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RELATING GUIDANCE PHILOSOPHY TO FUNCTION: A STUDY
OF THE LOCATION OF GUIDANCE FACILITIES
WITHIN THE SCHOOL PLANT
by Kenneth H, Parker

This study attempts to compare the attitudes of high
school principals, counselors, and professional counselor-
trainers and state guidance supervisors toward the location
of guidance facilities within the school plant and especially
the relationship of the guidance area to the main adminis-
trative office.

This was done by using malled material which included
(1) a set of six plans, showing six possible locations for
the guidance area in relation to the principal's office,

(2) a personal data sheet, (3) a rating sheet, and (4) a
questionnaire. Each respondent was asked to rank the plans
from one to six, in order of his preference,

Two philosophies of guidance were established, labeled
®authoritative, directive™ and “permissive, non-directive",
The qqestionnairo was used to determine which of these two
philosophies each respondent held. The study shows that
there i1s a definite relationsh;p between the philosophy held
and the type of plan preferred.

The plans were dichotomized into two groups, of three
each, which seemed to fit the two philosophies. Two stat-
istical tests, a Critical Ratio and a Chi Square, were used
to validate the two philosophies (as measured by the question-
naire) against the dichotomized plan groups. Both tests were



Kbnneth H, Parker Abstract

significant and justified labeling one set of plans "permiss-
jve" and the other set ™authoritative®. In the three “per-
missive® plans, the guidance offices are widely separated
from the main office, while in the “authoritative" plans, the
guidance suite 1s within, or adjacent to, the main office.
Counselors and counselor-trainers are more likely to prefer
the plans related to the “permissive™ philosophy while prin-
cipals are more likely to prefer plans related to the “auth-
oritative® philosophy.

Younger persons, those who received their latest degree
since 1945, those with more training in guidance, those
with experience in guidapce, and those with experience in
Planning a guidance area, all tend to prefer the "permissive™
plans more often than the other respondents.

Three-fourths of both the principals and counselors
reported dissatisfaction with their present physical
facilities for guldance.

The results indicate that principals and counselors
have different preferences for the location of the guidance
offices, that neither are satisfied with their present plans,
and thus careful, cooperative planning 1s necessary before

locating the guidance area in new secondary school buildings.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM: ITS SCOPE AND JUSTIFICATION
A, INTRODUCTION

New school buildings are being constructed at a
rate unprecedented in the history of American education.
There is no sign that this bullding activity will let up
for at least another decade. For the past few years this
accelerated building program has been concentrating on
producing new facilities for elementary school pupils.
However, as the children resulting from the high poste
war birth rate move on into high school, this building
activity will follow them, resuvlting in many new or
enlarged high schools.

The philosophy that guidance of secondary school
youth is an integral part of modern education is accepted
by most educators today. Therefore, the majority of
these new secondary school buildings will make some
provision for housing the guldance services.

Bven the most superficial survey of existing high
school buildings will show a great varlety of plans for
providing space for the guidance and counseling activities
of the school. There are even schools which have used

lavatory entrances for counseling offices! Other schools



have converted a corner of the library, an old boiler
room, an unused classroom (if they have one), and dead-
end corridors into rooms which might serve at least the
temporary function of counselors'! offices.

There must be some better justification for the
location of guidance facilitles than the fact that "this
was the only space available®. If guidance is important,
then facilities for guidance should be included in the
initial planning of the school. The location, or place-
ment, of these facilities in relation to the other areas
within the school should be planned with all the consid-
eration that goes into the planning of the 1library, shop
facilities, gymnasiums, or science laboratories.' In an
article discussing the inadequacies of present guildance
facilities, Joseph A. Bedard writes:

The fact that school bulildings are built for a
long period of time and are planned to meet the needs
currently pressing quite often means that they cannot
easlly be converted for the establishment of new types
of educational services. This presents three polnts
for consideration. Flrst, new school building planning
should consider adequate facilities to house the guid-
ance services., Second, where pupll personnel services
are organized under designated leadership, and the
guidance services 1s one of these services, consideration
must be given to the provision of physical facllities
of the other activities coordinated with the guidance
services, Third, if physical facilities for guidance
services must be improvised from available building
space specific plans should be made to meet this problem
in the most satisfactory manner. (1:354)

Although the above quotation comes from an article

published in 1951, very 1little has been done since that
time to add to the meager information in this area.



B. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This study 1s an attempt to compare the attitudes
of principals, counselors, and university counselor-
trainers and state guidance supervisors toward4 the physical
location of the guidance facllities within the school plant;
particularly with respect to the relationship between the
guidance area and the main administrative offices. The
study is further concerned with relating these attitudes to
the philosophy of guidance held by these persons,

This has implications for all those involved in
planning such facllities for new or remodeled school plants.
Guidance areas are not to be located because "here we have
some extra space®, but rather are to be placed in the
building only after due consideration has been given to the
school's and community!s philosophy about the function of
guldance in modern education. Locating counselors' offices
in boiler rooms or in lavatory entrances certainly does not
enhance the program in the eyes of parents, students, or
faculty. If counseling, and meeting the needs of individuval
pupils, 1s as important as educators say it is, then it
must be made to appear important to others. Thus the
location and design of the guidance area has a direct bearing
on whether the community, the students, and even the faculty
will come to accept guidance as an important part of the

total educational program of the school,



The basic hypothesis of this study, then, 1s that
different philosophies of guidance (that is, different
conceptions of the function of guidance) exist, and the
way in which one plans, or locates, the facilities for
guldance will depend, to some extent, on which of these
philosophles one believes, It is difficult to design
or locate any area within a school unless one understands
the function of that particular part of the program in
relation to the total educational program. Yet philosophy
of guidance has been almost totally neglected, except in
an accidental way, in most of the writings about planning
facilitles for guidanée services.

The following remark by Fladseth, appearing in a
1946 issue of Occupations, is one of the few which definitely

link the design of the guldance facilities with the philosophy
of education held by those responsible for the guldance
program. Fladseth says:
Counseling is a complex process; therefore, any-
thing that will contribute to setting the counselees
in the proper frame of mind for the interview is a
valuvable aid. The character and philosophy of the
school!s administration and its guidance program are
continually reflected by 1ts physical facilities.(17:169)
Therefore, this study has two primary objectivess
(1) to establish that different philosophies of guidance
do exist, and (2) to show that one chooses the location of
the guldance area with reference to which of these philos-

ophles one believes,



C. THE NEED FOR THE STUDY

It has not been intended to create the impression
that good guidance facilities will, per se, create a good
program of guidance services. However, such facilities
will help to make the guidance program more effective.

In an article written for the Encyclopedia of Vocational

Guidance, Walter F. Johnson begins as followss ~

A guldance program cannot be adequately described
in terms of 1ts physical facilitles and equipment. Nor
can its effectiveness be evaluated in terms of the
presence or absence of these physical factors. They
constitute only one aspect of the program. Consequently
description and evaluation must include consideration
of other aspects such as the attitude, cooperation, and
participation of the administration and faculty, the
flexibility and adaptability of the curriculum, and the
active role of the counselor and other guidance workers.
Bffective guidance can be carried on with indiv-
1duvual cases where there 1s no organized program or
where the organized program i1s limited in physical
facilities and equipment, but the effectiveness of the
guidance worker in the efficient utilization of his
time and in the number of individuals with whom he can
work is thereby limited. Thus, the factors of physical

facilities and equipment become important in planning
and instituting an effective guidance program. (25:1069)

Despite the obvious need for some kind of basis,
or guide, for planning the guldance area of a school, very
little has been written on 1t. As recently as 1948, Joy
B. Munson, in writing a doctoral dissertation on this
subject (32) found that the School Plant Division of the
Michigan Department of Public Instruction "had not one
blue print of a school building which calls for special

guldance or counseling facilities, nor could 1t refer to



any such plans ™ In an "Editorial Comment" in the Novem-

ber, 1954, Personnel and Guidance Journal, Robert O,

Stripling wrote of the lack of information about the
architectural design of the guldance area and proposed
much more research i1n this area, especially at the
national level. (42)

Bven professional journals devoted to school
building design do not appear to consider guldance as an
area of the school which needs special consideration.

For example, the “"RBditorial Index by Subject Classificaticn"

of Volume 27 of American School and University, a public-

ation dedicated to school building design, does not 1list
®Guidance Facilities"™ although Arts and Crafts, Business
Education, Auditorium and Stage, Libraries, Lunchrooms,
Physical Education, Science Faclilitles, and Swimming Pools
are all indexed. This Index, covering all articles from
1951 through 1955 (Volume 23 through Volume 27) contains
only three references to "Administrative Offices", and none
of these specifically mentions or involves plans for the
guldance offices,

Despite this lack of information about planning the
guidance area, Walter D, Cocking, the editor of American

School and University, has this to say about this problem:

All new secondary schools have an area labeled
®guidance®., Here again, we have recognition of an
emphasis on a program. There seems, however, to be
a lack of imagination and information regarding the
amount and character of space needed for specialized
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guidance services., More room than formerly is designa-
ted for this purpose, Ordinarily it consists of small
offices and conference rooms, all made a part of the
administrative sulte. It 1s felt that the lack of
definitive information concerning the purposes and
character of guidance areas will continue to hamper
their design. Continued and detailed study of these
areas will provide much needed information for school
planners, (7:190)

Further evidence of the paucity of information in
this area, justifylng the present study, will be found in
Chapter II -- The Review of the Llterature.

D, LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study 1s not an attempt to come up with the
"i1deal" plan for a guidance office. Rather, it is an
attempt to show various possible locations of the
guidance area and how one's philosophy of guidance might
influence which of these several locations one prefers,
It 1s limited further, to the attitudes of high school
counselors, high school principals, and college counselor
trailners and state supervisors of guldance, toward the
location of the guldance area in relation to the main
administrative office suite. There 1is a geographical
limitation in that the sample was drawn from schools
and colleges in the nineteen states constituting the
North Central Assoclation,

Two important groups are not included in the
present study. They are the teachers and the puplls.

The pupils, especially, have much at stake in this



problem, and 1t 1is hoped that some future study will

attempt to discover their feelings toward this problem.

E., DEFINITION OF TERMS

Principal -- The term “principal" refers to a junior or
senlor high school principal, or administrator. All the
principals in this study were members of the National

Assoclation of Secondary-School Principals,

Counselor -- The term "counselor", as used in this study,
refers either to a public secondary school counselor or

to a director of guidance in a public school system. All
the persons who were included in the counselor sample were
members of Division § of the American Personnel and
Guidance Association. This division, the American School
Counselors Association (ASCA), has as a requirement for
membership that the person have some released time each
day to perform guldance duties at the secondary school

level,

Counselor-Trainers and Guidance Supervisors -- This term

includes two groups of people: (1) counselor-trainers in
colleges and universities, and (2) state supervisors of
guldance. They are all persons who would be eligible for
membership in the National Assoclation of Guldance
Supervisors and Counselor-Trainers, a division of the

American Personnel and Guidance Association which is



commonly referred to as NAGS. For brevity, on charts
and graphs, this group will be abbreviated "C, T. & G, S."

or will be referred to simply as "counselor-trainers",

Guidance Area -- The term "guidance area" refers to that

space, within the school plant, which has been set aside
or allocated to house the guidance services. Although it
refers to the location and amount of space, the term does
not necessarily have reference to the location of specific

offices and other facilities within this space.

Guidance Facilities -- For the purpose of this study, the

term "guidance facilities" is used almost synonymously

and interchangeably with "guidance area®™., However, there
is a slight difference in the two. "Guidance facilities"
is a more inclusive term. It includes the contents of

the space devoted to guidance--such as offices, walting
rooms, conference or testing rooms, bulletin boards, desks,

chairs, and file cabinets--within the scope of its meaning.
F. PLAN OF ORGANIZATION

Chapter I has included an introduction to this
problem of planning the location of the guidance area
within the school plant and has attempted to justify the
importance of such a study.

Chapter 1I, The Review of the Literature, 1s

divided into two main parts. The first will establish,
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using examples from the literature, that two basically
different and opposite philosophles of guldance exist, In
the second part, the rather skimpy literature on the subject
of design and location of the guidance area will be reviewed.

Chapter III outlines the procedures and method-
ology used in this study.

Chapter IV consists primarily of a statistical
evaluation of the data.

In Chapter V the data are evaluated and summarized,

along with suggestions for further research in this area.,



CHAPTER II
THE REVIEW OF THE LITERA TURE

Chapter II will be divided into four parts. The
first part, an introduction, will attempt to show that
philosophy and function are mutually dependent. Part B
will use examples from the literature to illustrate the
older philosophy of guldance which, in this study, will
be referred to as the "authoritative, directive®™ philos-
ophy of guidance. Part C will cull excerpts from the
literature that will establish the newer "permissive, non-
directive™ philosophy of guidance. In Part D, the exist-
ing literature concerning design of guldance areas will

be reviewed.
A, INTRODUCTION

Philosophies change. As they change, they bring
about changes in the ways things are done. Conversely,
the ways in which things are done may affect, or change,
philosophy. Thus it may be said that philosophy and
function are mutually dependent., A change in one brings
about a change in the other. If one stagnates, the other

1s likely to stagnate, also.
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Translating this into terms of the present study,
1t can be shown that educational philosophy determines
school plant design. Schools built fifty years ago were
cold and austere. They reflected the philosophy of educa-
tion that went on between their stone walls., Strict dis-
cipline was of paramount importance., Learning consisted
primarily of rote memory and repetitions drill. As educatlion
freed 1tself from this rigld, stereotyped, disciplined
methodology, the pendulum swung the other way. From about
1920 through 1940, progressive education was the vogue. The
pupils determined the curriculum. Core classes came into
being. Mental hyglene and social factors became more
important in the total learning process. Likewise, the
school bulldinzs began to look less austere. They were
“ritted" to the site. The site was beautifully landscaped,
so that the children might enjoy their school.
Munson, in a doctoral dissertation, sums up this
inter-relationship very well, as follows:
Philosophies determine function. As philosophies
of education change, adapting themselves to current
social and economic needs, so must come changes and
adaptations in our school plants. Thus our philosophy
of education becomes translated into our physical
facilities, (32:11)
Alice Barrows continues in this same 1line of thought
in a U, S. Office of Education Bulletin published in 1940,
where she says that school buildinga‘may "help to perpet-

uate past practices or facllitate the operation of new
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developments in the curriculum." (47:5)

This has implications for the design and location
of the guidance area in modern secondary schools, It can
be established that guidance philosophy 1s changing. The
design and location of tne guidance area can reflect this
change in phllosophy, can grow with it; or it can, és
Barrows says, "help to perpetuate past practices",

In a recent article in American School and

University (27), Koopmaﬁ urges educators to look to the

future and carefully examine their philosophy of education
before designing a new school, so that it will not be
out of date before it 1s finished, and so that 1t will
be truly functional,
Neutra and Alexander, in an article entitled
"Design the Space to Fit the Function" (34), give
emphasis to this same point.
Cocking compares the school plant to a fine tool
or piece of equipment. He says the school plant, 1like a
tool, "has merit to the extent that it helps in getting
a good job done." (6:21)
In this same article, Cocking addss
We accept the view that education is a process
that is concerned with the growth and development of
people. We also know that growth and development
involves the total person, not some one part of hinm.,
Hence the school as an educational agency 1s concerned
with the intellectual, social, civic, physical, and

emotional development of people. A good school plant
is one which helps to attain all-around growth. (6:21)
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In writing from an architect's point of view for

Progressive Education Magazine, Yountz (53), looks at the

school plant as an aesthetic aid to learning. He says
that the design, appearance, and arrangement of the school
affects how much and what the student learns,

Ruth Strang, in her book Pupll Personnel and

Guidance, also emphasizes the points raised by Cocking
and Yountz. She says, in a chapter appropriately entitled
"A School Environment Conducive to Child Development":
The best development of every pupil presupposes
an enviromment conducive to all-around growth, To
this end the schools are financed, buildings are plan-
ned, the essential heritage of the past 1s imparted,
and guidance programs are put into operation. If
education is to be effective...the physical environ-
ment of the children during school hours must be such
as to make effective personnel work possible, (41:73-74)
In Chapter I, Fladseth (17) was quoted as saying
that the character and philosophy of the guidance program
18 continually reflected in the physical facilities for
guldance, What is the character of guidance? What are
the various philosophies of guidance? How are these
philosophies reflected in the design of the guidance
facilities? It 1is around these questions that the rest

of this study 1s hased.
B, THE AUTHORITATIVE, DIRECTIVE PHILOSOPHY OF GUIDANCE

The "authoritative, directive" philosophy appears
to be the older philosophy of the two. Furthermore, this
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philosophy seems to be gradually disappearing, although
remnants of it still remain. Thls can he partially estab-
lished by the dates of the articles which are quoted in
this section. The most recent is 1942, The others were
written in 1929, 1935, 1936, 1938, 1940, and 1941, Nothing
more recent, reflecting this philosophy, could be found.

That this philosophy was beginning to disappear
about 1940 1s shown by the articles dated 1940, 1941, and
1942, Although these articles are being used to establish
the existence of the so-called “authoritative, directive”
philosophy, they tend to discourage and criticize this
approach to guidance.

What are the criteria by which one can identify
the ™authoritative, directive™ philosophy of guildance?
There seem to be several common factors, most of which
were quite prevalent before World War II, but which are
now becoming less and less common,

First, the principal el ther did all the guldance
work or was directly responsible for it. Thus, guldance
was thought of as an administrative function, Principals
were at first reluctant to gilve up this function. Note
what Brewer has to say about this problem in his History

of Vocational Guidance.

It must not be supposed that this necessary first
tool, the counselor, was introduced without reluctance.
Attempts often were first made to adapt existing tools
to its function; deans and vice-principals were many
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times so used. But 1t was early discovered that those
in charge of discipline...could hardly secure the confl-
dence of pupils sufficiently. Likewlise the principal,
especially in small schools, tried giving educational
and vocat1ona1 guldance. "If this is as important as
you say it is", asked a Pennsylvania nrincipal in a
conference of administrators in 1922, "why shouldn't
the big-boss himself do 1t?" The form of the question
gives the answer, A counselor is the one adult who
fakes ?nd must take a student-eye view of the school.
2122

In an article describing a special room for
counselors, Harris also indicates that counseling was
once thought of as primarily the principal's job. She
writes:

The majority of our school plants were built

when counseling meant merely programming students
and dealing with discipline cases. Therefore the
administrators took care of such matters in their
own offices behind closed doors. (22:106)

About the mid-thirties, there seems to have been a
movement away from the principal's handling all guidance
duties and a delegation of this function to others. Even
so, the titles used by these persons continued to connote
administrative control of guidance functions. Treacy writes:

Principals have primary responsibility for guid-

ance...while in larger schools deans of girls and deans
of boys seem to perform more guidance work than prin-
cipals, while counselors were mentioned with about the
same frequency. (45:27)

Cox and Duff also indicate that during the thirtlies
principals were beginning to delegate guidance dutles to
others, usually persons with the title "dean" or "assistant

principal”,
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In high schools of one thousand to two thousand
pupils, the administration and supervision of the
guldance program, and often that of student activities
and disclipline, is frequently delesgated by the principal
to a dean of girls and a dean of boys, one or both of
whom may be assistant principals. (9:210)
In this book, it is clearly indicated that the
deans who were responsible for guidance were thought of
as members of the administrative team, and included
discipline among their other duties.
Lawson, in writing about the duties of a high
school principal (28), clearly indicates guidance as a
function of the administration; that i1is to say, a function
of the principal. In a small school, says Lawson, the
principal does all the guidance. As the school increases
in size, responsibility for guidance 1s delegated as follows:
The assistant principal becomes the chief guldance
officer so far as general vocational and educational
ad Justment are concerned, regardless of whether or not
there may be a special counselor. (28:339)
A second criterion for use in identifying this
type of guldance philosophy can be found in the titles
used by those responsible for guidance. They will often
containvwords which imply administrative position or
authority. Note in the quotation above, by Lawson, the
use of the term "guidance officer®, Fitch (16) found
forty-two different titles being used by those respons-
ible for guidance in high schools., Among them were dean
of boys (or girls), principal, vice-principal, assistant

principal, administrative assistant, and advisor. All
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these titles reflect the philosophy being discussed. The
title "advisor", for example, denotes "directiveness";
while "guidance officer" denotes authority.

A third criterion of this philosophy can be found
in the type of dutiles agsigned to the counselors. In this
philosophy, counselors are assigned administrative and
clerical duties, such as discipline, attendance, office
work, and acting as principal in the principal's absence.
Fitch (16) says, on page 58, that “it is difficult to
avoid the suspicion that...the principal is making use
of the counselor as a general-utility, or handy, man",
Several of the 106 respondents in Fitch's study mention-
ed that administrative duties or clerical work were a
part of their job. (16:31-33)

The titles "dean of girls™ and "dean of boys"
seem to be dlsappearing. But in 1930-1940 they were
rather common titles for those assigned the responsibility
for guidance. Simley (38) and Brewer (3) both discuss
the duties of the dean of girls. From these articles, one
can clearly percelve of the "dean" as a protective,
authority figure. Simley says the dean of girls'gives
advice (again denoting a directive approach to guidance),
acts as moral guardian to the girls, checks attendance,
and metes out discipline. Brewer says much the same thing.
Among the duties of the dean of girls in 1929, says Brewer,

were (1) decides all discipline cases, (2) signs all notes
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for absence or tardiness, (3) 1s "school mother" with moral,
physical, and social supervision of pupils' activities,

(4) has charge of assemblies, and (5) supervises class
elections., Here one sees an emphasis on the word "super-
vision", azgain connoting administrative function. The deans
lectured, gave advice, and kept an eagle-eye open for
evidences of infractions of school rules.

Cox and Duff, in Guldance by the Classroom Teacher,

give further evidence of the variety of duties performed
by the counselor, or teacher-counselor. Again, the term
"ouidance officer" is used.

In any case the speclal guildance officers find
many and diverse aspects of student welfare for which
they must accept a large share of responsibility:
health, discipline, tests, records, student activities,
pupils! scholarship, tardiness and absence, parental
relations... (9:211}

Table 4, on pages 14=-15 of Kefauver and Hand (26);
shows types of guldance activities carried on during
individual interviews with pupils as reported by eighteen
participating schools. The table indicates that thirteen
of these eighteen schools had counseling interviews with
students about attendance and punctuality--ordinarily
considered an administrative funetion.

During these early days of guidance, almost no
mention was made of the necessary office space. However,

Meyers (33:133), in discussing the setting for the inter-

view, advocates a "private office™ that is “orderly, well
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kept, and businesslike in apvearance®. Here again is
an example of the formal, authoritarian'setting for guidance .
Contrast this idea of the counselor's office, for example,
with the informal setting advocated by Munson (32:148) or
Hatch and Dressel (23:124).

The fifth criterion 1s the emphasis on vocational
and educational guldance. In many of the references given,
vocational choice and educational planning are listed as
guidance functions. However, almost no mention is made, in
these earlier writings on guidance, about counsseling students
with personal, interpersonal, or emotional problems,

Thus it can be seon that a philosophy of guidance
has existed, rather recently, which can be labeled the
"authoritative, directive"™ philosophy. It 1s character-
ized by the following: (1) the principal either does all
the guidance or is directly responsible for it, (2) titles
of those doing gulidance have administrative or advice-
glving connotations, such as assistant principal or advisor,
(3) counselors perform administrative duties, usually
discipline and attendance, in addition to their guldance
duties, (4) the guidance office is formal, businesslike,
austere, and usually forbiddingly close to the principal's
office, and (5) there 1s an emphasis on vocational--educa-
tional problems accompanied by the exclusion of counseling

about personal--soclal and emotional problems,
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Since there are still active, educators who taught
and worked under this philosophy during the two decades
preceding World War II, there still exist remnants of this

philosophy today.
C., THE PERMISSIVE, NON-DIRECTIVE PHILOSOPHY OF GUIDANCE

The "permissive, non-directive" philosophy of
guldance might be described as almost the antithesis of
the "authoritative, directive" philosophy. Emphasis is
on the complete separation of guidance and counseling
activities from administrative functions. Counseling
1tself no longer consists of moralizing and advice-giving,
but 1s an attempt on the part of the counselor to help
the student gain insight and knowledge which will help
him to solve his own problems more adequately.

The "permissive, non-directive" philosophy can
be thought of as the newer, emerging philosophy of guidance.
Just as most of the references to the “authoritative, direct-

ive"

philosophy were pre-World War II, most of the references
for thls section are post-World War II.

One of the most obvious factors relating to this
philosophy 1s the separation of gulidance from administra-
tive actlvities such as discipline and attendance. Cox (10)
found in her study (begun in 1940) that although more than
half of the counselors in her sample had discipline respon-

sibllities, most of them sald that discipline and counseling

did not mix.
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In thelr book, An Introduction to Guidance, Lester

and Allice Crow present a strong plea for the separation
from counseling of discipline functions. They say:
One function that should not be included among
a dean's responsitilities 1s that of disciplining
recalcitrant pupils. The fulfillment of the avowed
purpose of guidance leadership is defeated by this
practice. The attitude of pupils toward the guldance
staff, especlally the dean, should be thut of confi-
dence, friendliness, and a desire to seek help from

these adults who are kindly disposed toward them and
interested in their welfare. (11:92)

One of the unusual features of the above quotation
is the use of the word "dean". Very few texts on guildance
written since 1950 use this title. However, Crow and Crow
obviously do not think of the "dean" in the same way that
educators thought of him from 1920 to 1940, Part B of this
chapter indicated that discipline was often a duty of the
pre-World War II dean.

Chisholm explains the present-day conception of

a counselor very well in his book Gulding Youth in the

Secondary School, (5) The following statement from this

book indlcates the permissive character of post-war

counse ling.

The counselor is nelther parent nor judge. He 1s
not there to scold or punish the student, He is not
there to criticize., Neither is he there to nag. He
is there to help the student in the solution of his

problem in a critically constructive and intelligent
manner, (5:163)

This permissive and informal feature of present-
day guldance philosophy 1s very evident in much of the

recent literature, The emphasis is upon making the pupil
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feel at ease by accepting both the child and his problem
without ridicule anrd without giving the impression of a
domineering, "holier-than-thou" attitude. Leona Tyler
is very concerned about this factor of acceptance., Without
it the counseling process gets off to a very poor, 1f not

an impossible, start. In her recent book, The Work of the

Counselor, she says:

Of the two underlyling attlitudes we have stressed,
acceptance 1s more fundamental at the beginning than
understanding and must somehow be communicated first,
This 1s because the people with whom we are dealing
are likely to have mixed feelings about being understood.
They must be sure that understanding can in no way
constitute a threat before they can welcome it. (46:24)

Tyler goes on to explain how thlis initial impress-
ion of acceptance can be fostered by the counselor. She
says it is important that the receptionist begin the process
by making the counselee feel at ease, that the counselor
greet him by name if possible, that the office should be
comfortable and not too bare, and that the interview itself
should be free from interruptions. (46:27-28)

Crow and Crow also emphasize the factor of permissive-
ness and acceptance, They say that 1t is difficult for
puplls to assoclate counselors with permissiveness and
acceptance 1f they are also associated with discipline and
reprimands. "The guldance office", say Crow and Crow,
®should be a room to which puvils come willingly, even

eagerly." (11:92) In another part of their book they re-

emphaslze this point,
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No matter how many, how few, how large, or how
small guidance offices may be, they should be friendly
rooms to which young people or adults come willingly
and with a feeling of confidence in the sincerity and
cooperativeness of the members of the guldance personnel
who are there to welcome them and to render service in
their behalf., (11:77)

At a recent conference, reported in The Nations

Schools (50), educators were discussing the topic, "What's
Needed in Administrative Spaces?® The following remark,
quoted from this report, indicates the change in thinking

that has occurred since pre-World War II.

Separate waiting rooms for the principal's office
and for the health and guidance office are being con-
sidered in many school designs. The thinking 1s that
children walting for voluntary conferences, those called
in for disciplinary reasons, and youngsters who might
be seriously 111 should not be thrown together. (50:66)

Fladseth also advocated a separate entrance to the
counselor'!s office.
Since some students regard their business with
the counselor as being more highly confidential than
with other staff members, they prefer to avoid direct
contact with a secretary while entering or emerging
from the counselor's office. (17:169)
Anna "Reed devotes a full chapter to "Material and
Psychological Factors which Condition Interviewing™ in her

book, Guidance and Personnel Services in Rducation. She

feels definitely that the design and location of the guidance

office 1s one of these factors.

The setting for the interview, or the environment
in which it takes place, 18 an important factor in
success., Provision for a suitable location easily
accessible and free from the implication of disciplin-
ary functions... 1s desirable. (36:288)



25

Here again the emphasis is on the separation of
guidance and administrative (discipline) functions.

Hatch and Dressel also glve recognition to the
factor of the interview setting in establishing a permissive
atmosphere. They express the importance of the setting in
giving the counselee "a sense of acceptance, of well-being
and relaxation®. (23:124)

Undoubtedly the work of Carl Rogers has given
momentum to the trend toward a non-direcﬁive, permissive
philosophy of counseling. That this philosophy is
currently prevalent is quite obvious. Almost no present
writer in the field of guidance, save perhaps E, G.
Williamson, considers discipline a function of those
responsible for guidance. BEven Willliamson considers
discipline an educational learning process rather than
a punitive process. It is almost impossible to find,
readily, a recent reference referring to secondary school
counselors as deans. Almost without exception, except in
the smaller high schools, the principal has delegated the
responsibility for carrying out guldance functions to
the counselors., Thus 1t is no longer a strictly adminis-
trative function. Counselors, more and more, express the
desire to disassoclate themselves from the administration
in the hope of making thelr guldance efforts more frult-
fuls There is less emphaslis on purely educational-vocation=-

al guidance and more on personal-social adjustments.
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These are the evidences for claiming the second, "permissive,
non-directive® philosophy of guidance.
D. LITERATURE PERTAINING TO THE DESIGN AND LOCATION OF
THE GUIDANCE FACILITIES

The literature pertaining to the design and location
of the guildance area in secondary schools is very scanty.
Much of that which ddes exist 1s elementary and superficilal.,
Before World War II, there were almost no references to
this problem. The one quotation from Myers, given earlier
in this chapter, and an article by Harris (22) were the
only pre-war references found.

There has been at least one doctoral dissertation
written on this topic, in 1948, by Joy B, Munson. (32)

Leu included some reference to the guicdance area, in a
rather incidental way, in hls dissertation on administrate
ive areas written in 1953. (29)

Desplite the anticipated building boom in secondary
school bulldings, the guldance area has been grossly neg-
lected. Several writers have noted this fact, but few
have done anything about it. Stripling (42) wrote an
editorial pleading for more research in this areu,

Cocking (7) also says that lack of research and information
about the purpose and character of gulidance areas will
hamper thelr design for some time to come,

In one of the very most recent books on guidance,

(Guidance in the Modern School, 1956), McDaniel points outs




Professional counselors and other guldance workers
have yet to describe thelr needs in terms of bullding
standards. Many schools are attempting to carry on
counseling functions with 1little or no provision for
the basic requirements of privacy, comfort, the
physical features of a proper psychological climate,
and the storing of necessary records and materials,
In the next decade or so Americans will be spending
billions of dollars for new school plants. The
question arises: what kinds of counseling offices
and other guldance-service facilities will be provided
in this vast program?

Most school systems, of course, do aspire to the
development of an adequate guldance program: but the
data so far avallable do not permit the establishment
of standards in either the area of personnel or the
area of space requirements. School administrators and
boards of education need help in identifying the specl-

fics which constitute an adequate program. The solution

to this problem requires keeping complete records,

thorough evaluation, and more effective reporting of
the findings of guidance studies in the general litera-
ture of educational research., (31:467-68)

This then, is the situation in 1956. Very little

published research is available to those who are concerned

about the proper design of adequate facilities for guidance.

This means that both professional consultants, and local
administrators, counselors, and architects, must face the
issue rather blindly.,

The avallable llterature, besides being scarce,
is also very sketchy and elementary. Much of it consists
of statements such as “each counselor should have his own
private office"; or, "guldance offices should be equipped
with a desk, two or three chairs, a file cabinet, bookcase,
a bulletin-board, adequate lighting, and perhaps a rug";
and, "the.counselor's office should be about seven by

nine feet, as a mininun, and should contain 60-100 square
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feet of space®., It is quite difficult to find anything more
detailed, or more specific, than this.

There are a few references which show some more
or less detailed plans for the guldance area. Some of
these include only the guidance office itself, and do
not indicate the location of the guidance area in relation
to other areas within the school. Some of the references
which show actual floor plans are: Cass (4), Daly (13),
Deardon (14), Fladseth (17), Harris (22), Leu (29), Mathisen
(30), Munson (32), Shear (37), Warters (48), Weber (49), and
the special reports numbered (43) and (44) in the biblio-
graphy.

Munson (32), Leu (29), and Corre (8) all indicate
findings that suggest that the guldance offices should be
located. in, adjacent to, or very near the main adminis-
trative office. Leu's study, which showed almost 100 per-
cent in favor of this location, consisted almost entirely
of replies from school administrators. Counselors, as has
already been noted (36, 17) have a tendency to favor a
central location, but one which 1s at least somewhat separated
from the principal's office to avoid the implication that
the counselor is an administrator or disciplinarian,

Warters shows a very elaborate floor plan (48:259)
for the guidance facilities in a large high school. In this
school (El1 Monte Union High School, California), the

guldance and research offices even have their own building,



29
completely separated from the rest of the school plant,
Warters remarks that having a separate bullding for the
guidance services "apparently has not contributed to separ-
ation of guidance and instruction in this school”™. (48:258)

The National Assocliation of Guidance Supervisors
and Counselor Trainers (NAGSCT) devoted an entire work-
shop to this problem in Chicago in April, 1955. The
results of this workshop are mimeographed in three reports,
numbered (35), (44), and (52) in the bibliography. This
group plans to continue thelr work in this area in an
effort to arrive at some kind of standards which can
serve as a guide to those planning new facilities for
guldance. Another meeting on this same topic is being
planned for the near future,

Thus, there are indications that the literature
in this area will gradually improve. REducators, especially
those concerned about guidance, recognize a need for more
information of this kind. The fact that the need is
recognized should do a great deal to promote more thorough
research in this field. Those responsible for planning
guldance facilitles in the future should find more of this

type of material available to help them.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE

A, INTRODUCTION

The basic hypothesis of this study 1s that the
location of the guidance area tends to reflect one or
the other of the two philosophies established and de-
scribed 1n Chapter II.

To test this hypothesis, muaterials were developed
which would accomplish three thingss (1) a questionnaire
to determine which of the two phllosophies each respondent
held, (2) a set of plans by which each respondent could
indicate hils preferences for the location of the guidance
area, and (3) a personal-data sheet to collect other
pertinent information about each respondent which might
have some relationship to which of the philosophies he

held, and hence, which plans he would prefer.
B. TIHE INSTRUMENTS

The Questionnaire -- The Gquestionnaire (see Apnendix B)

was included as a check to determine whether there was,

In fact, a relatlonship between the plans and the two
oprosing philosophlies. Originally, twenty statements were
developed which seemed to reflect the Yauthoritative,

directive" philosophy of guidance. A typical statement
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of this kind was "Counselors should be responsible for
attendance and discipline." An "Agree" response indicated
that the respondent would tend to hold the "authoritative,
directive™ philosophy of guidance.

To check the adequacy and appropriateness of
these twenty statements against the philosophy which they
were intended to represent, seven judges were asked to
read the statements and to respond to them with this
philosophy, as described in Chapter II, in mind. Thess
seven judges were all professional persons in the field
of counseling and guidance. They included three college
counselor-trainers, two college counselors, and two high
school counselors both of whom have completed most of the
requirements for a doctorate in counseling and guidance,

Although there was some disagreement on five of
the statements, at least six of tﬁe seven agreed on each
of the fifteen statements which were included in the final
questionnaire. On the recommendation of the judges, five
of the final fifteen statements were reworded so that a
"Disagree" response would reflect the “authoritative,
directive" philosophy. The judges suggested this because
they thought that the purpose of the gquestionnaire was too
obvious the way it had originally been set up.

The final scoring of the questionnaire was based
on agreement with the items to reflect the “permissive,

non-directive” philosophy of guidance. That is, ten of
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the items demanded a "Disagree" response, while five demanded
an "Agree" response. Thus, a perfect score of 15 indicated
that the resvondent's answers conformed with the answers the
judges felt were most in accord with the "permissive, non-
directive" philosophy. Conversely, a low score indicated
that the respondent probably held a more "authoritative,

directive" attitude toward gnidance.

The Plans -- The two philosophies, as described in Chapter
II, suggest that the major difference between them 1s that
guldance either includes administrative functions or that it
does not., Furtiermore, there is indication in the literature
that there i1s a trend, reprecenting the "permissive, non=-
directive® philosophy of ruldance, to separate the guidance
offices from the principal's office in order to avoid the
"dragon's lair™ impressicn tha* some students have of the
counselor's office when the guidance personnel have dis-
ciplinary functions.

Therefore, six plans were developed (see Appendix B)
which showed the guldance area heing sradually remcved
further and further from the administrative office. Each
plan had the guidance area somewhat more separated from
the min office than the preceding plan. The two extremes,
Plan B and Plan D, most clearly reflect the two extremes
of philosophy. 1In Plan B, the counselors! offices and the
principal's office are in the same area, with a common

walting room. In Plan D, gnldance and administration
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are two distinct and separate areas, visually removed
from one another and.some distance apart.

All six plans, arranged along a continuum from the
most authoritative to the most permissive, would appear
in this order: B, B, C, A, F, D. Rather than mailing
them in this sequence, thus making the differences more
obvious, they were rearranged, according to numbers drawn
from a table of random numbers, into this order: A, B, C,
D, E, F. That 1s, the original Plan 1 was relabeled B,
and placed second; the original Plan 2 was relabeled E,
and placed fifth; et cetera.,

From a close scrutiny of these plans, it appears
that there are three baslic arrangements that the location
of the guidance office can assume in relation to the main
administrative office,

First, the guidance office and administrative
office can be integrated. This relationship reflects the
"authoritative, directive® philosophy of guidance. In the
plans, this extreme is represented best by plans B and E.

Schematically, this relationship might be shown thus:

ADMINISTRATION
and

GUIDANCE

AREA
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At the other extreme, the guidance office and the
administrative office are completely separated. This
arrangement most closely represents the "permissive, non-
directive™ philosophy of guidance. Plans D and F are both
this type. This relationship can be graphically portrayed

in this manner:

ADMINISTRATION GUIDANCE
AREA AREA

Plans A and C represent a compromise situation,
Although near the administrative area, and sharing with
the administrative area the common vault, the two areas
are visually separated. They have separate entrances and
each has 1ts own walting room. Of these two plans, Plan A
1s more completely separated visually, being around the
corner, and thus might be more appropriately grouped with
Plans D and F in a dichotomized grouping. Likewlse, Plan C,
with 1ts entrance on the same corridor as the entrance to
the administrative office, and obviously the adjoining
area, might be appropriately grouped with Plans B and E.
However, Plans A and C do represent a rather in-between

type of arrangement and can be thought of as the third
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possible basic type of grouping. Again using a graphlc

representation, this type might be indicated as follows:

ADMINISTRATION GUIDANCE

AREA AREA

An attempt was made to keep as much of these plans
constant as possible, so that cholice would be based on the
relative location of the two areas. All total areas (in
square feet) are the same, with the exception of Plan A,
which 1s very slizhtly larger. In each plan, the arrange-
ment of the principal!s and assistant principal's offices
have been kept identical. Also the size and arrangement
of the counselors! offices and the group testing and con-
ference room have been kept as nearly alike as possible,

The same seven judges who verified the questionnaire
were also asked to arrange the six plans in order, ranking
them from the plan which most nearly represented the "per-
missive, non-directive™ philosophy to the plan most closely
representing the “authoritative, directive™ philoseophy. |
All seven of these judges agreed with the order of the plans,

as follows:

D, F, A, C, B, B
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In other words, all seven judges arranged the plans in
the same order, and this order agreed with the order 1in
whi ch the author had orizinally drawn up the plans,
Dichotomized, Plans D, F, and A represent the "permissive,
non -directive® pnilosophy, and Plans C, E, and B reprecent

the "authoritative, directive" philosophy,

The Rating,Sheef -=- A rating sheet was included 1n the

malling on which the respondents were asked to rank the
s1x plans accordinz to thelr choice from one (1) through
8ix (6). This Rating Sheet 1ncluded complete directlions

as well as a form with spaces for the ranks,.(See Appendix B)

The Personal-Data Sheet -- In order to get information

which would enable the data to be grouped into different
categories, a personal-data shoet (see Appendix B) was also
included in the mailing, Prellminary thinking, based

on the two nhilosophies, suggested that factors such as
ace, expsrience as a school administrator, tralining in
guldance, date degree was recelved, and experience in
plannlng for guidance facllities mlzsht have some influence
on which of these philosophles one holds, and thus, on
which of the plans one would prefer. Also informatlion was
requested as to which of these plans was most nearly 1like
the location of the guldance area in thelr school, and
whether or not they were satisfied with the plan they now

have, Counselor-trainers were asked if they spent any time
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in thelr classes teaching or discussing aporopriate location

and design of the guidance area.

The Letter -- A letter (see Appendix B) was included as a

paxrt of the mailing. It brlefly outlined the purpose
of the study, requested the cooperation of the respondent,

and gave general instructions as to what was to be done.

C. THE SalPLk

The sample was limited to counselors, principals,
counselor-trainers, and state gnuidance supervisors from
the ninetsen states comprising the North Central Association.
This was done because the North Central Association has
certain requirements for member schools, as far as guidance
services are concerned, and thus 1t was thought that there
would be more homogeniety in the sample. Since counselor-
trainers in these states prepare counselors to work pri-
marily within these states, the course content of the
guldance courses, and therefore the training of counselors,

would be somewhat similar,

Counselors =-- There is only one nation-wlde organization

which has as a criterion for membership tha%t the individual
have released time for guldance, and some training in the
field of guidance. Thls organization is the recently
formed American School Counselors Association (ASCA),

a dilvision of the American Personnel and Guidance
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Ass oclation. Since any member of this organization would

be spending at least part-time doing activities relating

to counseling and guidance in the public secondary schools,
the sample of counselors was chosen from this group. A
membership list of thils group was requested and received,
thxrough the courtesy of Arthur A, Hitchcock, Executive
Secretary of the American Personnel and Guidance Association,
from the headquarters office in Washington, D, C., Bxcluding
non=-public school members (parochial schools), the 1list
contained 546 usable names, Previous experience using a
mailed questionnaire indicated that a return of about 50-60
percent could be expected by thlis method. About 100 usable
returns were hoped for, which meant that about 167 to 200
questionnaires would have to be malled out. Using a table of

random numbers from Gouldan's Methods of Statistical Analysis,

page 450, a malling 1ist of 182 names was selected from the

group of 546 usable names. These 182 names comprised the

counselor sample.

Principals -- The principal sample was chosen from a 1list
of membership in the Nationai Association of Secondary
School Principals, as of the Fall of 1954. This was the
most recent membership list available, The list contalned
4107 usable names from among principals of public schools

in the nineteen states in the North Central Associlation.

Again using the table of random numbers a 1list of 177
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principals was obtained, which constituted the sample for

secondary school principals.

001Jnselor-Tra1pers == In January, 1956, the U, S, Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare issued a "Directory

of Counselor Trainers". This appeared in Guide Lines--

Guidance and Student-Personnel Section. The counselor-
trainer sample was taken from this 1ist. All persons from
the nineteen North Central Assoclatlon states (with the
exception of Ohio and Wyoming, which were not reported)
who were primarily educational counselor-tralners were
included in the sample. This 1list included 96 such names,
All 96 were included in the malling sample.,

State Guidance Supervisors -- Mr, Glenn E. Smith, Chief,

Guidance Services Division of the Michigan Department of
Public Instruction furnished a 1list of the State Supervisors
of Guldance for these nineteen states, There were two
states for which this information was not avallable--
Wyoming and New Mexico. The other 17 names were all
included in the mailing sample,

Thus the entire sample included 182 counselors,
177 principals, and 113 counselor-trainers and guldance
supervisors (96 plus 17), making a mailing 1list totaling
472 individuals., Of this total, 267 persons returned

usable replies. The breakdown is shown in Table I,
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REPLIES TO QUESTIONNAIRES
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Number Number Usable %
Group Mailed Returned % Returns Usable
Out
Pri ncipals 177 75 42 .4 73 41.2
Counselors 182 131 72.0 118 64,9
Ce Te & G. S. 113 78 69.0 76 67 .2
TOTA L, 472 28844 61.0 267 56 .4

#¥Total includes four (4) returns that could not be

cla ssified by group because the Personal Data Sheet

was not returned,
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Although 61% of the total mailing returned replies,
twenty-one of these were unusable for varlous reasons,
In some cases, the Rating Sheet, Personal Data Sheet, or
que stionnaire was not returned, making it impossible to
c1la =sify the individual, or to know which plans he preferred.
In xmost of the others, the blanks were returned, but too
{mc omplete to be usable. For example, only one plan would
be xanked or information on the Personal Data Sheet would
be missing., This left 56.4% usable returns., However,
counselors and counselor-trainers returned about 65% usable
replies, while principals returned only 41% usable replies.
Two xeasons might be proposed for this difference. First,
the study concerns the guidance offices, and counselors
(being the persons who have to work in these offices) are
probably more concerned with the arrangement and location
of these facilities than principals. Second, the questionnaire
was ma iled out in the middle of May. Many principals were
vVery busy at this time of year making arrangements for the
clos:l_.ng of the school year, graduation exercises, et cetera.
Thus, Principals were perhaps too busy to take the time to
fi11l out and return the necessary forms,

A1l the questionnaires were malled out, with a self-
address eq, stamped, return envelop during the week of May
14-18, 1 956. Returns began coming back on May 21st. By
June 4th , 247 of the 288 returns had been received., The

Pemaining 41 came in during the next two weeks. Only one
Feturn wgg received after June 15th.
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D. METIHODS Of ANALYZING THE DATA

Tabulation of the returns began after the flrst
247 1returns were available on June 4th, As new replies
were received during the next two weeks, they were tabulated
anAd added to the totals. The replies from the three grouns
(counselors, princlpals, counselor-trainers and guldance
supe rvisors) were tabulated and totaled separately. Tab-
ula £ 1on was completed and the tallies closed on June 15th.
Only one usable reply, from a counselor, was received after
that date, but 1t was not included in the statistics.

Tabulation sheets were mimeographed (see Appendix C)
list 1 ng the plans (by letter) down the side, and the rank
(from 1 to 6) across the top. For convenience, the plans
were 11isted in the order D, F, A ¢ C, E, B so that it would
be easiler to get totals for the two dichotomized plan groups
(D, F, A, and C, E, B).

Totals for each of the three groups were tabulated.
In add1 tion, tabulations were made for each of the separate
criteri a from the Personal Data Sheet. Thus, in addition
to the +totals for the entire "principal® group, tabulations
Vere als o made for (1) principals who have been counselors,
(2) Prlncipals who have had no graduate work in guidance,
(3) prihcipals who have had less than ten graduate semester
hours 1n guldance, (4) principals who have had hetween ten
and twen ty semester hours 1in guidance, (5) principals who

h
8V® haq ore than 20 semester hours in guidance,
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(6) principals whose highest degree is a bachelor's degree,
(7) principals whose highest degree 1s a master's, (8) prin-
cipals whose highest degree is a doctor's, (9) principals
who Tecelved their highest degree prior to 1945, (10) prin-
cipa 1ls who received their highest degree during or since
194 5, (11) principals who have participated in planning
guidance facilities for a secondary school, (12) principals
who are under 35 years old, (13) principals who are between
35 and 45 years o0ld, and (14) principals who are over 45
year s old. Similar tabulations were made for counselors
and counselor-trainers, (Tables XI, XII, XIII)

The data from these various tabulations are pre-
sented in percentace form, showing the percent of first
choi ces for each plan separately (Figure 2); the percent
of £1 rst cholces for the dichotomized plan groups (Figure 4);
the percent of first, second, and third choices for seach
Plan separately (Figure 3); and the percent of first,

Seconqd , and third choices from the dichotomized groups
(Figure 5),

Chi Square tests were applied to the total choices
from among group A, D, F, to test whether actual differences
°xist be tween counselors, principals, and counselor-trainers.
The rés\y1ts of these Chi Square tests are shown in Chapter IV,

The questionnaires were scored according to the
°Xtent of their agreement (with the scoring as indicated

by the S even judges) to the "permissive, non-directive"
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philosophy. Thus a high score of 14 or 15 indicates almost
complete agreement with those of the judges whlle a low
scoxre indicates disagreement with the judges, and thus,
nonn —acceptance of the "permissive, non-directive" philosophy
of guidance. Not all the questionnaires could be scored,
beca use they were incompletely filled out, or because so
many Aqualifying statements had been written in by the res-
rond ent that the statements no longer said the same things
as they had originally been intended to say.

In order to test the validity of the questionnailre
agal nst the philosophles supposedly represented by the two
groups of plans, two sgtatistical tests were carried out.

One t ested the difference of the mean scores on the question-
nalre , by means of a Critical Ratio test, of those who

chose all their first three cholces from Plan Group A, D, F,
and Plan Group B, E, C respectively. The other test was a
Chl Square testing the difference in choice of plans of

those s coring high and those scoring low on the questionnaire.
These +tests are explained more fully in Chapter IV.

A separate tabulation was made for the two items
humbered 10 and 11 on the Personal Data Sheet. These two
ltems were tabulated only for principals and counselors

Since, 1y general, they were not applicable to the counselor-

trainer.’ guidance supervisor sample. The breakdown for

this tabylation was as follows: (1) Those whose present
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guildance facilltles are most like Plan , (2) Are they

satl1sfled with this plan, yes or no?, and (3) Which plan
did thils respondent choose as first choice? This bhreak-
dowrx was made separately for principals and counselors.
The  tabulatlion for this data is in Appencix D. The

sta t istical formulas which were used are shown in

Appendix A.



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Ae VALIDATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE AND PLANS

Up to this point, the relationship of the question-
nail xre and plans to the two philosophies of guldance has
beenn of a subjective, judgmental nature.

In order to test whether there is, in fact, such a
rela tionship, two different statistical checks were carried
out <

In the first of these, the queétionnaires were
scoxred and those scoring high were put into one group,
while those scoring low were placed in a second group.

A high score was one which showed 14 or 15 agreements
with the 15 statements which reflect the “permissive, non-
direc ti ve" philosophy of guldance., A low score was one
which had only 8 or fewer agreements with the scoring as
determ 1 ned by the seven judges. There were 42 individuals
with a high score and 30 with a low score,

Then the Rating Sheets were checked to determine
the number of 1st, 2nd, and 3rd choices which had been
made f£xom among the three plans (A, D, F) which supposedly
reflect eqd this “permissive, non-directive" philosophy.
Among t he group which had a high scovre on the questionnaire,

88 of the 126 possible first three choices had been made
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VALIDATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE AGAINST FIRST THREE CHOICES

FROM AMONG PLANS A, D, AND F

Ratlo of 1st,

2nd, and 3rd % of
Number Scoring Cholces from A, F, D
Group 14 or 15 (high) Among Plans Choices
A, D, and F to
Possible Number
of 1,2, 3
Choices
Principals 3 2/9 22,2
C ounse lors 18 37 /54 68,5
C. T. & G, S, 21 49 /63 77 .8
Totals 42 88/126 69.8
Number Scoring Ratio (same % of
Group 8 or Less (low) as above) A, F, D
Pri ncipals 21 14/63 22.2
Counselors 8 11/24 45.8
Ce. T, & G, S. 1 1/3 33,3
———————
Totals 30 26/90 28,9

—_——
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from plans A, D, and F. This represents approximately 70%
of the possible number of choices. From among the group
tha £t scored low, only 26 out of a possible 20 choices had
beerr made from plans A, D, and F. This was about 29% of
the 7possible cholces. See Table II,

This relationship was set up in a 2x2 table and a
Chi Square test was applied. (Table III) There 1is only
one chance in one thousand that such a Chl Square value, with
one degree of freedom, will exceed 10.8, In thils case, the
Chl Saquare value was 35.3. Hence, there appears to be a
very definite relationship, which cannot be attributed to
chance, that a high score on the questionnaire is accompan-

le@ by a greater tendency tc choose plans A, D, or F,.

TABLE III

COMPARISON OF GUESTIONNAIRE SCORES TO
CHOICE OF PIAN FROM DICHOTOMIZED GROUPS

No. of Choices No. of Choices

from A, D, F from B, E, C Totals
High
Score 88 38 126
Low
Score 26 64 90
Totals 114 102 216

Y _
X = 35.33 (significant beyond the .001 level)
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In the second test, the Ratling Sheets were sorted
and divided into two groups. One group, containing 42
replies, consisted of all repllies that had rated Plans
A, D, and F as first, second, or third choices. That is,
in these 42 replies, Plans A, D, and F recelved no rank
lower than third. The other group, which included 28
replies, consisted of all the replies which had rated
Plans B, E, and C as first, second, or third choices.,
This second group included all replies in which Plans
A, D, and F had not been rated higher than fourth. (Tatle IV)

Thus the first group had chosen all their first
three choices from among the plans (A, D, F) which repre-
sented the "permissive, non-directive" philosophy of
guidance, while the second group had chosen all their
first three choices from among the plans (B, B, C) which
represented the “authoritative, directive" philosophy of
guidance.

A distribution of the questionnaire scores for

each of these two groups wuas then made, and the mean
score and standard distribution were determined. A
Critical Ratie (CR) test was then made to test the diff-
erence of the means. The null hypothesis was that the
means were equal (M= u,). The distribution of these scores,
the means, standard deviations, and resulting Critical
Ratios are shown in Table V. With a "CR" of this size (8.37),
this test again proves a definite relationship exists

between cheice of plans and score on the questionnaire.
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VALIDATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE AGAINST CHOICE OF PLANS

A. THOSE MAKING ALL FIRST THREE CHOICES FROM AMONG A, D, F
Sum of Scores Average
Group N on Score on
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Principals 3 29 9,67
Counselors 21 263 12,52
C.Te & G,S. 18 237 13.17
Totals 42 529 M=12.6
g= 1.9
B. THOSE MAKING ALL FIRST THREE CHOICES FROM AMONG B, C, E
Sum of Scores Average
Group N on Score on
Questionnaire Questionnaire
Principals 24 214 8.91
Counselors 3 34 11.33
C.Te & G,S, 1l 14 14,00
Totals 28 262 M=9,36

0=2.,95
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Th e graph in Fugure 1 shows & smoothed curve dis-
tributiora for all the questionnaire sceres, broked down
into scoxes for principals, counselors, and counselor-
tralners  From a visual analysis of these curves it can be
seen tha £ ga relationship exists, In the direction expected,
betWveen 4 he amount of training and/or experience in guildance
and sSCOX~e@s on the questionnaire,

A gain a CR test was used to test the hypothesis that
the mea rg of the three groups are equal (Mo = = M)
The tes € 1indicates a significant difference exists between
the me & rms of these three groups. However, it 1s much
grea te x~ petween counselors and principals (CR= 6.29) and
betve ey counselor-trainers and principals (CR=8.95),
than 3 ¢ is between counselers and ceunselor-trainers
(CR= 3 < 89),

Thus the judges! opinions that a high score on the
questionnaire and choice of Plan Group A, D, F would be
relateq to the *permissive, non-directive™ philesophy of
guldanrne, is borne out by statistical tests, It is signi-
ﬁcant that of the 42 persons who scored high on the test,
¥ orf them were counselors or counselor-trainers, while
nly three were principals, Conversely, those who scored
low On the test were mostly principals (21 out of 30).
(See  rapie 11)



TABLE V
DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES ON QUESTIONNAIRE

Numb e x»

Right C.T. & G.S. C P Total
15 5 3 2 10
14 16 15 1 32
15 14 20 3 37
12 16 16 8 40
11 8 22 11 41
10 2 10 6 18

E 2 7 15 24
8 1 5 7 13
7 - 3 4 7
6 - - 7 7
s - - - 0
a - - 3 3
3 - - 1 1
——
N= 64 101 68 233
Mean = 12,61 11.61 9.35 11.36
0= 1,47 1.75 2,59 2.41
\ =~ - 2\ ’ __,
CR=3.89  GR= 6.29

—
N

CR=8.95
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1.3 lxewise, counselors and counselor-trainers were
much more  1likely to make all their first three cholces
from amorig; Plan Group A, D, F, Here again, 39 out of the
42 person s making such a selection were counselors or
counselox> —trainers, On the other hand, of the 28 who made
all theXl x= fiprst three choices from among Plan Group B, C,
E, 24 we xe principals and only 4 were counselors or
counsel o r-trainers. (Table IV) Thus, prircipals seem to
repréesexm t the "authoritative, directive" approach to guidance

while © oynselors tend toward the "permissive, non-directive"

philos O Phy.
B. ANA Y,vySIS OF THE PLANS

Although there was no intention to find a perfect,

or b®s t plan; one plan (A) did appear as a strong over-all
favors te, Ninety-three (35%) of the 267 respondents chose
Plan a as first choice. No other plan received more than
48 Cirgg votes. Thus, Plan A received about twice the

nMb e op pipgt place votes as the next nearest plan.

Plan A represents the "permissive, non-directive®
phi lQSophy but in a "middle-of-the-road™ way. It was much

more Popular among counselor-trainers (47% first choices)

ana T ounselors (374 first choices), than it was among
Plne 1pals (18% first choices).
Plan B represented the most extreme end of the

co
C““N X puum in the "authoritative, directive" direction.
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If the hyp o thesis is correct that principals, rather than

counselor = hold this philosophy, then one would expect this
plan to be more popular with the principals. It was,
Twenty-thxee (23) percent of principals made this plan thelr

first choi ce (second only to Plan E, the next most "author-

itative™ y531an, which had 29% of the principals' first

choices) On the other hand, counselors and counselor-

trainers voth avoided this plan (B) and gave it only 7%

and 4% cwny oices, respectively.

P an D, on the other hand, represents the extreme

»
Perml s s 3 ye" end of the continuum. It is far removed

from the agministrative offices. This plan had the dis-

advanta gre of being far removed from the record vault in the

plan, A s it was shown, and thus was not as popular as it

might g ve been.
wrote in
9

Several counselors and counselor-trainers
as a remark, that Plan D might have been their
firs ¢ Choice if it were feasible to duplicate the records.
As far as first cholces were concerned, there was not much
dj'frel‘ence between the three groups. Counselors and

¢0Uns e 1op-trainers gave Plan D 8.5% and 11.8% of their

ﬁrst votes, respectively, while principals also gave Plan
D8 *2X of thelr first choices. However, Plan D was & much
ore Popular second and third choice among counselors

(18"7%) and counselor-trainers (27.3%), than among prin-

“Paig (7.09)
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Figure 2 shows the percent of first choices of each
Plan for each of the three groups of respondents, For each
of the three plans representing the “permissive, non-
directive™ philosophy (Plans D, F, A), principals made
fewer first cholces than either counselors or counselor-
trainers, while for the two plans (E and B) representing
the "™authoritative, directive" philosophy, principals
chose more first choices, by far, than either counselors or
counselor-trainers,

Figure 3 shows the percentage of first, second, and
thixA choices made for each plan by each of the three groups .
The =ame trend is indicated here as described above for
fir-s t choices. Counselors and counselor-trainers make more
cho % ces fram Plans D, F, A than principals do, while prin-
¢ipals prefer Plans C, E, B more frequently than do the
Counselor, counselor=-traliner groups.

These two plan groups were then dichotomized and
cConsidered only as two groups: Plan Group D, F, A
repre senting the "permissive, non-directive™ philosophy
&nd Plan Group C, B, B, representing the "authoritative,
direc t1ve" philosophy.

Figures 4 and 5 show how counselors and counselor-
trainers tend to choose from Plan Group D, F, A while
principals-'prefer Plan Group C, E, B.

Figure 4 shows the percent of first cboices from

e
ach OX these two plan groups for counselors, counselor=-

tr
tine g , and principals.
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Figure 5 shows t“e percent of first, second, or third
chol ces made from each plan group by counselors, counselor-
trainers, and principals,

It is clear from a visual analysis of these graphs
that the counselor and counselor-trainer groups have very
similar choices but that these differ considerably from
the plans preferred by principals. To test these visual
differences more formally in order to establish levels of
significance, Chi Square tests were applied.

The number of first, second, third, fourth, fifth,
and sixth choices from Plan Group D, F, A was tabulated
for each of the three groups in the sample. The following
3 x 6 table was set up from this data, and a Chi Square
tes £ was applied. This preliminary test indicated that
sigrmificant differences do exist between these three
roups., (Table VI)

To discover just where these differences existed,
t¥o more Chl Squares were worked out. The first of these
tes teqQ the difference between the counselor and counselor-
‘rai m&r groups. This test proved to be insignificant,
indt Cating little difference between the preference of
these ¢y, groups. (Table VII)

Since there appeared to be very little difference
between the counselor and counselor-trainer groups, these

tw
° gx Oups were combined for the third test and compared
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TABLE VI
COMPARISON CF PRINCIPALS, COUNSELORS, AND COUNSELOR-TRAINERS

Actual Frequency

Group 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Principals 24 21 17 37 58 62 219
Cqungelora 73 60 61 34 62 64 354
Ce Te & G, S, 56 38 44 23 32 35 228

Totals 153 119 122 94 152 161 801

2
X=56.02 (significant beyond the ,001 level)

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF COUNSELOR AND COUNSELOR-TRAINER GROUPS

Actual Frequency

Group 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Counselors 73 60 61 34 62 64 354
C. T. & G, S, 56 38 44 23 32 35 228

Totals 129 98 105 57 94 99 582

2
X =2,93 (not significant)
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with the principal group. This Chi Square test indicated a

very significant difference in the plan preferences of these

two groupings. (Table VIII)

TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS, AND COMBINED COUNSELCR,
COUNSELOR-TRAINER GROUP

Actual Frequency

Group 1 2 3 4 S 6 Total
Principals 24 21 17 37 58 62 219
Counselors 129 98 105 57 94 99 582

&

C. T. & G, S,

Totals 153 119 122 94 152 lél 801

2
X, =53,02 (significant beyond the .001 level)

A third method used to analyze the relationship
between plan preferences and the three groups of respondents
was the average rank of the plans.

Average rank was figured in the following manner:
for each plan, the numbef of first choices times one (1),
plus the number of second choices times two (2), plus
the number of third choices times three (3), et cetera
was determined. The resulting sum was then divided by
the N for that group to obtain the average rank. Thus a
low average rank indicates a tendency for the plan to

be preferred; that 1s, ranked one (1), two (2), or three
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(3) more often than four (4), five (5), or six (6). The
results are shown graphically in Figure 6, and numerically
in Table IX,

Plan B, the most "authoritative" received an average
rank of three (3) from the principal group, while both
counselors and counselor-trainers ranked this plan six (6).

The plan most preferred by counselors and counselor-
trairers, Plan A, as evidenced by the lowest overall
average-rank (1), was ranked fourth (4) by the principals.

In the principal group, the top three plans, by
average-rank, were the three "authoritative" plans B, E,
and C, The three "permissive®™ plans A, F, and D were
ranked four (4), five (5), and six (6) by the principals.

There was less agreement of this kind among the
counselor, counselor-trainer groups. However, counselor-
trainers made two of their first three cholces (by average
rank) from among plan group A, D, F. Counselors made
only one of thelr first three ranks from this grouping.

A close visual 1lnspection, however, indicates that there
was a virtual tle between the average rank of Plan E (3.441)
and Plan F (3.491) for the counselor sample., Had the
average rank.for these two plans been reversed, counselors
and counselor-trainers would have glven identical overall
rankings to the plans,

The "average-ranks" were then averapged for the

dichotomized Plan Groups. That is, the average ranks for
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TABLE IX

AVERAGE RANK OF EACH PLAN

— e
— - g —

PLAN C.T, % G.S. Rank Counselors Rank Principals Rank

B 4.908 6 4,619 6 2,918 3
E 3.658 4 3.441 3 2.726 2
c 2.882 2 2,720 2 2.656 1
A 2.184 1 2,153 1 3.152 4
F 3.263 3 3.491 4 4,466 5
D 4,105 5 4,576 5 5,082 6

TABLE X
AVERAGE RANK BY DICHOTOMIZED GROUPS
PLAN

GROUP C.T. & G.S., Rank Coﬁnaelors Rank Principals Rank

B,E,C 3.816 2 3.593 2. 2,767 1
A,F,D  3.184 1 3.407 1 4,233 2
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Plan B, Plan E, and Plan C were added together and divided
by three. This was done for each Plan Group, and separately
for each group of respondents, The results of this averaging
are shown in Table X.

While counselors and counselor-trainers chose Group
A, D, F as the overall first choice, principals gave a
decided preference to Plan Group B, E, C,

Consistently, by all three methods of analysis,
counselors and counselor-trainers tend to prefer Plan
Grouv A, D, F, to a greater degree than the principals,
while principals show a strong preference for Plan Group

B, E, C.
C. ANALYSIS OF PLANS BY INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

In Chapter III (pp. 42-43), an explanation of the
breakdown for each of the separate criteria from the Per-
sonal Data Sheet was given.

If the "authoritative, directive" philosophy of
guidance is the older philosophy (as indicated by the
publication dates of the literature referring to this
philosophy--see Chapter II), then i1t might be that the
older persons in tqo sample, or those who did their graduate
work before Warld War II, might have a different philosophy
of guldance than the younger persons in the sample,

If the statement that the older philosophy is the

"authoritative" type, while the newer philosophy is more
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"permissive"™, and if Plan Group B, E, C represents this
older philosophy, while Plan Group A, D, F represents the
newer philosophy; then, one would expect younger persons, or
those with more recent training in guldance, to show more
preference for Plan Group A, D, F than the older respondents,

A visual analysis of Tables XI, XII, and XIII shows a
trend in this direction., It 1s more obvious among the
principals than among the counselor and counselor-trainer
groups.

Younger principals (those under 35 years old) made
almost twice as many first, second, and third choices (44%)
from Plan Group A, D, F as the older (over 45) principals
(who made only 23% such choices), Among counselors and
counselor-trainers there was only a very slight difference
(2%) vbetween these two age groups and, although it was in the
direction expected, 1t cannot be considered significant.

The same trend is evident in the "date of degree"
criterion. Among all three groups of respondents, those
who received their latest degree since 1945 chose more of
thelr first three choices from among Plan Group A, D, F
than d1d those whose degree had been granted prior to 1945,

The two phillosophlies also suggested that adminls-
trative experience, or counseling experience, might tend
to change one's philosophy toward guidance. The data

indicates that this may be so,
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TABLE XI

PRINCIPALS

PERCENT OF 18T,

2ND, AND 3RD CHOICES FROM

PLANS A, D, AND F

Criterion:s Number of

credits in guidance

N
None = = = = - - - (14)
Less than 10 - - =(29)
10-20 = = - = - - (19)

More than 20 = - -=(11)

Criterions: Age

over 45- - - - = (48)
35«45 = = = - - = (13)
Under 35 - = - - - (12)

Percent

%

23%
1

Criterion: Have you ever been a counselor?

No - = = = -- - -(41)
Yes = = = = - - - (32)

22
e

Criterion: Have you ever helped plan a guidance area?

Criterions Date lates

2
344

t degree was received

Before 1945 - = - (36)
Since 1945 - - - =(37)

All Principals - -(73)

2
33

28%



TABLE XII
COUNSELORS
PERCENT OF 1ST, 2ND, AND 3RD CHOICES FROM
PLANS A, D, AND F

Criterion: Number of credits in guidance

N Percent

None = = = = = = - (1) 33%
Less than 10 - = = (4) 67%
1020 = = = = = = (22) 67%
More than 20 - - -(91) 52%

Criterions: Age

35245 - = = - = - (31) 50%

Yes = = = = = = = (19) 49%
NO = = = = = = = - (99) 56%

Criterion: Have you ever helped plan a guldance area?

NO = = = = = = = = (73) 51%
Yos = = = = = - - (45) 59%

Criterion: Date latest degree was recelved

Before 1945 - - - {30) 50%
Since 1945 - - - -(88) 56%

All Counselors - (118) 55%
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TABLE XIII

C. T. & G. S.

PERCENT OF 1ST, 2ND, AND 3RD CHOICES FROM
PLANS A, D, AND F

Criterion: Number of credits in guidance
N Percent

1020 = = = = = - - (3) 33%

More than 20 - - =(73) 62%

Criterions: Age

Over 45 - = - - - (25) 53%

3545 = = - - - - (39) 65%

Under 35 = = = - = (12) 55%

Criterion: Have you ever been a principal?

Yes = = = = - - - (29) 59%

NO = = = = = = = = (47) 62%

Criterion: Have you ever been a counselor?

NO = = = = = = - = (26) 59%

Yes = = = = = = - (50) 62%

Criterion: Have you ever helped plan a guldance area?

NO = = = = = = - - (49) 58%

Yos = = = = - - - (27) 64%

Criterion:s Do you teach about planning guidance areas

in your classes?

NO - = == = = = - (21) 62%

Yes = = = = = = = (55) 60%

Criterion: Date latest degree was received

Before 1945 - - - (18) 56%

Since 1945 - - - -(58) 62%

All C.T. & G.S.- =(76) 61%
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Principals who have been counselors made 36% of
thelr first three cholices from Plan Group A, D, F while
principals who have not been counselors made only 22% of
thelr choices from this "permissive® group., Thus,
experience in counseling seems to have some influence in
changing one's philosophy toward the more “permissive,
non-directive" viewpoint.

On the other hand, counselors and counseloretrainers
who have had administrative experience as a principal both
tended to make fewer choices from Group A, D, F than coun-
selor, counselor-trainers without such administrative
experience. Here again, experience in administration
appears to have some effect on one's philosophy in the
direction of a more "authoritative, directive" viewpoint.

Those with experience in helping plan a guidance
area also shqwed a slight trend in favor of the A, D, F
type of plan.

Among all three groups, those who had helped plan
such an ares preferred more A, D, F plans than those who
had not been involved in planning guidance facilities for
a school,

Among principals, amount of training in guidance
also seemed to have a positive relationship to choice of
A, D, F plans, As the number of credits in guldance in-
creased, there was a corresponding increase in the percent

of first three choices from Group A, D, F. Principals who
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had had no course work in guidance made only 19% of their
first three choices from A, D, or F while those principals
who had had more than twenty semester hours of work in
guldance made 42% of their choices from this group.

Thus, a direct relationship seems to exist between
plan preferences and age, administrative or counseling
experience, amount of work taken 1n area of guldance, date
latest degree was granted, and experience in helplng to
plan for guldance fucilities,

In general, younger persons and those with more
experience and/or training in suldance are more apt to
prefer the "permissive, non-directive" type plans to a
greater extent than the older respondents with less counsel-
ing training and/or experlence, or those with administrative

experience,
D, SATISFACTION WITH PRBSWNT PLANS

Item 10 (Are you satisfied with the design and
location of the guidance facilities you now have?) and
Item 11 /Which of these plans (A, B, C, D, E, F) 1s most
nearly like the plan of the guidance facilities in your
school?/ from the Personal Data Sheet were tabulated
separately. (See Appendix D)

The most obvious result of this tabulation is that
neither counselors nor principals are satisfied with the

physical provisions for guldance services which they now
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have. Seventy-seven (or 73.5%) of the 105 counselors who
responded to Item 10 were not satisfied with present facll-
ities, while forty-five (or 74%) of the 61 principals who
answered this item were dissatisfied. Thus, for both
groups, the ratio of "not satisfied" to "satisfied" was about
3 to 1.

An analysis of these tabulations indicates the same
preference for Plan Groups as has been indicated before.
Counselors tend to prefer Plan Group A, D, F while principals
show a preference for Plan Group B, E, C.

(1) Sixty percent of the counselors who were not
satisfled with theilr present facllities said they would
prefer a plan from Group A, D, F.

(2) Sixty-four percent of the counselors who were
satisfied with present facilitlies made their first
choice from Plan Group A, D, F,

(3) Thirty-three percent of principals who are not
satisfled with thelir present set-up for guidance
facllities chose elther Plan A, D, or F as their first
choice,

(4) Nineteen percent of principals who are satisfied
with their present plan made their first choice from
Plans A, D, or F,.

(5) Of those whose present plan is most like A, D,
or F; thirty percent of counselors indicated satisfaction

with the present design, while only 17% of principals
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working with such a plan were satisfiled,
(6) Of those whose present plan is most 1like B, E,
C; 33% of counselors indicated satisfaction, while 50%
of principals were satisfied with this type plan,
An interesting fact gathered from this tabulation
was that several respondents indicated dissatisfaction with
their present plan, yet made this same type of plan their
first choice on the Rating Sheet. A possible explanation of
this apparent contradiction might be that they like the
relative location of the plan they now have but do not
like the actual arrangement of office space and other
facilitles within this area,
Plan A again showed up as the over-all favorite
among counselors while Plan E was indicated as first
choice of principals. Of the 77 counselors who were
dissatisfied with their present facilities, 30 of them
preferred Plan A, Of the 45 principals who were dissat-
isfied with the present set-up, 15 of them indicated a

preference for Plan E,



CHAPTER V
SUIMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A, THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this study was to compare the attitudes
of counselors, principals, and counselor-trainers toward the
location of the guidance area within the school plant;
particularly 1its relationship to the main administrative
office, An attempt was made to show that preference for a
particular location is related to the philosophy of guidance
held by the respondent.

Early in the study, two conflicting philosophles of
guildance were established by referring to the literature 1in
the field. One of these philosophies was labeled “author-
itative, directive™ and is characterized primarily by the
administrative functions, such as discipline and attendance,
performed by the guldance persomnel. The other philosophy,
which was labeled “permissive, non-directive" 1is character=-
1zed by a distinct separation of administrative and guldance
fqnctions and generally gives more emphasis to soclal and
bPeraonal problem counseling than does the other philosophy.
A questionnaire, contailning fifteen forced choice items,
was developed to measure the extent of each respondent's
agreement with one or the other of these two philosophies.

Six plans were developed which indicated gradual

Separation of the guidance office area from the main
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administrative office. Seven professional persons in the
field of guldance agreed that the plans reflected the two
philosophies as described in Chapter II.

The maliling sample consisted of 177 principals,
182 counselors, and 113 counselor-tralners and state
guidance supervisors from the nineteen states comprising the
North Central Association. About 56% of the total sample
returned usable replies. An additional 5% of the returns
were unusable for various reasons. Counselors and counselor-
trainers returned a greater percentage of replies than
did principals,

Plans A, D, and F reflected the “permissive, non-
directive® philosophy while plans B, E, and C reflected
the "authoritative, directive" philosophy. These two
'Plgn Groups" were considered as a dichotomy in analyzing
the plans, In addition the preferences for each plan were
considered separately,

In Chapter IV 1t was shown that a definite relation-
ship exists between the two dichotomized groups of plans
and scores on the questionnaire. High scores on the question-
naire, reflecting the "permissive" philosophy, were related

to preference for Plan Group A, D, F,
B. THE FINDINGS

Some of the more significant findings were as

follows:



78

(1) Counselors and counselor-trainers had gquite
similar preferences for the six plans. However, the
preferences of the princlipals varied considerably from
those of the counselors and counselor-trainers.,

(2) The overall favorite plan of the entire sample
was Plan A. This plan seemed to be especially vopular
because it was visually separated from the main office,
yet had equal accessibility to the records.

(3) There was a significant difference between the
questionnaire scores of the three groups; counselor-
trainers had the highest mean score, followed by
counselors, Principals scored lowest on the question-
nalre.

(4) High scores on the guestionnaire were associated
with choices from Plans A, D, and F.

(5) Low scores on the questionnaire were associated
with a preference for Plan Group B, E, C.

(6) Those who made all their first three choices
from Plans A, D, and F made high scores on the question-
naire. These persons were almost all counselors or
counselor-trainers. .

(7) Those who made all their first three choices
from Plans B, E, and C scored low on the questionnaire.
Most of this group were principals,

(8) Counselors and counaelor-trainers showed a

greater preference for plans A, D, and F than principals.
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Conversely, principals showed a greater preference for
plans B and E than either counselors or counselor-
trainers. Plan C seemed to be about equally popular
with all three groups.

(9) Younger respondents were more likely to prefer
plans A, D, or F than the older respondents,

(10) Respondents with more formal education in
counseling and guldance were more likely to prefer
Plans A, D, or F than those with 1little or no such
training.,.

(11) Respondents who received most of their training
since World War II were more likely to prefer plars
A, D, F than those whose training was completed before
World War II.

(12) Respondents who had had experience in counseling
were more likely to prefer plans A, D, and F than those
who had not had such experience,

(13) Conversely, counselors who had had adminis-
trative experience were more likely to make cholces
from plans B, E, and C thgn those who had not had such
experience,

(14) Almost three-fourths of the principals and
counselors were dissatisfied with the plan and location

of their present guldance facilities,



C. CONCLUSIONS

The evidence found in thls study indicates that
counselors and principals feel differently ahout the
location of the guldance offices within the school rlant.
Generally, principals seem to hold a philosophy of guidancs
which 1s more "authoritative, directive" than the phil-
osophy held by counselors and counselor-trainers. That is,
principals seem to think of the counselor as an administra-
tive assistant, or assistant-principal. Counselors, on the
other hand, prefer to separate themselves from all admin-
istrative dutles, in-so-far as possible, This has impli-
cations for those planning new or remodeled guidance
facilities,

First of all, it means that the principals-and
counselors within a given school need to consult with one
another, giving careful consideration to the philosophy and
aims of the guidance program within their particular school.
In doing this, they should keep in mind that the literature
suggests that the "permissive, non-directive®™ philosophy
1s the newer, emerging philosophy of guidance. Whatever is
designed and built now, must remain pretty much the same for
the 1ife of the school. The long range goals of the guidance
Program should be reviewed and planning physical facilities
for that program should be given long, careful consideration.

Secondly, it was shown that very few counselors

Or principals 1like their present plan for the guidance
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offices, This situation further justifies the need for
careful planning. Counselors should be included in this
planning since they are the persons who must spend their
entire day working in and with these facilities,

Generally, all counselors indicated a preference
for a plan which had some kind of separate waiting room
for guldance, If it is not feasible to have part of the
records duplicated, they preferred an area near the
administrative office., However, many of the counselors
wrote in that they would have chosen Plan D or F (removed
from the vicinity of the main office) if it were possible
to have duplicate records available,

Although there was no intention to come up with
an ideal plan, Plan A seemed to be a strong favorite with
counselors and counselor-trailners. This plan combined the
advantage of being near the central vault, with an "around-

the-corner” visual separation from the principal's office.
D, IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

l. The results of this study suggest counselors lean
toward a "permissive, non-directive" philosophy of
guldance., A study might be made to see whether coun-
selors become counselors because they fear authority
situations,

2. A replication of this study might be made, with

additional suggestions such as "assume it is feasible
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and economical to duplicate the records"®., There was
some evidence to suggest that an even greater number
of counselors would have chosen Plans D or F if records
could be duplicated.

Students are the persons who are probably most concerned
about the location of the counselors' offices. The
offices should be located so as to attract the greatest
number of self-referrals, and not because of convenience
for the counselors and/or the principal. This suggests
at least two studless

a. A replication of a study similar to this one,
asking for student opinion about the location
of the counselors' offices,

b. Take a few schools systems which have Plan B
and some others with Plan D, Compare the
number of student contacts, self-referrals, and
the students' attitude toward the role of the
counselor--especially his relationship to the
school administrative authorities,

Choose 40 or S0 schools at random, which are large
enough to have well defined facilities for guldance.
Visit the schools, determine type of Plan, and try

to determine which philosophy of guidance exists in
each school--among counselors, teachers, and prin-
clpals., See if there 1s a relationship between phil-
osophies and the type of plan they have used for their

guidance office,
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This is unrelated to the present study, except in an
incidental way, but research is needed on guidance
program budgets. What is a reasonable per-pupil cost
for guidance? Make a cost-analysis of guldance services
--including everything--electricity, clerical help,

time spent by teachers doing guicdance activities,

occupational materials, telephone bills, etCec...
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April 30, 1955

Pear Educator:

You are aware of the rapidly expanding school enrollrent and the
corresponding increase in scrool building construction. No doubt
ycu have recently had to add new school tuilZings in your own com-
munity.

Trere has been a great deal of research znd writing about plans
for sctool btuildings recently. Classrcorms, libraries, shop areas,
gyrnasiurs, and cafeterias have received a grezt deal of attention
in jeournals devoted to school plant design.

Unfortunately, verv little can be found about the design and loca-
tion of guidance facilities, Yet nearly 211 new secondary schools
are meking scme plans for guidance services, The National Associa-
tion of Zuidance Superviscrs and Counselor Trainers has devoted sore
tire to this problem and is planning stil?! further recearch in this
area,

You are one of a nurbver of counselore, principals, and councseler
trainers whe 1s teing asked to male recormmendations concerning the
location and desirn of the guidance offices and their relationship
to the main administrative office,

Enclosed are six (6) plans which should be ranked accordinz to your
preference on the accompanying Rating Sheet. The Personal Data Sheet
and the Questionnaire are also needed to suprly information necessary
for the analysis of the results. Please return the (1) Rating Sheet,
(2) Personal Data Sheet, and (3) Zuesticnnaire in the enclosed, stamp-
ed, self-addressed envelop by May 2 st. You need not return the plans.
<5 H<
Although we realize that this is a busy time of the year for you, we
hope you will take the few minutes necessary to complete these forms.,
With school construction being at an all time high, and with so little
information available about the location of the guidance area, your
recommendations will make a valuable contribution.

Sincerely yours,

/}é z/'-J’/ZZ %j}iée/u

Kenneth H. Parker
Counseling Center
Michipran State University
Bast Tansing, Michigan
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RATING SELET

Znclosed is a set o (%) rlans showin~ voscible locations and
desirn for fuidance and adrministrative offices.

Lssume that you are responsitle for deciding which plan will be
used fer the guidance arez in a new high school, These plans
have reen submitted to you by the architect, The main considera-
tion is location and relaticnship to the administrative offices.
Dc not concern yourself with minor details such as available
closet srace, location of filing cabinets, rest rooms, et cetcra,
as these can be worked into any of these basic arrangerents.

Rank the six (€) plans in order of your preference. Rank from
one (1) threurh six (A), ranking your first choice as one (1).
Use the form telow,

Tlan Rank

L3

®ecoecessse

oo}

®ee v e

In the reraining space, explain briefly why you selected the plan which you
rarked number one as your first choice.
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TCREONAL DATA STEET
WTZ:y The fellowing data is necessary in order to separate resronses into
various catercries fer statistical purpcses. o identifyving data of
a perscnal nature will arpear in the corrleted study, Please answer
all questions., Place a check-rark in front of the arvrorriate respcnse,
l. I am precsently errloyed as a (1) Principal
(2) Counselor
(3) Counselor trainer
CR
Guidance Supervisor
2, Fave you been a high school prineipal? Yes ' _No
3. Have you ever been a high sehool counseler? Yes No
4. Fave you ever had any graduate werk in guidance? Yes No
5« About how many sermester hours? (1) Iess tran 10
(2) 10 - 20
(3) lore than 20
6., -at is the highest degree you hold? (1) Eachelors

7

10,

11,

12,

13.

(2) Masters
(3) Doctors
“hen did you receive this degree? (1) Before 1245

(2) Since 19%5

Fave vou ever been involved in the arehitectural planning of guidance
faeilities for a secondary school? Yes No

Tn reference to Item *8: How recently (what date)?

Are you satisfied with the design and location of the cuidance facilities
you now have? Yes No

“Frich of these plans is most nearly like the plan of the guidance facili-
ties in your school? (circle) A B C D E F

If you are a counselor trainer do you spend any time in your classes dis-
cussing suitable plans and locations for the guidance facilities?
Yes o

Your are? (1) Under 35 (2) 35 to 45 (3) Over 45
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L las

Directions: Answer each staterment. Check whether you agree or cdisagree,

A37TS  DISAGREES

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

1L,

15.

The counselor should be responsible for making sure the
curulative recor< s are keot up to date although he may
not do the actual clerical work himself,

Tre assistant principal should be in charce of the guid-
ance program,

Counselors should te responsitle for attendance and discil-
pline.

The guidance office should be formal and businesslike to
encourage the pupil to be more mature.

The titles Dean of Boys and Dean of Girls are not appropri-
ate for those who do the counseling for pupils.

The teacher who is liked by her pupils and who maintains
good discipline in class will make a good counselcr,

It is often convenient to have a counselor take a teacher's
place when a substitute is not available,

The counselor should be an informal, easy-going person.,

Students, being irmature, often need to have their counse-
lor give them advice on the proper way to act.

The curmlative records should te located so as to be equal-
ly accessible to both counselors and the principal.

The councelor, in order to maintain good rapport with his
pupils, should not be expected to rerort infractions of
school rules to the principal.

The counselor is the most logical person to assume the
responsibility of the school in the principal's absence.

It is often most efficient to have the counselors operate
from a study hall situation where they can see their
counselees and at the sarme time supervise the study hall.

It is generally best to assign students to counselors who
are of the sarme sex.

Counselors should be considered a part of the administra-
tive staff rather than as members of the faculty
(or teaching staff),
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APPENDIX C

PLAN PREFERENCES TABULATED ACCORDING TO CRITERIA
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TABRBULATION SHEET

‘rcirals, Comocelors, and C, 7. &

R ANK

~ N i -

/ 3 a O O
25 23 20 21 40 133
35 33 33 30 Q0 20
03 52 64 57 13 8
33 c4 55 60 17 3
4 33 =5 42 683 11
23 21 25 71 30 02

o 1




Group:

TARULATION SHEET

100

Principal
L.‘R;T': Q/Ol\'l:_: Total Group
f _ S
PL | R ANK

A 1Lzl 3l al s e
ritivanloliyil o L= = —r o]

D l 6 3 2 3 13 46

F 5 6 3 - 38 13

A 13 12 12 26 7 3

C 10 24 24 11 4 0

E 22 13 16 10 9 3

B 17 15 16 15 2 8

— R . ’
N= 73



TARULATION SHEET

_(I_R_O.U_P: Principal

CRfT‘ZR"O"{" No Graduate Work in Guidance

R ANK

101

—
N

3 /

Ay 2 5 O
D | 1 0 1 1 3 8
| —
F 1 0 o] 1 7 5
A 3 1 1 8 1 o
C 1 5 4 3 1 0
F 3 5 3 1 2 °
B 5 3 5 (0] | 0 1
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TABULATION SHEET

_C_'_T_B_Q_L’_E: Principal

CR’T‘E'Q"ON" Less Than 10 Semester Hours in Guidance

: B "_"'_—'.—‘-.-‘—-1
ﬁ i RANK

AT 2z (3 als 6
D 1 1 1 2 2 22
F 1 2 0 4 20 2
A 5 4 4 12 2 2
C 5 7 15 2 0 0
E 10 6 5 2 4 2
B 8 8 4 7 1 1
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TARBULATION SHEET

———— - ——

_(_,j'_R__O_l_J__E * Principal

C"RfTER/ONf 10 to 20 Semester Hours in Guidance

T - ) D
ﬂ z RANK
AN 2 .3 14 6 |
D 2 0 0 11
|
F 2 2 3 3
A 2 4 4 1
C 10 2 3 0
= 1 5 4 0
B 3 6 5 4




Grroup:

TABULATION SwHcET

Principal

CJR’TEHQKWYf More Than 20 Semester Hours in Guidance

104

: ~ / ————
PL | K ANK

D | 2 0 0 0 4 5
F 1 2 1 0 4 3

A 0 5 3 2 1 0

C 2 2 3 3 1 0

E 2 1 3 3 1 1

B 4 1 1 3 0 2

N= 1
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TABULATION SHEET

—

.CIB_QAE *  Principal

CRITZIRON! Bachelor's Degree

1T
o] RANK
| _ |
Ang / 3 al s |6
L[:.::': it § Siost — = ey cohiemiene R
DI 1 0 0 0 2 4
| _
{
F 0 2 0 1 3 1
!
A 2 1 3 1 0 0
|
C 0 1 3 2 1 0
E 1 3 0 1 1 1
B 3 0 1 2 0 1
t
—_ H !
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TABULATION SHSHEET

_Ci&Q_LLE Principal

CRITEQ/ON_/' Naster's Degree

} — -— e e e e
P R ANK
Lb | ' ~ ) -
| ;%N ] Z 3 4] S 6
D S 3 2 3 11 39
| _
|
F 4 4 3 7 33 12
A 11 11 9 23 6 3
C 10 22 19 9 3 o
E 20 9 15 9 8 2
B 13 14 15 12 2 "
— i |
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TARBULATION SHcCET

_Q".&:)_U_E: Principal

CR’T:Q"O"{: Doctor's Degree

- _ ’ S
ﬂ | RANK
/—\,\ ] 7z 3 /] D O
SN | N _ e
DI o 0 0 0 0 3
| L
|
F (- 0 0 0 2 0
|
A 0 0 0 2 1 0
C 0 1 2 0 0 0
= 1 1 1 0 0 0
B 1 1 0 1 0 0
— o l




TARULATION SHEET

g&iigﬂiff Principal
CRiTZRON:

Over.45 Years 014

P

108

—— oA et - e ——

L

R ANK

__i&[\ j» e / o) 4 f)_ é;:
D | 2 1 3 '8 30
F 4 4 1 6 22 11
L
A ﬁ 7 4 7 21 7 2
C 7 17 17 5 2 0
E 15 10 9 6 7 1
B 11 11 13 7 2 4




TARULATION SHEET

Grour: Primcipal

CRITZIR/ON! 35-45 Years 01d

RANK

|
Ay SIS

ey e

ND

D | o 1 1 0 1 10
|
F 0 0 0 1 1 '
A 4 4 2 2 © !
|

C 3 4 3 5 0 ©
E 4 1 5 2 1 ©

1




TARULATION SHEeT

110

.CXBQU E Principal
CRITZIR/ON' Under 35 Years Old
: e
ﬁ g R ANK
1
AT 1 Z 131 4] 0 |6
D 2 0 0 0 4 6
i
|
F 1 2 2 1 S 1
A 2 4 3 3 0 0
C 0 3 4 3 2 0
E 3 2 2 2 1 2
B 4 1 1 3 0 3
N =1
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TABULATION SHEET

_QtROU P: Principal

CRITZIR.ON! Have Been High School Counselors

r - T T T
N SANK )
s T T2 3 1al 5 e
D " 1 1 1 6 19
| .
F 3 4 2 1 16 6
A 3 7 10 9 3 0
C 5 11 6 7 3 0
E 9 6 6 5 4 2
B 8 3 8 8 0 5
— i |

N= 32



112

TABULATION SHeeT

_Q‘_\"_EJ_)_U_E * Principal

CRITZIR/ON! Have Not Been High School Counselors

, e
PL RANK

! | |
Ang ] 7 30410 5 16
D |2 2 1 2 7 27

| _

i
F 2 2 1 7 22 7
A 10 5 2 17 4 3
C 5 13 18 4 1 0
E 13 7 10 5 5 1
B 9 12 8 7 2 3

— i |
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TABULATION SHEET

_CIB_Q.LJ__P ‘ Principal

CRIT‘E‘Q”ON’." Have Been Involved in Planning a Guidance Area

| , T T T
ﬁ | R ANK

~ - -1 -

/—\N. 1 7 3 £ 5 O

::’:...’_‘_l,.r;_' i v A ot
D I s 3 0 0 6 16
}

F 2 5 2 2 13 6

A 4 3 7 9 4 3

C 2 10 10 6 2 0

E 10 3 6 6 4 1

B 7 5 6 7 1 4

|
_— i |




—_— —— ——

Area

P Principal

—)

v’ Have Not Been Involved in Planning a Guidance

]

R ANK

~ . P - ,

Z ) '-" D) O

' 1 0 2 3 7 30
]

| . .

!

3 1 1 6 25 7

9 9 15) 17 3 (0]

8 14 14 5 2 0

12 10 10 4 5 2

10 10 10 8 1 4




AR |

Ia
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TABULATION SHEET

_C_t&Q_y_E ! Principal

N -~ te
L RITZR/ON! Recelved Latest Degree Before 1945

i . ]

o RANK ]
B L A = T I R

D 4 2 1 3 3 23

F 3 3 0 4 19 7

A 8 2 5 16 4 1

C 5 14 12 3 2 0

E 10 7 6 5 7 1

B 6 8 12 5 1 4

— i l

= 36



TARULATION SHEET

(+ROUP: Principal

(C RITZR/ON' Recelved Latest Degree During or Since 1945

——

RANK

e

116

AT Lz 3als |6
D 2 1 1 0 10 23
|
F 2 3 3 4 19 6
A 5 10 7 10 3 2
|
C 5 10 12 8 2 0
E 12 6 10 5 2 2
B 11 7 4 10 1 4
N= a7



Grroup:
CRITZRON:

TABULATION SHeeT

Counselor

Total Group

117

T — o
PL | RANK

%%4 ] / 3 4 5 é_
D 10 11 11 12 17 57
F 19 18 19 16 40 6
A | ae 31 31 6 5 1

C |l =0 40 21 29 6 2

E ol w 13 31 19 54 4

B 8 5 5 36 16 a8




TARULATION SHEET

118

.CI_F.EQ_LLE Counselor
CRIT:Q"DN_" No Graduate Work in Guidance
' - . S —
ﬂ | R ANK |
1 __ .
:_":_T'..‘..'Z‘.L_“i . T T e b Tl
1
}
D { 0 0 0 1 0
[ N _
F o 0 0 o 1
A 1 0 0 0 0]
C 0 o 1 0] 0
E o 1 0 0 o
B 0 0 0 o 0]
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TABULATION SHEET

Counselor
~ -
CRITE Less Than 10 Semester Hours ia Guidance
— s/
R ANK
~ D 4 'S | l
,] An/-) 3 £ * ) O
0 1 1 ° ’ '
2 0 0 . ’ °
0 2 2 ° ° i
2 0 0 ° ° i
0 1 1 ° ° i
0 0 0 ! ° i
H |




TABULATION SHEET

Counselor

10 to 20 Semester Hours in Guidance

» ' —— / e
ﬁ | R ANK
L R N
D ! 3 2 3 2 8
!!
F 6 3 1 5 1
A 6 8 1 0 1
C 6 4 8 2 0
= 1 4 4 9 2
B 0 1 5 4 10
N= ez




JE

— —————



(GrouP:

TABRBULATION SHEET

Counselor

121

CR"T-"Z'Q"C”“'"More Than 20 Semester Hours in Guidance

l — T
PL | R ANK
D { 6 7 8 9 13 48
|
F 11 12 16 14 34 4
A 33 22 21 5 5 0
C 16 34 17 18 4 2
= 15 11 25 15 23 2
B 5 5 4 30 12 35
- i |
N= s1



Group:

TABULATION S5HEET

122

Counselor
CRITZR.ON: Bachelor's Degree
i - iy T
Fl. % ki!S\PJY\
Ay L2 13 Ao
:.::_.L..“ — — =
D1 1 3 0 2 3
I
|
- 3 1 1 2 4
A 4 3 5 0 0
C 2 3 2 4 1
E: 1 2 4 1 4
E_3 1l (0] 0 3 0
i ]
N= 12



TABULATION SHeET

Counselor

" Master's Degree

123

RANK

- T T

L - , -
AN ] Z D £ O O
il | Wit = —————
D | = 8 11 10 14 51
-

F 16 16 18 14 35 5

A 38 27 26 5 5 1
C 17 35 19 25 5 1
& 16 11 23 18 30 4
B 7 5 5 30 15 40




TABULATION S5HEET

Cf ROUP: Counselor

.
C RITZR/ON! Doctor's Degree

| R ANK
Ad 12| 3]«

e e e ——— e e e

-
o
(-
(@]
(@]

I

P



TABUL ATION

0
T
~\

125

™~ " T »"..‘-—-—1
R ANK

e N
] z 3 Z 5 10
7 S 4 3 7 23
8 10 6 4 16 S
13 14 15 4 3 0
9 14 8 14 2 2
6 5 15 6 14 S
6 1 1 18 7 16




TABULATION SHeeT

.CL&Q_QE ! Counselor

(it ;
L RITZK'ON' 35.45 Years 014

126

! — ' e
i RANK B
D . 1 1 3 3 5 18
}
1 - —_
A 11 9 7 2 1 1
C 6 11 5 8 1 0
E 4 5 8 6 7 1
B 2 3 3 8 5 10

31

——



127
TABULATION SHeeT

CfROU P:  Counselor

C RITZRON' gpder 35 Years 014

1
ﬂ R ANK
Ay 1 L2 L3 4) 5 |6
DIl e 5 4 6 5 16
|
| _ —
F 4 6 8 8 12 0]
A 20 8 9 0 1 0
C 5 15 8 7 S °
B 0 1 1 10 4 2

N= 38



N

0

128
TABULATION SHEET

Coumselor

KON’  Have Been High School Principals

————— | . + e = ———e

R ANK

T , '.,_ ,
} / .
] / 9 4 ) O
1 0 3 2 1 12
3 3 2 0 10 1l
|
4 7 53 3 0 (0]
1) 5 4 4 0 1
4 2 4 3 6 0
2 2 1 7 2 5
R L




129

TARULATION SHEET

Counselor

Have Not Been High School Principals

' S ~ e
ﬂ | RANK

W T 213 [als e
|

D | 9 11 8 10 16 45
|

F 16 15 17 16 30 5
|

A 40 24 26 3 5 1
i

C 15 35 17 25 6 1

E 13 11 27 16 28 4

B 6 3 4 29 14 43
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TABULATION SHeeT

Counselor

CriTs

KON’ Have Been Involved in Planning a Guidance Area

P

P T S ——

R ANK

AT f ;13415 16
D 4 5 4 9 2 21
F 9 “: 9 2 15 2
%x 13 12 16 2 2 (o)
C 10 13 9 11 2 o
EE 8 4 ) 6 18 4
E3 1 3 2 15 6 18
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TABULATION SHEET

G—ROU P Counselor

_ RITIR/ON! Have Not Been Involved in Planning a Guidance
Area

i - iy ‘ T T T T T
ﬂ | K ANK

D | 6 6 7 3 15 36

|

|
F 10 10 10 14 25 4
A 31 19 15 4 3 1
C 10 27 12 18 4 2
E 9 9 26 13 16 0
B 7 2 3 21 10 30

S S - I




TABULATION SHeET

Counselor

|’ Received Latest Degree Before 1945

132

RANK

L - -

A!\ ] / J £} D _{)
D 3 2 2 4 5 14

| e _.

F 6 4 4 2 10 4
A 3 10 11 4 2 0
C 7 8 6 8 1 0
E 6 5 7 2 8 2
B 5 1 0 10 4 10
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TABULATION SHEET

Grroup Counselor
( RITZIR'ON’ Received Latest Degree During or Since 1945
i T L T

ﬂ | R ANK |

~ m /i - 4

A ] 7 >4 ) o ¢
F 13 14 15 14 30 2
A 41 21 20 2 3 1
C 13 32 15 21 5 2
E 11 e 24 17 26 2
B 5 4 5 26 12 38

!




TABULATION SHEET

134

_CLR_’_U_E C. T. & G. S.
CRITIRION: Total Group
] - —
PL | R ANK
! _ ]
L&, 3 __ 1_‘ e / 3 <] D O
D | 9 14 7 6 10 30
i N
F 11 15 16 12 21 1
A 36 9 21 5 1 4
|
{
C 8 30 10 20 7 1
E 9 7 18 13 25 4
B 3 1 4 20 12 36

—

iq



TABULATION

H

0N

L

T

135

Group: C. T. & G. S.
CRITZIRION: 10 to 20 Semester Hours in Guidance
e
, -
] RANK
A 7 |3 14156 |6
Dl o 0 0 1 0 2
1 _
|
F 0 0 1 0 2 0
A 2 1 0 0 0] 0
C 1 2 0 0 0 0
E 0 0 2 0 1 0
B 0 0 0 2 0 1
. —




G‘ROUP:

TARBULATION SHEeT

C. T. & G, S.

CRITER’*ONJ More Than 20 Semester Hours in Gnidance

e

136

]

RANK

AN ] / 9, £ o 6 B
D | 9 14 7 5 10 28

1

| _
F 11 15 15 12 19 1
A 34 8 21 5 1 4
C 9 28 10 20 7 1
E 9 7 16 13 24 4
B 3 1 4 18 12 35

N = 73




Grrou

CriTz

P

<.

TABULATION SHEET

Ce Toe & Go S,

ON'_,'

Kaster's Degree

137

RANK

l " ,
Angi ] / 3 4 8 6
IR F —t - — —_—
Lot N
[) ! 1 1 3 2 5 6
{ o
|
F 2 2 6 3 5 0
A 10 3 2 1 1 1
|
C 1 8 3 3 2 1
E 4 3 3 4 3 1
B 0 1 1 5 2 9
N= 18



(rroup:

CRrRITZRION:

TABULATION SHEET

Co Te & G. S,

Doctor's Degree

138

.‘
N
|

RANK

L , -
Al"‘ ] Y/ 3 /| D) O
D (- 13 4 4 5 24
.
F 9 13 10 9 16 1
A 26 6 19 4 0 3
C 7 22 7 17 5 0
E 5 4 15 9 22 3
B 3 0 3 15 10 27
_ i




139
TARULATION SHEET

QE\_Q_L'E” C. T. & G. S.

CRrRITZRON: Over 45 Years 01d

e — e e . 5 t— e

il N .
Pl_ | RANK
A { ~ ~ , - .
A '\Ali ] / SIS o | O |
::".‘.:"f:."_;H‘;:;_:; o = b o s
D : 0 3 4 4 2 12
i i N
F 3 S 7 4 8 (o}
A 11 S 4 2 1 2
C 6 11 3 3 2 0o
E 4 3 5 5 6 2
B 1 0 2 7 6 9
| l
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TARBULATION SHEET

Q:.ROUW C. Te & G. S.

C RITIRION: Age --35-45

l - ,
ﬂ | R ANK
' - ,,
Ay T2 3 al s el
D 7 10 2 1 8 11
i A
[}
F 6 8 8 8 8 1
1
A 19 3 14 1 0 2
|
C 2 14 4 14 4 1
E 3 3 11 6 15 1
B 2 1 0 9 4 23




TABRBULATION SHEET 141

Q_t ouUP: ¢. T. & G. S.

C RITZR/ON' yUnder 35 Years 014

| =
o] RANK
1
A / > | 4 O |6
: s e o= . T ,_'_4
D 2 1 1 1 0 7
|
g I -
- 2 4 1 0 5 0
A 6 1 3 2 0 0
C 0 5 3 3 1 0
E 2 1 2 2 4 1
B 0 0 2 4 2 4
I i |




‘ 142
TARULATION SHEET

QE_':ME: C. T. & G, S,

C RiTZK/ON’' Have Been High School Principals

P RANK
A L T W T S
et - .
D . 1 4 4 3 4 13
| —
F 4 2 9 6 8 0
A 15 7 5 0 1 1
C 5 14 1 6 3 0
E 4 2 8 6 8 1
B 0 0 2 | 8 5 14
— — l




Group:

TARULATION SHEET

C. T. & G. S,

C»\RJTEF?/ON_-’ Have Not Been High School Principals

143

' . ' e
PL | RANK B
1 - ,
A N' ] % 3 2 9 O
D | 8 10 3 3 6 17
i
‘:
F 7 13 7 6 13 1
A 21 2 16 5 0 3
C 3 16 9 14 4 1
E 5 5 10 7 17 3
B 3 1 2 12 7 22
N = 47
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TABULATION SHEET

Qt&@iiff c. T. & G. S.

Have Been Hizh School Counselors

[ e
> | RANK
Ay 1123 l4a)s |6
D I s 7 5 5 6 19
|
!
5 12 12 8 13 0
24 6 13 2 1 4
7 19 7 14 2 1
5 5 10 8 18 4
1 1 3 13 10 22
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TABULATION SHeET

CRIiTZIRION:
T - o
a | K ANK
Ag 1z 131 a) s |6
D | 1 7 2 1 4 11
| L
F 6 3 4 4 8 1
A 12 S 8 3 0 0
C 1 11 3 6 5 0
B 2 0 1 7 2 14
- o 1




146

TARULATION SHEET

( RITZRiON’ Have Been Involved in Planninrg a Guidance

Area e
!
ﬁ a R ANK

AT L2 34 s 6
DI« 4 3 5 3 8

)
= 4 7 8 3 5 0
A | 12 4 6 | 2 1 2
C 4 10 3 7 3 0
E 3 2 5 6 9 2
B 0 0 2 4 6 15

! |




TABRBULATION SHEET

147

GrouP: ¢, 1. &G, s.
CR'TE'Q"O"."_" Have Not Been Involved in Planning a Guidance
Area -
1 pay P ]
ﬂ | R ANK
. i s ~ ’ T 4
AN'& ] 7 9 4 D O |
..__:T—:t.' i R - = o hulistg
|
D . 5] 10 4 1 7 22
j
| | -
i
F 7 8 8 9 16 1
A 24 5 15 3 0 2
C 4 20 7 13 4 1
E 6 5 13 7 16 2
B S 1 2 16 6 21
— —i

N= s



Grrourp:

TABULATION SHEIET

Ce Te & G. S,

CRITZRION:

Do Teach About Plans for Guidance Area

148

1

RANK

D 5 11 6 3 7 23
i _
1
F 10 11 8 9 16 1
24 6 18 4 1 2
A
|
C | 6 22 7 13 7 0
E 7 5 13 12 15 3
B 3 0 3 13 10 26

235



Group:
CRrRITZR

C. T. & G, S,

R/ON’ Do Not Teach About Plans for Guldance Area

TABULATION SHEET

e - —" | —- s - —— e

149

—

R ANK

Ry Z o | 6
D ; 4 3 7
i
F 1 5 0
A 12 0 2
C 2 0 1
E 2 10 1
B 0 2 10
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TABRBULATION SHEeT

(*rROUP: €. T. & G. S.

C RITZR/ON’ Recelved Latest Degree During or Since 1945
: e
ﬂ | R ANK
AN ] / 3 4 ) 6 _
D | 9 11 5 3 8 22
F 9 13 12 9 15 0
A 28 5 16 5 1 3
C 5 22 9 16 5 1
E 5 6 14 10 20 3
B 2 1 2 15 9 28
- i !
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TABULATION SHEET

Q‘.ES_O_Q,E‘ Coe Te & G, S.

CR’TE"‘\"ON‘.: Recelved Latest Degree Before 1945

I - T
PL | R ANK
Ang ] %__ ww;j £} | H o B
D I o 3 2 3 2 8
'1
F 2 2 4 3 6 1
l
A 8 4 5 0 0 1
|
C 3 8 1 4 2 0
E 4 1 4 3 5 1
B 1 0 2 5 3 7




APPENDIX D

TABULATION OF PLAN PREFERKENCES OF PRINCIPALS AND
COUNSEILORS BASED ON SATISFACTION WITH
PRESENT PHYSICAL FACILITIES
FOR GUIDANCE
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SE WHOSE

152

PRESENT FLAN 15 MOST LIKE PLAN 21l .

|
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