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a vaiid and feliable diagnostic instrument was geveloped er'studeﬁ§

' . evallpation:of individual counseling services. Thisg instrpment was” |
lesijgned with a semantic differential sgale to peasure the

%ﬁf iveness of three different counseling proé e#ses {akceptance df

lientJ counselor self-acceptance, gounselor support), and two X

: counseling outcomes (conference voﬁthvh'leness;.cliénf independence).

. A jury of coumselors, counselor educators, and counselor . e

administrators confirsed the content and construct validity of the

.instrument. Constrnctivaliditywas‘also demonstrated by means of a | L

principal conponents dnalysis of 281 student evaluations of 11
counselors. Internal consistency reliability coefficients confirmed
the pultidimensionality of the instrument. } survey of the literatuge’
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DEVELQPMENT OF A SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT FOR

. STUDENT EVALUATION OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE COUNSELING CONFERENCES
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; o ) sem.anfic diff rentidl instrument was developed for student P.valuT-'

. . tionfof imjividua_l ounselttg conferences.

unselor educators and counselor administra-
i ! >,
onfirmed the cgntent and construct validity of the instrument.

S 'jury of, comn elors,
tors

;o v !
_ CLnstru;t valildity was T’demmsr.rated, also, by;means of aprinci.pal
; . . v / R
components anaIysis af 281 stundents evaluations of 11 counselors. |This
A \ . ;
" analysis yielded three process and w%two outcomes factors which a}:cozmted
] . ~ .

for 60 percent of the, total common variance. 3 o !

!
’ Intemnal consistenpy reliability coefficients, which were higLn for

|
! LotL inst nt and fadtor scores, confirmed the multi—dimepsionality of

: | !
ft:he {instrumedt, also. . : .

This insfrument is uled currently in our tounselor evaluation system.
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l Development of a Semantic Differential Instrument for .
Student Evaluation of Cpmmunity College .Counseling Conferences ’
' < \

The importamce of the cognselor's ability to examine, criticize and improve
his counseling performance has been expressed by many counselor educators

. (e.g.,Boy-and Pine, 1966; Patterson, 1964; Peters and Hanson{ 1963; and
Truax, 1965). Martin and Gazda (}970) indicate that the need for a method
of counselor self:evaluatioﬁ exltends beyond the training program.

Unfqrtunately, however, little research on the -measurement of coumselor
effectiveness has been reported (Blocker, 1966; Brown, 1969; and Thorsen,
196%). For example, Browun reviewed seven years of the Personnel and Guidance
Jéurmal. He moted that although 161 articles (or 19%) were concerned with the
counseling process, only 36 articles (or 4.4%) dealt with outcomes:s Bfown con-
cluded that relatively little -research has dealt with counseling o tcbmes. In
a recent review of literature, King (1975) stated "As a body, psy: }3313!3,
especially professional sexrvice providers...are not conscientious “} t Meck-
ing\?n the effectiveness of their work (p. 3)." R
A
. Furthermore, because it focuses on therapy or counseloy training, the majority _

. of literature in this area has little°relevance for evjluating the effectiveness

of commupity college counselors., The instruments deyeloped by Tfudx and Carkhuff

(1966) and by Whiteley, Sprinthall, Mosher, and Dohaghy (1967) for example, are
, oriented toward psychotherapy. ‘Other instruments and procedurep’such as ghose
presentéd by Ecstein (1974) and by Silverman and Quinn (1972) &re designed for
courselor training. WhgreéE\these instyuments and approaches provide sugges-
tvons fbr measuring the effectiveness pf communigy college couhseiors, nonme.
can be adopted entirely.” : o .

!
Although the counselor evaluation instruments deleoped at a number of o1~
nity colleges were reviewed (Delta College, MI, William Rainey Harper College,
IL, Meramec Community College, MO, and Sacramento City Cd¥lege, ‘CA: Kinne-
brew and Day; 1973), none of these colleges reported data;ﬁﬁ,the validity or
relidhility of their instruments. In addition, the rgle §& %he counselor, &s
defined by these instruments, varied from college to‘c;ﬁ}e';.' Again, while
, suggesting several items for instrument development, t ZEEL of data, on their
z technical characteristics made these instruments inappﬁppiiate fop ouf use.

| Reflecﬁing this larger context, annual student evaluation of coumselor effectdi:
ness aj Moraine Valley Community College has been conducted by means of three
unvalidated instruments., As we move toward increased ‘atcountability through-
out-out college, however, a student services committee has developed a conceptual
design for a comprehensive system for evaluating coudselor effectiveness. As a- ,
compén?nt of the larger system, the putpose of this}trbject was to develop &
valid and reliable diagnostic instrumert for studept evaluation of individual
counseling conferences. : . e . '

’ ]
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE
14 addition to the evaluation instruments of the comfunity colleges named ~
pteviously, the literature reviewed for this project included books dealing
with counseling theory, a DATRIX II search of doctoral dissertations directed
toward the measurement of caqunselor effectiveness apng review of ERIC docu-
‘ments and journal articles concerne& with evaltation of counselor effective-
hess or the development of evaluatio‘ instruments.

.o TN - ‘ YR
, The flterature search fogused on effective copnseling processes, anticipdted
T 777 coupseling outcomes and measuring counselor effectiveness. The literdture re-

— = ——=_-view is presented actording to these toptess T T — :
\ - ' IR
. - , . e
/ Effective Counseling Precesses ‘ ) !
‘ '/ Althoueh extensive, the literature\regarding effective counseling processes_

is contradictory. Rowe, Murphy, and De Csipkes (1975) ,reviewed resgarch re-
ported since 1960 on the relationship between counsilor characteristics and
counseling effectiveness. Although a sizable effort\has been invested in this }
arca, they viewed the results as generglly disappointing, often.contradictory,
and only tentative. } : T . \
- \
On the one hand, Rogers (196&31, Snyder and Snyder (1961), Truax (1963), Truax
. and Carkhuff (1964a), and otliers flace emphasision the counseling relationship
and the need to establish tHis relationship with the ¢lient before effective Lt
counseling can take place. 3 erez (1965) asserted that the coumselor w<an ini-
tiate, facilitate, and malnt %ﬂ the interactive process if he communicates
feelings of spontaneity and wdfmth, tolerance, respect,, and sincerity. In order
to continue the interactive prﬁcess between the counselor and the client, ’
Patterson (1966) felt that a'nﬁnlmup of emphatic understanding is necessary:
emnathv, interest, accepgance, and' Pnderstanding are characteristics which
are essential for 1nf1ue§cing otherp therapeutically. ‘ 7
) . ) ; . .
n contrast, Rowe, et al. (1975) s gested that the- focus of research should
hift from the personality of the founselor to particular behaviors, Bkills,
-nteractlons and their relation"hib to counseling outcomes. Emphahis should
ange frott what the counselgr is,‘mhich is often arbikrarily define u to what
¢ can perform. The authors, repor&ed that initial efforts at associating par-
ticular counselor behaviors Zith counseling outcomes have produced opgimistic

results. For instance, B Berenson, and Carkhuff k1966) have found that
clients of hlgh-faqilitativ coupselors engage 1n significantly more self-
e\ploration than clients,of; low-facilitative couhseloré Furthermore, numerous
investigations (Summarlzed %y Cafkhnff, 1972) successfully demonstrate the sig-
nificant influence of h ‘kouqselor facilitatfon on several indexes of coun- 1
'seling outcomes. Carkhp f’vieis the high-facilitator as a person who possesses -
a lirge repertoire of s lps nather than’ one who represents certain abstract .
per onality traits. 1’ 3 #
. ‘#:
. Sevéral studies have béln con&ﬂhted dealing with measured characteristics of
counselors. A number oﬁ §tudfes reported that thel counselor is person-oriented
as opposed to things-6rienteds This quality ig vgriously referred to as warmth, .
friendliness, altruism, Sociil service, and interpersondl sensitivity by
Stefflre, King, and Legfgrea.(1962) Combs and Soper (1963), and Wicas and

Jq . . R
. T i _ )
' N 5 . |
‘.l‘ .
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_ and Leafgren, 1962; Combs and Soper, 1963; and Wicas and Mahan;.1966)i

U

-~ - v
.4

Mahan (1966). Receptivity, another trait relevant to counselors, is Treported

as passivity, conformity, flexibility, or absehce of dogmatism (Stefflre, King,
and Leafgren, 1962; Combs and Soper, 19¢3; Wicas and Mahan, 1966 and MilliKen
and Paterson, 1967). ~A third trait counselors share is that of basic -ego
strength-or self-acceptance, which {s identified as emotional stability,
setf-confidence, self-control, intelligence, or a greater involvenent with
reality and problem solving than with one's own inner needs (Stefflre, King

Despite the apparent diversity of theories and empirical findingé, several
common themes identifying the characteristics o% effective counselors emerge.

A

These include L. - % .
’ . 3
-Ehe—ab&%ity to conmunicate personal self-acceptance; .
(2) acceptance of the client;
" (3) receptivity or responsiveness to the client; and N

(4) support of the client. .
Because these pfocesses are applicable to the educational, vocatiqnal and
personal-social dcmains of the client’s life, they were used as\factors on the
Moraine \alley student evaluation of counselor instrument to meagure counseling
process. Terms suggested from the literature review such as "interested,"

7ac epting," "«@veptive," "sensitive,” and "comfortable' were used as items in
meas ring these scales. . i ’//

l

“In recent years, student or. human development has been employed as a model o - .
philosophy by community college coumselors. Brown {1972) defined student develop-
ment in terms ofxiiat college catalogs and goal statements often describe as the '
"whole student” or the *1iBerally educated” person. He noted that most college
goal statements aspire to promote independence of thought and critical thinking

. in students; to make students better citizens, as %ell as to make them more knowl-—

edgeable about their cultural heritag;{ to help students understand themsealves

and relate better with others; and, o} course, to prepare them for a.professton.,

Rogers (1961b) indicated that counseling should help the client "become more

self-directing, less rigid, more open to the evidence of ‘his senses, better or-

ganized and integrated, more similar to the idea which he has chosen for himself.“
4

Patterson (1966) defined the goal of counseling as "the changing of behavior

or perSonality in some respect or to some extent.'" He also asserted that the

goal is for the client to become a responsible, independent self-actualizing

person capable of determining his own behavior." .

Yut

. /
According to Smith (1974): : . Y
A client is most liﬁely to seek help becanse of either a problem ;:;"
with the self (intetnal conflict) or an environmental concein T
(inability to cope éffectivkly with some aspect of external ¢
reglity). The task of the counselor--in addition to.communicatisg
warmth, respect and empathy.to the client--is to help the cliéntf
discover the speé¢ific problem and clearly state his or her goét
for the counseling process. - ¢ . - N

. o
-~ "

. o

Anticipated Counseling Outcomes ¢ ' ) _/5
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The outcomes of - counseling include a wide range of behavior change.. The
client should become more independent, or autonomous; he should de p -
critical thinking abilities, gaining a greater sense of identity as well
as relating more effectively with others. The client should become freer
but also more responstble; he should become more seIf-actualiiing: '
From these rather specific outcomes of counseling, less speciﬁig, more
general outcomes were gelected for use as factors on the student evaluation
of counselors instrument. These areas include: . .

-

(1) conference worthwhileness; - ’ . " TN

' (2) client independence; and.
(3) client self-acceptance. . - . -

The 1literature review provided definitions for these scales. Conference worth--
whileneggyis defined as a sitpation in which the counselee believes that he or
she Ias been helped to overcome, obstacles to personal growth (APA, 1956).°
Client independence is achieved when the client believes he or she has become
more independent, self-directing, and’ autonomous (Patterson, 1966; Rogers,

1961b; and Chickering, 1969). Client self-acceptance is attained as the Y
client_ becomes more self-actualizing in terms of determining his own behavior*
(Patterson, 1966). . NG A .
. . N o0 \ . .
Measuring Cdunselor Effectiveness \w\ [ ’
. \ '

. - N . .
A rating scale ‘approach to the evaluatién of c°unseling~e§§3ct;veness emerged %
in the 1960's. In one form of this approadh, trained obsedvers use carefully
cénstructed‘scales to rate counselor performance on the basis of character-
istits considered essential for productive counseling. Two such scales are
the Counselor Rating Scale (CRS) (Whiteley, Sprinthall, Mosher and Donaghy,
1967) and the Touax and arkhuff Scales (1966)., The CRS measures the coun-,
selor's behavior and his responses on proje'cg ‘tests. The Truax and Carkhdff
Scales measure different.levels of counselor nctioning -along sevefaéz"core_

facilitating dimensions" such empathy, respect, genuineness, and cohcrete-

ness. The psychotherapy orientation and trained observer requirement of tb'e?e‘

‘rating scales made then inappropriate for this project. , , ’

In another form of the rating scale approach, clients evaluate counselor
effectiveness by recording their perceptions of how often a number of coun-
selor behaviors occur. -Two examples of such scales are the Interview Rating!
Scalt (IRS) (Anderson and Anderson, 1962) and the Counseling Evaluation In-
ventory (CEI) (Linden, Stone and Shertzer, 1965). The IRS consists of 50
Likert-type items designéd to provide an operational definition of the coun-
seling relationship characterized by "ideal rapport"” between client and coun-
selor. The CEI consists of 21 Likert-type scales.which yield three factor
scores: counseling climate, counselor comfort, and client satisfaction. . .
Although the validity and reliability of the CEI has been established, and it
hag been used in several studies of the effectiveness of college counselors,
the CEI factors were considered neither sufficiently sound theoretically nor
sufficiently diagnostic for use at Moraine Valley. oo

. . ' . 7
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Competency-based measurement of counselor effectiveness was  introduced by .

Pareival in 1974. *In his doctoral dissertation Percival hiad a jury pamel

of counselor tducators, consultants and public school counselors validate .
a List of 192 rounselor comyetencies categorized into the -areas of coungeling, '
consaltation, coordination and orgafnization and evaluation.' In addition to
being geared to the training of public school &ounselors, Percival's instru-
nent wWas not tested in practice.:

’ . “
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, before he begins the careful protess of g

PROCEDURE

’ 7

On the basis of this review of literature
the Student Evaluation of Counselors (SEC
selected, administration and scoring proc

dures for establishing 1nstrumenjavalidity and reliaéility were designed.

tionfof

Construction of tge Student Eval

S

and of the context ofvthe problem,
) was constructed, subjects were
edurés were developed, and proce-

- &.

Counselprs (SEC)

Although numerous formats were ¢ sid red
mantic differential was selected [because

' for deyeloping instrumengs, the se
it id jddged sufficientgy reliable

1
' 4

measure all three factors, the imvestigat

scales." 'This implies that an i strumenf
evaluative-factor is measured.
measured on.one instrument.

' \

1
.

focused on these two dimensions

1sever

valuatiive factLr

ng procegs.
eciuse ;ﬁe former meas

) 3 " and valid for many research purpdses (Osgpod, Ware, anjv orris, l). oxd-
: v ing to Kerlinger (1965), it is also flexihle and relatively easy adapt to) *

. varying demands, quick and easy to adminigter and score.| The semdantic diﬁfer-
ential usés a s1mple format to measure t complex psy¢helogical eaning jﬁ
various CONCepts. —== . I . ) ‘

? P N ﬂ\\\x\k l —_ D - ; y
. - Osgood (196§> suggests thal\ threg prim factors exisf n the d ain of }
affective m€aning. The first, most im ortant factor s called evaluation |
dimension, the sefond,is called jpotency, and the third, activity. _Bashook and ”
Foster (1973) suggest that "although man semantic diff rential imstruments

or shoy 1d hims 1f define ithis constguct
evelop ng appr priate ¢ofcepts and '
may. b design d in whic  only the
evalu ive facto s may be t

1 N '
* | '
. Dy s
!
‘

$

as defi

.The Moraine Valley instruments ed by Osgopd

to determine how effectively the counsel r utillized thoke process 'S OT perso ality

characteristics of effective coy seling and,\j rthermo- » tO eval.ate the oukcomes
. or worthwhileness of the counse] The studeht developfient commitkee

counselor Hoes

res h
i1}

the efféét of ‘what khe counselpr

what he or she does, and the la er measure

te vie&

ar concegt

does, thus offering a more comple
cess. Each dimension was furthe

3

of &he counseli; in the counseling pro-
ualized in te of s veﬁal hypothe

]

As{zed_factors. .- N

The construction of the SEC invd
‘selection, quantifier selection,
counsel ng services, and summarg

lved seYeral steps:

comments.
H

format,development,

. . '
eoncept's'lectidn, scalb .
Treparati n of instructfions,

.

J Co

Concept selection. Chosen on the basis of Osgood s (1957) criteria for concppt
" selectipn, the following concepts repreéented the counseling brocess ahd outcomes
dimensiggs: . o y
' . ~ . . '
(1)! During the counseling session, my' counselor was: ‘ oL
. ) (2).\ During the counseling session, my counselor: . o
(3)'\ My, sessions with the counselof were:® - ° . '
(4) VAs a result of my counseling session: ot . i

{
(]

‘Scale selection. To ‘measure each hypothesized factor, paired words or phrasas

were selected or developed from existing instruments and scales according to,

0sgood's (1957) criteria for scaie selectiOn. . ' \ LI
: ‘ \ L

.




‘ Quantifief selection. On the basis of a number of studies using ‘scalé$ with )
various intervals, Osgood (1957) recommenided using seven alternatives,' 'since

\ . with seven alternatives' all of them tend to be used and with roughly, if|not

exaéily, equal frequencies " A seven-point scale permits greater variat lon® in

responses and, therefore would be a more sensitive measure of change t an L

three- or five-point &cales (Kérlinger, 1965). v ! . 1

3 Typical directions for completing a semantic differential format designate the

central scale positione'neutral" and the extreme positions "very." In|his.in-
. structions, Osgood calls the positions adjacent to the neutral centrs :position
. "only slightly related" and the positions between these and the ext es "quite

: closely related" (1957) * .
' " SEC quantlfiers 11sted below thus parallel Osgood s seven alternative positions.
. )
' VERY " QUITE SLIGHTLY DOESN'T ) SLIGHTLY QUITE VERY

. - - . - . APPLY : .

» A4

Since not'all clients would perceive all iters as being applicable to their par-

ticular counseling situation, "doesn't apply" was,substituted fqr neutral,
- 1

-
Format_deVelopmenﬁ Adapting 0sgood '§ (1957) recommendation to place each con-
t at the top df a separate page, the dimensions of couns&ling rocess and
selinf outcomes were therefore assigned separate pages. The Frder of factor
representhtion wi hin a dimension and’ the polarity of scales were; randomly assigned.
Coin~-tossing (Hecl §m51970) was used to°vary the order of both factor representation
t

and polarity of it whénever possible. 4s a result of the wor ng of scales
representing the factors of counselor support and worthwhileness, they were not .
randomly assigned on the inigitment The polarity of items to measure, .these conr
cepts were randomlﬂ ass1gne wever. :
For each of the th1rty itéms, onef adjective was placed at each efid of an imaginary
horizontal lihe across the page.” The seven quantifiers were unddyrscored at the
top of each set of adjectivés, and a series of zéros and dots werP used to repre-
serft the quantifiers on each horizontal line. . .

\ g}

Preparation of instructions. Separate directions were developed for the ¢ounsel-
i ing process and counseling putcomes portions of the instrument. For the former, .
. , respondents were instruacted to place an "X" at the point which represe ted their
judgment of the cqunseling methods used by the counselor; an example wag given. .
The directions for the counseling outcomes portion of the instrument asked the
_ respondents to place an "X" at the point which represented their, feelings about

\ the results of their counseling sessions' no example was given.

Counseling seriices. Since counseling gps viewed as encompassing the educational
\ "vocational, and personal-social domains of the client's life, ®he specific ser-

vices provided by counselors were.evalluated also. Items %Q.Measure Services,

such as giving accurate transfer inforpation, were included on the final page

of. the instrument. Using the Likert stale below, respondents were asked to re- ;

spond to the stem "This counselor provided service by: ) .
STRONGLY MODER- ] SLIGHTLY DGESN' T ~_ SLIGHTLY =M DER= STRONGLY .
AGREE ATELY AGREE PLY ‘DISAGREE-  ATELY DISAGREE .’
AGREE ‘ :

DISAGREE . ;

. -




For each stﬁdent,~Moraine Vailey keypunch operators punched ALd verified an IBM

.were designed so that '"the respondent ¢an follow his own logic and chains of

' .
t . - .

Summary comments. Consistent with thée vieus of Warwick and Lininger (1975) two
open-ended questions were constructed for the final portion of the SEC. They

association, free from the corstraints of an imposed scheme,” In tune with the

purpose of the instrument, the questions’ asked respondents to answer regarding
areas of strength and potential improvement for the counselor. A sample*SEC
instrument is presentel in Figure 1. . . v

Subjects, Administration and Scoring of SEC

~

Subject selection and adminibtration of SEC.- Records of contacts with all
students seen for individual counseling appointments from January 1974 to Decem-
ber 1974 were maintaiged by ten counselors throughethe use of IBM cards. The
student evaluation of counselors instrument was mailed during the spring of 1975
to these students, approximately 600 in nymber. Instrumengs werg returned by
210 students who had been seen once or twice and 71 students who\had been seen
three or more times byfcounselors at Moraine Valley. This initial mailing was

-

designed to prqvide information en the vaﬂidity and religbility of the instruuent.

'Sconing . Following the common practice initiated by 0s§ood and His associates

(1957), respomse posifions for each item were assigned integer values ranging
from one for Qhe less favorable pole td seven for the fore favonable pole.

| { { ,
The student r | ponse hoices“v re codej for keypunchiﬁg by a Moi'aine Valley
clerk-typist who used; tran§par¢nt scoring masks to determin he numerical value .

. of student responses for each jtem *(Becht,, 1970). EacH num rical value was sub-~
-3.sequentlylxeco ded in an appro riate box on a data coding s ﬁ t.

«
v

card containing~cpunselor designation aa other’ variables (H cht, 1970)
N | ‘?

Because factor scdres are lessanumerous énd have been shown f be more reliable
than individual i' scores (Normin, 1959), they Jere computé to represent each
student's "scores'|on the SEC. Kape (19@9) studied the validity of the assumed
factor structure o fourteen adjective scales use to judge a number of concepts.
He concluded that lerroneous redults and tonclusions would be gen lrated by scor-
ing and analyzing j;sponses baséd on asbufled scale performance." * In addition,

researchers.and practitioners’ have been allvised to specify 1ogicafly (Heise, 1969)
and Investigate emplirically (McKie and Foter, 1972) the structure of the condept
domain under consideration. Therefore, SEC factor scores were eomputed on the
basis of factor analys%y of §EC data rafher than on-the basis of the hypothe-
size'd concepte. v :

+ . ¥

Total.score, dimensibn scores, and factor Scoig! were calculated for each student‘\
“by summing the weighted responses for appropriite items (0sgood, et al., 1957). '

The rgsponse on each.item was termed the scale score. A summary sheet containing.
the average.total dimension, and factor scores &gs pared for each counselor.
It also contaired informatjon regarding the numb espondents and the pera
centage of agreement with each of the quantifiers tela ed to counseling services.

. . P ..
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For each counselor and for a composite of alY counselors, .average scoreg of -
each kind were calculated. An SEC scale score profile sheet was congtructed
to permit comparison of the individual c0unselor s average item score profile
with the composite average item score profile for all counselors.

t - Y

Validation and Reliability Procedu;ﬁes for SEC > - ,

A

.
; .
.7 s

Statistical and loglcal procedufﬁb wexe, used to validate bhe SEC. Following the
recommendation of Bashook and Foster (1973), respanses from all 28] students

were pooled for a ptincipal- components analysis to evaluate the construct validity
of SEC. Content and construcg'valldlty were also evaluated .by a jury panel con-

~ sisting of four counselor ¢ducatprs, four tom@iﬁit? college counseior adminis=

,* trators.and four communlty;cnilaga_counselors" The counselors to be evaluagted . .

N »
. \ ° Insert Figure 2 about here .

by the SEC’comprised an additional "ad hoc" jury panel. A sample of the.ques~.
tlognalre completed by the jury panel’is presented in Figure 2.

©

B e e e e e e e em e e e e e e
K]

. . v R

Internal con31stency're11ab£lity coefficients were calculated for factor scores
and the total score: by means of Cronbach's Alpha. Point biserfal correlationms .
were calculated to evaluate the relationship between item and factor scores and

1t and total scores. . 1
« 8 ‘ . »

All statistical calculations were performed on an IBM 370 computer using programs

FACTOR and TESTAT (Veldman, 1967, PP 174 180 and 222- 236) . ) ‘
- : - [ 4 ;
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T \ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION St . a
. \\,_“ \ * v
Validity of-the SEC ..! + 2 '

Factor analygis.=\Principal\components analysis of pooled responses, with vari-
max rotation to simple structure, yielded three process and tWo outcomes factorss'
which accounted”for 60 percent of the total common variance. As shown in Table 1,
the fdctor loadings sugpested these factor descriptionms: ference Worthwhile-
‘ness, Client Independence, Acceptance of Client, Counsélor gs&&:Acceptance and
Counselor Support.

- i .

These empirical resuits agreed closely wi h the intended resuits of the’ SEC.

T~ 4s shown in Table 2, seven factors were in¥tially hypothesized by the student

' service committee, and five were identified through the factor analysis, Sig-".
nlficantly, -two factors, "Counselor Support" (factor 5) and "Conference Wortﬁ:\
whileness" (factor 1), were identical to those hypothesized by the student
development committee. Among the other five hypothesized fac§3T37~one, "Re=. ¢

sponsiveness to Cilent (factor 65, split¥to become part of tfro process factors
"Acceptance of €lient" (faetor(S) and "Counselor Self-Acceptance" (factor 4);
and two,; "Client Self-Acceptance! (factor 8), and "Decision-Making Ability"
(factor 7), became one outcomes factor "Independence" (factor 2). S
) ’

e

In addition, because no scales crossed over between the proéess and oyfiomés
dimensions in this analysis, it was inferred that students perceived ‘process

and outcomes as separate and fistinct dimensions. This analysis aldp identified
three scales which students apparently perceived in different ways. '

A second principal components analysis was calculated separately for thé probcess
.and outcome scalessto bstablish fhe validity of the factors within each dimension.
Although shis analysis yielded the same five factors shown in Table 1, it Ton-
firmed the ambiguity of three scales: "Open/Closed, w'"I feel 0.K./I feel not 0.K.,"
and "Encpuraged me to express jdeas/Discouraged me from'expressing ideas," These
‘ scales were deleted from subsequent analyses. .

Jury panel analysis. Results of jury panel responses are prestnted in the order
of items on the jury panel questiomnaire (Figure 2). 1In response tb the first ‘
item, jurors indicated that directions were cJearly worded. The percent of ju-
rors designating the clarity of each SEC item is shown in Table 2. . Although

all items met the minimum standard of 707 agreement, some judges rated some

items unclear to *them. .

\\‘\Table 2 a¥so shows jury panel agreement on the dimension and factor location of
SEC items. Judges agreed on the dimension location of 29 of 30 SEC items. Fur-'
thermore, their dimension classification agreed exactly with tbose Jf the sfudent
qErvices committee and with the results of the principal components analysis.

least 70 percent of the jurors agreed on the factor placement of 15 of the
final 25 SEC items; a surprising result considering that no definitions of

.~ factor ‘hames \were given to the jurors. Table 2 also shows that juror plade— .

ment of itemd on factors was more like the placément of the.student services'
committee than like the placement by factor analysis. ’ e ‘

-
.

However, the consistency between counseling theory, the structure hypothesized
by the student services committee, the confirmation by the principal componerits
analysis and?the jury panel comprise evidence of the construct validity of the
-vs&
~ e .' 13
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Evidence of the content validity of the SEC was provided by the jury panel, also.
Each SEC factor was rated either consistent or very consistent with counseling
theory by at least 70% of the jury panel. In additiom, 75Z of the jury panel
rated the SEC dimensions appropriate or very appropriate for evaluating coun~
selor serv1ce§ In thefr open-ended comments, jurors complimented the compre-
hensiveness of‘gﬂe SEC and rated ith\an appropriate way to assess counselor
‘effectiveness.

+ Reliability of the SEC . ’

-
’

Item reliability. Item reliabilify in relation te total and factor scores,
were calculated uSing point biserial correlatiens. As presented in Table 3,
for every scale, the correlation between item and .factor score was higher than
the correlation between item and total score. Thus, the instrument is multj-
dimensional. .

- . v

’

Item-factor r8113b111tles r?nged from a high of .87 to.a low of .66. Using .70

- as a minimum acceptable internal consistency coefficient (Tuckman, 1972), :
.  items 6,, "honest/dishonest” and 8, attEntive/inattentive were eliminated ™
. from further analyses. ~ .

Reliability of total, dimension and'factor scores. Déletion of three ambiguous
and two unzeliable items reduced the number ,of SEC items from 30 to 25. Factor,
dimension, and total scores, tberefore, were calculated over 25 items.
.( - . \ . .
Td determine whether SEC scores were sufficiently free of .chance errors to per-
. t use of total, dimension,and factor scores, internal consistency reliability
coefficients. were calculated using Cronbach’s Alpha. As shown in Table 3, the
total score had the highest reliability and the outcome dimension was slightly
more reliable than the process dimension. All of the composite score reliabili-
ties exceaded the .70 minimum adceptable level. The ‘standard ezror of a total
score was 5¢points out of a maximum possible score of 245. These analyses confirm
the reliability of the SEC for practical use. '

]

Table 3 .
Alpha Reliability Coefficients for SEC Composite Scores

d D

TOTAL SCORE:«¢ecceaseess cereniaaas R ceeresenns 92
) DIMENSIONS-- g
v ProCeSS.ccecccecss feeeereeeanas mecesanann ceeens ceeeeeees 87 _
. .. Outcomes. ..............:............»..:.*.3....... .90 . |
‘ "FACTORS— ) B
Acceptance of Client..... ......... cesecne eessestsncensas o853
. T . ,Support of Client......... teecestessessastrnns edeiieee. .69 _ \
. : Counselor Se1f-ACCEPLANCE. seesssssscssasccsccnencccscss o74
WorthwhilenessS...ceeueses secssccssncss cesssessssssss ess, 90
.Client IndependeniCee.ececececcccnss tetesaas tesecssesaas ¢ 85 ¢ -




SUMMARY

1

Initial develoqunt of a semantic differential izeﬁrument for student e aluation
of counseling conferences was described in this paper..

¢ Based upon jury panel and principal components” analygis, the SEC shows, substan-
tial content and construct validity. In additiom, S EC total, dimensign and’

factor scores have internal consistericy reliability coefficients which are com-

parable to those reported for many commercially published standardized tests. ]

. The validity and reliability of SEC factor scores permits their diaggostic use o

in assessing the effectiveness of counselor performance on the proc and out- .

e
A

s dimensions.

¢

Limitat#ons in the imitial development of the SEC include:

. Use of only 10 counselors ih one institution as the sample
evaluated . )

. Use of only 281 student evaluators-

~  * of results R

~

. {

positive contribution

Meanwliile, even in its initial stage, the SEC represents
ation of counselor

to the develbpment of a comprehensive system for the e
effectiveness at Moraine Valley. .

-~
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MORAINEZ VALLEY COMMUNI.TY COLLEGE

) Figure 1
Student Evaluation of Counselors

Counselor's Name:

Part 1. TCounseling Procéss ' .

Directions: For each pair of worés or ’phrises, place an "X" at the poinkib
which represents yq\'u': judgement of the counseling methods
by this counselor. For example, if you feel that your coun
was very supportive, mark your paper like this:

.. . Doesn't \ R
Very OQuite Slightly" -—apply Slightly oOuite Very

supportive X ‘o . : . ° o uns@pportive :
i . ‘!‘
. ;!{
Duting the counseling sesdion, my counselon was: | . iy .
;/ Doesn't ’ - ‘
| Very Quite Slightly Apply Slightly oOQuite— Very .
r . ' Y
/’ confusing (o) o’ . ‘ H . o 0 b cormunicating
! -
indifferent o o . ' : . ° o % interested
1
» » K . [)
comfortable o "o .« H . \ o (o} *{-Z “} uncomfortable
non-receptive o o . : . .o [} i’y\; receptive
accepting o o . : “ o o rejecting
dishonest o - ° . 3 , . o .+ o©. honest -
* . . .
tuned out o o . <t . o 0. ‘tuned in ,
attentive o o . . : . o o % inattentive
. k
tense o o T s gt *Y o (o} relaxed
. personal o] o . : . o™ _ o impersonal
closed o o . : . . * o ) open .
. - . C .
sensitive o o . ’ : .- .. o 70 insensitive
. | v : ) )
. » L]
Duning the counseling session, my counselonr: , .
- N y) , : .
Py Strongly Moderately Slightly Doesn't Slightly Moderately Strongly !
Agree Agree - Agqree . Apply Agree . Agree . Agree
discouraged ‘me \ . i . . encouraged fne .
from expressing | . - - to express
ddeas _ o 0 . 3 . (o) o ideas
offered - , . GQictated the
alternatives - o o - . A .. o .o solutions
encouraged ‘ _ encouraged
imdependence (o] o* . : . o (o} dependence
avoided my T . . helped me to
feelings . © o o ] o o o oxp:el;jly
' . . ; feelin
enc;mnged me avoided my
to deal with . - problem ,
o - 0 - o . .

=y problem . 5] o’ - . L,
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— - Part 11. Coumseling Outcomes ' o

|

Directions: For each pair of words or p&stases, place an "X" at the point which
represents your feelings about the results of your counsclihg

.sessions with this coungelor.* - .- .
My sessions with the counselor were: ’ '
. . Doesn'‘t . i )
Very Ouite Slightly “Apply .Slightly Quite Vexy *
. .
"meaningless o] o . s . - o o meaningful
. . 0 .
woz]‘.:hless o} o e 2 . o o} worthwixile
helpful o o « : \ . o -é i harmé
u'nsati‘sfaqtory o’ o . : \ . ‘o ,}o satisfactory ’
As a result of my counseling session: . ’ - .
. . :
Strongly Moderately Slightly sn't slightly Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Apply Agree Agree Agtee. '
- —-— ¢ ¢ . -
decisions weye ' ' . g I am learning .
made for me (o] o , . 3 . o O to make my
’ oy¥n decisions
I have a more . - o I bave a more
positive atti- . Lo negative at-
tude about titude’ about
myself "0 o . ‘e . o O “myself
I was helped oo ’ ] — N "I was not
to see my - ’ . N helped to see
problem o o . . St .“ <] "0 my problem
I feel shut . ’ e I feel I can
off. |, o o LI ] . o"* O return to my
} A counselor
I learned new . _ ) . 1'did not .
ways of R . . Team new ways
behaving o' o C et : W et o ‘0 of behaving
I was encouraged ' b e o - T received a
to think for L —— °  great .deal of
myself, (o] o N | . o 0 advige ,
I feel not O.X. o o . . /* ‘ . o 0 I fael O.X. -
I ‘would refer . ‘; . I would not
other students R . ) v refer other
to this counselor © ° . - . t . o O students to
- - this counselor
I have less con- ' . j ‘ . I have more
fidence inmy ° - ’ ! o confidence in
abilities and S B .- © wy abilities
decisions o ° . 1 . . © -+ - O and decisions
- .’;‘, - \I
»/ 3
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Part 111, Counseling Seavices , ' - . . '
. . ) -
Digfctions: Plene"p;ace an "X" at the point which represents your judgement of -
. the counseling services provided by this counselor.
) . . ! . . o
. This counselon provided seavice by: L , s 3
) ? Strongly Moderately S$lightly Doesn'‘t Slightly i(ode‘rately Stronqu[
. . ' ree Agree ree 1 Disagree Di Disa ' '
) | Ag gre J‘Ag Apply agree Disagree gree
. giving accuratd information ’ ' N ’ o
on.MVCC course o ) o. B s . o . 0 5
giving accurate information/ p . . . .o
on MVCC certificate and ’ . — ’ . . c 7 ¢
e degree requirements. o o . H . o (o] “
. | . _
giving accurate transfer { o " ! .
‘ information . o] . o fe, : . o . o] |
giving adequate assistance ‘ .o ,
with my career planning (o] o S e H . o (o] .
: , , I - i ,
* adequately assisting me T / .
with my personal. concerns (o} : o . s . o o .
4 directing me to appropriate s y .- e , ' ‘ .
aultio-visual and printed ’ .
information (o] o ' . s ’ . o (o} : .
Lt referring me to an appro- ’ ;
) priate staff person who - ‘ ‘ -
. . could help me * . o o . g . o/ -~ 0.

.
' .

- - .

‘ Part 1V. Summary Comments: , T

Directions: Please answer in thg spaces below. You may want to describe ‘ah incid;:r;t

. . to.illustrate your comments. Use ot\.}\er side of\ paper, ify gneﬁesskuy.. i
. K .ta, X N ‘ i

y M
1. What contributes most to this counselor's effectiveness? . B T

s

’ - . o ’ N *
. L3
f S H
) . . .

2. 1In what ways could this counselor increase his/her effectiveness?

\ - . -
* : ¢ A . ‘

-
»
1
-
T T T P

o ~ -

A}
o

wle b\, TTTTETT

e
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Figure 2

PART 1.

t

StudentoEvalugtiUn of Counselors Instrument

QUESTIONNAIR§
COUNSELOR EVALUATION INSTRUMENT ° .

~ .

re
P ¥

comp1eted by

~ _ The Studebt Evaluation of Counselors instrument is to

indicate your response to the following items regardin
ment.

- 4

b
students who have seen a counselor for individual coun;;11ng

Please
this instru-

®

.

i
i

- Underline any d1rect1ons on the 1nstrument which are not clearly
worded. .

v ’

Please cjrcle the numbers of the items on the Student Evaluation of

Counselors instrument which are not clear in th%in mean?ng.

1 2 3 456 7 809 12 13 14 15 16 18

d

*

19 20 21

10 1N 17

'22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31

>

32 33 34 35 36 37

The items for the Student Evaluation of Counselors 1nstrument were
divided into two dimensions: Process and Outcomes. These dimensions
were divided into five scales: Counselor Acceptance of Counselee, Counselor
Support of Counselee, Counselor 0.K.ness, Worthwhileness and Counselee In-
dependence. The names of the dimensjons and scales are listed below. Please
write the numbers of the items (1-30) which in your judgement fit each
dimension and sca1e .

o

Y ., -

DIMENSION--Counseling Process

DIMENSION--Counseling Outcomes-

-

§CALE-7Acceptance of Counselee

—

‘SpALE--Counselor Support ‘ ‘ '

£ . 1

e N < -

3SCALE--Counse1ér‘b.K;hess . oo

. - !

SCALE~~Northwhileness




a} - -
.
. 4
. .
: [
N ¢

SCALE--Counselee Independence . ,
‘. v . ‘ A - \
b .
- T -
What additional scales,should be cahsidered for use on the instrument?
\ 1
' \/ " ~_ ' 4
What additional items should be congfidered for use &n the ipstrument?
v ) N |
o . \
¢ = , t
Please indicate the degree to which the scales are or are not consistent
_with your perception of counseling theory. The key is as fgllows: -
Very - o Neutral ’ Very
Consistent Consistent i Inconsistent ,7nconsistent
0 0 < 0 0
. " . . Acceptance of/Counse]ee . {
0 \ 0‘ . [0 I . . 0,
‘ ! . . S . :
. Counselor Support | \ | )
A i
— _ L - ,
0 f?; N o - ) . 0 0
R : ’ - ¥
\ : Counselor 0.K.ness
0 N ’ .‘ . . O | ) ' N O
3 \] r
Worthwhileness Sl
o ~N . " Lot e .
0 0 2 . ‘ 0 \ 0
oL \ '

- |

Counselee Independence ‘ I "
i ~




-

" The mode] for th1s instrument is fthat counseling process, counseling oyutcomes
and counse\1ng serv1ces<be eva]uwted. Please indicate the degree of appro-~
1

priateness’in evaludting counse] ng services on this instrument
. \* ‘ !
] Y o, ‘

Very N\ . e Neutral - Very
Appropriate \ Appropriate - Inappneg:jate Inappropriate
- f
-0 0 R ‘ 0 0 !
g Please make any -comments which wb&]d support your judgement.

' Part II. Additional Comments
~

Please make any additional comments r garding the construct1on use ar
appropriateness of this instrumean "
w 1
N\ -~
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\ L : Table 2 °° -
SEC Item Validation by Jury Panel, Student Services C@cee C e
J aw;par Components Analysis
Percent of - : : I Student Services .
Jurors Agreeing » Jury Panel Committee F¥ctor Analysis
.Scale jlon w€‘raﬂty Dimension |Factor (| Dimension | Factor i Dit;nsion Factor
|- 75 P - Py 6 " ip 3’
92 P 3 e Y 3 . P 3
92 | P - P 4 P 4
RE P 3 P 6 P 3
92 . ||T P 3 P 3 p 4
92 P 4 P 4 P 3 -
75 | P 3.0 - 3 P _|.3
92 \ P - P 3 P N{ 3
92 P 4 P sl PN\ 3
92 \ ‘P 3 . P defl " B 4
75 P - P 4 ! P .. -
92« \ -l e 6 [ -2 ) 4
100 ° P - P 5 P ] 3
92.~ I P \;\l PP 5 P 5
100 : f- - ‘ p-\ \~5 P - 5
92 2 L Pl . s P \ 5.
100 \ - \\~¥ 5 p | s
g2 -~ _ |l 'y 1- ~_ 0 3 1 0 ' 1
2 * 0. Y. 1 ! T~ 0. 1
92 0 ‘1@ 0 L 1 N0 1
92 . 0 ‘ 1 0 1 -0 1
Aee« o 2 0 . 7 oo 2
92 0 1 oo" .8 4 o 2.,
100 ' 0 - .o 7 I AN
83 0 - 0 1 o 11
100 o0 Y| - . -0 7 o T 2 .,
5 \ N 0 2 0 8 0 2
L C A | A - 0 8 fl.. 0 -
. 100 d - 0 1 fi o .
*100 0 - - 0 8 L0 o2
X . =d .
“iKe * =, Ttem deleted from instrument 1 ="anference Worthwhileness _ %
~ P ="Processes 2 = Client Independen / |
-0 = Qutcomes 3 = Counselor Acceptance of Client ] :
. . , — = Disagreement ! 4 = Counselor Self-Acceptance , i
, . . \ 5.= Counselor Support . [/j
) , ‘ -~ 6 = Counselor Resporses to Clilznt .
7 = Client Decision-Making Ability -
. \‘; 8 = Client Self-Acceptance
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Table 3

Qo@t—Biserial .Correla.tions
‘Between. SEC Itefrs and Total and Factoyr Scores

M

-
-

"UNIVERSITY- OF- CALIF. -
"LOS ANGELES

JUL 30 1976

SEC }‘Jumber Factor I{(Tot.;al) / R(Facltor‘)\
1 3 .6145 \ 7802 *
2 3 6159 L8253

3 . 4 _ 4753 .6977 L
4 ; 3 L4769 . 7441
\-/\/ 4 15776 7458
g~ 3 - 5013 ' 6557 |
\ 3 h .5961 .7913 -
NG 3 5441 .6600 |
N3 ::\. 105589 6907
A \.469‘4 \ 7766 .
. i - S B . 4
4 S, s
) 5 : ’\\\.6897\. .
/ s R I
S s | . 6592 o 7304
'S -7 L6415 . L7224
- 1, , L7344 8744
Y19 - 1 ‘ L7243 L8664 -
20 1 | 6698 .8240
21 1 .7438 .8628 -
22 e 2 T 6207 : .7730°
23 ’ 2 6742 .7951
24 - 2 - .1'5573 7656 |
25 ‘ 1 [ 7875

- 26, J ' S T2 [ -sus .7827
21 2 .5378 . .7532
29 o 1 .6111 .7550

" °3? Co2 .6301 PR R
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