of counselor education. Educators,

we see, advceate all kinds of courses which encourage exper-

al

imentztion and innovation. They advecate courses which would:
prepare counszlors for a progran of developmental guidance.
The study found that they suggested such required courses
as sensitivity training, individual assessment and psycholocy
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-
matior, 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 assessment
ofvthe real situation.

>t all groups, counselors and directors of guidance
share the most points of agreement. If, because of *their POS-
itien in relation to the counselor role, and bhe 'ause of their
agreen=nt, we can assume that thev are mest aware of the true
auidance functions, then we must conclude that the other

three croups in the study have 3 nunber of amisconce

]
&

ri

1ons

which are preventing a definitive statement about elenen

ims

ary

-.T
R

quidance. We can only speculate ~oncerning the causes of

such disagreement ahout counselor role. Certainly parc of
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the cause must be a failure in coi anication between the
cuidance personnel in iie 3tate and other educators. Per-
haps there is even a lack of communication among the guid-
ance personnel themsel. es which prevents their recognition of
their overall agreement on some major points. As Duane
Rrown states, "ahat i certain is that for zny program to
function efficient.y there must be mutual zgreement as to
the functions to he performed by the various peréonnel
within the program.”73 We might gualify this statement to
read: there must bé recognition of where there is agreement
and attempt to solve disagreement in a rational and meaning?
ful way. ince elementary counselors have rapidly increased
in number in the past ten years, i{ is time for them to

see themselves as a group different from otler perscnnel

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

of their zctual role functions. Counselors, both

and secondary, are lumped together under certification laws
established in 1006 -- sixteen vears aco whza elementary
guidance was a rovelty. Zounselors and other groups invelved
in this study all stress the need for revision of certification

laws. 3Some, particularly ecounselors thewseslives, point to the

70"&+t1tu“u“ of 3chool Uersenncl Towar:z
Role in the CGuidance Prograwm,” The Vocaticn
ouarterly, £IV, 4 (3uuner, 1960), p. 259,
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need to differentiate between secondary and elementary counsel -

ors in certification reguirements. Others feel that certifi-

cation as it now stands stresses teaching experience and oc-
cupational information, both of which sre 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 dichotomy between the actual and the
perceived role of the elementary counselor has re?ealed ]
number of problems within the whole area of elenmentary
guidance counseling. These problems appear to be very deep-
rooted and almost insurmountable in some cases. In fact,
this study has tended to support the alarm of many working
counselors about the position of the elementary counselor.
that the counselor role is seen as Jgood and as valuable. If
there is agreement on that, and this study shows that
there is, the problenms perhaps can be solved. Put the tiue
for change is now. Those of us who are counselors must
begin to "really do those things we clain to be doing in
our role statements” and we must “begin to stand up to those
factors and factions in the educational process that we know
are harting our ohildren each day. Oaly by el fectively

changing the environuwent can we he successful connselors.”74

7 o
'4Lamb, v. 5,

we have, however, discovered one genuinely encouraging note--




And we can only becin te change the environzent by
changing ourselves -- our preparation for our work and our
emphasis and direction in that work -- and by
views others have of us. wWhat we need, first
strong, state-wide organization of elementary school counselors,

which will pernit nus to learn about ourselves, help us to

disseminate accurate information about onrselves, 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 a political

voice. Purther, we need to become more actively involved

]

n counselor preparation., This study points out

Py

that counselor

Juecators are operating largely way and Jdo not

ppear to have a realistic view of the role and role functions

t49t the counselor perforis. In order effect change in

counselor education, counselor 23ucator ncouragerl

to come into *tnhe schools, even if
that they serve an internship
secrees, so that they will know what it

elementary counselor. It =ight, in fact, prove

gorthiwhile experience for both counselor an’

to exchanae positions

involved in tat connzzlors shounld bhe

trained as unigue gersonnel, neither Loachers nod

anr 1dminiztrators bnt a2 combination of these and other roles
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so that they should receive a broad background in education,

Juidance, psychology, testing, counseling and cther courses

to prepare him to carry out a var of functions in relation,

not only teo the child, but to a number of school and outside

groups. 3Such a broad preparation would require at least a

master’s degree in elenentary counseling and such g degree

should be required for certification of elementary counselors.

In fact, if such a counselor education becomes

a reality in

all institutions of counselor education in the State, cer-

tlflcatlon could be ellnlnated or made the rPSyOQS bility of

the degree-granting institutlon -- the 3tate Board of Zd-

ucation sould simply act as 3 control of the higher insti-

tutions to ensure that broper programs were insti

adhered to.

tuted and

If, however, such a cregram of counselor training seems

toc drastic a change fer tha present at least, it is essential

that the 3tate reavise the certification requirements and

differentiate betuean secondary and elementary counselors.

And it is Further necessary that counselor education nroarams

reassess their offerings in view of the actual operations

within the schools,

is F ioning of the counselor within the school

Q
&1
~
&
n
~
L)
rr

this study has shown that vresently there is little

2

on developmental aspects of guldance and as 1 resnlt that

the cuidance prograns in fhe elementary schools are not fulfilline

the aims of education itsslf, Until every child is 3 part of
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the ¢uidance program, guidance at that lavel will be at best

1 stop-gap measure. From the changing emphasis placed on

V'C‘

such activities as "discussion with 3ll children” and “home
visits,” it is apparent that counselors znd other groups s=e
the need for developmental guidance although they do not
presently emphasize either of these functions. One problem
could be the number of employed counselors. In a recent
publication by the Massachusetts 3chool Ccunselors Association
it is recommended that there be a minimum of one counselor

[
for every 230 students.7“ The recommendation is for secondary

~
{

sS¢noo

s; however, such a figure would be realistic for elemen-
tary schools as well, for it would allow the guidance progranm

to reach every child and thereby enact all of its possible

o,

functions in remediation, prevention and development. llore-

over, the cuidance o

iy

fice would be able to have an open-door
policy, thus sncouraging children, parents and all groups to
come to them, not just with problems but for encouragement,
information or just communication. It would also enable the
counselor to ¢et into the home and thus provide liaison
betwveen the zchool and the home and eliminate the threat *hat

scheols prezent to wmany parents as well as forestall many

problems arising out of lhome-school conflists within children.
rs v

Juch an aceegtance of cuidance as an integral part of the

Ly N g
£\ ae~
"Jecorndary 3Sab ools GCuidance PrOﬁrzms for the 707 3:
2oles and Functions,” (fassichusells Sohool Sounselorsi BSso-

i

c¢iation, Felruary, 1970, 29.

e




educational system would ideally decrease the number of
remedial tasks of the secondary school counselor ind perhaps
also of outside agencies. Such a dynamic role on the part

of the counselor would eliminate the quandary in which he
currently finds himself. He would and should be allowed

great flexibility in establishing his daily routine, dependent
upon both his own assessment of Lhe nééds of his school and
comaunity and on the educational philosophy of the area in
which he works, but he should Ffunction within a framework of
carefully designated and structured activities designed by

a state-wide association ef his peers.

3

There are in the entire state of Massachusetts 351 cities

and towns. There are 359 elementary guidance counselors 1in

the 3tate but few cities or towns have cnly one elementary

counselor, thus many don’t have even one. 3ome of the larger

towns and c¢i

1

ties have only one or *twc counselors who must

handle several schools and hundreds of cnildren. It is

racommended that the effectiveness of the total elementary

[
-

guidance program in the 3tate be assessed hv a stuldy of
oA | od B 7 J

those towns and cities which Jo not have elementary counselors
as compared to those towns and cities that do and that

consideration bhe given to the ratio of counselors to pupils

-

for those touwns that have such parsonnel. A4 second study

o

L ds also recommendnd is to investicate the differenc

D

betwaen the roles and role functions of eleanentary and

secondary counseling., Buch 1 siundy would offer evidence




-ive to counselor education and certification.
studies are important to the fate of elementary
not only in this state but in the nation. a clearer
understanding of the elementary counselor’s role, which

this study has tried to gain, 1is essential for the future

of cuidance and its impact upon the schools. If the aims

of cuidance are those of education -- to develop the whole
hild, every child, most positively in all aspects of his
ng then guidance must survive and to do so it must
become a coherent, dynamic force in the schools. Only by
heing such a force can it help the schools to give to the
world responsible, happy, total human beings who can create

3 world in which we would all like to live.
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COUI . Prin. Dir, Supt.
Child
What Is .793 L3091 .678 .735
Child
What 3hould Be L7458 . 374 1.217 812
Parent
%What Is 1.500 1.330 1.072 .793
Parent
What Should Be .88 520 L0158 L6080
Teacher .
“hat Is L0458 1.562 556 174
Teacher
What Should Be L0053 503 714 ,053%
Administration
“Jhat Is .003 . 920 .H83 .555
Administration
Jhat Should Be 1.216 .663 .770 B854
Outside Agencies &
Community
what Is LO0H 424 .034 P07
Outside Agencies %
Community
“hat 3hould Ze . 500 .331 . 337 . 100
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2 Harwood Drive
Bernardston, Mass.
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 a 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 them by their states.” This has also been a
major concern of the Massachusetts School Counselors Association,
particularly in the elementary school guidance division, as
I personally discovered when I was a member of the Advisory
Board for that group. Because of my interest in and concern
about this whole problem, I have undertaken a study of elemen-

tary guidance in the state of Massachusetts as my doctoral
problemn.

The enclosed questionnaire is being distributed to ele-
mentary school counselors, guidance directors or directors
of pupil personnel services, elementary school principals,
superintendents of schools and college counselor educators.
The intent is to analyze the perceived and the actual role
of the elementary guidance counselor in this State, in order
to discover areas of agreement and disagreemett among them,
the relevance and adequacy of elementary school counselor
preparation and needs for improvement, It is my intention to
use the findings not only for personal educational goals but

also to disseminate them through publication in order to
effect necessary changes.

Instructions for each part of the questionnaire are given
at the beginning of each section., The forms are anonymous;
self-addressed, stamped envelopes are enclosed. I would
appreciate very much your taking the 15 minutes or so re-
guired to complete the ferm and returning it to me by October 15.

Yours for bketter counseling,

Frederick Z, Ellis

Director of Pupil Personnel
Services

Ware, Massachusetts




October 17, 1971

Dear EBducator:

On October 2 I mailed a guestionnaire to you concerning
the role of the elementary guidance counselor. Because of 3
problem with the third class mailing (some postal centers
held the mailing three weeks or more!), many of you may have
received your guestionnaire only in the past day or two.
Some of you may not have received it yet.

Because of the great expanse this study entails, I
must extend the return date to HNovember 1 so that all of you
will have a chance to return yours te me. In the event that
+there are still some questionnaires unreturned on Hovember 1

-~
T will remail guestionnaires to those who have not replied.

T would greatly appreciate your cooperation, not only

for the sake of my study but for what I hope will he improved
counseling in the state of Iassachusetts. If you have already
returned your guestionnaire, thanks very much.

Yours very truly,

*J
)
®
N
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H
}‘_l-
!
158
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Novembher 4, 1971

Jdear Pfincipal:

Of the 1099 eleméntary school principals in Hassachusetts,
only 99 recertly received 3 questionnaire on guidance coun-
selors from me. You were one of these, Twenty-two bf these
9% principals returned their completedbquestionnaires to me.
You were not one of these. Perhaps your failure to return
the questionnaire was due to an oversight. I hope so, for
the inadequacy of the returns threatens the validity of my
study. |

If you could tizke only ten or fifteen mainutes from your
ousy schedule to f£ill out the questionnaire and return it,

it would certainly Lelp me to complete 3 valid study of

o

elementary cuidance in the state. TIf vou %ave discarded the

questionnaire, I woulsd he more than hapoy to send you another

upon request,

Would you please help me to reach a 757, response from

pPrincipals?

3

traderick T, S1lis
(5]

2 Harwood Drive
Sernardston, lass. 01301




2 Harwood Drive
Bernardston, Mass,
01301

Hovember‘lS, 1971

Dear Educator:

Juestionnaires have been coming in regularly and the
percent of returns is growing. rapidly. Some of you still
have not returned yours, however. In 4+he hope that you are
willing to participate in the study of the elementary school
counselor but have mislzid or forgotten the questionnaire,

I am enclosing another copy andg a return envelope for your
use. . ‘ '

I hope that vou will join your peers in responding. to
my request, for I’m sure you’ll agree that +he study of the
elementary counselor in this State is a much-needed one, |
Your-views‘are inportant. “on't you complete the questionnaire
and return it to me so that those views will be refleated
in the study?

Jince I must ask for all returns by December 1 so that
analysis zan berin then, I'4 appreciate it if youy could +ake

some time in the next day or two o fill out the enclosed
questionnaire and cet it in the mail,

Sincerely,

Frederick =, Tllis
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Type of system: urban
surburan, rural

Title of present positien

A Study of the Elementary School Guidance
Counselar in the State ¢f 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 pregram.

Indicate your answer by circling the number which indicates the degree of
importance you ascribe to the role.

1. not impoertant 2. slightly important 3. moderately important

4, wvery important 5. essential

Example: Guidance counselors should belong to 5 professional srganizatioens.

what is what should be

120D 5 - 1®3 4 5

A, Roleg pertaining to the child

What is What should be
1 2 3 4 5 8) Diseussions with all children 12 3 4 5°
1 2 3 4 5 b) Counseling snly referrals 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 ¢) Counseling only individually 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4% 5 ¢) Counseling only in groups 12 3 4 5
12 3 4k 5 e) Counseling individuals & groups 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 f) Teach subject matter of guidance 12 3 4 5
12 3 4% 5 g) Administering full testing program 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 h) Interpreting test results 123 4% 5
1 2 3 4 5 i) Identifying special students 123 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 3) Providing career information 12 3 4 5




Roles pertaining to the parent

what is what should be
17 2 3 4 5 a) Home visits 12 3 4 5
1T 2 3 4 5 b) Consultations in school 12 3 L4 5
17 2 3 4L 5 ¢) Interpret test results 172 3 4 5
12 3 4L 5 4) Act as liaison with school 172 3 4 5
personnel
1 2 3 b 5 &) Recommend outside agencies 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 f) TIndividual counseling 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 §g) Conduct group counseling 12 3 Lk 5
1 2 3 4 5 h) Provide educational information 12 3 &4 5
12 3 4 5 i) Provide occupatior-", information 12 3 4 5
C. Roles pertaining to the teacher
What is what should be
1 2 3 4 5 a) Assist in group testing 172 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 b) Aassist in discipline 1 2 3 4 5
12 3 L 5 &) Interpret test results 12 3 4 5
1" 2 3 4 5 d) Provide information on child 12 3 &k 5
1 2 3 4 5 e) Provide in-service training 12 3 4 5
12 3 4 5 £) Encourage counseling of teachers 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 L 5 g) Assist in parent-teacher confer- 12 3 4 5
ences
12 3 4 5 h) Provide crisis intervention 12 3 L4 5
1 2 3 b 5 i) Suggest alternate methods for 172 3 4 5

relating to individuals
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-3
B. Roles pertaining to administration

What is What should be
1 2 3 5% a) Maintain central record file 1 2 34 5
1 2 3 4 3 b) Substitute when needed 1 2 3 k4 5
1 2 3 4 5 c) Recommend group or grade placement 1 2 3 ) 5
1 2 3 L 5 d) Help in scheduling 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 )4 5 e) Participate in workshops 1 2 3 4 5
12 3 L4 5 f) Provide reports of counselor 1 2 3 4 5

activities
12 3 4 5 g) Vrite federal projects 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 L4 5 h) Provide statistical analysis on 1 2 3 4 5
achievement, test results
E. Roles pertaining tc outside agencies and community
what, is _what should be
1 2 3 L4 5 a) Refer children for special 1 2 3 L4 5
services
12 3 L4 5 b) Provide information to outside 1 2 3 L4 s
agencies upon request

12 3 )4 3 c) Do follow-up studies 1 2 3 L4 5
12 3 L4 5 d) Help school in public relations 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 e) Act as liaison for parents to 1 2 345

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 respense 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 important
L. very important 5. essential

Exariple: All guidance counselors should have training in football,

2 3




Revision of State certification requirements

Elimination of State certification reguirements

Broad liberal arts education

Broad behavioral science education

Strong elementary education preparation
Strong psychology background

Strong guidance tackground

Knowledge of research and statistics
Educational preparation for parent counseling
Experience in classroom teaching

Internship in elementary guidance
Psychéggééi; tféining

Flexibility in determining functions

Membership in area and state coungelor organizations

Master's degree minimum

Participatidh in professional improvement activities

List below the courses you feel should be required for

elementary counselor preparation:

1.

2.
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r) List any important changes you feel should be made in State certifica-
tion laws in Massachusetts:

1.
2.
3.
L.
5.

s) IList in rank order what you consider the necessary functions of the
elementary guidance counselor:

Part III. On the following questionnaire indicate your perception of the
role of the school person indicated by vlacing a cross in the space on the

7-space sczle which indicates your response tc the words at the opposite
ends of the scale.

Example: College professors are

Poor _:  :+ x: ¢+ : : :rich

A. Elementary school principals are:

1. unpleasant : : s : : : pleasant
2. strong : : s : : : weak

3. active : : : : : passive
L. honest : N dishonest
5. tense Tt 3 relaxed
6. clean : : dirty

7. kind T3 : cruel

8. friendly : : : : : unfriendly
9. bad : : : : S good

10. simple : : : : : : complex
1. awful : : : nice

12.  important

s

[
s
°e
°

unimportant




B.

13.
14,
15.
16.

Elementary school guidance counselors are:

1.

13,
.
15.
16.

aggressive
worthless
soft

fair

unnleasant
strong
active
honest
tense
clean
kind
friendly
bad

simple
awful
important
aggressive
worthless

soft

fair

.
"

”

*”

»
.
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[

defensive

valuable
hard

unfair

pleasant
weak
passive
dishonest
relaxed
dirty
cruel
unfriendly
good
complex
nice
unimportant
defensive
valuable
hard

unfair
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