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ABSTRACT

Self-evaluation skills development among counselor 
trainees in counselor training programs has become an issue 
of importance in relation to counselor effectiveness. This 
study explored how the utilization of a structured self- 
evaluation procedure for the development of self-evaluation 
skills influenced counselor effectiveness. The study also 
attempted to determine the extent of agreement between coun
selor trainees' ratings and practicum supervisors' ratings 
of counselor effectiveness.

The subjects were 30 graduate students who completed 
fifteen units of their graduate work and were enrolled in 
counseling practice at The University of Arizona., Seven 
faculty members were utilized as practicum supervisors to 
ensure usable data from thirty students. Response scores 
were obtained for each subject in the experimental group on 
the Interview Analysis Worksheet, a technique used to 
facilitate the development of self-evaluation skills. Re
sponse scores were obtained for each student subject on the 
Self-Evaluation Questionnaire, an instrument used to assess 
the level of skill development in the experimental group 
and the quality of the self-evaluations of all student 
subjects; and the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale, a 
questionnaire consisting of 27 items on which to rate a
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X '
trainee's performance during both counseling and supervision. 
This scale was also used.by practicum supervisors as an 
instrument on which they rated their supervisees during the 
semester. Data were analyzed by means of t-tests and 
analysis of variance. The null hypotheses were tested at 
the .05 level.

For the hypotheses tested, six results were 
obtained. First, utilization of a structured self-evaluation 
procedure had no effect on the trainees' development and use 
of self-evaluation skills. Second, trainees' level of 
self-evaluation skills had no significant influence on their 
self-ratings of effectiveness. Also the structured self- 
evaluation procedure was not significantly related to how 
the trainees rated themselves as counselors. Third, there 
was no difference in the counselor effectiveness of struc
tured self-evaluating and non-structured self-evaluating 
trainees. The structured self-evaluation procedure did not 
significantly enhance the structured self-evaluating 
trainees' effectiveness as counselors. Fourth, of the 
ratings of supervisors and trainees of counselor effective
ness, the structured self-evaluating counselor trainees 
differed from supervisors on the second and third adminis
tration, Combined trainee ratings of counselor effective
ness were significantly different form supervisors' ratings 
for the first administration period. The remaining ratings 
did not show any significant differences. As these results



were just significant at the .05 level, it was concluded 
that trainees and supervisors agree in their ratings o f ■ 
counselor effectiveness after the initial rating period. 
Fifth, therewwere no differences in trainees:1! ratings of 
their self-evaluation skills over any of the three adminis
tration periods. Finally, trainees tend to differ from 
supervisors in their ratings of counselor effectiveness when 
compared over time.

The results of this study do not indicate that the 
concept of a structured self-evaluation procedure, as yet, 
is an important variable in counselor training. With 
improvement in instrument construction and methods for 
implementing skills training, it might be possible for a 
structured procedure to develop self-evaluation skills, and 
to make a contribution to the development of facilitative 
conditions in counselor training programs for the enhance
ment of a trainee's counselor effectiveness.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In recent years a great deal of professional effort, 
has been directed toward discovering ways to maximize the 
acquisition of counseling effectiveness skills by counselors 
in training. The method most frequently used in most of the 
counselor education programs to acquaint prospective coun
selors with the therapeutic process is the practicum expe
rience. This practicum experience is seen as an essential 
part of a counselor training program (Myrick and Kelly,
1971). It provides trainees with a setting within which 
they can utilize their knowledge of counseling theory to 
achieve counseling goals. It also furnishes supervisors a 
means by which to evaluate the performance of their students. 
The evaluation of the trainee's potential counseling 
effectiveness is oftentimes an arduous undertaking. As 
Barak and Lacrosse (1977) have stated, the evaluation process 
involves subjective perception and interpretation, and thus 
may account for some of the difficulty supervisors encounter 
when performing such a task. Myrick and Kelly (1971) , 
similarly feel that ill-defined criterion measures for de- ■ 
fining counselor effectiveness may be another factor.
Global and imprecise methods may also compound the quandary

1



surrounding appropriate and feasible approaches to 
evaluating the performance of trainees. '

One plausible way of overcoming such difficulties 
when assessing counselor effectiveness is to encourage and 
utilize the prospective counselor's evaluation of his/her 
own performance. Such self-evaluations allow for more 
accurate perceptions of the trainee's own counseling be
havior (Mahon and Altmann, 1977).

A substantial amount of the literature in counselor 
education has stressed that the counselor should develop the 
ability to examine, criticize, and improve his/her perfor
mance as a counselor (Carkhuff and Truax, 1965; Patterson, 
1964). A means by which to facilitate the acquisition of 
such abilities is through the utilization of a procedure to 
develop self-evaluation skills. Such an approach would 
furnish the trainee with a reliable method with which to 
accomplish such goals (Fuhrmann, 1978).

Martin and Gazda (1970), in their study on self- 
evaluation, stated that the self-evaluating counselors made 
significant gains in their ability to offer high therapeutic 
conditions, and surpassed counselors who received tradi
tional practicum training in their ability to empathize.
This would again indicate that counselor trainee self- 
evaluation could be valuable in a counselor education pro
gram. Various studies in this area (Rogers, 1959; Truax and 
Carkhuf, 1967; Whiteley, 1969; Fuhrmann, 1978) support the



need for further research in the area of counselor 
effectiveness and the evaluation process.

The purpose of this study was to provide information 
concerning the following questions:

1. Do structured self-evaluation procedures help 
counselors in training develop skills needed for the 
enhancement of their counseling effectiveness?

2. Do counselor trainees using a procedure to develop, 
self-evaluation- skills rate themselves as more 
effective counselors than do counselor trainees not 
using such a procedure?

3. Do supervisors rate structured and non-structured 
self-evaluating counselor trainees different in 
regard to their effectiveness?

4.. Are supervisors )■ ratings of counselor trainee
effectiveness different than the counselor trainees' 
self-ratings of their own effectiveness?

5. Does the"influence of a procedure to develop re
liable self-evaluation skills on counselor trainee 
self-evaluation vary over time?

6. Do supervisors' and counselor trainees' ratings of 
effectiveness vary over time?

Significance of the Problem 
A review of the literature,on counselor evaluation 

and counselor effectiveness revealed the need for continued



research in both of these areas (Whiteley, 1969; Combs,
1969; Truax and Carkhuff, 1967). An analysis of the ' 
findings of numerous studies indicated that there has been 
insufficient assessment of procedures of self-evaluation for 
prospective counselors (Park and Eberlein, 1969; Waterland, 
1965; Kazienko and Neidt, 1962) . However, Association for 
Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES) (1967)/ in sur
veying many counselor training programs noted that evalua
tion is an integral part of these programs.

Bishop (1971) has suggested that counselor training 
programs should systematically assess the performance of 
their candidates. Fuhrmann (1978), on the other hand, 
stressed the importance of the candidates' self-evaluation 
as a means of enhancing performance and generating movement 
toward the development of reliable skills needed by all 
professional counselors.

The significance of this research was in its attempt 
to provide counselor educators with pertinent information 
regarding, the-.importance of the prospective counselors' 
self-evaluation as a useful tool for enhancing counseling 
effectiveness. The concept of a procedure to develop self- 
evaluation skills in explaining trainee differences in 
counseling effectiveness may become an important variable to 
consider for practicum experiences. Perhaps counselor 
training programs could be adapted to accommodate for



differences in effectiveness due to varied levels of self- 
evaluation skills.

Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how the 

utilization of a procedure to develop self-evaluation skills 
influenced counselor effectiveness. This study also deter
mined the extent of agreement between the counselor 
trainees' ratings and the practicum supervisors' ratings of 
counselor effectiveness.

The relationship between self-evaluation and coun
selor effectiveness, as well as the extent of agreement 
between the counselor trainees' ratings and the supervisors' 
ratings of counselor effectiveness, was tested by the fol
lowing hypotheses:

1. There are no significant differences between the 
experimental and control group in their development 
and use of self-evaluation skills, as measured by 
the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire.

2. There are no significant differences in counselor 
effectiveness between the experimental and control 
group, as measured by their self-ratings on the 
Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale.

3. There are no significant differences between the 
experimental and control group, as measured by



supervisors1 ratings on the Counselor Evaluation 
Rating Scale.

4. There are no significant differences in the ratings 
of counselor effectiveness between supervisors'and 
counselor trainees, as measured by the Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale.

5. There are no significant differences in the effect 
of a structured self-evaluation procedure on coun
selor trainee self-evaluation over time.

6. There are no significant differences in the ratings 
of counselor effectiveness given by supervisors and 
counselor trainees over time.

Assumptions Underlying the Study 
For the purposes of this study, the following 

assumptions were made about the supervisor and counselor 
trainee samplds, the supervisor and counselor trainee be
havior during evaluations, the practicum experience, the 
practicum supervisors, the prior acquaintance of supervisors 
and counselor trainees, the supervisors' practicum super
vision, and the counselor evaluation rating scale and self- 
evaluation questionnaires.

1. The graduate students in counseling and guidance who 
participated in the study as counselor trainees were 
representative of present students in counseling and 
guidance at The University of Arizona.
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2. The faculty members who participated in the study as 

practicum supervisors were representative of present 
faculty members in counseling and guidance at The 
University of Arizona.

3. The behaviors of the practicum supervisors and coun
selor trainees during the study were the same as 
supervisor-trainee behaviors during the actual 
practicum supervision experience.

4. Prior casual acquaintance between supervisor and 
trainee and among counselor trainees did not alter 
the study outcomes.

5. The quality of the trainees' self-evaluations was 
accurately assessed by the Self-Evaluation Ques
tionnaire .

6." The effectiveness of the practicum students in coun
seling and supervision was measured by the Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale.

Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study the following terms 

were defined as specified.
1. Counselor effectiveness: In this study the coun

selor trainees' effectiveness in counseling was de
fined operationally in terms of supervisory ratings 
and ' counselor trainee self-ratings? '-"as „measured by 
the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale.



Evaluation: ". ... consists of making systematic
judgments of the relative effectiveness with which 
goals are attained in relation to specified stand
ards" (Shertzer and Stone, 1976, p. 436). 
Self-evaluation: "The process of measuring one's
own status or progress toward specific goals" (Good, 
1959, p.- 494) .
Self-evaluation skill: In this study self-
evaluation skill was operationally defined as a 
technique that the individual has learned which 
encourages appropriate discriminations.of relevant 
aspects of one's behavior.
Practicum experience: " . . .  consists of individual
counseling and small group work, both under super
vision" (ACES, 1967, p. 98). In this study the 
practicum experience took place at The University 
of Arizona during the 1979 academic year.
Counselor trainee: An individual whose academic
orientation is toward the development of proficiency 
in the counseling field, and whose systematic 
training meets the set standards of the counseling 
profession. In this study, a counselor trainee was 
a student in the Department of Counseling and 
Guidance, College of Education, who was enrolled in 
a counseling practice.
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7. Counselor supervision: The method of transmitting 

counseling knowledge and skill in practice from the 
experienced practitioner to the inexperienced 
student.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE •

Two decades of research regarding evaluation have 
produced a bewildering mass of findings (Webster and 
Sobieszek, 1974). Despite intensive study of global and 
specific evaluations, research has been uniformly lacking in 
the area of self-evaluation, in generating a theory applic
able to self-evaluative situations, and in describing the 
behavioral configuration necessary for developing self- 
evaluation skills. The problem, basically, has been the 
insistence on simplistic approaches. Researchers have 
frequently attempted to establish a relationship where the 
supervisor evaluates, and the student is evaluated. Only 
recently have researchers accepted the complexity of the 
evaluative, function and focused on the importance of the 
students' own evaluations of themselves and the importance 
of developing such skills for enhancing performance (Myrick 
and Kelly, 19 71).

Counselor Supervision 
The practicum supervision process has evolved 

through many years of application and practice. However, it 
has only been within the last several years that counselor 
educators have begun to recognize the need for an even

10
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greater emphasis on the cultivation of this process. This 
interest has been strengthened by the revised ACES standards 
(Cottingham, 1974), which emphasize a counselor's actual 
demonstration of specific competencies in addition to 
accumulation of knowledge. In accordance with the standards, 
counselor education programs have begun to focus on the 
supervised counseling practicum and believe it to be an 
essential part of a counselor training program (Hansen and 
Warner, 1971). Within this training setting much of what 
happens to a trainee is determined by judgments made by sig
nificant others (faculty or supervisors) (Barak and Lacrosse, 
1977; Pierce and Schauble, 1970). Evaluation of the 
trainee's potential counseling effectiveness is a particu
larly pertinent example in this regard.

Evaluation and Counselor Effectiveness 
In reviewing the research on the evaluation of - 

counselor trainee effectiveness four distinct but related 
approaches seem evident: (1) a myriad of evaluations by
supervisors of a counselor's performance are based on global 
ratings of effectiveness as the sole criterion measure 
(Combs and Soper, 19 63; Kazienko and Neidt, 19 62; McClain, 
1968; Wicas and Mahon, 1966); (2) the ratings of a trainee's
competence is often done on some limited dimension with the 
use of a formal rating device (Allen, 1967; Bergin and 
Soloman, 1964; Eoulds, 1971; Milliken and Patterson, 1967);
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(3) a trainee's performance is often assessed by the use of 
multiple criteria which are based on personality character
istics (Janson, Robb, and Bonk, 19 70; Johnson, Shertzer, \-I 
Linden, and Stone, 1967); and (4) <in an effort to avoid this 
criteria problem, attempts have been made to use a more 
objective criterion measure when evaluating counselor 
trainees (Gonyea, 1963; Foulds, 1969a, 1969b).

These varied approaches have been used by counselor 
educators in an attempt to provide for the responsible and 
precise evaluation of practicum trainees. The major focus 
of these evaluations has been on the degree of effectiveness 
displayed by the prospective counselor. It is evident in 
counselor training programs that increased effectiveness is 
the goal shared by both the supervisor and the counselor 
trainee him/herself (Mahon and Altmann, 1977; Whiteley, 
1969). It also seems palpable that if counselor trainee 
effectiveness is the nucleus of such evaluations the 
prospective counselor should develop the ability to evaluate 
his/her own performance (Redfering, 1973).

Self-Evaluation and Counselor 
Effectiveness

In order for a trainee to develop and integrate 
self-evaluation skills, the preparation program must 
facilitate the processes most conducive to the effective 
learning of such skills (Carkhuff, 19 67).
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Martin and Gazda (1970) indicate that the need for 

the development of such abilities is emphasized when one 
considers their possible influence on the trainee's level of 
effectiveness. Combs and Soper (1959), Fiedler (1950), and 
Rogers (1958) suggest that effective relationships seem 
dependent upon the nature of the helpers' attitudes and ways 
of perceiving their self, their task, their client, and 
their purpose.

Combs and Soper (19 63) investigated the perceptual 
organization of effective counselors. They reported that it 
is possible to distinguish good counselors from poor ones on 
the basis of their perceptual organization.

Strong (19 68) has stressed that it is important that 
counselors acquire accurate impressions of their own coun
seling behavior if productive counseling is to develop.

Menne (1975) in a study to determine competencies 
that counselors should possess in order to be effective, 
found that awareness of one's own competencies, values, 
attitudes, and limitations was seen by experienced coun
selors as necessary for effective face-to-face counseling.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Sample
The student subjects for the study were selected : 

from graduate students who had completed fifteen units of 
their graduate work and were enrolled in counseling practice 
at The University of Arizona during the academic year 1979. 
Subjects in Counseling and Guidance who functioned as coun
selor trainees were selected by their agreement to partici
pate in response to the researcher's written and verbal 
requests, which were presented to all practicum students. 
Each student subject interested in the study listened to a 
brief description of the study's purpose and method and 
signified ,agreement to participate by signing a consent form 
(Appendix A)., Participation was voluntary.

The total student group size was set at thirty 
(twelve experimental--eighteen control) based on practical 
considerations. To avoid contamination of the questionnaire 
completion or self-evaluation procedure, each student sub
ject participated in only one group. Attempting to match 
the group participants on characteristics such as age, sex, 
ethnic background, and educational experience presented 
extreme logistical difficulties; consequently each subject

. 14
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selected a time convenient for questionnaire completion and 
orientation attendance. All subjects choosing the same time 
period became either the experimental or the control group.

To preserve the anonymity of every subject, partic
ipant .selected code numbers were used instead of names for 
all data collection. Names appeared only on the consent 
forms which the counseling and guidance students were re
quired to sign prior to participation in the study. All 
student subjects were promised confidentiality and were 
assured that results of the study would be reported only in 
research categories.

The two groups, formed by participant selection of 
convenient time periods, consisted of an experimental group 
of twelve subjects from counseling and guidance, and a 
control group of eighteen subjects from counseling and 
guidance. The twelve and eighteen students respectively met 
initially as a group prior to the time periods for question
naire completion. The subjects in each group were given • 
specific instructions to discourage the development of 
familiarity with both group procedures.

Each group completed questionnaires at prearranged 
specified times throughout the semester. Access to the 
questionnaires was limited to the principal investigator. 
After the data were collected and analyzed, the question
naires were destroyed to ensure subject confidentiality.
At no time were the students identified by name.
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Practicum supervisors who participated in the study 

were faculty members who supervised the graduate practice 
during the academic year 1979, in the Department of Coun
seling and Guidance, College of Education, The University 
of Arizona. Faculty members in the Deparment of Counseling 
and Guidance, College of Education, who functioned as 
practicum supervisors, were selected by their agreement to 
participate in response to the researcher's written and 
verbal requests, which were presented to all faculty members 
in the counseling and guidance department. Each faculty 
subject interested in the study listened to a brief de
scription of the study's purpose and method and signified 
agreement to participate by signing a consent form (Appendix 
A). Participation was voluntary.

Seven faculty members were utilized as practicum 
supervisors to ensure usable data from thirty students. All 
faculty subjects were promised confidentiality and were 
assured that results of the study would be reported only in 
research categories.

Each faculty subject completed questionnaires at 
specified times throughout the semester. Access to the 
questionnaires was limited to the principal investigator. 
After the data were collected and analyzed, the question
naires were destroyed to ensure subject confidentiality.



17
Method

In an effort to control the situational variables, 
both groups completed the orientation procedure within the 
same physical environment, a small seminar room located in 
the Education Building on The University of Arizona campus.

While not soundproof, the room's secluded placement 
and lack of windows afforded adequate quiet and privacy. 
Subjects were seated at a table containing the necessary 
orientation materials.

Each group was presented with the appropriate 
orientation information. Each group of subjects was read a 
standard set of instructions relevant for that particular 
group (Appendix B). During the instruction period, partic
ipants' questions about procedures were answered; no 
questions were answered about the self-evaluation task 
itself.

Following the instructions, appointment calendars 
were distributed to each participant (Appendix F). Each 
calendar contained information regarding the date, time, and 
place of appointment, as well as the specific weeks during 
which the questionnaires were to be completed. Each subject 
was to complete this information, return a copy, and keep a 
copy for him/herself as a reminder.

During the orientation period the counselor 
trainees in the experimental group were given the Interview



18
Analysis Worksheet which they utilized over a ten-week 
period in order to develop self-evaluation skills 
(Appendix C).

The faculty participahts received their orientation 
on an individual basis. An appointment time during Which 
they were to complete their questionnaires was also arranged 
in advance of the measurement week.

During the fourth, eighth, and twelfth weeks of the 
spring (1979) semester all subjects completed their re
spective questionnaires. The experimental group completed 
the Interview Analysis Worksheets,the Self-Evaluation 
Questionnaire, and the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale.
The control group completed the Self-Evaluation Question
naire and the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale. The 
practicum supervisors completed only the Counselor Evalua
tion Rating Scale.

In order to maintain security of questionnaire 
completion and subject confidentiality, all subjects com
pleted their forms at different times during the three 
measurement weeks assigned. The forms remained in the 
Counseling and Guidance office from the first measurement 
week until the completion of the data collection at the end 
of the last measurement week.

Following the twelfth week the data were collected, 
recorded, and analyzed in relationship to the hypotheses of 
the study. The principal investigator coded the
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questionnaires in order to signify the experimental,, control, 
and faculty subjects' responses. All forms were destroyed 
after the coded responses were recorded on computer cards 
for data analysis.

Design
The research design specified having a minimum of 

twelve counselor trainees randomly assigned to one of two 
groups. Faculty members who were supervising practice 
participated by evaluating these students. Each student in 
the experimental group completed approximately nine work
sheets, three questionnaires, and three rating scales. The 
practicum supervisors rated each of their trainees three 
times throughout the semester by completing the same rating 
scale utilized by both groups of students. The resultant 
data were statistically analyzed. The following model in 
Figure 1 illustrates the design.

Instruments

Interview Analysis Worksheet
After completion of the orientation procedure, each 

subject in the experimental group was given a set of Inter
view Analysis Worksheets (Appendix C). A minimum of nine 
worksheets were to be completed by the experimental group by 
the end of the twelfth measurement week. This allowed this 
group of student subjects a ten-week period during which
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. they were to develop self-evaluation skills. The completed 
worksheets were turned in during the fourth, eighth, and 
twelfth weeks of the spring (1979) semester.

The Interview Analysis Worksheet is an instrument 
that was originally developed for teachers as a tool for

. ■ ieffective self-analysis (Curwin and Fuhrmann, 19 75). It was 
later adapted for use with counseling students as a tech
nique to facilitate the development of reliable self- 
evaluation skills (Fuhrmann, 1978). .

The Interview Analysis Worksheet consists of a scale 
to rate the interview from 0 "terrible" to 8 "superb." The 
worksheet also contains three questions which ask for self- 
evaluations regarding the interview session. Also included 
are specific directions to follow when answering these three 
questions, and when using the scale to evaluate the inter
view session. A modification of the Curwin and Fuhrmann 
(1975) instrument was in the form of the addition of a 
comments section following the original questions.

Self-Evaluation Questionnaire
This instrument was administered to all counselor 

trainees during the fourth, eighth, and twelfth weeks of the 
spring (1979) semester. Both experimental and control group 
subjects completed these forms in the counseling and • •
guidance office at the times specified on their appointment 
calendars.
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The Self-Evaluation Questionnaire (Appendix D) is a 

modification of the Cutick (1962) instrument, and was used 
to assess the level of skill development in the experi
mental group, and the quality of the self-evaluations of 
all student subjects. The Self-Evaluation Questionnaire 
was constructed with the belief that people evaluate them
selves in relation to their goals. The Self-Evaluation 
Questionnaire consisted of seven items referring to specific 
abilities and an eighth item intended as a summary scale 
(Cutick, 1962). The instrument is easily alterable for 
special purposes. Applications in various contexts indicate 
that the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire is a valid measure 
of self-evaluation (Diggory, 1966).

Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale ■ *
This rating scale was utilized by both student sub-:; 

ject groups and by faculty participants. All subjects com
pleted their forms during the fourth, eighth, and twelfth 
weeks of the spring (1979) semester. Student subjects 
completed the three rating scales in the counseling and 
guidance office during three specified measurement weeks; 
practicum supervisors participating in the study completed 
the number of forms needed to evaluate the counselor 
trainees in their practicum' class, also during the three 
measurement weeks prearranged during the orientation period;
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The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale (Appendix E) 

is a standardized approach to the conceptualizing of a 
counselor trainee's performance. The use of the Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale is said to lead to a minimization of 
vagueness in assessment through a reduction in the occur
rence of evaluations made in the absence of specific, rele
vant criteria. The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale rated 
the counselor's performance in both the counseling and super
vision areas. The supervision aspect is included since the 
supervisor/counselor interaction often leads the counselor 
to verbalize the counseling rationale, to identify client 
needs and goals, and to examine counseling dynamics. These 
activities in turn influence self and supervisor evaluations. 
The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale has been successful in 
reducing the difficulty that some supervisors have had in 
differentiating their evaluation of an individual's work in 
counseling as opposed to his/her work in supervision 
(Loesch and Rucker, 1977).

The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale is a self- 
administered measure which can be used by a supervisor or by 
the counselor him/herself. It consists of twenty-seven 
items on which to rate a counselor trainee's performance 
during both counseling and supervision. In the present 
study the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale had been modi
fied to exclude the negative and positive signs. The number 
of possible responses had also been reduced from six to five
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possibilities. Markings designated one of the following 
responses: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree,
strongly disagree.

The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale yielded three 
scores: (1) counseling, (2) supervision, and (3) total.
The authors of the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale found 
it to be a reliable instrument (Myrick and Kelly, 1971).
They stated that the need for such a structured criterion 
instrument was evident, especially when considering the 
research (Goodstein and Grigg, 1959; Patterson, 1959) which 
points out the fact that the client's perception of the 
counselor and the counseling relationship is important to 
consider, but such self-reports by the client are tradi
tionally suspect as valid appraisals.

Myrick and Kelly (1971, p. 331) supported this view 
by stating that "Perceptual distortion caused by such coun
seling dynamics as transference and dependency can affect 
the objectivity of an evaluation. Moreover, when a client 
is asked, to report his feelings about the counselor, he may 
tend to respond according to social conventions and thus 
significantly bias the rating."

Others have agreed on the need for a more compre- . 
hensive evaluation of an individual's practicum experience, 
and have described the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale's

. ' V  ■ . -v:: ' : : - . . .

value within the context of the validity of its derived 
scores and its research uses (Jones, 1974).
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Loesch and Rucker (1977, p. 210) stated that

The Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale has been used 
by faculty members in the Department of Counselor 
Education at the University of Florida since its 
original publication in 1971. Approximately thirty- 
five different supervisors have rated students' 
practicum or internship performances on the Coun
selor Evaluation Rating Scale during this period.
The students whose practicum or internship per
formances were evaluated were all pursuing either 
educational specialist or doctoral degrees in 
counselor education.

These student counselors and their supervisors from 
the University of Florida were in the Loesch and Rucker 
(1977) study of the instrument's reliability and validity. 
Faculty supervisors, who met with an assigned student coun
selor for a minimum of one hour a week for twelve weeks were 
asked to rate their individual supervisees on the rating 
scale at the end of a fall quarter practicum. Using a 
split-half reliability procedure (Spearman-Brown correction) 
a coefficient of .95 was found. A comparison of the thirteen, 
supervisory items and the thirteen counseling items pro
duced a correlation coefficient of .86. To test the 
validity of the instrument over a period of time, a test- 
retest reliability procedure was used. Following the col
lection of ratings at the end of the fall^practicum, a 
minimum of four weeks elapsed before supervisors were again 
asked to rate the same student counselors with whom they had 
worked during the fall quarter. Analysis of the data 
revealed a ,94 product moment reliability coefficient.
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. A total of 404 rating scales were factor analyzed. 

The data were subjected to an oblique principal axes factor 
analysis. A second factor analysis was conducted to deter
mine if there were fewer but more general constructs under
lying the primary factors. The factor loadings, indicate 
that a good approximation of simple structure was achieved 
since twenty-three of the twenty-seven items had high 
loadings on one factor and relatively low loadings on the 
others. The results of the factor analysis add empirical 
support to the claims made by the instrument's authors;
i.e., that the scale is a useful indicator of a trainee's 
performance during initial and closely supervised counseling 
situations.

In the present study the Counselor Evaluation Rating 
Scale was used to measure evaluations of each trainee's 
counseling effectivenss. It was administered a total of 
three times throughout the study to all student subjects in 
both experimental and control groups; in addition, the 
Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale was used by the practicum. 
supervisors as an instrument on which they rated their 
supervisees during the fourth, eighth, and twelfth weeks of 
the spring (.1979) semester.

Analysis of Data 
In all the statistical analyses the .05 alpha level 

was used to test significance. When analysis verified
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higher levels of significance, results were reported at the 
-01 alpha level. The total N equalled thirty; the experi
mental group totalled twelve, and the control group totalled 
eighteen. Charts, graphs, and tables were used to indicate 
developmental trends. Standard statistical formulas were 
used throughout. The following methods of statistical 
analysis were selected because they seemed better able to 
answer the hypotheses posed by this research with clarity 
and directness.

TO seek answers to the questions posed in this study, 
the following hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of 
statistical significance.

1. There are no significant differences between the 
experimental and control group in their development 
and use of self-evaluation skills, as measured by 
the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire.

2. There are no significant differences in counselor 
effectiveness between the experimental and control 
group as measured by their self-ratings on the

. Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale.
3. There are no significant differences between the 

experimental and control group, as measured by 
supervisors' ratings on the Counselor Evaluation 
Rating Scale.

4. There are no significant differences in the ratings 
of counselor effectiveness between supervisors and
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counselor trainees, as measured by the Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale.

5. There are no significant differences in the effect 
of a structured self-evaluation procedure on coun
selor trainee self-evaluation over time.

6. There are no significant differences in the ratings 
of counselor effectiveness given by supervisors and
counselor trainees over time.

- '
The statistical analyses of the null hypotheses were 

based on the following assumptions: (1) random samples,
(2) normal populations, (3) equal variances, and (4) inde
pendent samples. .

Self-Evaluation Questionnaire
Each counselor trainee in the experimental group was 

measured as to his/her level of skill development, The quality 
of the self-evaluations was examined for all counselor 
trainees (Appendix D). The two groups (experimental- 
control) were used for statistical comparison. A separate 
score was determined for both the percentage of time and 
level of confidence continuua. Responses which referred to 
percentage of time were recorded on a scale of 1-5 (1-0%, 
never; 5-100%, always). Level of confidence ratings were on 
a four-point scale (1, I don't think in these terms; 4, I 
know exactly where I stand). A total score was also 
determined for each group member's questionnaire responses.
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By this device a high questionnaire score meant a more 
favorable self-evaluation by counselor trainees.

t-Tests determined the relation of group differ
ences in quality of self-evaluations and level of skill 
development for the experimental group. An analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was computed to determine the effect over 
time for both groups, for all three measurement periods.

Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale -
Each counselor trainee was also measured on the 

dependent variable of trainee's behavior during counseling 
and supervision. The three groups' evaluations (experi
mental, control, and practicum supervisors) were used for 
statistical comparison. A total score was determined for 
each group member's and each supervisor's questionnaire, 
responses. Statements which described positive counseling 
and supervision performance behaviors (i.e;,. 1, 4, 6, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27) earned 
the same point value assigned by the respondent. Statements 
describing negative counseling and supervision performance 
behaviors (i.e., 2, 3, 5, 7, 12,13, 18, 23, 25) earned the 
opposite point value assigned by the respondent. For 
example, a response of 1, strongly agree, on statement seven 
("Cannot accept constructive criticism") was recorded as a 
j5, strongly disagree, for scoring purposes. By this device



30
a low questionnaire score meant a more favorable evaluation 
by group members and practicum supervisors.

t-Tests determined the relation of the two group 
differences (experimental-control) in counseling and super
vision performance, the combined group and supervisor dif
ferences in evaluation of counselor effectiveness, and 
each group's (experimental, control, supervisors) differ
ences in evaluation of counselor effectiveness. An analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was computed to determine the differences 
in the ratings of counselor effectiveness over time for all 
three group (experimental, control, supervisors) for the 
three measurement periods.



CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

Hypotheses Tested 
To examine the impact of self-evaluation skills on 

counselor trainee counseling effectiveness, six hypotheses 
were tested. Two null hypotheses concerning differences 
between the experimental and control groups on their develop
ment and use of self-evaluation skills and degree of coun
selor effectiveness were tested. The next two hypotheses

*contended no differences between counselor trainees in 
counselor effectiveness as measured by supervisor's ratings. 
The last two hypotheses suggested no differences over time 
between the experimental and control groups as to their 
self-evaluations, and supervisor and trainee ratings of 
counselor effectiveness.

, For reporting ease the results from this study were 
organized around the six hypotheses. Each hypothesis was 
restated and discussed in relation to the statistical data 
gathered. The Self-Evaluation Questionnaire and Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale instruments were also analyzed.

Results Related to Specific Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences

between the experimental and control group in their
31



.32
development and use of self-evaluation skills, as measured 
by the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire. ■

To test this hypothesis t-tests were performed for 
' each of the three administration periods, the percentage of 
time and level of confidence scales separately, and the 
combined questionnaire responses. The experimental•and 
control grups were looked at both separately and combined. 
Table 1 shows the results of the t-tests to determine sig
nificant differences at the .05 level.

No significant differences were detected by the t- 
tests between the two groups on either the percentage of 
time or the level of confidence scales. . Regardless of the 
administration period for the trainees' self-evaluation 
responses, the structured self-evaluation procedure appeared 
to have no significant influence on the counselor trainee's 
development and use of self-evaluation skills. The results 
of the t-tests were not significant at the .05 level, there
fore, the null hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences
in counselor effectiveness between the experimental and 
control group, as measured by their self-ratings on the 
Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale.

To test this hypothesis t-tests were performed for 
each of the three administration periods. Table 2 shows 
the results of the t-tests to determine significant dif
ferences at the .05 level between the two groups. No
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Table 1. Mean differences between the experimental and 

control group on self-evaluation skills.

Experimental Control
Administration periods X SD X SD t-ratio

Pre-assessment:
% of time
Level of confidence 
Combined responses

32.42 
27.33 
5 9 . 75

3.32 
2.54 
4. 99

31. 39. 
25.89 
57.28

1.34
2.14
2.97

1.19
1.68
1.70

Mid-assessment:
% of time
Level of confidence 

• Combined responses
32.33
27.33 
59.67

2.93
2.43
4.64

31.17
26.17 
57.33

1.30
2.10
2.43

1.49
1.40
1.81

Post-assessment:
% of time
Level of confidence 
Combined responses

32.25
27.42
59.67

2. 83 
2.58 
4.66

30. 94 
26.17 
57.11

1.66
2.12
3.10

1.59
1.45
1.81

Table 2. Mean differences 
control groups' 
effectiveness.

between the 
self-ratings

experimental 
on counselor

and

Exp e r imenta1 Control
Administration periods X SD X SD t-ratio

Pre-assessment 46.83 10.24 49.00 6.03 0.73
Mid-assessment 49.75 8.65 50.28 12.81 0,12
Post-assessment 49.42 8.12 49.44 7.28 0.01
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significant differences were detected by the t-tests between 
the two groups, on all three administrations.

In this study, the structured self-evaluation pro
cedure appeared to have no significant effect on how the 
counselor trainees rated themselves as counselors. It also 
appeared that the trainees' level of self-evaluation had no 
significant influence on their self-ratings of effectiveness. 
The results of the t-tests were not significant at the .05 
level; therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences
between the experimental and ^control group, as measured by 
supervisors' ratings on the Counselor Evaluation Rating 
Scale.

To test this hypothesis t-tests were performed for 
each of the three administration periods. Table 3 shows the 
results of the t-tests to determine significant differences 
at the .05 level.

No significant differences were detected by the t- 
tests between the two groups, on all three administrations 
that were completed by practicum supervisors.

Because significance failed to be demonstrated, it 
appeared that neither the experimental nor control group 
displayed more counselor effectiveness. It also appeared 
that the structured self-evaluation procedure did not sig
nificantly enhance the experimental group's effectiveness as
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Table 3. Mean -differences between the experimental and

control groups'.supervisor ratings on counselor 
effectiveness.

Experimental Control
Administration periods X SD X SD t-ratio

Pre-assessment 55.17 ' 18. 79 56.39 17.27 0.18
Mid-assessment 40. 92 12.21 47.28 24.51 0.83
Post-assessment 38. 75 12. 76 45.11 20.55 0.95

counselors. The results of the t-tests were not significant 
at the .05 level; therefore, the null hypothesis was retained.

Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences
in the ratings of counselor effectiveness between super
visors and counselor trainees as measured by the Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale.

To test this hypothesis t-tests were performed for 
each of the three administration periods y for the experi
mental and control groups both separately and combined.
Table 4 shows the results of the t-tests to determine sig
nificant differences at the .05 level between supervisors 
and counselor trainees.
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Table 4. Differences between supervisor and counselor 

trainees' ratings of counselor effectiveness,

Trainees Supervisors
Administration periods X SD X SD t-ratio

Pre-assessment:
Experimental group 
Control group 
All trainees

46.83 
49. 00
95.83

10.24
6.03
8.13

55.17
56.39
99.56

18.79
17.27
18.03

1.26
1.70
2.13*

Mid-assessment:
Experimental group 
Control group 
All trainees

49.75
50,28
99.03

8.65
12.81
10.73

40.92
47.28
88.20

12,21
24.51
18.36

2.50*
0,55
1,51

Post-assessment:
Experimental group 
Control group 
All trainees

49.42
49.44
98.86

8.12
7.28
7.70

38,75
45,11
83.86

12.76
20.55
16,65

2.40*
0,85
1.94

*P < .05.



The t-test results found significant difference at 
the .05 level between the experimental group and the super
visors on the second and third administrations of the 
Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale. It also detected sig
nificant difference between the combined groups of coun
selor trainees and the supervisors on the first administra
tion of the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale. When com
pared with supervisors' ratings, the first administrationsu 
for the experimentali.group, the second and third adminis
trations for both groups of trainees, and all three 
administration periods for the control group were not sig
nificantly different. The supervisor and counselor trainee 
ratings of counselor effectiveness revealed that the experi 
mental and combined group practicum students rated them
selves differently than the supervisors rated them on three 
different administration periods.

Hypothesis 5: There are no significant differences
in the effect of a structured self-evaluation procedure on 
counselor trainee self-evaluation over time.

To test this hypothesis an analysis of variance was 
performed over three administrations. The Self-Evaluation 
Questionnaire was analyzed by looking at the percentage of 
time.and level of confidence scales separately, and the 
combined questionnaire responses. The experimental and 
control groups were looked at both separately and combined. 
Table 5 shows the analysis of Variance for the



Table 5. . Analysis of variance for self-evaluation skills over three administra
tion periods.

Source

% of time

DF SS MS

Level of confidence

Source OF SS MS '

Combined responses

Source OF SS MS
Experimental
group

Between 11 
Within 2 4
Total 35

280.666 
23.333 

304.000

25.515
.972

.08 Between 11 
Within 2 4
Total 35

192.305 16.000
200.305

17.402
.666

.04 Between 11 
Within 24 
Total 35

602.972 
6 6 . 666 

749.630

62.008 .009
2.777

Control group Between 17 
Within 36 
Total 53

56.16§
51.333

107.500

3.303 
1.4 25

.61 Between 17 
Within 36 
Total 53

170.370 
, 51.333 
229.703

10.492 .31
1.425

Between 17 
Within 36 
Total • 5 3

289.870 
124.000
413.870

17.051 .07
3.444.

All trainees Between 29 
Within 60 
Total 89

366.233 
7 4.666 

440.900

12.628 
1.244

.67 Be tween
Within
Total

29
60
09

406.455
67.333

473.788

14.015 ;30
1.122 .

Between 29 
Within 60 
Total 89

1102.000
190.666

1293.555

38.030 .054
3.177
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self-evaluation variable over time. The resultant P. ratios 
were not significant at the .05 alpha level for the three 
administration periods, for the experimental and control 
group and both groups of trainees combined. Neither the 
percentage of time, level of confidence, nor combined scale 
responses were significant.

This suggested that the experimental and control 
group did not significantly differ in their ratings of their 
self-evaluation.skills over any of the three administration 
periods. The combined counselor trainee responses also 
showed no Significant difference over time. The null
hypothesis regarding a change in self-evaluation skills over
time was retained since the F ratios were not significant 
at the .05 level.

Hypothesis 6: There are no significant differences
in the ratings of counselor effectiveness given by super
visors and counselor trainees over time.

To test this hypothesis' an analysis of variance was
performed over three administration periods. The Counselor 
Evaluation Rating Scale was analyzed by looking at the 
experimental and control group both separately and combined, 
as well as looking at the trainees’ and the supervisors’ 
ratings over time on this instrument. Table 6 illustrates 
the analysis of variance for the counselor effectiveness 
variable over time.



Table 6. Analysis of variance for counselor effectiveness over three administra
tion "periods.

Experimental group Control group . All trainees

Source DF SS MS F Source DF SS MS F Source DF SS MS F

Trainees Between .11 2222.000 202.000 1.41* Between 17 1790,537 105.325 .10* Between 29 4030.322 138.976 .56*
Within 24 540.000 22.500 Wi thin 36 2530.666 70.296 Within 60 3070.666 51.177
Total 35 2762.000 Total 53 4321.203 Total 89 7100.988

Super Between 11 5914.555 537.686 15.00* Between 17 19220.370 1130.610 6.76* Be tween 29 25601.600 882.813 18.67*
visors , Within 24 3309.333 137.880 Within 36 4 532.666 125.907 Within 60 7842.000 130.700

Total 35 9223.808 Total 53 23753.037 Total 89 33443.600

*P < .01.

___ -'T —  — ..—  ——— ■ ”— - --- — - •
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The resultant F ratios were significant at the .01 
alpha level. Since the F ratios were significant, a Tukey 
post-hoc test was computed. The Tukey BSD procedure " 
revealed a significant difference at the .05 level between 
the first and second, and first and third administration 
periods. No significant difference was found between the 
second and third administration periods.

The null hypothesis regarding the ratings of 
counselor effectiveness given by supervisors and counselor 
trainees over time was rejected since the F ratios were sig
nificant at the .01 level and since the Tukey post-hoc test ■ - ■ ■ - . -
detected significant differences within the ANOVA. These 
results show that the counselor trainees' ratings of their 
effectiveness as counselors differed from the supervisors' 
ratings of the counselor trainees' effectiveness over three 
administration periods.

• Additional Findings
Table 7 summarizes the results of the Cronbach co

efficient alpha which was calculated to determine the 
reliability of both.;the Self-Evaluation Questionnaire and 
the Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale. The results revealed 
that the reliability of both instruments was found to be 
satisfactory.
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Table 7. Instrument reliability of the Self-Evaluation

Questionnaire and the Counselor Evaluation Rating 
Scale. •

Test Number of items Reliability coefficients3

SEQ 1 .
(time) 8 . 67
SEQ
(confidence) 8 CMr-

CERS 27 00

^'Reliability of all instruments was determined by 
use of Cronbach1s Coefficient Alpha.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

efficacy of structured self-evaluation procedures in 
developing self-evaluation skills, and in turn enhancing 
a trainee's counselor effectiveness. For research purposes 
the thirty practicum students were classified into one of 
two groups Ci.e-/ experimental or control). Statistical 
data were analyzed by the principal investigator for the 
six hypotheses. Counselor trainee self-evaluations and 
evaluations by practicum supervisors were also presented.

i\ The influence of the self-evaluation procedure was
determined for both groups. Various measures assessed the 
counselor trainees' performance f their evaluation of them
selves in relation to their goal (effective counseling)z
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and their level of skill development. t-Tests revealed 
significant differences between supervisor and counselor 
trainee ratings of counselor effectiveness. No significant 
difference was found for the self-evaluation variable, and 
the trainees' self-rating of effectiveness. An analysis of 
variance revealed a significant difference regarding the 
ratings of counselor effectiveness given by supervisors and 
counselor trainees over time. Specifically, the ratings 
differed between the first and second and first and third 
administration periods.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
This study intended to explore how the utilization 

of a structured procedure to develop self-evaluation skills 
influenced counselor effectiveness. The purpose was also 
to determine the extent of agreement between the counselor 
trainees' ratings and the practicum supervisors' ratings of 
counselor effectiveness„ Additionally, the study attempted 
to identify any difference over time between the experi
mental and control group as to their self-evaluation, and 
supervisor and trainee ratings of counselor effectiveness, 
Specifically the following hypotheses were tested:

1, There are no significant differences between the 
experimental, and control group in their development 
and use of self-evaluation skills.

2, There are no significant differences in counselor 
effectiveness between the experimental and control 
group, as measured by their self-ratings,

3, There are no significant differences between the 
experimental and control group as measured by 
supervisorsv ratings,

•/V : ■ i' 44 . ; .
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4. There are no significant differences in the ratings 

of counselor effectiveness between supervisors'and 
counselor trainees.

5. There are no significant differences in the effect 
of a structured self-evaluation procedure on coun
selor trainee self-evaluation over time,

6. There are no significant differences in the ratings 
of counselor effectiveness given by supervisors 
and counselor trainees over time.

The thirty subjects w h o .participated in the study 
were university graduate students. Faculty members in coun
seling and guidance functioned as practicum supervisors.
Two groups (experimental = 12, control =. 18) totalling 
thirty, completed questionnaires under similar conditions. 
Each supervisor completed a questionnaire during the three 
assigned measurement weeks. Each student subject was rated 
by the same supervisor throughout the semester.

The resultant data were statistically analyzed. The 
first four null hypotheses were tested by t-tests. The 
remaining two null hypotheses were tested by analysis of 
•variance.



Conclusions 
The study concluded the following:
The utilization of a structured self-evaluation 
procedure had no effect on the counselor trainees1 
development and use of self-evaluation skills.
The counselor trainees' level of self-evaluation 
skills had no significant influence on their self- 
ratings of effectiveness. Also the structured self- 
evaluation procedure was not significantly related 
to how the trainees rated themselves as counselors. 
There was no difference in the counselor effective
ness of structured self-evaluating and non
structured self-evaluating trainees. Also the 
structured self-evaluation procedure did not sig
nificantly enhance the structured self-evaluating 
trainees' effectiveness as counselors.
Of the ratings of supervisors and trainees of coun
selor effectiveness, the structured self-evaluating 
counselor traineees s differed from supervisors on the . 
second and third administration. The combined 
trainee ratings of counselor effectiveness were 
significantly different from the supervisors' 
ratings for the first administration period. The 
refining ratings did not show any significant dif
ferences', ,As these results were just significant at 
the. , CL5 leyel, it was concluded that the trainees
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and supervisors agree in their ratings of counselor 
effectiveness after the initial rating period.

5. There were no differences in the trainees' ratings 
of their self-evaluation skills over any of the 
three administration periods.

6. Trainees tend to differ from supervisors in their 
ratings of counselor effectiveness when compared 
over time.

Re commen dati on s 
The self-evaluation skill appears to be a relatively 

independent factor; however, the use of a structured pro
cedure may be a part of the self-evaluation dimension. An 
attempt to develop a trainee's self-evaluation skills, as 
was done in this study, may be helpful in further estab
lishing the scope of counselor training and in determining 
the components involved when working toward the goal of 
counselor effectiveness.

An apparent problem with the structured self- 
evaluation procedure employed in this study is that most of 
the items do not provide the respondent an opportunity to 
become specific regarding his/her counseling techniques.
In some instances, most of the experimental group listed 
just a few factors to answer the questions; in other in
stances four or five factors were stated; in a few instances
: ■ ' '■ . ■ I • ‘a full list of factors was made in response to the
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questions, Future development of worksheet items should be 
analyzed to determine whether or not it is possible to so 
construct the questions than an opportunity is provided for 
the trainee to become specific regarding his/her counseling 
skills.

Another problem with the structured self-evaluation 
procedure is that its general and subjective nature does 
not guarantee that its usage will in any way facilitate the 
development of self-evaluation skills beyond those already 
employed by others in the counselor trainee population.
Also, the time factor involved with the use of the work
sheet, and the diligence with which this instrument was 
employed, may be contributing factors to the lack of in
fluence which it demonstrated. The results of this study 
suggest that such considerations may be beneficial for the 
future construction and utilization of such a procedure.

To test the reliability of this study's findings, 
the research should be replicated, preferably using a larger 
sample size. Also, conducting this research using trainees 
at various levels might provide an additional benefit. 
Regardless of whether this research is replicated exactly or 
with minor modifications, the researcher should seriously 
consider lengthening the time variable, Also, without prior 
validation of criteria in research such as this, the results 
should be interpreted with caution.



The results of this study do not indicate that the 
concept of a structured self-evaluation procedure, as yet, 
is an important variable in counselor training. With im
provement in instrument construction and methods for imple 
menting skills training, it might be possible for a struc
tured procedure to develop self-evaluation skills, and to 
make a contribution to the development of facilitative 
conditions in counselor training programs for the enhance
ment of a trainee's counselor effectiveness.



APPENDIX A

SUBJECT’S CONSENT FORM

I am requesting your voluntary participation in this 
study. Counseling Effectiveness and the Evaluation Process. 
The purpose of this research is to investigate the relation
ship between evaluation and counselor effectiveness. The 
objective of the study is to analyze certain elements of 
the evaluation process and determine their influence on be
havioral areas of the practicum students.

A minimum of 6 faculty members who will be super
vising a graduate level practicum during the 1979 spring 
semester, in the Department of Counseling and Guidance at 
The University of Arizona, will be selected for the study.

A minimum of 2 4 graduate students enrolled in the 
1979 spring semester Counseling practice, in the Department 
of Counseling and Guidance at The University of Arizona, 
will be selected for the study.

Three questionnaires will be used in the study. One 
will concern itself with the counseling experience. A 
second will concern itself with the subject's perceptions 
of his/her interpersonal environment. The third will be in 
the form of a worksheet designed to allow the subject to be 
self-determinant regarding his/her personal growth as it 
relates to his/her academic orientation within the field 
of counseling.

The first two questionnaires will be administered 
three tiirtes- each./ whereas the frequency of worksheet 
utilization will be the choice of the individual subject.

The subject contact of the study will occur within 
a twelve-week period. Each subject will be seen a maximum 
of five times, none of which will exceed 30 minutes.

The benefit to participating subjects is the further 
development of their evaluation skills, and the opportunity 
to gain information about the relationship between evalua
tion and counselor effectiveness.
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There will be no risk to the participant. All data 

received will be treated with anonymity and confidentiality. 
All data collected will be used only within the framework of 
this study. You are free to withdraw from the study at any 
time. As a subject in this study you are not expected to 
assume any costs connected with the study. Participation in 
this study will in no way affect your grades or position.
You may ask questions that you may have regarding this study 
at any point. Signing this consent form will indicate that 
you are a willing participant in this study.

"I have read the above 'Subject's Consent Form.'
The nature, demands, risks, and benefits of the project 
have been explained to me. I understand that 1 may ask 
questions and that I am free to withdraw from the project 
at any time. I also understand that this consent form 
will be filed in an area designated by the Human Subjects 
Committee with access restricted to the principal investi
gator Celeste N. Jupinko or authorized representatives of 
the particular department."

Subject's Signature 
Date
Witness' Signature 
Date



. 5 2

Counselor Effectiveness and the
Evaluation Process

I am requesting your voluntary participation in 
the completion of this questionnaire. The purpose of this 
study is to investigate the relationship between evaluation 
and counselor effectiveness. The objective of this study 
is to analyze certain elements of the evaluation process 
and determine their influence on behavioral areas of the 
practicum students.

If you decide to participate, please complete as 
many i.items as possible; you do not have to answer all of 
the items if you choose not to. Completion of this 
questionnaire will indicate your consent as a willing 
participant in this study. All data received will be 
treated with anonymity and confidentiality. You are free 
to withdraw from the study at any time without incurring 
ill will.

Name of individual responsible for questionnaire



APPENDIX B

ORIENTATION PROCEDURES

Control Group Orientation
My name is    . I'm here to give you

instructions, distribute materials, receive appointments 
calendars >>. and answer your questions. Each of you should 
have received a packet. You should have in this packet a 
consent form and a calendar with appointment times. The 
calendar shows the three one-week measurement periods in 
which you will be asked to fill out two short instruments. 
Completion of the instruments should take no more than 
half an hour. Your responses will of course be seen only
by ____________________  (author) . I would now like you to
decide on an appointment time for at least the first 
measurement week. Mark the time on your calendar and fill 
it out. If you cannot commit yourself to a specific time 
now, or if you wish to change the time at a later date, 
you may turn in your appointment calendar at that time.

If you have any questions for me now, I would be 
glad to respond as best I can. Following the last measurement
week, ____  '________  (author) will be glad to meet with
any of you and discuss the findings. Thank you all for 
agreeing to participate. Now, if you would read over your 
consent forms, I will be glad to answer any questions. I 
will then collect the signed consent forms and any 
completed appointment calendars. Thank you.
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Experimental Group Orientation
54

My name is ;    I'm here to give you
instructions, distribute materials, receive appointment 
calendars, and answer your questions. Each one of you 
should have received a packet. You should have in this 
packet a consent form, a calendar with appointment times, 
and a set of worksheets with instructions. The calendar 
shows the three one-week measurement periods in which you 
are asked to meet with me to turn in completed worksheets 
and fill out two short instruments. Completion of the 
instruments should take no more than half an hour. Your
responses will, of course, be seen only by  _________ ___
(author). If it is at all possible, I would like you to 
decide on an appointment time for at least the first 
measurement week. Mark the time on your calendar and 
fill it out. If you cannot commit yourself to a specific 
time now, or if you wish to change times at a later date, 
you may turn in appointment calendars at that time.

This is also where we will meet during measurement 
weeks. If you have any questions for me now, I would be 
glad to respond as best I can. Following the last
measurement week, ________________   (author;), will be glad
to meet with any of you and discuss the findings. Thank 
you all for your agreeing to participate. Now, if you 
would read over your consent forms and the directions for 
the worksheets, I will gladly answer any questions. I 
will then collect the signed consent forms and any 
completed appointment calendars. Thank you.
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Faculty Orientation

My name is _____________._______. I'm here to answer
any' questions regarding ______ - ______  (author's) study
and make the necessary appointments to meet with you during 
the fourth, eighth, and twelfth weeks of this semester. 
During each of these weeks you are being asked to fill out 
one instrument oh each of your practicum students. Each 
instrument should take no more than four minutes. I would 
like to make an appointment with you so that we might come 
to an agreement concerning the time, place, and circum
stances under which you would like to fill out the 
Counselor Evaluation Rating Scale, The instrument is 
designed to be self-explanatory. Now, if you would look 
over the consent form, I will be glad to answer any; 
questions and collect the signed consent form at this time. 
Thank you.



APPENDIX C

INTERVIEW ANALYSIS WORKSHEET

Instructions: Complete one of the accompanying
worksheets as soon as possible after each interview. Turn 
in completed worksheets when you come in to fill out the 
questionnaires during the measurement weeks. The following 
are the directions for filling out the worksheets. Read 
the directions over before filling out each sheet.

Directions:
A. Find the spot on the continuum that best de

scribes your gut-level reaction to how this interview went. 
Zero means you feel terrible, the interview went as badly 
as it possibly could have, you accomplished nothing, and 
you are extremely dissatisfied With the way in which you 
responded. An 8 means you were superb; you accomplished a 
great deal and are extremely proud of how good your 
responses were. Note that there is no 4 on the scale; you 
may not choose the middle of the continuum but must judge 
the interview to be better than or worse than your concept 
of the middle. In your rating, keep in mind the goals for 
this particular interview and how successfully you 
accomplished them.

B . List under question one all the factors that 
made your interview as good as it was. If you rated it a 
6, why wasn't it a 5 or a 3. Make the list as complete as 
you can; 8 to 10 factors are not too many for a reasonably 
complete interview.

C, List under question two all the things you might 
do differently if you had another chance. To make sure that 
you can do these things, write these factors in the form of . 
sentences that begin with "I would." You will then have a 
list of positive actions to work on rather than a list of 
past negative behaviors.

D, Rank the items on each list in terms of their 
importance to the. goals of the interview. The most - ~.

• important factor in question one should be rated a 1, and 
s q  on.

. 56



57
E. In question three, translate your analysis into 

action by writing three or four contracts with yourself 
either to maintain a positive behavior listed under question 
one, or to try a behavior listed under question two. Begin 
each self contract with "I will."

F. Keep your completed worksheet in a convenient 
place where you can readily review your contracts with 
yourself and note your progress. Turn in your completed 
worksheets during the measurement weeks.

Code No. Date Practicum No.
0 1 2 3 4 5  6 7 8

1. What factors contributed to your rating this interview 
as high as you did?

2. What will you have to do to make a perfect interview? 
I would have to

3. Self-contracts: I will

Comments?



APPENDIX D

SELF-EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Code No. Date Practicum No.
Directions: This device is only as accurate as your honesty
makes it. There are no appropriate or inappropriate, right 
or wrong responses.. Please rate yourself as you really 
think you are, not how you think others see you, nor how 
you would like to be. Each question requires two responses. 
The first response is based on the continuum given at the 
top of the questionnaire and refers to a percentage of the 
time. The second response is in the form of a letter which 
refers to the degree of confidence in your first response.
A chart delineating the letter responses is found beneath 
the percentage column.

% of 
time
you
mark

0%
never

25%
seldom

revel of Confidence:

50%
sometimes

A
B
C
D

75%
usually

100%
always

I don ■-1 think in these terms.
I'm unsure where I stand.
I have a general idea where I stand. 
I know exactly where I stand.

1—5 A—D
1. When engaged in your daily activities, what

per cent of the time do you feel satisfied
with your performance?

2. When you're part of a group's activities, what
per cent of the time do you feel your ideas
and opinions influence the group?

3. When you take the initiative and act inde
pendently of others, what per cent of the 
time can you handle things on your own?

58



59
A-D
  4. When meeting new people for the first time,

what per cent of the time do you feel you 
are able to develop good rapport?

   5. When others trust and depend on you for some
thing/ what per cent of the time do you feel 
you live up to their expectations?

  6. When wise, careful judgment is needed about
something, what per cent of the time do you 
feel you make sound judgment?

  7. When you face new situations which require
fast decisions, what per cent of the time do 
you feel you make them effectively?

  8. When you try to reach important goals of any
kind, what per cent of the time do you feel 
you have really succeeded?



APPENDIX E

COUNSELOR EVALUATION RATING SCALE

Code No. Date Practicum No.

Directions: Below are listed some statements which are
related to evaluation in supervising a counseling experience. 
Please consider each statement with reference to your 
knowledge of the counselor rated. Mark each statement in 
the left hand blank according to how strongly you agree or 
disagree. Please mark every statement. Center the appro
priate number in the space provided according to the 
following five-point scale:
1 - strongly agree 2 - agree 3 - uncertain

4 - disagree 5 - strongly disagree
 __1.. Demonstrates an interest in client's problem.
____ 2. Tends to approach clients in a mechanical,

perfunctory manner,
   3. Lacks sensitivity to dynamics of self in super

visory relationship.
■ 4. Seeks and considers professional opinion of

supervisors and other counselors when the need 
arises.

 ___ 5. Tends to talk more than client during counseling.
  6. Is sensitive to dynamics of.self in counseling

relationships.
   7. Cannot accept constructive criticism.

8. Is genuinely relaxed and comfortable in the
counseling session. *’ - - ••r ;

z ■ ■ .   9. Is aware of both content and feeling in coun
seling sessions.
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10. Keeps appointments on time and completes super

visory assignments.
11. Can deal with content and feeling during 

supervision. •
12. Tends to be rigid in counseling behavior.
13. Lectures and moralizes in counseling.
14. Can critique counseling sessions and gain in

sights with minimum help from supervisor.
15. Is genuinely relaxed and comfortable in the 

supervisory session.
16. Works well with other professional personnel 

(e.g., teachers, counselors, etc.).
17. Can be spontaneous in counseling, yet behavior 

is relevant.
18. Lacks self-confidence in establishing coun

seling relationships.
19. Can explain what is involved in counseling and 

discuss intelligently its objectives.
20. Is open to self-examination during supervision.
21. Can express thoughts and feelings clearly in 

counseling.
22. Verbal behavior in counseling is appropriately 

flexible and varied, according to the situation.
23. Lacks basic knowledge of fundamental counseling 

principles and methodology.
24. Participates actively and willingly in super

visory sessions.
25. Is indifferent to personal development and pro

fessional growth. '
26. Applies a consistent rationale of human behavior 

to counseling.
27. Can be recommended for a counseling position 

without reservation.



APPENDIX F

APPOINTMENT CALENDAR

Experimental and Control Group

Code No. J  Date ___________  Practicum No. _
Appointment Slip

Date of appointment _______________________________
Time of appointment ____________ ____ _____________
Place of appointment ■  - _____________
For information, .call ____________
C a l e n d a r a  reminder ! I I.
First measurement week— February 12 through 16, 1979 . 
February M/12 T/13 W/14 Th/15 Fri/16
Time ____  ____  ____  _____  ______

Second measurement week--March 12 through 16, 19 79 
March M/12 T/13 W/14 Th/15 Fri/16

Last measurement week— April 9 through 13, 1979 
April M/9 T/10 W/ll Th/12 Fri/13
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