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(ABSTRACT) 

 

Bullying is a major issue facing school systems today. It is important to explore the 

extent to which school counselors feel confident in providing interventions to address bullying. 

This research study is designed to fill a gap in the current school counseling literature regarding 

our understanding of school counselors’ self-efficacy to address bullying in elementary schools. 

The following research questions will guide the study: 

1. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions in an elementary school setting, as measured by the Counselor 

Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI)? 

2. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or her 

counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)? 

3. To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) 

bullying-intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions? 

Responses from 126 elementary school counselors employed at a large suburban school 

district in the Mid-Atlantic region were used to explore overall counselor self-efficacy and 

counselor self-efficacy related to bullying interventions. The Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory 

(COSE; Larson et al., 1992), and Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale 

(CSBI adapted from King et al., 1999) were the instruments used to answer the research 

questions. Participants reported a high (M =185) overall self-efficacy as well as a high (M = 

71.2) self–efficacy for providing bullying interventions. However, only one variable, years of 

experience, was found to significantly predict efficacy expectations (B = 0.25, p <.01) and 

outcome values (B = 0.21, p <.05); none of the variables were found to significantly predict 

outcome expectations (r-squared=0.06, n.s). 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

One of the most prevalent issues facing school personnel today is school violence and the 

threat of this behavior to a safe school environment. Between 1997 and 1998, several school 

shootings occurred across the United States from Paducah, Kentucky, to Littleton, Colorado, 

resulting in 40 deaths (Macallair, 1998). The most frequent motivation for these shootings was 

revenge for being bullied (Dedman, 2000). As a result, there have been recent changes in federal, 

state, and local statutes regarding school safety (Garrity, Jens, Porter, Sagar, & Short-Camilli, 

1997). According to the Ferrell-Smith (2004), 16 states have passed anti-bullying laws since 

1999 that define bullying, establish policies that prohibit this behavior, and ensure that parents 

and students are aware and have a clear understanding of this policy.  

Bullying is the repeated, unprovoked aggressive behaviors that can be either physical or 

psychological and include verbal harassment, gestures, and exclusion, or simply pressure to 

conform in which there is an actual or perceived power imbalance between the bully and the 

victim (Bently & Li, 1995; Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Olweus, 1991; Veenstra et al., 2005). 

Bullying was once thought of as a harmless behavior or a “rite of passage”; however, it is now 

known to have long-term effects for both the bully and the victim (Dedman, 2000). Brewster and 

Railsback (2001) report that 16,000 students are absent from school daily due to fear of an attack 

or intimidation by a bully, 7% of eighth graders stay home at least once a month because of 

bullies, and 20% of students are scared throughout much of the school day. Brewster and 

Railsback further suggest that these percentages underestimate actual occurrences of bullying. 

Many students do not report bullying because they believe adults are unsympathetic and rarely 

try to stop bullying even when they are informed (Limber, 2002). As a result, victims feel that 

this lack of action creates an environment in which bullying is accepted. According to the U.S. 

Departments of Education and Justice (2000), bullying is probably the most rampant and 

underreported problem facing the nation’s school systems. 

A number of initiatives have been undertaken to address this threat to students and a safe 

school environment. Federal, state, and local governments have responded to this issue by 

instituting policies and procedures that directly address bullying in schools. The federal 

government specifically addresses bullying through the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
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legislation, advocating for all children a safe learning environment. Through the NCLB Act, the 

U.S. Department of Education provides funding for research in the area of school violence and 

requires all school systems to submit a report card related to school safety issues (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002).  

According to Ginter (2004), school counselors are “the greatest resource” (p. 311) to deal 

with all types of violence occurring in school systems. Hermann and Finn (2002) state that 

school counselors are both ethically and legally responsible for keeping students safe in schools. 

Furthermore, school officials often turn to school counselors for strategies to prevent school 

violence. Many studies have focused on how school counselors should respond to violence in 

schools (Dwyer, Osher & Warger, 1998; Futrell, 1996; Glasser, 2000; Hermann & Finn, 2002; 

Samples & Aber, 1998; Stevens, Lynn, & Glass, 2001). 

One effective way to prevent youth violence is to promote a positive school climate 

(Dwyer et al., 1998; Futrell, 1996; Hermann & Finn, 2002; Samples & Aber, 1998; Stevens et 

al., 2001). According to a publication by the National Association of Attorneys General (1999), a 

supportive school climate is the most important step in ensuring that schools provide a positive 

learning environment for all students. Other effective strategies that school counselors can 

employ to prevent school violence include skills-training strategies, behavior monitoring and 

reinforcement, cooperative learning, parent education training, and bullying-prevention programs 

(Hermann & Finn, 2002; Glasser, 2000). 

Research suggests that in order for intervention programs to be effective, they must be 

long term (Schaefer-Schiumo & Ginsberg, 2003) and part of a comprehensive school counseling 

program (Lapan, Gysbers, & Petroski, 2001). A study of middle school counseling programs 

found that students attending middle schools with comprehensive intervention programs reported 

feeling safer at school, earning higher grades, and having fewer interpersonal problems than 

students at schools without a comprehensive program (Lapan et al., 2001). Although counselors 

can use many strategies to prevent school violence, the effectiveness of a violence-prevention 

program depends on the quality of implementation of the intervention as much as the type of 

intervention selected (Hermann & Finn, 2002).  

School counselors are in a unique position to address bullying issues and are ethically 

responsible for preventing and responding to school violence. Jacobsen and Bauman (2007) 

emphasize the importance of examining whether school counselors possess the knowledge and 
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skills necessary to select and implement effective programs from among the wide selection 

available. Although researchers have studied the role of teachers and administrators in 

responding to bullying situations, “school counselors are virtually absent from the literature” 

(Jacobsen & Bauman, 2007, p. 2). 

Given the absence of counselors from the literature, it has become critical to examine 

whether school counselors feel confident in providing bullying interventions in the school 

setting. Additionally, what factors contribute to feelings of increased self-efficacy for school 

counselors in providing bullying interventions? Self-efficacy is defined as “the degree to which 

an individual feels confident in performing a particular task” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Counselor 

self-efficacy is defined as an individual’s belief regarding one’s ability to effectively counsel a 

client in the near future and is the major determinant of effective counseling (Larson & Daniels, 

1998). Research has shown that the following variables influence school counselor self-efficacy: 

graduate training program curricula, participation in an in-service/workshop, counseling 

experience with specific issues, and years of experience (Larson & Daniels, 1998; Lent, Hill, 

&Hoffman, 2003; Melchert, Hays, Wiljanen, & Kolocek, 1996; Murphy, 2004). 

Counseling self-efficacy has been examined and reported in the literature within the 

context of training and occupational experiences (Heppner, Multon, Gysbers, Ellis, & Zook, 

1998); gay, lesbian, and bisexual clients (Dillon & Worthington, 2003); benefits of clinical 

supervision (Cashwell & Dooley, 2001); and specific settings such as school counseling (Sutton 

& Fall, 1995) and career counseling (O’Brien, Heppner, Flores, & Bikos, 1997). Individuals with 

strong self-efficacy beliefs set higher goals and display stronger commitment and motivation 

toward achieving goals (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Therefore, school counselors may be more 

successful in addressing bullying issues if they have stronger self-efficacy beliefs.  

 

Statement of the Problem 

 To date, there have been numerous studies on the effects of self-efficacy on counselor 

performance in career counseling; gay, lesbian, and bisexual client counseling; and suicidal 

client counseling (Dillon & Worthington, 2003; King et al., 1999; Larson & Daniels, 1998). 

However, research on the self-efficacy of school counselors in implementing bullying 

interventions in an elementary school setting is lacking. This study will contribute to the 

literature by providing information on the self-efficacy of school counselors regarding their 
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counseling skills and their ability to provide bullying interventions in an elementary school 

setting. Research has shown that counselor self-efficacy is related to counselor performance and 

anxiety (Dillon & Worthington, 2003; Friedlander, Keller, Peca-Baker, & Olk, 1986; Sipps et al., 

1988). Therefore, identification of the factors that increase school counselor’s self-efficacy can 

be used to improve counselor performance and reduce anxiety.  

 In the last decade, bullying has become a major problem facing the nation’s school 

systems. Given that self-efficacy is linked to counselor performance (Dillon & Worthington, 

2003; Friedlander et al., 1986; Sipps et al., 1988), it is important to explore the extent to which 

school counselors feel confident in providing interventions to address bullying in an elementary 

setting. Previous research has shown a connection between counselor’s self-efficacy and 

counselor performance (Cashwell & Dooley, 2001; Dillon & Worthington, 2003). However, 

research is lacking on the relationship between counselor self-efficacy and bullying 

interventions. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to explore school counselor self-efficacy in providing 

interventions to address bullying. The researcher sought to relate school counselors’ self-efficacy 

as defined by efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values to identified 

factors (e.g., years of experience in the field, years of training, bullying-intervention training in 

graduate school, participation in professional development activities and/or in-services). 

 

Research Questions 

1. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions in an elementary school setting as measured by the Counselor 

Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI)? 

2. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or her 

counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)? 

3. To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) 

bullying intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions? 
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Definitions and Terms 

 Bullying. Bullying is any aggressive behavior that exists over an extended period of time, 

is repetitive, intentional, involves a real or perceived imbalance of power or strength, and 

includes such behaviors as hitting, kicking, threatening, teasing, name-calling, excluding from a 

group, and/or sending unkind notes or e-mails (Crick, Bigbee, & Howes, 1996; Limber, 2002; 

Olweus, 1991). 

Bullying-prevention programs. Bullying-prevention programs are interventions to reduce 

or prevent bully/victim problems in a school in which the school staff has the responsibility of 

introducing and implementing the program (Olweus, 1991). 

Counselor self-efficacy. Counselor self-efficacy (CSE) is defined as a school counselor’s 

beliefs and judgments about his or her capability to effectively counsel a student (Larson & 

Daniels, 1998). 

Professional school counselor. The school counselor’s role is to support the total school 

program by providing services that are child-centered, preventive, and developmental (Fairfax 

County Public Schools, 2003). According to the American School Counselor Association 

(ASCA, 2005), professional school counselors are “certified/licensed professionals with a 

master’s degree or higher in school counseling or the substantial equivalent and are uniquely 

qualified to address the developmental needs of all students. Professional school counselors 

deliver a comprehensive school counseling program encouraging all students’ academic, career, 

and personal/social development and helping all students in maximizing student achievement” 

(American School Counselors Association National Model [ASCA], 2005, p. 23).  

School counseling program. School counseling programs should facilitate students in 

developing “social, educational, and career skills to function as responsible and productive 

citizens” (ASCA, 2005, p. 146). Additionally, school counseling programs should support the 

overall mission of the school and impact the student’s educational and personal development, 

and should include individual and group counseling, classroom guidance, consultation with 

parents and teachers, and coordination of services (ASCA, 2005). The ASCA national model 

provides a framework for program components and offers a comprehensive approach to program 

foundation, delivery, management, and accountability.  

Safe school initiative. The safe school initiative is an extensive examination of 37 

incidents of school shootings from 1974-2000 conducted by the U.S. Secret Service. The focus 
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of this initiative is to examine “pre-attack” thinking, planning, and other behaviors exhibited by 

students who carried out the school attacks to help prevent future attacks to make our nations 

schools safer (Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Brum, & Modzeleski, 2002). 

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is defined as the “degree to which individuals consider 

themselves capable of performing a particular activity” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). 

 

Summary 

Until fairly recently, educators, parents, and students considered school a safe place. 

However, increasing episodes of school violence has changed this assumption. When students 

are concerned about their safety on a daily basis, it is difficult for them to concentrate on 

schoolwork. This could have an impact on a student’s self-esteem, grades, and standardized test 

scores. Bullying is a systematic problem and in order for a prevention program to be successful, 

the program must be comprehensive. The school counselor is in an optimal position to 

implement such programs. However, if school counselors are not confident in addressing 

bullying, the interventions may not be effective. As a result, school violence will continue to be a 

problem in the nation’s school systems. Because research has shown a link between counselor 

self-efficacy and performance, it is imperative to explore the relationship between counselor self-

efficacy and implementation of bullying interventions. This study seeks to identity factors that 

increase school counselor’s self-efficacy for implementing bullying intervention programs. The 

optimum outcome will be for school counselors to provide more effective interventions to 

address bullying.  
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

School shootings have become a pervasive problem facing school systems in the U.S. 

(Crothers & Levinson, 2004). According to a report issued by the U.S. Secret Service, bullying 

has played a significant role in these shootings (Dedman, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002). Bullying 

not only seems to be a major concern for school systems across the nation but also across the 

world. In Scandinavia, there have been extensive efforts to systematically study bullying since 

the early 1970s (Kallestead & Olweus, 2003; Limber, 2002). In the late 1970s, Dan Olweus, a 

psychology professor at the University of Bergen in Sweden, began to examine the prevalence of 

bullying in the Norwegian School Systems (Limber, 2002).  

In 1987, three Norwegian boys committed suicide as a result of being repeatedly bullied. 

This incident prompted the school’s administration to take action to find a solution to this 

problem. Subsequently, the Norwegian Education Prime Minister asked Olweus to design an 

intervention program to reduce bullying in Norwegian schools (Clark & Kiselica, 1997). For the 

past 30 years, Olweus has been involved in researching the issue of bullying in school-age 

children. Olweus’ research project is regarded as the first scientific study as well as the most 

comprehensive study to date of bullying problems among youth (Olweus, 1993).  

In Norway and Sweden, 150,000 students in grades 1 through 9 were surveyed, with 15% 

of the children reporting that in the past three to five months they had been involved in a 

bully/victim situation several times a week or more (Olweus, 1991). A study with Australian 

students yielded similar results, finding that 10% of primary-school children had been victims of 

bullying (Rigby & Slee, 1991). A study in South Carolina yielded higher results, with 23% of the 

6,500 students surveyed reporting being bullied several times or more in the past three months, 

and 9% reporting being bullied once a week or more (Melton et al., 1998). However, it was not 

until more recent years that educators in the United States began to recognize the severity and 

ramifications of bullying in the schools (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).  

Several incidences in the United States led to this sudden interest in bullying. One of the 

main catalysts was the surge of school shootings between 1997 and 1998 across the United 

States from Paducah, Kentucky, to Littleton, Colorado, that resulted in 40 deaths (Males & 

Macallair, 2000). The most frequent motivation for these shootings was revenge for being 
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bullied (Dedman, 2000). The perpetrators in these incidents had two commonalities: (a) they all 

reported feelings of alienation and (b) they reported being victims of bullying (U.S. Department 

of Education and Justice, 2000). Approximately, 30% of children in grades 6 through 10 reported 

being bullied or having bullied others (Nansel et al., 2001). These incidents have heightened the 

need to scrutinize the impact of bullying in America’s school systems as well as to develop 

effective interventions. 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature that will frame the context for this 

study of school counselor self-efficacy for providing intervention programs to address bullying 

in the schools. The focus of this literature review is to define bullying, identify the types of 

participants, report prevalence and consequences of bullying, overview prevention programs, 

describe the current nature of school counseling programs as defined by the ASCA National 

Model, and delineate counselor self-efficacy. The literature review will provide the context for 

the current study. The components of this context include bullying, school counseling programs, 

and school counselor self-efficacy. 

 

Bullying 

 Bullying is not a new phenomenon; however, it is now seen as a pervasive form of 

violence in schools (Batsche & Knoff, 1994). Educators are taking a closer look at bullying 

given that there is an estimated 30% prevalence rate in schools (Nansel et al., 2001). Bullying 

has effects on both the bully and the victim. As a result, most schools are now required to 

implement anti-bullying policies (Espelage & Swearer, 2003). Numerous bullying-intervention 

programs are detailed in the literature. However, what is unclear is how knowledgeable and 

confident school counselors are in implementing these programs or other bullying interventions. 

 

Definition of Bullying 

Bullying is repeated, unprovoked aggressive behaviors intended to harm or disturb 

another person (Veenstra et al., 2005). These behaviors can be physical or psychological and 

include verbal harassment, gestures, exclusion, or simply pressure to conform (Boulton & 

Underwood, 1992; Olweus, 1991). Bullying behaviors are also intended to inflict injury or 

discomfort to another person (Bently & Li, 1995; Olweus, 1991). One characteristic that 

distinguishes bullying behaviors from other aggressive behaviors is that bullying behaviors exist 
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over an extended period of time (Bently & Li, 1995; Olweus, 1991). Another distinguishing 

factor is an actual or perceived power imbalance between the bully and the victim (Boulton & 

Underwood, 1992). For the purpose of this study, the operational definition of bullying will be 

any aggressive behavior that exists over an extended period of time, is repetitive, intentional, 

involves a real or perceived imbalance of power or strength, and includes such behaviors as 

hitting, kicking, threatening, teasing, name-calling, excluding from a group, and/or sending 

unkind notes or e-mails (Crick et al., 1996; Limber, 2002; Olweus, 1991). Bullying can be either 

direct or indirect. Direct bullying is when the bully openly attacks the victim either physically or 

verbally (Olweus, 1991). Indirect, or relational, bullying involves behaviors that include 

manipulating relationships by withdrawing, threatening to withdraw, or excluding from 

friendships. A study on gender differences and bullying found that physical aggression and 

bullying seem to be more common among boys, and relational aggression seems to be a more 

common practice among girls (Cricket et al., 1996; Olweus, 1991). However, overall by self-

report, boys are more likely than girls to bully other students (Limber, 2002; Melton et al., 1998; 

Nansel et al., 2001; Olweus, 1993). A few studies have examined the role of race/ethnicity on 

bullying. Nansel et al. surveyed 16,000 youths and found that Hispanic students reported 

bullying others more than White or Black students, and Black students reported being bullied 

significantly more than Whites or Hispanics. 

 

Types of Participants 

Bullying generally involves three types of participants: the bully, the victim, and the 

bystander. These roles are usually not fixed, and children can oscillate among roles. 

Understanding these participant definitions contributes to the overall definition of bullying and to 

a common language when referring to bullying. 

The bully. According to the American Heritage Dictionary (1996) a bully is “a person 

who is habitually cruel or overbearing, especially to smaller or weaker people; a hired ruffian; a 

thug” (p. 252). Additionally, relational bullying can come in the form of social isolation, 

gossiping, intentionally leaving a student out of activities, spreading rumors, and other methods 

to seek changes in peer groups (Olweus, 1993). Bullies may exhibit oppositional and defiant 

behaviors toward adults and are more likely to break school rules, drink, smoke, drop out of 

school, steal property, be truant, and carry a weapon to school (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; 
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Nansel et al., 2001). Contrary to previous beliefs, bullies may also have average or above 

average self-esteem, be popular, and have average or above average grades in elementary school; 

however, in junior high, bullies tend to be less popular and have lower grades (Brewster & 

Railsback, 2001; Nansel et al., 2001). 

One distinct characteristic that bullies seem to have in common is an aggressive 

personality type (Olweus, 1991). A connection exists between children who display aggressive 

behaviors and bullying (Olweus, 1991). Adolescent male bullies score significantly higher in 

aggressiveness than boys who are not involved in bullying (Roland, 2002). Additionally, boys 

exhibit higher levels of aggressiveness than girls (Coie & Dodge, 1998). Bullies not only exhibit 

aggressive behaviors toward their peers but also exhibit these behaviors toward their siblings, 

teachers, and parents (Olweus, 1991). Although aggressive behaviors and bullying behaviors are 

linked, they are not the same. According to Brewster and Railsback (2001), there are several 

signs to look for when trying to identify students who bully: 

• a student who regularly engages in teasing, name calling, and intimidation of others 

• a student who believes he/she is superior to other students 

• a student who frequently initiates fights with others who are, or are believed to be, 

 weaker 

• A student who has little empathy for others. 

Although a single cause has not been identified for bullying, certain risk factors may 

predispose children to aggressive behaviors (Olweus, 1991; Orpinas & Horne, 2006). Risk 

factors are defined as “characteristics of an individual or environment that increase the likelihood 

that an individual will behave in a certain way” (Orpinas & Horne, 2006, p. 34). Veenstra et al. 

(2005) state that the parents of bullies often use physical punishment as a form of discipline and 

are permissive of aggressive behaviors. Four factors related to rearing practices are conducive to 

the development of aggressive personality types (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; Olweus, 1991): 

1. The emotional attitude of the caregiver – if the caregiver has a negative emotional 

 attitude; one that lacks warmth and involvement. 

2. Permissiveness for aggressive behavior – if the caretaker is tolerant of aggressive 

 behavior and does not set appropriate limits and boundaries for aggressive behavior. 

3. Physical punishment and violent emotional outburst – if these methods are used by 

 caretakers.  
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4. Temperament of the child – “hotheaded” children are more likely to develop 

 aggressive behaviors. 

The victim. Victims of bullying display poor psychosocial functioning and are 

withdrawn, depressed, anxious, cautious, quiet, and insecure (Olweus, 1991, 1997; Schuster, 

1996; Veenstra et al., 2005). Victims often experience loneliness, anxiety, low self-esteem, 

increased school absences, increased health issues, and suicidal thoughts (Rigby, 1996). Victims 

tend to be less popular than bullies and are often social isolates with few friends (Olweus, 1991, 

1997). Additionally, victims are often physically weaker or convey a message to others that they 

are insecure and weak (Bently & Li, 1995; Olweus, 1997). These behaviors do not typically 

develop during school-age years but are present early in life. Family members of victims report 

that these children are cautious and sensitive at a young age (Olweus, 1991, 1997). Veenstra et 

al. (2005) suggest that overprotection and poor identification with parents contribute to 

victimization. 

There are two different types of victims: provocative and passive-anxious (Olweus, 

1991). Provocative victims are hot-tempered, restless, and anxious. This type of victim will 

retaliate; however, they represent less than 5% of all victims. Passive-anxious victims are 

sensitive and insecure. They do not provoke attacks from bullies, nor will they defend 

themselves when attacked (Olweus, 1991). Passive-anxious victims are lonely and do not have 

many, if any, friends. Nansel et al. (2001) surveyed children in grades 6 through 10 and found 

that 6% of the respondents were provocative victims while 11% were passive-anxious victims. 

Certain characteristics are used to identify victims of bullying (Brewster & Railsback, 

2001; Limber, 2002). The characteristics include: 

• nonassertive and appear weak or are dominated by others 

• regularly have unexplained injuries, have damaged or missing belongings, or 

regularly have bruises or torn clothing 

• social isolates or have few friends 

• frequently chosen last for activities 

• often stay close to adults or teachers during recess or breaks to avoid isolated areas 

• appear sad, depressed, or moody 

• anxious 

• low self-esteem 
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The bystander. Bystanders are individuals who witness bullying acts (Orpinas & Horne, 

2006; Senn, 2007). Bystanders can contribute negatively or positively to bullying situations 

depending on how they react. Bystanders can encourage fighting or retaliation either verbally or 

nonverbally by simply watching the incident, thus contributing to the problem. Conversely, they 

can have a more positive effect on the situation by asking for help from an adult, trying to diffuse 

the situation themselves, or befriending a student who is often a target of bullying. Some 

bystanders may not have the knowledge or skills to intervene in bullying situations. As a result, 

these bystanders may experience feelings of anxiety, fear, shame, and guilt for not helping to 

diffuse the situation (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; Orpinas & Horne, 2006). Additionally, 

observing violent behavior causes bystanders to be more accepting of bullying behaviors and 

increases their chances of becoming more aggressive in the future. When bystanders were asked 

if they should help someone who is being bullied, 33% of the students stated that they should 

help the victims but do not, and 24% said that the bullying was none of their business (Brewster 

& Railsback, 2001). 

 

Prevalence and Consequences of Bullying 

Research suggests that 15% to 20% of students will encounter bullying during their 

school years (Elinoff, Chafouleas, & Sassu, 2004). According to Olweus (1993), the results of a 

nationwide Norwegian survey of 568,000 students showed that 84,000 students, 15%, were 

involved in bully/victim problems, or about 1 in 7 students. The percentage of American students 

who are involved in bullying behaviors—either as a bully or victim—is estimated to be 30%, 

with 8% reporting that they are being victimized once a week (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; 

National Resource Center for Safe Schools, 1999). These percentages are considered an 

underestimate of the actual occurrence of bullying because students do not always report 

episodes of bullying, believing that adults do not get involved even when they are informed 

(Brewster & Railsback, 2001).  

The Virginia Department of Education’s (VDOE) report (2004) on discipline, crime, and 

violence is based on information submitted from 133 school divisions in Virginia, including the 

school district used in this study. According to VDOE, the number of discipline incidents 

reported in the state of Virginia for the school year 2003-2004 were 2.61% related to 

threats/intimidation and 1.49% related to bullying. According to this report, in the school district 
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selected for this study, the top five discipline offenses were disorderly conduct (75%), 

fighting/no injury (6.25%), battery against student (2.90%), threat/intimidation (2.87%), and 

tobacco products (2.20%). Although bullying was not specifically listed in the top five discipline 

incidents that were reported, threat/intimidation (an alternative definition for bullying) was cited 

as a top concern in the report (Virginia Department of Education, 2004).  

Bullying statistics from a local survey yielded much higher results than those reported by 

the VDOE. The Fairfax County Youth Survey (2005) was administered to 13,235 students in 

grades 6, 8, 10, and 12. Of the students surveyed, 51% reported that they have been bullied, 

taunted, ridiculed, or teased; 10% of those students reported being victimized more than 20 

times; 14.1% reported that they had bullied someone else at least 10 times; and 14% of eighth-

grade students reported that they have attacked someone with the intent to harm. The results of 

this survey show that sixth-grade students report the lowest levels of bullying at 39%, while 

reports of bullying reach the highest level in eighth grade at 59%, and 10th grade, at 56%. 

Bullying has many negative effects on the bully, the victim, and the bystander as well as 

the entire school climate (Hernandez & Seem, 2004). Bullying behaviors contribute to lower 

attendance rates, resulting in 7% of eighth graders staying home at least once a week, and 20% 

of students reporting that they are scared throughout much of the school day (Brewster & 

Railsback, 2001). Additionally, bullying has serious adverse side effects on victims such as 

impacting their academics and self-esteem (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; Olweus, 1993; Rigby & 

Slee, 1993). Bullying has a tremendous impact on all students as well as the entire school 

climate. The school climate establishes the parameters of acceptable behaviors within the school 

by establishing unwritten rules for attitudes, beliefs, and values (Hernandez & Seem, 2004). 

Hernandez and Seem note that school violence has a negative impact on the school environment 

and, consequently, the student’s learning environment. 

 

School-Based Bullying Prevention Programs 

Many school systems have taken steps to deal with bullying and school violence by using 

metal detectors, hiring security guards, and establishing policies that have a zero tolerance for 

school violence in an attempt to create a safer environment for students (Garrity et al., 1997). 

However, many victims report feeling that the school personnel’s response to bullying situations 

is ineffective. Batsche and Knoff (1994) reported that 40% to 60% of junior high school students 
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indicate that teachers rarely tried to stop bullying. Because victims often feel ignored by 

teachers, they tend not to report that they are being bullied, believing adults to be unsympathetic. 

Students feel this lack of action creates an environment of fear and intimidation and one in which 

bullying behavior is acceptable. Victims usually deal with this type of situation by avoiding 

school (Batsche & Knoff, 1994). 

Numerous programs have been created for bullying-prevention and school safety. 

According to Canady (2001), bullying is a systemic problem and, therefore, requires a 

comprehensive anti-bullying program to be successful. Canady further states that comprehensive 

programs should include teaching social and conflict-resolution skills as well as establishing and 

enforcing anti-bullying rules. Additionally, a successful program must involve everyone (e.g., 

staff, parents, all students) and not just bullies and their victims. Programs must be targeted at 

empowering bystanders (Brewster & Railsback, 2001). Some programs are targeted at reforming 

the bullies or strengthening the victims but do not address the bystanders. Bystanders represent 

the category that a majority of students are in, yet many programs do not target bystanders. Some 

programs do take a multi-systemic approach and target the bully, victim, and bystander, as well 

as the environments of home, school, and community. Bullying is a complicated issue requiring 

a comprehensive prevention program that targets the individual, family, school, and community 

(Olweus, 2001).  

After an extensive review of the literature, it appears that the most effective bullying-

prevention programs are those that are comprehensive in nature and focus on changing the entire 

school climate (Canady, 2001; Limber, 2002; Olweus, 1991). One such program is the Olweus 

Bullying Prevention Program. This program has been identified by the Center for the Study and 

Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado as one of “the national models or blueprint 

programs for violence prevention as well as an exemplary program for violence prevention by 

the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration and United States Department 

of Health and Human Services” (Limber, 2002, p. 12-13). Two additional bullying-prevention 

programs were identified by the National School Safety Center: Bully Proofing Your School and 

Second Step (Arnette & Walsleben, 1998). Other effective bullying-prevention programs focus 

on conflict-resolution skills and a positive learning environment (Canady, 2001). The two that 

will be discussed in this literature review are Resolving Conflicts Creatively (RCCP) and 
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BullyProof. Of the five programs reviewed, only two of the five meet Canady’s requirements for 

a successful program (see Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1 

Program Criteria of Selected Comprehensive Bullying Prevention Programs  
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Comprehensive in nature X X  X  

Changing the entire school climate X X  X  

Teaching social skills X X X X X 

Teaching conflict resolution skills X  X X X 

Establishing and reinforcing anti-bullying rules X X  X  

Involving staff, parents, and students X X  X  

Empowering bystanders X X  X X 

Reforming bullies X X X X  

Strengthening victims X X X X X 

Preventions for the home environment X   X  

Preventions for the school environment X   X  

Preventions for the community X  X X  

(Canady, 2001) 
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Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program is a 

multifaceted program that has been researched in several countries including Norway, the United 

States, Germany, Canada, and Great Britain (Clemson University, 2006; Limber, 2002). This 

program has received national recognition as a model program by the Center for Study and 

Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado and as an Exemplary Program by the 

Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (Limber, 2002). The program addresses systems and the 

individual. Olweus based this program on the findings of numerous years of research and data 

collection in the Norwegian school system that showed a link between bullying and 

aggressiveness (Clemson University, 2006; Limber, 2002). The goals of the Olweus Bullying 

Prevention Program are to reduce existing bully/victim problems among school children, 

prevent the development of new bully/victim problems, and improve peer relations and school 

climate. Olweus (2001) states that an environment that is conducive and permissive of aggressive 

behaviors will have increased episodes of bullying. Therefore, one goal of the Olweus Bullying 

Prevention Program is to create a positive school environment that is not conducive to 

aggressive behaviors (Olweus, 2001). 

According to Olweus, there are four key principles behind achieving an effective 

bullying-prevention program: (a) create a school environment (and ideally a home environment) 

characterized by warmth, positive interest, and involvement from adults; (b) set firm limits for 

unacceptable behavior; (c) create a non-violent/non-hostile environment that contains sanctions 

for violations of these limits; and (d) create a positive environment in which adults at home and 

at school act as authority figures (Olweus, 1993, 1997). To accomplish this type of environment, 

Olweus (1993) suggests that the school take an authoritative approach in which adults serve as 

role models and are responsible for all of the children’s activities, even their social interactions. 

The core components of the program consist of interventions at the community, school, class, 

and individual level. Additionally, it is imperative to involve parents/families in bullying-

prevention measures. Family interventions include monitoring children’s activities, spending 

more time with children, helping children develop more appropriate behavior patterns, seeking 

professional help when necessary, and reinforcing family rules for bullying, and positive rewards 

for appropriate behavior (Olweus, 1993).  

Through rigorous evaluations, the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program has been shown 

to significantly decrease bullying behaviors (Kallestad & Olweus, 2003). According to the 
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results of a study with 2,500 students in grades 5-8, ranging in age from 11 to 14, there was a 

50% reduction in reports of bullying after the implementation of the Olweus program (Kallestad 

& Olweus, 2003). Additionally, the students reported improvements in the school climate as 

evidenced by improved order and discipline and a more positive attitude toward school. The 

New Bergan Project Against Bullying in 1997 and 1998 involved 3,200 students (Olweus, 

Limber, & Mihalic, 1999; Olweus, 2004). This study found a reduction in bully/victim problems 

in schools that implemented the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. The Oslo Project Against 

Bullying was done in 1999, with 2,300 students in grades 5-7 and grade 9. This study supported 

past studies and found a decrease in reports of victimization of bullying as well as a decrease in 

students reporting that they bullied others (Olweus, 2004). The Sheffield Study was done with 

6,500 students, ages 8 to16, and examined the effects of the Olweus Program 18 months after the 

program was implemented. The Sheffield findings indicated that there was a 15% reduction in 

bullying among primary school children but not secondary aged children (Rigby, 2002). The 

Burmese Study examined the effects of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program on 

kindergarteners ages 5 to 7 (Rigby, 2002). The study found that teachers reported a decrease in 

physical and indirect bullying; however, there was an increase in verbal bullying. The students in 

the intervention group also reported a reduction in bullying, while the students in the control 

group showed an increase in the number of students they nominated as bullies (Rigby, 2002). 

Studies on the effectiveness of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program also were 

conducted in the United States. The first systematic study of the program was conducted with 18 

middle schools in South Carolina (Limber, 2004). The results showed significant decreases in 

both boys and girls bullying others and significant decreases in boys reporting being victims or 

bullies (Limber, 2004). Another study with 12 elementary schools in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

yielded similar results and found significant reductions of bullying and victimizations by 

students’ self-report. Additionally, there were significant reductions in adults’ observations of 

bullying behaviors (Black, 2003).  

Bully Proofing Your School. Bully Proofing Your School (Garrity et al., 1997, 2004) is a 

bullying prevention program that takes a systemic approach to school violence and focuses on 

creating a culture within the school that does not permit physical and emotional aggression. This 

program has been recognized by the National School Safety Center, the U.S. Department of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the U.S. Department of Safe and Drug Free 
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School’s Program as an effective bullying-prevention program (Arnette & Walsleben, 1998). 

According to the authors of Bully Proofing Your School, the key to solving bullying issues is to 

create a positive school climate. The focus of this program is to shift power away from the bully 

and give this power to all students so that they are equipped to create a positive school climate. 

The following five strategies are taught, with an emphasis placed on anger control and empathy 

(Garrity et al., 2004): 

1. Appropriate use of conflict-resolution skills by all staff. 

2. A “caring” majority of students who know how to “intervene.” 

3. Development of positive leadership and social skills for both victims and bullies. 

4. A safe school climate.  

5. Extensive parental involvement. 

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, Bully Proofing Your School 

has not been rigorously evaluated because it has not been in existence very long (Ferrell-Smith, 

2004). However, a four-year longitudinal study at an elementary school showed positive results: 

physical and verbal bullying behaviors decreased, and the students’ overall sense of safety 

increased over the four-year period (Ferrell-Smith, 2004). Epstein, Plog, & Porter (2002) 

examined the effects of this program and found a reduction in bullying behaviors and an increase 

in school safety. 

  Second Step. The curriculum for Second Step: A Violence Prevention Curriculum 

(Committee for Children, 2002) was developed for ages 4 to 14 and emphasizes positive social 

skills, such as empathy, problem solving, and anger management. These skills are taught and 

reinforced through role-playing. The program focuses on the development of strong social and 

emotional skills by addressing four general areas: empathy, impulse control, problem solving, 

and anger management. Second Step is based on cognitive-behavioral methods and is grounded 

in Albert Bandura’s social learning theory and models of information processing (Frey, 

Hirschstein, & Guzzo, 2000; Committee for Children, 2002). Second Step supports the idea that 

thoughts affect social interactions; therefore, the first unit taught in this curriculum is empathy 

skills (Committee for Children, 2002). This program emphasizes that empathy is the foundation 

for children to be successful, along with learning impulse control and problem solving. 

According to the research, empathy contributes to academic success and is an important 

component of emotional intelligence and competence (Izard et al., 2001). The Second Step 
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program defines empathy as knowledge of the emotions of self and others, taking into 

consideration others’ perspectives, giving others the benefit of the doubt, responding emotionally 

to others, and giving positive responses to the distress of others (Committee for Children, 2002). 

Second Step is recommended by the Student Services Department of the school district selected 

for this study as one of its bullying-prevention programs (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2007). 

The Chicago Study examined the effects of the Second Step program on preschoolers and 

kindergarteners (Rigby, 2002). This study found a reduction in aggressive behaviors and an 

increase in knowledge of conflict situations (Rigby, 2002). Additionally, the Second Step 

program has been implemented in classrooms for more than 15 years and has shown a decrease 

in students’ physical aggression and an increase in positive social behaviors (Rigby, 2002). Frey 

et al. (2000) also found that after the Second-Step program was implemented; there was a 

significant increase in positive social skills such as social interactions and a decrease in physical 

aggression and attitudes that support aggression. An evaluation of the Second Step program in a 

rural elementary school found similar results, with students displaying more positive social 

behaviors after the program was implemented (Taub, 2002). 

Resolving Conflicts Creatively. Resolving Conflict Creatively (RCCP) is one of the 

longest running conflict-resolution programs in the United States (Selfridge, 2004). The goal of 

RCCP is to prevent violence while creating a positive learning environment. RCCP focuses on 

teaching children the skills needed to reduce violence, form caring relationships, and develop 

healthy lifestyles. This program was developed in 1985 by New York City Public Schools and 

the New York chapter of Educators for Social Responsibility (ESR Metro) (Selfridge, 2004).  

RCCP has several components that provide students with positive ways to deal with 

conflict and differences. The components consist of professional development for teachers, 

classroom instruction, peer mediation, administrator training, parent training, and support staff 

training. RCCP takes a holistic approach by supporting school staff, parents, families, and the 

community by teaching positive conflict-resolution skills (Selfridge, 2004). 

Currently, RCCP has been implemented in 375 schools nationwide including New York 

City Public Schools. A study was done on RCCP in 15 New York City elementary schools, 

making this one of the largest scientific evaluations of a conflict-resolution program (Selfridge, 

2004). The study found that children who on average had received 25 RCCP lessons had positive 

perceptions of their social world and chose nonviolent ways to resolve conflicts because they 
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believed that violence was unacceptable (Selfridge, 2004). Additionally, teachers rated the 

students as having more positive social behaviors. Students who received the RCCP curriculum 

performed significantly better on standardized academic achievement tests (Metis, 1990, 1997; 

Selfridge, 2004). A study in Anchorage, Alaska, found a positive association between RCCP and 

academic achievement (Metis Associates, 1990). Another study on RCCP’s effect on students in 

Atlanta, Georgia, found similar results. Teachers reported a decrease in physical violence in the 

classroom and an increase in student cooperation. Students reported they had a more positive 

view of self. Additionally, parents reported an increase in communication and problem-solving 

skills (Metis, 1990, 1997; Selfridge, 2004). 

BullyProof. BullyProof is a prevention program that teaches conflict-resolution skills 

through entertainment by using music, plays, and puppets (Epstein, Plog, & Porter, 1999). The 

program focuses on taking a creative approach for solving conflicts. BullyProof focuses on 

teaching assertiveness to victims and increasing bystanders’ sense of responsibility (Hallford, 

Borntrager & Davis, 2006). The goal of this program is to empower young people with life skills 

to help them resolve conflicts by using a 10-step process that spells out the word 

BULLYPROOF (Epstein et al., 1999): 

• Bust out – from fighting and make another choice 

• Understand – why the bully, bullies 

• Listen – to what’s being said 

• Love – don’t dislike the bully, look for something good in the bully 

• Ying – and Yang; use the energy from the situation to balance you 

• Picture – your own happy ending; how things “should” be 

• Respect – yourself and the person behind the bullying behaviors 

• Originate – create a “win/win” situation 

• Overcome – bad with good 

• Fearless – stay fearless and create a positive situation without violence 

A few studies have been undertaken in the United States to evaluate the effectiveness of 

BullyProof. One study on fourth- and fifth-grade students in the southwestern United States 

examined the frequency of observed bullying as well as student attitudes toward bullying before 

and after the implementation of BullyProof. This study found that there was little change in the 

frequency of observed bullying incidences; however, there was a significant change in attitudes 
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toward bullying. For example, students felt better equipped and a stronger responsibility to deal 

with bullying (Hallford et al., 2006).  

There are numerous bullying-prevention programs in the literature. According to Canady 

(2001), the most successful programs should be comprehensive and involve the entire school 

staff. Of the programs cited in this literature review, only two contained the components of the 

criteria that the School Violence Resource Center suggested. Additionally, the programs do not 

specifically state who should take the leadership role for implementation. The school counselor 

is in an optimal position to take this leadership role because many of the criteria listed by the 

School Violence Resource Center for bullying-prevention programs coincide with the national 

model standards created for professional school counselors by the American School Counselor 

Association (ASCA). 

 

Professional School Counseling 

This section will discuss professional school counseling programs, the role of the 

professional school counselor, and school counselor interventions to address bullying. This 

information is presented to explore the relationship between the ASCA national model for 

delivery system components, the bullying-prevention program criteria outlined by the School 

Violence Resource Center (Canady, 2001) and the school counselor’s self-efficacy for 

implementing bullying intervention. 

School counseling programs, once referred to as vocational or guidance programs, have 

undergone many changes in recent years mainly due to ASCA’s national reform agenda and 

development of national standards for school counseling programs. With these changes, school 

counseling programs are “both an integral part and an independent component of the total 

educational program” (Gyspers & Henderson, 1994, p. 72) by supporting the overall mission of 

the school by promoting academic achievement, career planning, and personal and social 

development (ASCA, 2005). As a result, school counseling programs are an optimal format to 

implement bullying-intervention programs.  

The ASCA national model for school counseling programs is based on the work of 

Gysbers and Henderson (1994) and Myrick (2003), (Dahir, 2004). The model provides a 

framework for program components and offers a comprehensive approach to program 

foundation, delivery, management, and accountability (ASCA, 2005). Bullying interventions fit 
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well in the national model. Additionally, this model provides a framework for school counseling 

programs to design, coordinate, implement, manage, and evaluate intervention programs for 

student success. According to ASCA (2005), the purpose of the school counseling program is: 

“to impart specific skills and learning opportunities in a proactive, preventive 
manner, ensuring all students can achieve school success through academic, 
career, and personal/social development experiences. Therefore, the school 
counselor’s duties need to be limited to program delivery and direct counseling 
services” (p. 14). 

 

Professional School Counseling Program 

According to ASCA, professional school counseling programs should be comprehensive, 

preventive, and developmental. Bullying-prevention programs fall under the guidelines 

established by ASCA. Both school counseling programs and bullying-intervention programs 

should meet the needs of students at various stages of development. School counseling programs 

that are based on the national model should have program-centered services for every student as 

opposed to services for some students (ASCA, 2005). Many bullying-prevention programs 

support this idea by targeting the entire school climate (Canady, 2001). Galassi and Akos (2004) 

suggest that comprehensive school counseling programs should facilitate students in developing 

“social, educational, and career skills to function as responsible and productive citizens” (p. 

146). Bonebrake and Borgers (1984) suggest that successful school counseling programs will 

impact the student’s educational and personal development and should include individual and 

group counseling, classroom guidance, consultation with parents and teachers, and coordination 

of services. The program’s effectiveness depends on the quality of the intervention as much as 

the intervention itself (Hermann & Finn, 2002).  

ASCA developed national standards and competencies for school counseling programs 

that refer to the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that students should demonstrate after 

participating in a school counseling program. School counseling programs should be designed to 

help all students achieve success by focusing on three main domains: academic, career, and 

personal/social development. Additionally, preventive programs, including those that address 

bullying, should be implemented through the guidance curriculum. The ASCA national model 

provides a framework for school counseling programs developed at the local level. The 

components of the ASCA National Model are foundation, delivery system, management systems, 

and accountability (ASCA, 2005).  
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 Foundation refers to the beliefs and philosophy of the school counseling program, the 

mission statement, and the domains. The domains facilitate student development in three broad 

areas: academic, career, and personal/social. Once the philosophy and mission statement are 

developed, school counselors should decide how they will be implemented. The delivery system 

specifies how the guidance curriculum should be implemented through school counseling 

programs (ASCA, 2005). 

There are four components of the delivery system: guidance curriculum, individual 

student planning, responsive services, and system support. The school guidance curriculum 

component is comprehensive and designed to reach every student in a systematic way through 

classroom instruction, interdisciplinary curriculum, group activities, and parent workshops and 

instructions. The guidance curriculum should include grade level competencies as well as 

planning and implementation of classroom instruction, small group discussions, presentations to 

parents and guardians, assemblies, and collaborative activities with teachers and support 

personnel (ASCA, 2005). The guidance curriculum would be an excellent mechanism for school 

counselors to implement bullying-intervention programs that would reach every student.  

On an individual level, school counselors establish and coordinate ongoing activities to 

help students with personal goals and future plans, as part of the individual and student planning 

component. This component includes individual and small group appraisal and advisement, 

which provides all students the opportunity to understand their own growth and development. 

Students will evaluate their educational, occupational, and personal goals (ASCA, 2005). 

Implementing bullying-intervention strategies on this level would allow counselors to assist 

students in dealing with bullying situations on a more personal level, sorting out the roles of the 

bully, the victim, or bystander. 

Unlike individual and student planning, the responsive services component responds to 

the immediate needs/concerns of students and includes consultation with parents/guardians and 

other teachers, individual and small group counseling, crisis counseling/responses, referrals, and 

peer facilitation. Early intervention is also a part of responsive services. Consultation includes 

developing plans and strategies for facilitating student development. Individual and group 

counseling is short-term counseling that includes helping students identify problems, causes, and 

consequences. Crisis counseling is provided in emergency situations to students and families. 

School counselors refer students if necessary to appropriate community agencies. Additionally, 
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many counseling programs have students who serve as peer mediators, conflict managers, tutors, 

and mentors (ASCA, 2005). 

The last component of the delivery system is system support in which the counseling 

program provides support to other programs in the school and includes professional 

development, consultation, collaboration and teaming, and program management and operations. 

System support consists of activities to establish, maintain, and enhance the total school 

counseling program. According to ASCA (2005), school counselors should update their 

knowledge through in-service training, professional association membership, and postgraduate 

education. It is critical that school counselors continuously update their knowledge through 

workshops and in-services regarding bullying so they can implement effective interventions. 

Additionally, school counselors should consult with teachers, other staff members, parents, and 

guardians in order to select appropriate bullying interventions to meet the needs of the students. 

Community partnerships are also important in enhancing the school counseling programs. School 

counselors should be active in community outreach activities, advisory councils, and district 

committees (ASCA, 2005). 

According to ASCA, school counselors should also take part in management activities 

such as budget, facilities, policies, procedures, and data analysis. Counselors should conduct 

research to evaluate bullying-intervention programs to make sure the needs of the students are 

being addressed. The management system addresses when, why, and on what authority programs 

will be implemented. For example, school counselors and administrators should agree on the 

programs to be implemented, when they will be implemented, the responsibilities of those 

involved in implementing the program, and the results that the school counselor is accountable 

for achieving. Additionally, school counseling programs should be data-driven, meaning that the 

bullying-intervention program is developed based on a careful analysis of the needs of the 

students. The management system also includes suggestions as to how counselors should use 

their time, stating that the majority of their time should be spent on direct service with students 

(ASCA, 2005).  

In the literature, there has been increased attention given to the accountability of school 

counselors. As a result, the ASCA model includes an accountability system to examine how 

programs affect students. Accountability reports are meant to ensure that programs are carried 

out, analyzed for effectiveness, and improved as needed to benefit students. Therefore, if school 
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counselors are implementing bullying-intervention programs, they should evaluate ongoing 

programs to make sure they are meeting the needs of the student population. Additionally, the 

school counselor’s performance should be evaluated and used as a tool for self-evaluation 

(ASCA, 2005). 

As a result of the implementation of a comprehensive school counseling program, high 

school students reported higher grades and increased feelings that the school was better 

preparing them for the future (Lapan, Gyspers, & Petroski, 2001). Students attending middle 

schools with comprehensive school counseling programs reported feeling safer, having a better 

relationship with teachers, and having fewer interpersonal problems. A survey of Missouri 

counselors found that counselors who implemented the state’s comprehensive school counseling 

programs reported significant positive changes over time (Lapan et al., 2001).  

 

The Professional School Counselor  

Many changes have taken place in the field of school counseling to solidify the 

counselor’s role as an integral part of the academic mission of the school. The school counselor, 

once referred to as the guidance counselor, has evolved from performing “extra” teacher duties 

to creating a “comprehensive guidance program that is integral to education and based on a 

developmental framework” (Galassi & Akos, 2004, p. 146).  

ASCA (2005) defines professional school counselors as:  

“certified/licensed professionals with a master’s degree or higher in school 
counseling or the substantial equivalent and are uniquely qualified to address the 
developmental needs of all students. Professional school counselors deliver a 
comprehensive school counseling program encouraging all students’ academic, 
career and personal/social development and helping all students in maximizing 
student achievement.” (p. 23)  
 

The national standards created by ASCA were intended to connect school counselors to 

the academic mission of the school as well as to create a leadership role for counselors in 

educational reform initiatives (Galassi & Akos, 2004) such as safe schools. Therefore, school 

counselors have an opportunity to play an integral role in implementing bullying interventions. 

Dollarhide (2003) states that school counselors can shift from a subsidiary position to a full 

partner in education and thus initiate systemic changes. The nature of the ASCA model creates a 

platform for systemic change and places school counselors in a unique leadership position to 
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facilitate a safe and bully-free school environment. School counselors are typically the liaison 

between parents, administrators, teachers, and students. In most schools, counselors have the 

highest probability of coming in contact with the majority of students, staff, and parents, thus the 

highest probability of initiating changes.  

School counselors have a unique role in reducing bullying. Researchers have begun to 

study the role of teachers and administrators in addressing bullying; however, “school counselors 

are virtually absent from the literature” (Herman & Finn, 2002, p. 2). Hermann and Finn state 

that school counselors are ethically responsible to prevent and respond to school violence. 

However, it is important to examine whether school counselors are prepared to respond to 

bullying in schools and whether they possess the knowledge, skills, and confidence to implement 

effective programs and interventions (Hermann & Finn, 2002).  

 

Effectiveness of Intervention Programs 

Research suggests that schools should take a proactive approach when it comes to 

bullying-prevention by implementing policies and procedures that prohibit bullying (Elinoff et 

al., 2004). Several states have done this by implementing bullying-prevention laws. For example, 

Oklahoma implemented the School Bullying Prevention Act, which requires each school to 

create a Safe School Committee (Elinoff et al., 2004; Ferrell-Smith, 2004). The committee’s goal 

is to study the issues related to bullying and to create a safe environment for students, evaluate 

current programs, and report findings to the administrator (Elinoff et al., 2004).  

Orpinas, Horne, & Staniszewski (2003) state that some schools respond to aggression and 

violence by implementing targeted programs that are designed for a subgroup of students who 

are high risk for violent behaviors or universal programs that affect everyone in the school 

community. Research suggests that the most effective interventions are those that are universal 

and involve the entire school community (Canady, 2001). Miller, Kraus, & Veltkamp (2005) 

found positive results with a comprehensive, universal character education program. Some other 

universal interventions include educational programs to increase teacher and student awareness 

of bullying, academic/curricular restructuring and adaptation, behavioral-based interventions, 

positive school-wide discipline programs, behavior monitoring and reinforcement, cooperative 

learning, bullying-prevention programs, and parent education programs (Sprague, 2001).  
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Additionally, there are many counselor-focused interventions, such as peer-mediation 

programs, that have a positive effect on school violence and bullying (Foster, Krenz, Pogoloff, 

Callahan, & Krenz, 2003). Schellenberg, Parks-Savage, and Rehfuss (2007) found that the 

implementation of a targeted peer-mediation program yielded positive results such as a decrease 

in school suspensions and violent behaviors. Another effective intervention includes skills 

training. Webb, Brigman, and Campbell (2005) found that specific counseling interventions that 

focused on students’ learning a specific skill improved academic achievement and social 

performance in students. Additionally, Sink and Spencer (2005) found that a group counseling 

program that focused on social and coping skills decreased aggressive behaviors and created a 

more positive school climate. 

Jacobsen and Bauman (2007) surveyed school counselors to see how they would respond 

to vignettes containing a description of physical, verbal, and relational bullying. Respondents 

rated the severity of the bullying situation differently depending on whether or not they had anti-

bullying training. The results of the survey suggest that those who received training were more 

knowledgeable about the different types of bullying. The study also revealed that many 

counselors need more information about appropriate and effective interventions to reduce 

bullying (Jacobsen & Bauman, 2007).  

Just as there are many bullying interventions, counselors can implement these programs 

in many different ways. What is unclear is exactly how knowledgeable and confident counselors 

are regarding bullying interventions. Counselor self-efficacy regarding bullying interventions is 

an important area to explore because research has shown that self-efficacy is linked to counselor 

performance (Dillon & Worthington, 2003; Friedlander et al., 1986; Sipps et al., 1988). 

Additionally, research has shown that school counselors who received bullying training were 

more knowledgeable about bullying (Jacobsen & Bauman, 2007). Exploring counselor 

knowledge and self-efficacy regarding bullying interventions could have important implications 

for school counselors in the area of professional development such as training and in-services.  

 

Self-Efficacy 

 Self-efficacy is defined as “the degree to which individuals consider themselves capable 

of performing a particular activity” (Larson & Daniels, 1998, p. 2). Self-efficacy theory is based 

on Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory, which states that individuals can control their 
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thoughts, motivation, and actions (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Bandura (1997) defined self-efficacy as 

“beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to produce given 

attainments” (p. 3). Self-efficacy beliefs are an individual’s judgments about what he/she can do 

with the skills they possess (Bandura, 1986). According to Bodenhorn (2001), the determining 

factor that an individual will use a certain skill is the belief that the use of that skill will result in 

a positive outcome. The extent to which an individual believes he/she can adequately perform a 

certain task reflects the individual’s self-efficacy beliefs regarding that task. 

 

Development of Self-Efficacy 

 An individual develops self-efficacy through four sources of information: performance 

accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal (Bandura, 

1977). Performance accomplishments are based on direct personal experiences in which self-

efficacy expectations are increased as a result of successes and lowered based on repeated 

failures. However, once self-efficacy is established through direct successes, the impact of 

occasional failures has a minimal effect on self-efficacy and self-efficacy is then generalized to 

other situations (Bandura, 1977, 1986). If a school counselor experiences success in addressing a 

bullying situation, the counselor will believe that he/she will be successful in addressing other 

bullying situations in the future. This type of self-efficacy from direct experiences has a stronger 

effect than self-efficacy developed through vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1977, 1986).  

Vicarious experiences occur when individuals observe another person handling a 

situation and imagine how he/she would handle the same or a similar situation (Bandura, 1986). 

For example, if a counselor observes another counselor dealing with a bullying situation in a 

positive way, that counselor will believe that he/she will also succeed in a similar situation. This 

type of modeling has been successfully used in reducing anxiety in clients who have phobias. 

Modeling has also been used with counselor trainees as well as in conflict-resolution training 

(Bandura, 1977, 1986). The third source of self-efficacy beliefs—verbal persuasion—is when 

individuals are led by suggestion into believing that they can successfully handle a situation that 

they may not have been able to handle in the past. This has a much weaker effect on efficacy 

expectations and does not sustain long-term effects because it is not a direct experience. 

Therefore, the efficacy expectations accomplished can be easily extinguished through failed 
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experiences. However, if verbal persuasion is paired with performance success, it can have a 

much stronger effect on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986).  

Emotional arousal is the fourth source of self-efficacy. An individual’s self-efficacy is 

affected by his/her physical and emotional reaction to a situation. If an individual experiences an 

increased sense of anxiety in a given situation, these negative emotions could reduce feelings of 

self-efficacy. If an individual is consistently successful with a certain task, this lowers the 

anxiety level, thus increasing the level of self-efficacy (Larson & Daniels, 1998). When a task 

becomes more challenging, anxiety levels rise; higher anxiety levels produce reduced feelings of 

self-efficacy. Therefore, school counselors may experience increase levels of anxiety when faced 

with bullying situations that are challenging and more complex. According to Bandura (1986), 

humans require a positive sense of self-efficacy. Therefore, school counselors need to have an 

optimistic sense of self-efficacy regarding implementing bullying interventions. 

 There are three components to self-efficacy: efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, 

and outcome values (Bandura, 1977). Efficacy expectations are the beliefs that an individual has 

about his/her ability to perform behaviors to produce a specific outcome. The higher the efficacy 

expectations, the more likely an individual will sustain effort through a difficult task to obtain the 

desired outcome. Therefore, if school counselors have a high self-efficacy for implementing 

bullying interventions, they will exert more effort in implementing the programs until the desired 

outcome is achieved. 

Outcome expectations are the expectations that certain behaviors will result in a specific 

outcome. Outcome values are the values and significance that are placed on the expected 

outcomes of a specific behavior. Individuals are most likely to engage in and sustain effort in 

tasks that have high outcome value and expectancy. The perceived level of self-efficacy 

determines the course of action that individuals will take, how long they will continue at the task, 

how much effort they will expend and for how long they will sustain this effort in the face of 

obstacles, and how much their thought patterns and emotions will be influenced (Bandura, 1986).  

 Bandura (1997) states that self-efficacy does not reflect a person’s skills as much as it 

reflects the person’s beliefs about his or her skills. However, Bandura does differentiate self-

efficacy beliefs from an individual’s expectations about the outcome of a situation, stating that 

the self-efficacy beliefs do not necessarily guarantee positive outcomes. 
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Counselor Self-Efficacy 

Counselor self-efficacy refers to “counselors’ beliefs about their ability to perform 

counseling related behaviors or negotiate particular clinical situations” (Larson & Daniels, as 

cited by Lent et al., 2003, p. 97). Counseling self-efficacy is a major determinant of effective 

counseling (Larson & Daniels, 1998) as well as one of the predictors of effective counseling in 

counselor trainees (Sharpley & Ridgeway, 1990). There are numerous studies in the literature on 

counselor trainees and the factors that contribute to increased levels of self-efficacy (Larson & 

Daniels, 1998; Sharpley & Ridgeway, 1993; Sipps et al., 1988). Larson and Daniels (1998) 

found support for a positive relationship between counselor self-efficacy and outcome 

expectations and a negative correlation to counselor anxiety by administering the Counseling 

Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) to counselor trainees. Counselor trainees who believed they 

performed well with mock clients had increased self-efficacy (Larson & Daniels, 1998). In 

another study, Sharpley and Ridgeway (1993) administered the Self-Efficacy Test (SET) to 

counselor trainees and also found that trainees had increased self-efficacy if they believed they 

performed well. In a similar study, Sipps et al. (1988) administered the Hill Counselor Verbal 

Response Category System (HCVRCS) to counselor trainees and found that efficacy 

expectations with mock clients increased with experiences of success.  

Another study—the Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (CSS) administered to school 

counselors—examined the relationship of self-efficacy to school climate factors. The results of 

this study showed that the efficacy expectations of counselors were influenced by school climate, 

counselor roles, and selected demographic variables (Sutton & Fall, 1995).  

Melchert et al., (1996) developed the Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (CSES) to measure 

the relationship between self-efficacy and the amount of clinical training and experience. The 

CSES was administered to graduate students and doctoral interns. The results of this study 

showed that counselors developed increased confidence in their abilities as they gained 

counseling experience, and, as a result, their ability to perform counseling activities improved 

(Melchert et al., 1996). 

Flores, O’Brien, & McDermott (1995) used Bandura’s self-efficacy theory as a 

framework for examining counselors with specific client populations such as lesbian and gay 

clients. The researchers used an alternate version of the COSE and found that counselors who 

were confident in counseling a specific client population would be more effective with that 
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population. The success experienced in counseling with a specific client population was more 

influential than the actual attitudes held about the population. Additionally, counselors would 

sustain more efforts with the population even when obstacles occurred (Flores et al., 1995).  

King et al. (1999) examined the perceived self-efficacy of high school counselors in 

recognizing students at risk for suicide. For this study involving 186 high school counselors, a 

questionnaire (King instrument) was developed to examine efficacy expectations, outcome 

expectations, and outcome values of high school counselors regarding adolescent suicide. The 

results of this study showed that high school counselors believe that preventing a student from 

committing suicide was one of their most important responsibilities. Although they did not feel 

confident in recognizing students at risk for suicide, they did feel confident that they could 

effectively counsel a suicidal student. Additionally, high efficacy expectations scores were found 

among counselors who worked at a high school that had a crisis-intervention team.  

There are many instruments used to measure counselor self-efficacy in a variety of 

settings. The King instrument was chosen for the current study. Although the King instrument 

was designed to measure the self-efficacy of high school counselors toward at-risk suicidal 

students, it was anticipated that the instrument could be expanded and used with elementary 

counselors and other at risk-populations such as bullies. Additionally, the COSE was selected for 

the current study because it contains the most adequate psychometric properties and is the most 

valid and widely used instrument (Larson & Daniels, 1998). 

 

Measures of Self-Efficacy 

 Larson and Daniels (1998) performed an extensive literature review of 32 studies that 

examined counselor self-efficacy between 1983-1998. They found that counseling self-efficacy 

beliefs is the primary factor in determining effective counseling. Additionally, they found a 

positive relationship between counseling self-efficacy and outcome expectations and self-

evaluations. Conversely, counseling self-efficacy was found to be negatively correlated to 

counselor anxiety. Larson and Daniels also examined the relationship between counselor self-

efficacy and individual counselor characteristics, such as self-reflection and level of training, and 

found that more experienced counselors reported higher levels of self-efficacy. Counselor self-

efficacy has been examined in relation to outcome expectancies with clients.  
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Larson and Daniels (1998) reviewed 10 self-efficacy instruments in their literature 

review. Four of the instruments, the Interpersonal Skills Efficacy Scales (ISES), Counselor 

Behavior-Evaluation–Self-Efficacy (CBE-SE) (Munson, Zoerink, & Stadulis, 1986); Counseling 

Self-Efficacy Scale (CSES) (Johnson, Baker, Kopala, Kiselica, & Thompson 1989); and the 

Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (Larson et al., 1992), focus on individual counseling skills.  

The Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (COSES) (Melchert et al., 1996) focuses on individual 

and group counseling, and the Self-Efficacy Inventory (SE-I) focuses on individual, group, and 

family interventions. Other instruments measure self-efficacy as related to a specific area of 

counseling such as school counseling, Counselor Self-Efficacy Survey (CSS) (Sutton & Fall, 

1995); career counseling, Career Counseling Self-Efficacy Scale (CCSES) (O’Brien et al., 1997); 

and psychiatry, Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (S-EQ) (Margolies, Wachtel, & Schmelkin, 1986).  

According to Lent, Hackett, and Brown (1998) there are some issues with current self-

efficacy scales including a presumed level of knowledge, instrument content that is outside self-

efficacy constructs, and failure to address self-efficacy with regard to advanced counseling 

abilities. Among the instruments studied, the COSE, CSS, and the CSES demonstrated initial 

construct validity. Less psychometric information was available for the other instruments. 

Validity estimates for the COSE indicated that it significantly predicted counselor performance. 

The COSE was found to be strongly correlated with counselor characteristics and counselor self-

efficacy. Outcome expectancies and counselor performance for the other instruments was weak. 

The COSE was also used to operationally define counselor self-efficacy in several of the studies 

that were reviewed. The COSE is the most widely used instrument to measure counselor self-

efficacy and has the most sufficient psychometric properties (Larson & Daniels, 1998).  

Bandura’s self-efficacy theory was the theoretical foundation for the development of the 

COSE. According to Larson et al. (1992), “the purpose was to find a reliable and valid measure 

of counselor self-estimate of counseling activities, behaviors, affect, and cognitions” (p. 106). 

Bandura (1986) states that self-efficacy scales usually measure individuals’ beliefs about their 

capabilities to fulfill certain tasks. The items on the COSE examine the counselors’ perceptions 

of their capabilities related to five dimensions: executing microskills, attending to the process, 

dealing with difficult client behavior, behaving in a culturally competent way, and being aware 

of one’s own values. 
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 Other instruments examine the counselors self-efficacy in dealing with certain client 

populations such as suicidal clients, King instrument (King et al., 1999) and counseling gay, 

lesbian, and bisexual clients (Dillon & Worthington, 2003). The King instrument was developed 

to measure the high school counselor’s self-confidence in identifying students at risk for suicide. 

The King instrument is based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and is a 31-item questionnaire 

divided into three subscales. The items on the three subscales are related to the components of 

self-efficacy: efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values (Bandura, 1977). 

Both face and content validity were established for this questionnaire. Construct validity was 

also established and showed that the questionnaire measured three separate factors. Each of the 

items for the three factors had a high correlation for its intended subscale, confirming construct 

validity (King et al., 1999).  

 

Summary 

School violence and bullying continues to be a problem that plagues the nation’s school 

systems. School counselors play an essential role in addressing this issue. There are many 

bullying-intervention strategies found in the literature. Some focus on reforming bullies and 

empowering victims and bystanders, while others target the school climate. Canady (2001) 

suggests that the most effective intervention programs are those that are comprehensive and 

affect the entire school community, as well as the home environment. Although there are many 

intervention strategies, what is unclear in the literature is the role of the school counselor in 

implementing these strategies. For decades, there has been a lack of clarity as to the role of 

school counselors with regard to bullying interventions. However, in recent years the American 

School Counselor Association has made numerous changes to clarify the role of the school 

counselor. These changes place the school counselor in an optimal position to address bullying 

and create systematic changes. However, the literature is lacking as to the role of the school 

counselor in addressing bullying issues. Given this gap in research, how confident are school 

counselors in addressing bullying in an elementary school setting? It is imperative that school 

counselors feel confident in implementing bullying-intervention programs. Given that past 

research has found support for the relationship between self-efficacy and counselor performance 

in many areas such as career counseling, counseling gay, lesbian, and bisexual clients, and 

suicidal clients (Dillon & Worthington, 2003; King et al., 1999; Larson & Daniels, 1998), it is 



34 
 

important to explore the effect that self-efficacy has on counselors’ interventions in addressing 

bullying in the schools.  

Self-efficacy “has the potential of becoming a powerful construct in helping school 

counselors to understand their influence over people and systems, and more importantly 

understand themselves” (Sutton & Fall, 1995, p. 335). Counselor self-efficacy has been 

identified as one of the most important variables that affect counselors in training. Therefore, if 

the factors that contribute to counselor self-efficacy can be identified, this information will be 

useful in the preparation and professional development of school counselors so that they may 

provide more effective bullying interventions. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

 

 This research study was designed to fill a gap in the current school counseling literature 

regarding school counselors’ self-efficacy to address bullying in the elementary school setting. 

This chapter provides the methods and procedures of the study, including participants, 

instruments for gathering data, and procedures for data collection and analysis. The research 

methods and procedures discussed in this chapter were designed to answer the following 

research questions: 

1.  What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions in an elementary school setting as measured by the Counselor 

Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI)? 

2. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or her 

counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)? 

3. To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) 

bullying-intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions? 

 

Methods 

 The focus of this exploratory study was to examine school counselor’s self-efficacy 

regarding his or her counseling skills as well as self-efficacy for providing bullying- 

interventions in the elementary school setting. Additionally, regression analysis was run to 

determine the extent that four independent variables (i.e., years of experience in the field, years 

of training, bullying- intervention training in graduate school, participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services) were predictive of the dependent variable self-

efficacy, specifically efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values.  A 

quantitative approach involving survey research method was used, with data collected at one 

point in time as a cross-sectional perspective of the participants. A Web-based questionnaire was 

used for data collection. The questionnaire included two standardized self-efficacy instruments 

and selected demographic information questions. The standardized self-efficacy instruments 
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included the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE; Larson et al., 1992) and a modified 

version of the King (1999) instrument that was named the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying 

Interventions Scale (CSBI). Elementary school counselors in at a large suburban school district 

in the mid-Atlantic region were the selected population for this study.  

 

 Participants 

Target participants for this study were all elementary school counselors (full-time = 175; 

part-time = 62) from the 137 elementary schools in a large suburban school district in the Mid-

Atlantic region. The school system is divided into eight clusters. Each cluster contains two to 

four high schools and their feeder elementary and middle schools. 

This school system is a large district in the mid-Atlantic region ranked 13th in size 

nationally, based on the enrollment of 165,439 students in 2007 (Fairfax County Public Schools, 

2007). This school system is ethnically diverse (48% White, 18% Asian, 17% Hispanic, 11% 

Black, 0.3% American Indian/Alaskan, 6% multi-racial). The gender breakdown is 48% female, 

52% male (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2007). The demographics of this school system are 

consistent with the 2007 national profile of elementary and secondary students with regard to 

ethnicity, with 51% White, 5% Asian, 19% Hispanic, 17% Black, and 1.2% American 

Indian/Alaskan (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).  The school system used in this study was 

selected because it is diverse with regards to both ethnicity and gender and comparable to the 

national profile of elementary schools.  Therefore, it was anticipated that the results of the study 

could be generalized. 

 
Instrumentation 

Counseling self-efficacy (CSE) for the purpose of this study was defined as a school 

counselor’s beliefs and judgments about his or her capability to effectively counsel a student 

(Larson & Daniels, 1998). Counseling self-efficacy has been examined and reported in the 

literature related to the impact of training and occupational experiences (Heppner et al., 1998); 

benefits of clinical supervision (Cashwell & Dooley, 2001); and specific settings such as school 

counseling (Sutton & Fall, 1995) and career counseling (O’Brien et al., 1997). Over the years, a 

number of instruments have been developed to measure counselors’ self-efficacy including the 

Counselor Activity Self-Efficacy Scale (Lent et al., 2003), the Counseling Self-Efficacy Scale 
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(Melchert et al., 1996), and the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (Larson et al., 1992). Of 

these three instruments, the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) is the oldest and most 

widely used. The COSE is based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and examines the counselor’s 

perception regarding five factors: microskills, process, difficult client behavior, cultural 

competency, and awareness of values (Larson et al., 1992).  

Other instruments examine the counselor’s self-efficacy in dealing with certain 

populations such as suicidal clients (King et al., 1999) and gay, lesbian, and bisexual clients 

(Dillon & Worthington, 2003). The King instrument (1999) was developed to measure the high 

school counselor’s self-confidence in identifying students at risk for suicide. The King 

instrument is based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and is divided into three subscales, which 

examine the following components of self-efficacy: efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, 

and outcome values.  The efficacy expectations and outcome expectations subscales consist of 

six items each, and the outcome values subscale consists of two items. Each subscale is based on 

a seven-point Likert scale in which respondents rate their answers from 1 = strongly disagree, to 

7 = strongly agree. The instrument also contains four knowledge questions which examine the 

respondents’ knowledge of issues associated with adolescent suicide and the remainder of the 

items are demographic questions. 

 

Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) 

 The Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) (see Appendix A) is the most widely 

used instrument to measure counseling self-efficacy and is based on Bandura’s self-efficacy 

theory (Larson & Daniels, 1998). The items on the COSE examine the counselor’s perceptions of 

his/her capabilities related to five dimensions: executing microskills, attending to the process, 

dealing with difficult client behavior, behaving in a culturally competent way, and being aware 

of one’s own values. Larson and Daniels found the COSE to significantly predict counselor 

performance and demonstrate initial construct validity through factor analysis and adequate test 

and re-test reliability.  

The COSE (Larson et al., 1992) is composed of 37 positive and negative items related to 

counselors’ behavior toward and feelings about a student. Each item is ranked on a Likert scale, 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Five separate scores and a total score are 

reported: microskills (12 items), the counselor’s awareness of the student; process (10 items), the 
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counselor’s comprehensive perception of the student’s state; difficult student behaviors (7 items), 

the counselor’s confrontation with at-risk, or non-cooperative students; cultural competence (4 

items), the counselor’s ability to help students from various cultures; and awareness of values (4 

items), the counselor’s self-awareness of values and biases. Table 3.1 provides an overview of 

the dimensions, alpha coefficients, and items for the COSE. 

Reliability and validity. Psychometric properties reported by Larson et al. for the COSE 

include relatively high reliability coefficients for the total score (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.93) and 

for the five factor scores (microskills = 0.88; process = 0.87; difficult student behaviors = 0.80; 

cultural competency = 0.78; awareness of values = 0.62). The test, re-test reliability of the COSE 

is satisfactory (total score, r = 0.87; microskills, r = 0.68; process, r=0.74; difficult student 

behavior, r = 0.80; cultural competence, r = 0.71; awareness of values, r = 0.83).  

Initial validity measures for the COSE have shown the instrument to be positively related 

to counselor performance, self-concept, problem-solving appraisal, performance expectations, 

and class satisfaction, and negatively related to state and trait anxiety (Larson et al., 1992). The 

COSE was also minimally related to aptitude, achievement, personality type, and defensiveness. 

There was no difference in the scores related to race or theoretical orientation (Larson et al., 

1992). Additional validation studies have been undertaken to measure sensitivity to change 

across counseling professionals to include both master’s level counselors and counseling 

psychologists. A significant main effect was found for years of experience, F (2,314) = 53.75, 

p<.001; and level of training, F (2,314) = 4.17, p < .001 but not for gender (p >.05). Counselors 

at the bachelor’s level had a significantly lower self-efficacy than master’s level counselors and 

counseling psychologists (Larson et al., 1992). COSE scores increase over time due to 

experience (successfully counseling clients), vicarious learning, and verbal persuasion (Larson et 

al., 1992).  

Criterion and convergent validity of the COSE has been reported with the State-Trait 

Anxiety Inventory (STAI), Satisfaction with Course Performance (SCP), and the Behavioral 

Rating Form (BRF). The COSE and the STAI were significant predictors of the BRF. As 

measured by the BRF and stated by self-efficacy theory, trait anxiety and self-efficacy 

significantly contributed to counselor performance (Larson et al., 1992).  
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Table 3.1 

Items Contributing to the COSE Subscales  

Dimension Test/Retest
Reliability Alpha # Items Item # 

Microskills 
(Dimension 1) 0.68 0.88 12 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 17, 32, 34 

Process 
(Dimension 2) 0.74 0.87 10 6, 9, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 31, 33 

Difficult Client Behavior 
(Dimension 3) 0.80 0.80 7 15, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 

Cultural Competency 
(Dimension 4) 0.71 0.78 4 29, 30, 36, 37 

Awareness of Values 
(Dimension 5) 0.83 0.62 4 2, 7, 13, 35 

TOTAL SCORE 0.87 0.93 37  

(Larson et al., 1992) 

King Instrument 

 The instrument used in this study is a modification of a questionnaire by King et al. 

(1999). The King instrument (see Appendix B) is based on Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and 

was developed to examine the self-efficacy of high school counselors for recognizing students at 

risk for suicide. The King instrument is a 31-item questionnaire divided into three subscales. The 

three dependent variables are efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values. 

The items in section one are yes/no questions that explore whether the respondent’s school has a 

crisis-intervention team to handle suicide attempts and the background, experience, and training 

of the high school counselor regarding suicide. The next question explores the steps that the 

school counselor would take if a student expressed suicidal ideations. The items in section three 

explore efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values. Respondents are asked 

to rank their responses to these questions on a Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree. The next three questions are knowledge questions that explore the risk factors for 

adolescent suicide attempts, appropriate responses from schools, and the sources of information 

that counselors have on youth suicide. The last section contains seven demographic questions 

(King et al., 1999).  
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 The King instrument was modified for this study but closely aligned with the original 

instrument to maintain validity and reliability. The resulting instrument, Counselor Self-Efficacy 

and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI), is a 14-item scale to measure the self-efficacy, 

specifically efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values, of school 

counselors in providing bullying interventions (see Appendix C). The additional 17-items from 

the original King instrument were also modified for this study.  Minor changes were made to the 

instrument to make it applicable to the current study. For example, the questions were reflective 

of bullying situations instead of suicide situations.  Although the original instrument was 

designed to measure the self-efficacy of high school counselors toward at-risk suicidal students, 

it was anticipated that the instrument could be expanded and used for other at-risk populations, 

such as bullies and bullying victims.  

  Reliability and validity. The King instrument has satisfactory stability reliability with a 

Pearson correlation coefficient of r = 0.71 for efficacy expectations; r = 0.63 for outcome 

expectations; r = 0.67 for outcome values; and r = 0.65 for the overall instrument. Internal 

consistency was assessed using Cronbach Alpha for each of the three subscales: Alpha = 0.84 

efficacy expectations, Alpha = 0.89 outcome expectations, and 0.60 outcome values. Both face 

and content validity were established for the King instrument. Construct validity was also 

established and showed that the questionnaire measured three separate self-efficacy factors—

efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values. Each of the items for the three 

factors had a high correlation for its intended subscale, confirming construct validity. All three 

factors combined for 63% of the total variance (King et al., 1999).  
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Table 3.2 

Items Contributing to the King Subscales  

Subscale 
Stability 

Reliability 
Alpha # Items Item # 

Efficacy Expectations 
(Subscale 1) 0.71 0.84 6 8A – 8F 

Outcome Expectations 
(Subscale 2)  0.63 0.89 6 8G – 8L 

Outcome Values 
(Subscale 3)  0.67 0.60 2 8M – 8N 

Knowledge -- -- 3  9, 10, 11 

Demographic Questions -- -- 7 1 – 7 

Background Questions -- -- 7 1 – 7  

TOTAL 0.65 0.77 31 -- 

(King et al., 1999) 

Demographic Information 

 Demographic questions were used to describe the participants in the study and 

demographics included overall years of experience as a counselor, number of years at current 

site, educational level, bullying-intervention training in graduate school, participation in 

professional development activities and in-services, total number of students at school, full-time 

or part-time status, and number of counselors at school.  

 

Data Collection Procedures 

 Because the original King instrument was modified, the revised instrument was 

distributed to a panel of experts to validate the instrument and provide an opportunity for the 

primary researcher to check data analysis procedures.  The panel of experts consisted of students 

enrolled in the counselor education doctoral program at Virginia Tech. The panel was given the 

questionnaire, which contained the items from the COSE, the CSBI, and demographic questions 

to assess the validity and reliability of the revised instrument.  
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On September 10, 2008, Dr. Pamelia Brott, Associate Professor of Counselor Education 

at Virginia Tech, and chair of the primary researcher’s doctoral committee, sent an e-mail to 10 

students in the Counselor Education Doctoral Program inviting them to provide input as a panel 

of experts (see Appendix D). The students were asked to review and respond to the online 

questionnaire and provide feedback to the primary researcher. The e-mail contained a link to the 

survey on the SurveyMonkey site (SurveyMonkey.com, 2008).  

Of the 10 students contacted, five responded and, of those five, three provided feedback. 

The average time to take the survey was 25 minutes. One student suggested changing the 

wording of some of the items from “rate the most effective” to “rank the most effective.” 

Another suggestion was to state in the cover letter that the primary researcher was a school 

counselor. These changes were made before the final questionnaire was distributed.  

 

Data Collection 

Data collection for the questionnaire was obtained through the secure Web-based 

SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey.com, 2008). Permission to gather data was obtained from the 

school system (see Appendix E) used in this study and the Human Subjects Internal Review 

Board (IRB) of Virginia Tech (see Appendix F). On September 19, 2008, the Supervisor of 

Elementary Guidance for the school district used in this study sent an e-mail to all elementary 

school counselors in the county, notifying them that a questionnaire would be sent to them 

during the first week in October 2008. The e-mail also encouraged the counselors to participate 

and explained that participation was voluntary and confidential. On October 2, 2008, another e-

mail was sent to the elementary school counselors by the Supervisor of Elementary Guidance. 

This e-mail encouraged the counselors to participate and contained information about the study 

(e.g., purpose, significance), informed consent, and the link to SurveyMonkey needed to access 

the questionnaire (see Appendix G). The e-mail stated that the study had been approved by the 

IRB review board at Virginia Tech as well as the school system used in this study. Additionally, 

the e-mail explained that participation in the study was voluntary and confidential. The e-mail 

also contained contact information for the primary researcher and the faculty advisor, Dr. 

Pamelia E. Brott. Additionally, to encourage participation, a paper-and-pencil version of the 

survey was offered. 
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When the participants clicked on the link in the e-mail, they were directed to the first 

page of the questionnaire, which contained the informed consent and additional information 

about the study, such as the rights of participants, benefits and risks associated with the study, 

and a statement of confidentiality (see Appendix H). The participants were informed that 

completing the secure online questionnaire would imply their consent to participate. The 

informed consent also contained contact information for the primary researcher and the faculty 

advisor. Participants were instructed to click on “continue to the next page,” which contained 

directions for the survey, such as how to go back to the previous page and how to submit the 

survey at the end. The participants were then asked to click on “continue to the next page,” 

which was the first question of the online questionnaire.  

One advantage of online surveys is that typical response times are two to three days 

compared to four to six weeks for mail surveys and two to three weeks for telephone surveys 

(Granello & Wheaton, 2004). Several participant studies show significantly lower response rates 

for online surveys, others show higher response rates, while other studies show no significant 

differences (Granello & Wheaton, 2004). One way to increase online survey response rates is to 

send out multiple reminders (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000; Granello & Wheaton, 2004). 

Cook et al. state that response rates could be as low as 25% to 30% if a follow-up e-mail is not 

sent. For the current study, several strategies (e.g., follow-up e-mails, phone calls, use of an 

incentive) were employed to increase participation.  

On October 9, 2008, 46 counselors had responded to the survey. On October 10, 2008, 

the primary researcher posted a request, along with the link to the survey, on the Elementary 

Guidance Folder online forum, to encourage more participation.  On October 17, 2008, 

electronic contact with counselors was made again by the supervisor of elementary guidance 

encouraging more participation (see Appendix I). Additionally, due to the lack of participation at 

that point, the primary researcher made a phone call to each of the elementary counselors 

encouraging participation. On October 21, 2008, school counselors in clusters I-V were 

contacted. On October 23, 2008, school counselors in clusters VI-VIII were contacted and 

encouraged to participate. On November 2, 2008, another request was posted on the Elementary 

Guidance Folder encouraging participation. This request contained the total number of responses 

received to date as well as a chart containing the total number of responses from each cluster and 

the total number of responses possible in each cluster. Additionally, a gift card incentive was 
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offered to increase participation. The researcher offered to randomly select a gift card recipient 

from the cluster with the highest number of counselor participants. A follow-up request was 

posted on November 6, 2008, to thank the counselors who had already participated and to 

request more participation. A total of 126 responses were received. 

 

Data Analysis 

Data analyses were performed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, 

Version 12.0), a statistical software program to report descriptive statistics, and multiple 

regression results. The results from the COSE, which measures counselor self-efficacy (i.e., 

microskills, process, difficult client behavior, cultural competency, awareness of values), and the 

Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI), which is based on Bandura’s 

self-efficacy theory (e.g., efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, outcome values) were 

correlated to selected demographic information about the participants (i.e., elementary school 

counselors). Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data and answer research question 

one (What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing bullying 

interventions in an elementary school setting?) and research question two (What is the 

elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or her counseling skills?). 

Multiple regression analysis was used to analyze research question three (To what extent are (a) 

years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) bullying  intervention training in 

graduate school, and (d) participation in professional development activities and/or  in-services 

predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for providing bullying interventions?).  Additionally, the 

associations between the CSBI and the COSE were examined. 

 

Summary 

This chapter included a description of the methods, instrumentation, data collection, and 

analysis procedures used in this study. Invited participants in this study were 237 elementary 

school counselors from a large suburban school district in the Mid-Atlantic region. The 

instrument that was used for the study included the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE), 

Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI), and selected demographic 

questions. Data analysis was performed using SPSS to report descriptive statistics and multiple 

regression results.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

The focus of the chapter is to report the findings from data collected to examine school 

counselors’ self-efficacy to address bullying behaviors in the elementary school setting. The 

description of the participants includes response rate and demographics. Data reported from the 

Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI) and Counseling Self-Estimate 

Inventory (COSE; Larson et al., 1992) include descriptive statistics for each item, cross 

tabulations of the independent variables, factor analysis for the 14-items on the Counselor Self-

Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI), and descriptive and regression analyses to 

answer the research questions. All analyses were completed using the Statistics Package for 

Social Science (SPSS, Version 12.0) to answer the following research questions: 

1. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing bullying 

interventions in an elementary school setting as measured by the Counselor Self-Efficacy 

and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI)? 

2. What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or her 

counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)? 

3. To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) bullying-

intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions? 

 

Participants 

Target participants for this study were all elementary school counselors (full-time = 175; 

part-time = 62) from the 137 elementary schools at a large suburban school district in the mid-

Atlantic region. From the population of 237 professional elementary school counselors, 126 

responded to the secure online survey instrument (COSE, CSBI, demographics) for a response 

rate of 53% (126/237).  The margin of error is +/- 6.00 with a confidence interval of 95% based 

on an alpha level of 0.05 for the scales included in this study. 

Electronic contact with all elementary school counselors was made by the district 

supervisor on October 2, 2008, that included an invitation to participate, description of the study, 
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informed consent, and a link to the secure online questionnaire. From the initial contact, 46 

completed questionnaires were submitted. A second contact was made on October 14, 2008, 

resulting in an additional nine questionnaires for a total of 55 completed questionnaires. A final 

request was made by the supervisor on October 17, 2008, resulting in a total of 76 completed 

questionnaires. Phone contact or a voice mail message was subsequently made with 193 

elementary school counselors encouraging them to participate in the study.  On November 2, 

2008, another request was sent out by the researcher offering an incentive gift card to participate. 

Prior to the incentive, 100 of the overall total of 126 questionnaires submitted by the participants 

had been completed. However, after the incentive was offered, the remaining 26 questionnaires 

were completed, resulting in a total of 126 (53%) of 237 counselors’ questionnaires submitted 

for inclusion in this study. Although 126 questionnaires were submitted, the participants did not 

complete every item on the questionnaire. Therefore, the number of participants varies 

depending on which questions the respondents answered.  

As shown in Table 4.1, the participants in this study had an average of 10 years of 

experience and six years at their current site as an elementary school counselor. The school 

counselors who participated in the survey report an average of 664:1 student to school counselor 

ratio.  As Table 4.2 indicates, the vast majority of the participants held a master’s degree (55%) 

or a master’s degree plus additional coursework (41%). A small percentage of participants held 

an educational specialist degree (4%). None of the counselors in the sample held a doctoral 

degree.  All participants were licensed by the state as professional school counselors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



47 
 

Table 4.1 

Participant Characteristics 

Characteristic N % M SD Range 

Years as a school counselor – total 115  -- 10 8 0-44 

 0-3 years 29 25%    

 4-9 37 32%    

 10+ 49 43%    

Years at current site – total 115  -- 6 5 0-25 

 0-3 48 42%    

 4-9 42 36%    

 10+ 25 22%    

Number of students at school – total 111 -- 664 170 275-1100 

 275-500 23 21%    

 501-800 62 56%    

 801-1100 26 23%    

 

As displayed in Table 4.2, of the school counselors who participated in this study, three-

fourths were full-time elementary school counselors (76%) and one-fourth (24%) were part-time 

elementary school counselors. Additionally, the counselors were asked if they received bullying-

intervention training in graduate school or participated in professional development activities 

and/or in-services on bullying.  Of the counselors that responded, only 31% of the counselors 

indicated that they had received bullying-intervention training in their graduate school program, 

and 78% of the counselors indicated that they had participated in professional development 

activities and/or in-services on bullying interventions once they became professional school 

counselors. 
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Table 4.2 

Participant Educational Level and Employment Status 

Characteristic N  % 

Educational level (highest degree) 117  -- 
Master’s degree 64  55% 
Master’s degree plus additional coursework 48  41% 
Educational Specialist degree 5  4% 
Doctoral degree 0 0% 

State licensure as a school counselor 117  100% 
Employment 112 -- 

Full-time 85  76% 
Part-time 27  24% 

Received bullying-intervention training in graduate school 113 31% 
Participated in professional development and/or in-service 114 78% 

 

Cross Tabulations  

Cross tabulations were run on the data to see if any relationships existed between the 

independent variables. The independent variables for this study were (a) years of experience in 

the field, (b) years of training, (c) bullying intervention training in graduate school, and (d) 

participation in a professional development activities and/or in-services. For the purposes of 

investigating possible relationships between the independent variables, the primary researcher 

divided years of experience into three categories: 3 or fewer years was considered a novice, 4 to 

9 years of experience was categorized as mid-level, and 10 or more years of experience was 

considered an experienced counselor. Educational level was used on the questionnaire as a proxy 

for years of training.  

As reported in Table 4.3, the cross tabulations showed a significant (χ2 (4, N= 115) =19.7, 

p<.001) positive relationship between years of experience and level of education. The more 

experienced a counselor was the more education he or she had attained; 80% of the novice 

counselors held a master’s degree, 17% held a master’s degree plus additional coursework, and 

3% held an educational specialist degree. Of the more experienced counselors (10 plus years), 

33% held a master’s degree, 59% held a master’s plus additional coursework, and 8% held an 

educational specialist degree.  Follow-up 2x2 crosstabs on each pairing of levels for these two 
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variables indicated that the significant associations could be narrowed down to differences 

among counselors in three pairings: (a) novice and experienced counselors holding a master’s 

degree or a master’s degree plus additional coursework (χ2 (1, N= 115) =15.8,  p<.001); (b) mid-

level and experienced counselors holding a master’s degree plus additional coursework (χ2 (1, 

N= 115) =5.2, p<.05); and (c) mid-level and experienced counselors holding a master’s or 

educational specialist degree (χ2 (1, N= 115) =4.9, p<.05).   

Table 4.3 

Years of Experience and Level of Education (N=115)  

Level of Education 

Years of 
Experience N Master’s Master’s plus Educational 

Specialist 
n % n % n % 

0-3 30 24 80% 5 17% 1 3% 

4-9 36 22 61% 14 40% 0 0% 

10 + 49 16 33% 29 59% 4 8% 

Total 115 62 --- 48 --- 5 --- 

Note:  (χ2 (4, N= 115) =19.7, p<.001) 

As shown in Table 4.4, the cross tabulations also showed a significant relationship (χ2 (2, 

N= 113) =14.5, p<.001) between years of experience as a school counselor and bullying 

intervention training in graduate school. A higher percentage of school counselors who had 

fewer than three years of experience (59%) received bullying intervention training in graduate 

school than did those counselors who had 10 or more years of experience (25%). However, only 

17% of respondents in the mid-range (4 to 9 years) received training related to bullying 

interventions in graduate school.  Follow-up 2x2 crosstabs on each pairing of levels for these two 

variables indicated that the significant associations could be narrowed down to differences 

among counselors in two pairings:  (a) novice and mid-level counselors with bullying 

intervention training in graduate school (χ2 (1, N= 113) =11.9, p<.01); and (b) novice and 

experienced counselors with bullying intervention training in graduate school (χ2 (1, N= 113) 

=9.1, p<.01). 
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Table 4.4  

Years of Experience and Bullying Intervention Training in Graduate School (N=113) 

Bullying- Intervention Training in Graduate School 
Years of 

Experience N Yes No 
n % n % 

0-3 29 17 59% 12 41% 

4-9 35 6 17% 29 83% 

10 + 49 12 25% 37 76% 

Total 113 35 --- 78 --- 

Note:  (χ2 (2, N= 113) =14.5, p<.001) 

Years of experience as a counselor had a significant relationship (χ2 (2, N= 114) =10.5, 

p<.01) with participation in professional development activities and/or in-services related to 

bullying interventions. As indicated in Table 4.5, as years of experience increased so did 

participation; 92%  of the counselors with 10 or more years experience participated in 

professional development activities and/or in-services, while 62% of the novice counselors 

participated. Follow-up 2x2 crosstabs on each pairing of levels for these two variables indicated 

that the significant associations could be narrowed down to differences among counselors in two 

pairings:  (a) novice and experienced counselors (χ2 (1, N= 114) =10.4, p<.01) with participation 

in professional development activities and/or in-services related to bullying; and  (b)  mid-level 

and experienced counselors with participation in professional development activities and/or in-

services (χ2 (1, N= 114) = 5.8, p<.05). 
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Table 4.5 

Years of Experience and Participation in Professional Development Activities/In-services 

(N=114)  

Participation in Professional Development Activities/In-services 
Years of 

Experience N Yes No 
n % n % 

0-3 29 18 62% 11 38% 
4-9 36 26 72% 10 28% 
10 + 49 45 92% 4 8% 
Total 114 89 --- 25 --- 

Note:  (χ2 (2, N= 114) =10.5, p<.01) 

Cross tabulations were also run to see if a relationship exists between level of education 

and bullying intervention training in graduate school.  As shown in Table 4.6, a significant 

relationship (χ2 (2, N= 114) =0.22, n.s.) was not found between level of education and bullying- 

intervention training in graduate school meaning that counselors at all levels of education 

reported similar levels of bullying-intervention training in graduate school.  Of the counselors 

who held a master’s degree, 31% had bullying- intervention training in graduate school while 

30% with a master’s plus additional coursework reported having had training, and 40% of those 

who held an educational specialist degree received bullying-intervention training.  

Table 4.6  

Level of Education and Bullying Intervention Training in Graduate School (N=114) 

Bullying- Intervention Training in Graduate School 

Level of Education N Yes No 
n % n % 

Master’s 62 19 31% 43 69% 
Master’s Plus 47 14 30% 33 70% 
Educational Specialist 5 2 40% 3 60% 
Total 114 35 --- 79 --- 
Note:  (χ2 (2, N= 114) =0.22, n.s.) 

 However, as Table 4.7 indicates, a significant (χ2 (2, N= 116) =8.2, p<.05) relationship 

exists between the level of education and participation in professional development activities 

and/or in-services related to bullying interventions. As the level of education increased so did 

participation in professional development activities and/or in-services; 65% with a master’s 

degree participated, 87% with a master’s degree plus additional coursework participated, and all 
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counselors (100%) with an educational specialist degree participated in bullying intervention 

activities and/or in-services. Follow-up 2x2 crosstabs on each pairing of levels for these two 

variables indicated that the significant associations could be narrowed down to differences 

among counselors in one pairing:  counselors that held a master’s degree or a master’s degree 

plus additional coursework and participation in professional development activities and/or in-

services  (χ2 (1, N= 116) = 6.4, p<.05).   

Table 4.7 

Level of Education and Participation in Professional Development Activities/In-services 

(N=116) 

Participation in Professional Development/In-service 

Level of Education N Yes No 
n % n % 

Master’s 65 42 65% 21 33% 
Master’s plus 46 42 87% 6 13% 
Educational Specialist 5 5 100% 0 0% 
Total 116 89 --- 27 --- 
Note:  (χ2 (2, N= 116) =8.2, p<.05) 

As detailed in Table 4.8, 83% of the counselor’s that had bullying intervention training in 

graduate school also participated in professional development activities and/or in-services related 

to bullying interventions.  Additionally, three-fourths of the counselors that did not receive any 

bullying intervention training in graduate school did, however, participate in professional 

development activities and/or in-services; the relationship between the variables was significant 

(χ2 (1, N= 114) =0.92, p<.05). 

Table 4.8  

Bullying Intervention Training in Graduate School and Participation in Professional 
Development Activities/In-services (N=114) 

Participation in Professional Development Activities/In-services 
Intervention Training 

in Graduate School N 
Yes No 

n % n % 
Yes 35 29 83% 6 17 
No 79 59 75% 20 25 
Total 114 88 --- 26 --- 

Note:  (χ2 (1, N= 114) =0.92, p<.05) 
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Counselor Self-Efficacy for Bullying Intervention 

Q1: What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions in an elementary school setting, as measured by Counselor Self-Efficacy 

and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI)?  

The first research question was measured by a modified version of the King instrument, 

the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI). The original King 

instrument was developed to examine the high school counselors’ self-efficacy for dealing with 

suicidal students. The original King instrument consisted of 31 items, 14 of which focused on 

three specific components of self-efficacy as well as demographic questions and questions that 

examined counselor knowledge in which respondents using a seven-point Likert- scale ranging 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) response to each item. According to King et al. 

(1999), if the respondents selected a 1 or 2, it was considered strongly disagree and, if they 

selected a 6 or 7, it was considered strongly agree.  

The Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI) was used for this 

study to examine the elementary school counselor’s self-efficacy when dealing with bullying 

situations. To modify the original instrument’s focus on suicide prevention to this study’s focus 

on bullying prevention, wording about bullying situations was substituted for the wording about 

suicide prevention. For example, the item on the original instrument “I believe I can recognize a 

student at risk for attempting suicide” was changed to “I believe I can recognize a student that is 

at risk for becoming either a bully or a victim of bullying.” 

Counselor self-efficacy for providing bullying interventions was measured using the 14 

items from the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI) (modified King 

instrument) that focused on three specific components of self-efficacy that match Bandura’s 

(1997) theory of self-efficacy: (a) efficacy expectations (6 items), reflecting beliefs that 

individuals have about their ability to perform behaviors to produce a specific outcome; (b) 

outcome expectations (6 items), reflecting expectations individuals hold that certain behaviors 

will result in a specific outcome; and (c) outcome values (2 items), reflecting the values and 

significance that individuals place on the expected outcomes of a specific behavior. The current 

study employed a six-point Likert scale, meaning that 1 or 2  was considered disagreement, 

while 5 or 6  was considered agreement with an item. 
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To validate the use of the modified instrument in this study, a principal component factor 

analysis was conducted on the 14 counselor self-efficacy items to examine the factor structure of 

the items that make up the three subscales: efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and 

outcome values. Overall, the extracted factors accounted for 68% of item variance. On the initial 

extraction, all 14 items loaded highly onto the first factor, with two additional factors also 

extracted.  The factor loading for all 14 items on the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying 

Interventions Scale (CSBI) ranged from 0.40 to 0.81. The internal consistency (α=0.90) for the 

items was sufficient. The initial eigenvalue of the first factor was 6.5 accounting for 46% of the 

variance.  

As Table 4.9 indicates, the factor analysis with Varimax rotation yielded three factors. 

The initial eigenvalue for Factor 1 was 6.5 and the final rotated eigenvalue was 4.3, which 

explained 31% of the rotated variance. The factor analysis showed the strongest loading of the 

outcome expectation items on Factor 1. The six items in this subscale had factor loadings ranging 

from .78 to .84. Additional internal consistency analysis (α=0.91) of these six items was good. . 

Factor 2 had an initial eigenvalue of 1.9 and a final eigenvalue of 3.4, which explained 24% of 

the rotated variance. This factor represented the efficacy expectation dimension with the six 

efficacy expectation items loading from 0.63 to 0.76. Internal consistency was sufficient at 

(α=0.84) for the six subscale items. The initial eigenvalue for Factor 3, outcome values, was 1.2, 

and the final eigenvalue was 1.9 explaining 13% of the rotated variance. Factor 3, outcome 

values, had factor loadings of 0.83 and 0.89. The internal consistency (α=0.82) was good for this 

two item subscale.  
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Table 4.9 

Factor Loadings of Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Intervention Items onto Rotated 
Factors 

Item # Outcome 
Expectations 

Efficacy 
Expectations 

Outcome 
Values 

44 0.24 0.69 0.05 

45 0.14 0.76 0.30 

46 0.24 0.72 0.15 

47 0.18 0.76 0.30 

48 0.34 0.63 0.15 

49 0.06 0.70 -0.11 

50 0.81 0.18 0.15 

51 0.81 0.20 0.28 

52 0.78 0.26 0.19 

53 0.81 0.14 0.03 

54 0.84 0.21 0.21 

55 0.79 0.22 0.08 

56 0.31 0.22 0.83 

57 0.18 0.13 0.89 
 

The results of the factor analysis showed strong factor loadings and sufficient internal 

consistency for all 14 items on the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale 

(CSBI). Additionally, the factor analysis extracted the items into three subscales and showed 

high factor loadings and good internal consistency for the subscales. Therefore, the 14 items can 

be retained in further analyses because all of the items load onto the subscale factors as expected. 

The remainder of this section is divided in the following areas that represent the 

subscales: (a) efficacy expectations, (b) outcome expectations, and (c) outcome values. Each 

subsection will include descriptive statistics and the results of the analysis of the data for that 

subscale. The tables provide a detailed description of the descriptive statistics; however, only the 

items that were particularly high or low will be highlighted in the text.  
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Efficacy Expectations 

The purpose of this subscale was to examine the elementary school counselor’s efficacy 

expectations regarding bullying interventions. Efficacy expectations are the beliefs that an 

individual has about his/her ability to perform behaviors to produce a specific outcome (Bandura, 

1997). There are six items on the efficacy expectations subscale giving a range of scores from 6 

to 36. The reported mean for this subscale is based on the summation of the six items related to 

this subscale; therefore, the range is 6 (1x6) to 36 (6x6). The mean subscale total score was 31.7 

(median=32, SD=3.7), and the average item response score for the efficacy expectations subscale 

was 5.3, indicating that on average the school counselors rated themselves high by selecting a 5 

out of a possible 6 when responding to the items on this subscale.  

 As indicated in Table 4.10, counselors reported they felt the highest level of efficacy on 

average (M=5.6), when asking a student if they were involved in a bullying situation [item (47): 

“I believe I can ask a student at risk for being a bully or a victim if he/she is involved in a 

bullying situation.”]; 96% of the counselors selected a 5 or 6 for this item. The items with the 

next highest mean (M=5.4) referred to counselors talking with teachers to determine if students’ 

actions put them at risk for bullying and offering support to students involved in bullying [item 

(48 ): “I believe I can effectively offer support to a student at risk for being involved in a bullying 

situation either as a bully or a victim” and  (45): ”I believe I can talk with teachers at my school 

to help determine whether or not a student is at risk for bullying issues either as a bully or 

victim”]. For both items, three-fourths of the respondents rated themselves high by selecting 

either a 5 or 6.  However, regarding their ability to recognize a student at risk, the counselors 

reported the lowest mean (M=4.9) on the efficacy expectations subscale with 73% of the 

counselors rating themselves high [item (44): “I believe I can recognize a student that is at risk 

for becoming either a bully or victim”]. Although this item had the lowest mean on this subscale, 

overall, the counselors were still efficacious regarding efficacy expectations.   
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Table 4.10 

Descriptive Statistics for Efficacy Expectations Subscale (N=114) 

Item Self-Rating (%) 
1-2 3-4 5-6 Mean Median SD 

44 1% 26% 73% 4.9 5.0 0.95 
45 1% 10% 89% 5.4 5.5 0.78 
46 3% 20% 78% 5.0 5.0 0.98 
47 1% 4% 96% 5.6 6.0 0.67 
48 1% 8% 92% 5.4 6.0 0.76 
49 1% 12% 87% 5.3 6.0 0.93 
 Mean Subscale Total Score 31.7 32.0 3.70 
  Average Item Response 5.3 5.3 0.61 

Outcome Expectations 

Outcome expectations are the beliefs that performing a specific behavior will lead to a 

desired outcome (Bandura, 1997). The purpose of this scale is to examine the school counselor’s 

outcome expectations regarding bullying interventions. There are six items on the outcome 

expectations subscale giving a range of scores from 6 to 36. The reported mean for this subscale 

is based on the summation of the six items related to this subscale; therefore, the range is 6 (1x6) 

to 36 (6x6). The mean subscale total score was 28.9 (median=30, SD=4.7), and the average item 

response score for the outcome expectations subscale was 4.8, indicating that on average the 

school counselors rated themselves high for the items on this subscale. 

As Table 4.11 indicates, counselors reported they felt the highest level of self-efficacy 

(M=5.0) for offering support to a student at risk for being involved in a bullying situation as 80% 

of the respondents rated themselves high [item (54): “I believe if I effectively offer support to a 

student at risk for being involved in a bullying situation, it will reduce the chance that the student 

will become a victim or a bully”].  The counselors reported the lowest mean (M=4.7) on this 

subscale regarding their outcome expectations related to their beliefs on the effects that talking 

with a parent or student would have on the student. Only 66% of the counselors rated themselves 

high [item (52): “I believe if I talk with the parent(s)/guardian(s) of a student to help determine 

whether a student is at risk of becoming a bully or a victim, it will reduce the chance that the 

student will be involved in bullying problems”]. Additionally, the counselors rated themselves 

lower than the other items (M=4.7) regarding the outcome expectations for asking students if 

they were involved in a bullying situation with 66% of the respondents rating themselves as high 
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regarding the expected outcomes of talking with an at-risk student [item (53): “I believe if I ask a 

student at risk for becoming a bully or victim, if he/she is involved in a bullying situation it will 

reduce the chance that the student will continue to be involved in the bullying situation”].  

Although these items had the lowest reported means in this subscale, overall the counselors were 

still efficacious regarding outcome expectations.   

Table 4.11 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Expectations Subscale (N=114) 

Item Self-Rating (%) 
1-2 3-4 5-6 Mean Median SD 

50 2% 27% 71% 4.8 5.0 0.95 
51 3% 22% 75% 4.9 5.0 1.00 
52 0% 35% 66% 4.7 5.0 0.90 
53 4% 29% 66% 4.7 5.0 1.00 
54 0% 20% 80% 5.0 5.0 0.80 
55 1% 27% 72% 4.8 5.0 0.91 

  Mean Subscale Total Score 28.9 30.0 4.70 
  Average Item Response 4.8 5.0 0.78 

Outcome Values 

Outcome values are the values and significance that are placed on the expected outcomes 

of a specific behavior (Bandura, 1997). The purpose of this subscale is to examine the outcome 

values of school counselors regarding bullying interventions. There are two items on the outcome 

values subscale giving a range of scores from 2 to 12. The reported mean for this subscale is 

based on the summation of the two items related to this subscale; therefore, the range is 2 (1x2) 

to 12 (2x6). The mean subscale total score was 10.4 (median=10, SD=1.5), and the average item 

response score for the outcome values subscale was 5.2 indicating that on average the school 

counselors responded strongly agree to the two items on this subscale. 

As shown in Table 4.12, the results of the analysis for this subscale for the two items 

were similar. The counselors rated themselves high (M=5.2) on both items indicating that one of 

the most important things a counselor and a school system could do is prevent bullying [item 

(56): “I believe as a school counselor, one of the most important things I could ever do would be 

to prevent a student from being involved in a bullying situation as either a victim or a bully” and 

item (57): “I believe one of the most important things a school system could do is to establish a 

program to help recognize potential victims and bullies and provide effective 
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prevention/intervention programs”]. Therefore, on average four-fifths (81%) of the school 

counselors rated themselves high on each of the items in this subscale. 

Table 4.12 

Descriptive Statistics for Outcome Values Subscale (N=117) 

Item Self-Rating (%) 
1-2 3-4 5-6 Mean Median SD 

56 0% 19% 81% 5.2 5.0 .84 
57 0% 19% 81% 5.2 5.0 .83 

 Mean Subscale Total Score 10.4 10.0 1.50 
  Average Item Response 5.2 5.1 0.57 

 

Overall Instrument 

The three subscales (efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, outcome values) along 

with the total score, as measured with the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions 

Scale (CSBI), were used as dependent variables for this study.  As shown in Table 4.13, a total 

self-efficacy score for all 14 items was determined by summing each counselor’s responses 

(M=71.2, SD=8.0). A counselor was considered to have high self-efficacy if the total score was 

56 or above and low self-efficacy if the score was 55 or below. This was determined based on 

the six-point Likert scale; 4 is above the midpoint on the Likert-scale on the agreement side; 

therefore, 4 times the total number of items was chosen as the cut-off point between high and 

low scores (4x14=56). A majority (83%) of the counselors rated themselves as efficacious on the 

total scale, which included all 14 items on counselor self-efficacy for bullying intervention.  

The counselors were categorized as high or low on each of the subscales by 

dichotomizing their subscale score. For the items on the subscales with six items (efficacy 

expectations and outcome expectations), a high score was 24 or greater and a low score was less 

than 24. For outcome values with two items, a high score was a score of 8 or greater (4x2=8) and 

a low score was a score less than 8. This was determined based on the six-point Likert scale; 4 is 

above the midpoint on the Likert scale on the agreement side; therefore, 4 times the number of 

items was chosen as the cut-off point between high and low scores. A majority of the school 

counselors rated themselves high on the subscales: 89% rated themselves high on efficacy 

expectations, 79% on outcome expectations, and 89% on outcome values. Overall, the counselors 

rated themselves high on the self-efficacy subscales indicating that the counselors were as a 
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group highly efficacious regarding efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome 

values.  

Table 4.13 

Descriptive Statistics for Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions 

 Low % High % Mean Median SD 
Efficacy Expectations 11% 89% 31.7 32 3.7 
Outcome Expectations 21% 79% 28.9 30 4.7 
Outcome Values 11% 89% 10.4 10 1.5 
Total Score 17% 83% 71.2 72 8.0 
 

Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) 

Q2: What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or 

her counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)? 

The second research question addressed the elementary school counselor’s perceived 

self-efficacy regarding his or her counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate 

Inventory (COSE). It is important to use the more established COSE instrument to examine how 

efficacious school counselors felt in their overall ability to counsel students and compare it with 

the newly developed Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI), which 

focused on counselor self-efficacy in the specific area of bullying. This section presents factor 

analysis and descriptive statistics for the counselor’s COSE responses, focusing on both the 

overall instrument and each of the COSE instrument’s five self-efficacy dimensions. This section 

will include tables that provide a detailed description of the descriptive statistics; however, only 

items that were particularly high or low will be highlighted in the text. 

The COSE inventory is composed of 37 items with participants using a six-point Likert 

scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6), as possible responses to each 

item. Factor analysis of the COSE indicated that at least five dimensions underlie counseling 

self-efficacy (Larson et al., 1992). The items on the COSE, which are based on Bandura’s self-

efficacy theory, examine counselors’ perceptions of their capabilities related to these five 

dimensions: (a) executing microskills, (b) attending to the process, (c) dealing with difficult 

client behavior, (d) behaving in a culturally competent way, and (e) being aware of one’s own 

values. Five separate scores related to the respective dimensions and a total score are reported: 

microskills (12 items), counselor’s awareness of the student; process (10 items), counselor’s 
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comprehensive perception of the student’s state; difficult student behaviors (7 items), counselor’s 

confrontation with at-risk, or non-cooperative students; cultural competence (4 items), 

counselor’s ability to help students from various cultures; and awareness of values (4 items), 

counselor’s awareness of own values and biases. Higher scores indicate a higher self-efficacy 

regarding counseling skills for all items (Larson et al., 1992). The cut-off score for these items 

was determined based on a six-point Likert scale; 4 is above the midpoint on the strongly agree 

side; therefore, 4  times the number of items  gives the cut-off point for high and low scores. The 

cut-off point for the subscales were as follows: microskills 48 or greater, process 40 or greater, 

difficult student behavior 28 or greater, and cultural competence and awareness of values 16 or 

greater.  

Microskills 

 Microskills are important components of counseling training programs and represent the 

basic counseling skills taught in pre-practicum counseling courses (Larson et al., 1992). 

Therefore, it is important to examine how confident school counselors are in using those skills. 

Some examples of microskills on the COSE are a reflection of feeling and content, probing, and 

confrontation (Larson et al., 1992).  There are 12 items related to the microskills dimension, 

giving a range of scores from 12 (1x12) to 72 (6x12). The reported mean for the microskills 

dimension is based on the summation of the 12 items related to this dimension. The mean 

dimension total score was 61.7 (median=62, SD=6.5), and the average item response score for 

the microskills dimension was 5.1 indicating that on average the school counselors selected a 5 

out of a possible 6 for the items on this dimension. 

As indicated in Table 4.14, school counselors reported they felt the highest level of 

efficacy on average (M=5.7) when asked how they would appear to their student [item (11): “I 

feel confident that I will appear competent and earn the respect of my student”] with 98% of the 

counselors selecting a 5 out of 6 for this item and 0% selecting a 1 or 2. The items with the next 

highest mean (M=5.3) were related to how the counselors responded to the student, specifically 

their interpretation and confrontation responses [item (14): “I feel that the content of my 

interpretation and confrontation responses will be consistent with what the student is saying”, 

item (17): “I am confident that the wording of my interpretations will be easy to understand”, 

and item (4): “I am confident that I will respond appropriately in view of what the student is 

saying”]. Over three-fourths of the counselors rated themselves high on these items selecting a 5 
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out of a possible 6 regarding the appropriateness (92%), interpretation (90%), and wording 

(84%) of their responses.  

 Of the 12 items in this dimension, the lowest reported mean (M=4.8) for this dimension 

was related to the counselor’s assessment of the student’s willingness for change [item (34): “I 

am confident that I can assess the student’s readiness for commitment to change”]. Only 72% of 

the respondents selected 5 or 6 for this item. The next lowest mean (M=4.9) was related to how 

the counselors ended a session, conciseness of their responses, and validation of their responses 

by the student [item (3): “When I initiate the end of a session, I am positive it will be in a manner 

that is not abrupt or brusque and that I will end the session on time,” item (5): “I am certain that 

my interpretation and confrontation responses will be concise and to the point,” and item (12): “I 

am confident that my interpretation and confrontation responses will be validated by the 

student”]. For these items, more than 70% of the counselors selected a 5 out of a possible 6; 

however, none (0%) of the counselors selected a 1 or 2 for item 12 indicating that none of them 

felt like their responses would not be validated by the student.  

Table 4.14 

Counselor Self-Estimate (COSE) Inventory: Microskills 

Item 
# 

Self-Rating (%) Mean Median SD 1-2 3-4 5-6 
1 0% 15% 85% 5.2 5.0 0.78 
3 4% 24% 72% 4.9 5.0 1.10 
4 3% 14% 84% 5.3 5.0 0.89 
5 5% 17% 78% 4.9 5.0 1.00 
8 3% 9% 88% 5.2 5.0 1.00 
10 3% 9% 88% 5.1 5.0 0.91 
11 0% 2% 98% 5.7 6.0 0.53 
12 0% 24% 76% 4.9 5.0 0.86 
14 0% 8% 92% 5.3 5.0 0.61 
17 1% 10% 90% 5.3 5.0 0.76 
32 1% 15% 84% 5.2 5.0 0.86 
34 2% 26% 72% 4.8 5.0 1.00 

 Mean Dimension Total Score 61.7 62.0 6.50 
 Average Item Response 5.1 5.2 0.54 
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Process 

Process skills include microskills as well as responses related to the counseling 

relationship that occur over time (Larson et al., 1992). These skills are important because they 

examine the quality of the counselor’s responses to the client (e.g., conciseness, clarity, 

succinctness) (Larson et al., 1992). The items in this dimension are negatively worded and ask 

the counselors to rate themselves regarding the skills they are “worried” about. Therefore, all of 

the items were recoded so that the scale would be in the same direction as the initial dimension; 

thus, a higher score indicates that the counselors were more efficacious. There are 10 items in the 

process dimension giving a range of scores from 10 (1x10) to 60 (6x10). The reported mean for 

this dimension is based on the summation of the 10 items related to this dimension. The mean 

dimension total score for process was 48 (median=49, SD= 5.6), and the average item response 

score was 4.8 indicating that school counselors rated themselves as relatively efficacious for the 

items on the process dimension. 

 As shown in Table 4.15, the items with the highest mean on this dimension (M=5.3) were 

related to how counselors felt about their ability to maintain intensity and express themselves in 

a natural way during the session [item (16): “I may not be able to maintain the intensity to 

produce student confidence” (recoded) and item (18): “I am not sure that I will express myself in 

a way that is natural” (recoded)]. Almost 90% of the counselors selected a 5 out of a possible 6 

for these items. The items with the next highest mean (M=5.2) represented the counselors 

feelings regarding their responses [item (6): “I am worried that the wording of my responses lack 

reflection of feeling, clarification, and probing, and may be confusing and hard to understand” 

(recoded), item (9) “I am worried that the type of response I use at a particular time, i.e., 

reflection of feeling, interpretation, etc., may not be the appropriate response” (recoded), item 

(19):  I am afraid that I may not understand and properly determine probable meanings of the 

student’s nonverbal behaviors (recoded), item (23): “When giving responses, i.e., reflection of 

feeling, active listening, clarification, probing; I am afraid that they may not be effective in that 

they won’t be validated by the student’s immediate response” (recoded), and item (31) “I am 

worried that my interpretation and confrontation responses may not, over time, assist the student 

to be more specific in defining and clarifying their problem” (recoded)]. More than three-fourths 

of the counselors selected a 5 out of possible 6 for these items. 
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For the Process dimension, the counselors reported the lowest mean (M=4.8) regarding 

their assessment of student problems [item (21): “My assessments of student problems may not 

be as accurate as I need them to be” (recoded)]. Only 72% of the respondents selected a 5 out of 

a possible 6 for this item.  Overall, the counselors were still efficacious regarding their process 

skills.   

Table 4.15 

Counselor Self-Estimate (COSE) Inventory: Process 

Item 
# 

Self-Rating (%) Mean Median SD 1-2 3-4 5-6 
6 3% 10% 87% 5.2 5.0 1.00 
9 4% 10% 86% 5.2 5.0 1.00 

16 5% 6% 89% 5.3 6.0 1.10 
18 7% 7% 86% 5.3 6.0 1.30 
19 2% 14% 83% 5.2 6.0 0.98 
21 6% 22% 72% 4.8 5.0 1.20 
22 5% 17% 78% 5.0 5.0 1.20 
23 1% 16% 83% 5.2 5.0 0.89 
31 2% 19% 79% 5.2 5.0 0.86 
33 5% 13% 82% 5.1 5.0 1.10 

 Mean Dimension Total Score 48.0 49.0 5.60 
 Average Item Response 4.8 4.9 0.56 

Difficult Client Behaviors 

Larson et al. (1992) define difficult client behaviors as those that present a significant 

challenge to the counselor, such as the unmotivated, suicidal, abused, alcoholic, or silent clients. 

The items on this dimension were worded both positively and negatively. Four items were 

negatively worded, and three items were positively worded on this dimension. Therefore, reverse 

coding was used on negatively worded items so that the scale would be in the same direction as 

the initial dimension; thus, a higher score indicates that the counselors were more efficacious. 

There were a total of seven items included in this dimension giving a range of 7 to 42, therefore, 

the range is 7 (1x7) to 42 (6x7). The reported mean for this dimension is based on the summation 

of the seven related items. The mean dimension total score was 34 (median=36, SD=5.3), and the 

average item response score for the difficult behaviors dimension was 5.0 indicating that school 

counselors rated themselves as relatively high for efficacious on the difficult client behaviors 

dimension. 
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As presented in Table 4.16, the counselors rated themselves high (M=5.5) regarding their 

overall knowledge of counseling skills [item (15): “I feel that I have enough fundamental 

knowledge to do effective counseling”] with 93% selecting a 5 out of a possible 6 for this item. 

The counselors also rated themselves high (M=5.3) regarding their questioning and probing 

skills [item (20): “I am confident that I will know when to use open and closed questions and 

probes”] with 87% selecting a 5 out of possible 6 for this item.  

The lowest mean (M=4.6) on the difficult client behaviors dimension compared to the 

other items, was related to dealing with nonverbal students [item (27): “I may have difficulty 

dealing with students who do not verbalize their thoughts” (recoded)] with only 62% rating 

themselves a 5 or 6 on this item and 45% rating themselves in the mid-range, only 9% rated 

themselves low. The next lowest mean (M=4.8) was related to the counselor’s ability to work 

with students who do not seem committed to counseling [item (28): “I am unsure as to how to 

deal with students who are indecisive or uncommitted” (recoded)] as  73% rated themselves a 5 

out of a possible 6 on this item.    

Table 4.16 

Counselor Self-Estimate (COSE) Inventory: Difficult Client Behavior 

Item # Self-Rating (%) Mean Median SD 1-2 3-4 5-6 
15 0% 6% 93% 5.5 6.0 0.62 
20 3% 10% 87% 5.3 6.0 0.95 
24 5% 17% 78% 5.1 5.0 1.10 
25 5% 25% 70% 4.9 5.0 1.10 
26 5 % 17% 78% 5.0 5.0 1.10 
27 9% 45% 62% 4.6 5.0 1.30 
28 8% 19% 73% 4.8 5.0 1.30 

 Mean Dimension Total Score 34 36.0 5.30 
 Average Item Response 5.0 5.1 0.76 

 

Cultural Competence 

Cultural competence refers to the counselor’s ability to respond to diverse clients with 

regard to ethnicity and socioeconomic status (Larson et al., 1992). The items on this dimension 

required counselors to rate themselves on how confident they are in working with diverse clients. 

There were four items on this dimension; two items were positively worded and two items were 

negatively worded. The negatively worded items on this dimension were recoded so that the 
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scale would be in the same direction as the initial dimension. The four items included in this 

dimension give a range of 4 (1x4) to 24 (6x4). The reported mean for this dimension is based on 

the summation of the four items related to this dimension. The  mean dimension total score was 

21 (median=22, SD=2.7), and the average item response score for the cultural competence 

dimension was 5.3 indicating that school counselors rated themselves as being efficacious on the 

cultural competence dimension. 

As Table 4.17 indicates, the counselors were the most efficacious regarding their ability 

to relate to students who were a lower (M= 5.6) or different (M=5.5) socioeconomic status [item 

(37): “I am afraid that I may not be able to effectively relate to someone of lower socioeconomic 

status than me” (recoded), and (30): “I will be an effective counselor with students of a different 

social class”].  More than 90% of the counselors selected a 5 out of a possible 6 for these items. 

The lowest mean (M=5.1) on this dimension compared to the other items was related to 

how the counselors felt regarding working with ethnic minority students and students who were 

culturally different [item (36): “In working with culturally different students, I may have a 

difficult time viewing situations from their perspective” (recoded)], and item (29): “When 

working with ethnic minority students I am confident”].  However, for all of the items on the 

cultural competence dimension, more than three-fourths of the counselors rated themselves a 5 

out of a possible 6 indicating they were highly efficacious regarding cultural competence.  

Table 4.17 

Counselor Self-Estimate (COSE) Inventory: Cultural Competence 

Item 
# 

Self-Rating (%) Mean Median SD 1-2 3-4 5-6 
29 2% 18% 79% 5.1 5.0 1.10 
30 2% 6% 92% 5.5 6.0 0.84 
36 3% 14% 83% 5.1 5.0 1.00 
37 2% 3% 95% 5.6 6.0 0.79 

 Mean Dimension Total Score 21.0 22.0 2.70 
 Average Item Response 5.3 5.5 0.67 

Awareness of Values 

Awareness of values is related to counter-transference issues with regard to counselors’ 

awareness of and ability to deal with their biases and values in ways that do not affect the client 

(Larson et al., 1992). There were four items on this dimension. Three items on this dimension are 

negatively worded and one item is positively worded. Reverse coding was used so that the scale 
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would be in the same direction as the initial dimension; thus, a higher score indicates that the 

counselors were efficacious. The four items included in this dimension give a range of 4 (1x4) to 

24 (6x4). The reported mean for this dimension is based on the summation of the four items 

related to this dimension. The average mean dimension total score was 19 (median=19, SD=2.6), 

and the average item response score for the awareness of values dimension was 4.8 indicating 

that school counselors rated themselves as relatively highly efficacious on the awareness of 

values dimension. 

As Table 4.18 indicates, the counselors were the most efficacious (M=5.5) on having 

resolved personal issues that would affect counseling [item (13): “I feel confident that I have 

resolved conflicts in my personal life so that they will not interfere with my counseling 

abilities”]. A majority of the counselors (92%) selected a 5 out of a possible 6 for this item, 8% 

selected a 3 or 4, and none (0%) of the counselors selected a 1 or 2. The counselors were also 

efficacious regarding their ability to respond to students in a non-judgmental way [item (7): “I 

feel I will not be able to respond to the student in a non-judgmental way with respect to the 

student’s values and beliefs, etc.” (recoded)].  

The lowest mean (M=3.6) on the awareness of values dimension as well as the lowest 

mean of items on any dimension of the COSE was related to the counselor’s giving advice [item 

(35): “I feel I may give advice”]. Half (50%) of the counselors rated themselves in the mid-range 

by selecting a 3 or 4 for this item, 28% selected a 5 out of 6, and 22% selected a 1 or 2 indicating 

that they may give advice during a counseling session.  

Table 4.18 

Counselor Self-Estimate (COSE) Inventory: Awareness of Values 

Item 
# 

Self-Rating (%) Mean Median SD 1-2 3-4 5-6 
2 5% 22% 74% 4.8 5.0 1.10 
7 5% 6% 89% 5.4 6.0 1.20 

13 0% 8% 92% 5.5 6.0 0.71 
35 28% 50% 22% 3.6 3.0 1.40 

 Mean Dimension Total Score 19.0 19.0 2.60 
 Average Item Response 4.8 3.0 1.02 
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Total COSE 

The counselors were categorized as high or low on each of the subscales by 

dichotomizing their subscale score.  The average mean total for the COSE was 18 (median=187, 

SD=18.3). For the COSE, a score of 148 and above was considered high self-efficacy. This was 

determined based on the six-point Likert scale; 4 is above the midpoint on the strongly agree 

side, therefore, 4 times the total number of items (37) as the cut-off point for high self-efficacy.  

As Table 4.19 indicates, the counselors rated themselves high on the COSE dimensions; cultural 

competence (94%), microskills (93%), awareness of values (88%), process (86%), and difficult 

client behaviors (85%).  Overall, 86% of the counselors on the COSE instrument rated 

themselves high indicating they had a high self-efficacy regarding their counseling skills.   

Table 4.19 

Total (COSE) Instrument 

Dimension Low % High % Mean Median SD 
Microskills 7% 93% 62 62 6.5 
Process 14% 86% 48 49 5.6 
Difficult Client Behaviors 15% 85% 34 36 5.3 
Cultural Competence 6% 94% 21 22 2.7 
Awareness of Values 12% 88% 19 19 2.6 
Total 14% 86% 185 187 18.3 
 

Associations Between CSBI and COSE  

The relationship between the newly-developed Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying 

Interventions Scale (CSBI) (including efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, outcome 

values subscales, and total score), and the more established COSE instrument (including 

microskills, process, difficult client behaviors, cultural competence, awareness of values 

dimensions, and total score) were examined to determine how closely the two instruments align.  

As seen in Table 4.20, for the total score for the CSBI scale and the total score for the COSE 

instrument, a significant relationship (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.2, p<.05) was found.  A high total score 

for the CSBI scale was any score of 56 and above, and a total high score for the COSE was a 148 

and above.  The results of the analyses showed that the two instruments align; three quarters of 

the school counselors were high on both instruments (high on the CSBI and high on the COSE).  
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There was 79% agreement between both instruments with 74% of the counselors scoring high-

high on both the CSBI and COSE and 5% scoring low-low on both instruments. 

Table 4.20 

Matches and Mismatches Between Total Scores on the CSBI and COSE  

Match Mismatch   
low (CSBI)-
low (COSE) 

high (CSBI)-
high (COSE) 

high (CSBI)-
low (COSE) 

low (CSBI)-
high (COSE) 

χ2 
(1, N= 126) P 

% n % n % n % n   

5% 6 74% 93 10% 12 12% 15 4.2 0.04 

The three subscales from the CSBI are examined for match/mismatch with the five 

dimensions from the COSE.  In Tables 4.21 through 4.23 below, low-low (i.e., match) indicates 

the number of counselors that scored low for both the subscales on the CSBI and the COSE 

dimensions.  High-high (i.e., match) represents the number of counselors that scored high on 

both.  High-low (i.e., mismatch) indicates the number of counselors that scored high on the CSBI 

subscales but low on the COSE dimensions.  Low-high (i.e., mismatch) indicates the number of 

counselors that scored low on the CSBI subscales but high and the COSE dimensions.  

Many of the scores on the CSBI and the COSE dimensions matched.  As Table 4.21 

indicates, a significant relationship was found between the efficacy expectations subscale (CSBI)  

and  four of the five COSE dimensions; microskills (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.9, p<.05) , difficult client 

behaviors (χ2 (1, N= 126) =5.2, p<.05), cultural competence (χ2 (1, N= 126) =15.9, p<.001),  and 

awareness of values (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.2, p<.05).  On the efficacy expectations subscale (CSBI) 

and the microskills dimension (COSE) there was an 86% agreement between both instruments 

with 84% scoring high-high and 2% scoring low-low.  Also, between the efficacy expectations 

subscale (CSBI) and the difficult client behaviors dimension (COSE), there was an 82% 

agreement between both instruments with 78% scoring high-high and 4% scoring low-low.  

Additionally, there was 90% agreement between efficacy expectations and the cultural 

competence with 87% scoring high-high and 3% scoring low-low and 83% agreement with the 

awareness of values dimension, with 80% scoring high-high and 3% scoring low-low.   Although 

there was 81%  agreement between the efficacy expectations subscale and process dimension, 
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with 78% scoring high-high and 3% scoring low-low, a significant relationship was not found 

between the  two subscales (χ2 (1, N= 126) =2.6, n.s.).  

Table 4.21  

Matches and Mismatches Between CSBI Efficacy Expectations and COSE Dimensions 

CSBI:  Efficacy Expectations 

 
Match Mismatch 

χ2 
(1, N= 26) p low (CSBI)- 

low (COSE) 
high (CSBI)- 
high (COSE) 

high (CSBI)-
low (COSE) 

low (CSBI)-
high (COSE) 

COSE % n % n % n % n 

Microskills 2% 3 84% 106 5% 6 9% 11 4.9 .03 

Process 3% 4 78% 98 11% 14 8% 10 2.6 .10 

Difficult Client 
Behavior 4% 5 78% 98 11% 14 7% 9 5.2 .02 

Cultural 
Competence 3% 4 87% 109 2% 3 8% 10 15.9 .00 

Awareness of 
Values 3% 4 80% 101 9% 11 8% 10 4.2 .04 

  

As seen in Table 4.22, outcome expectations subscale had a significant relationship with 

three of the five COSE dimensions; microskills (χ2 (1, N= 126) =12.5, p<.001), process (χ2 (1, 

N= 126) =7.3, p<.01), and cultural competence (χ2 (1, N= 126) =6.0, p<.05).  On the outcome 

expectations subscale and the microskills dimension, there was an 82% agreement between both 

instruments with 77% scoring high-high and 5% scoring low-low.  Additionally, there was a 

77% agreement between outcome expectations and the process dimension with 71% scoring 

high-high and 6% scoring low-low and 80% agreement with the cultural competence dimension, 

with 77% scoring high-high and 3% scoring low-low.    

However, as shown in Table 4.22, a significant relationship was not found between 

outcome expectations and difficult client behaviors (χ2 (1, N= 126) =3.6, n.s.) and awareness of 

values (χ2 (1, N= 126) =1.7, n.s.).  Although the relationship was not significant, there was a 75% 

agreement between the outcome expectations subscale and the difficult client behaviors  

dimension with 70% scoring high-high and 5% scoring low-low and 75% agreement with the 

awareness of values dimension with 71% scoring high-high and 4% scoring low-low. 
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Table 4.22  

Matches and Mismatches Between CSBI Outcome Expectations and COSE Dimensions 

CSBI:  Outcome Expectations 

 

Match Mismatch 
χ2 

(1, N= 26) p low (CSBI)-
low (COSE) 

high (CSBI)- 
high (COSE) 

high (CSBI)- 
low (COSE) 

low (CSBI)- 
high (COSE) 

COSE % n % n % n % n 

Microskills 5% 6 77% 97 2% 3 16% 20 12.5 .00 

Process 6% 8 71% 90 9% 10 14% 18 7.3 .01 

Difficult Client 
Behavior 5% 7 70% 88 10% 12 15% 19 3.6 .06 

Cultural 
Competence 3% 4 77% 97 2% 3 17% 22 6.0 .01 

Awareness of 
Values 4% 5 71% 90 8% 10 17% 21 1.7 .20 

  

As Table 4.23 indicates, a significant relationship exist between the subscale outcome 

values and the COSE dimension for microskills (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.8, p<.05).  There was 86% 

agreement between the subscales and dimensions with 84% scoring high-high and 2% scoring 

low-low.  A significant relationship was not found between outcome values and the other COSE 

dimensions, process (χ2 (1, N= 126) =.66, n.s.), difficult client behavior (χ2 (1, N= 126) =.50, 

n.s.), cultural competence (χ2 (1, N= 126) =2.3, n.s.), and awareness of values (χ2 (1, N= 126) 

=.09, n.s.).  However, there was 79% agreement between the outcome values subscales and the 

process dimension with 77% scoring high-high and 2% scoring low-low, 78% agreement with 

difficult client behaviors with 76% scoring high-high and 2% scoring low-low, 88% agreement 

with cultural competence with 86% scoring high-high and 2% scoring low-low, and 81% 

agreement on awareness of values with 79% scoring high-high and 2% scoring low-low. 
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Table 4.23 

Matches and Mismatches Between CSBI Outcome Values and COSE Dimensions 

CSBI:  Outcome Values 

 

Match Mismatch 
χ2 

(1, N= 26) p low (CSBI)- 
low (COSE) 

high (CSBI)- 
high (COSE) 

high (CSBI)- 
low (COSE) 

low (CSBI)-
high (COSE) 

COSE % n % n % n % n 

Microskills 2% 3 84% 106 5% 6 9% 11 4.80 .02 

Process 2% 3 77% 97 12% 15 9% 11 .66 .42 

Difficult Client 
Behavior 2% 3 76% 96 13% 16 9% 11 .50 .48 

Cultural 
Competence 2% 2 86% 107 2% 2 10% 12 2.30 .09 

Awareness of 
Values 2% 2 79% 99 10% 13 10% 12 .09 .77 

 

Variables Predictive of Self-Efficacy 

Q3: To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) 

bullying- intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or  in-services predictive of school counselors’ self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions? 

To answer this research question, correlational and regression analyses were 

conducted using SPSS.  Multiple regression analyses were conducted using the predictor 

variables of years of experience as a counselor, bullying intervention training in graduate 

school, level of education, and participation in professional development activities and/or in-

services on bullying interventions to determine the extent they were related to the self-

efficacy (CSBI) subscales:  efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values.   

Associations Between Independent and Dependent Variables 

As reported in Table 4.24, strong correlations existed between the total score for the 

CSBI and the three subscales from the CSBI as efficacy expectations (r= 0.81, p<.01), 

outcome expectations (r= 0.89, p<.01), and outcome values (r=0.64, p<.01).  Additionally, 

significant correlations were found among the subscales efficacy expectations and outcome 
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expectations (r=0.50, p<.01), and outcome values (r=0.45, p<.01) and between outcome 

expectations and outcome values (r=0.45, p<.01).   

Statistically significant relationships were also found between the predictor variables 

years of experience and level of education (r=0.32, p<.01) and participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services (r=0.30, p<.01).  A Significant correlation was also 

found between participation in a professional development activities and/or in-services and 

level of education (r=0.26, p<.01).  Additionally, a significant relationship was found 

between the overall CSBI and the variables level of education (r=0.25, p<.01) and years of 

experience (r=0.31, p<.01).    

Correlations existed between the efficacy expectations subscale and the variables 

years of experience (r=0.33, p<.01) and level of education (r=0.27, p<.01).  A significant 

relationship also existed between outcome values and years of experience (r=0.26, p<.01) 

and level of education (r=0.21, p<.01).  Additionally, years of experience was significantly 

related to outcome expectations (r=0.20, p<.05). 

As shown in Table 4.24, a significant relationship was not found between the three 

subscales of efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values and the 

predictor variables bullying-intervention training in graduate school and participation in a 

professional development activities and/or in-services, indicating that bullying-intervention 

training before or after graduate school is not related to the self-efficacy of elementary school 

counselors regarding bullying interventions.   
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Table 4.24    

Correlational Matrix 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. CSBI: Overall --       

2. CSBI: Efficacy expectations .81** --      

3. CSBI: Outcome expectations .89** .50** --     

4. CSBI: Outcome Values .64** .45** .45** --    

5. Years of Experience .31** .33** .20* .26** --   

6. Bullying Intervention Training .02 -.06 .04 .07 -.11 --  

7. Level of Education .25** .27** .15 .21* .32** .02 -- 

8. Participation in Professional Development Activities  
/In-service .04 .14 -.02 .14 .30** .09 .26** 

Note: *p <0.05, **p<0.01 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

As seen in Table 4.25, the results of the analysis found the combination of all four 

independent variables (years of experience, bullying intervention training in graduate school, 

level of education, participation in professional development activities and/or in-services) to 

be a significant predictor for the overall Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions 

Scale (CSBI).  However, years of experience was the only independent variable alone to 

significantly predict the overall CSBI (B=0.26, p<.01).  

Table 4.25 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Total CSBI (N=126) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: R -squared= 0.12, (*p <.05) 

 

 

Variable B SE B B 

Years of experience   0.26 0.10      0.26**
Bullying-intervention training graduate school   0.75 1.65  0.04 
Level of education   2.47 1.36  0.18 
Participation in professional development activities/in-services -1.59 2.03 -0.08 
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As Table 4.26 indicates, the results of the analysis found the combination of all four 

independent variables, years of experience, bullying intervention training in graduate school, 

level of education, and participation in a professional development activities and/or in-

services to be a significant predictor for efficacy expectations (r-squared=0.13, p<.01) 

accounting for 13% of the variance.  However, the analysis found that years of experience 

was the only independent variable to significantly predict (B=0.25, p<.01) efficacy 

expectations.  Efficacy expectations had a positive relationship with years of experience; in 

other words, the analysis indicated that as years of experience increased, efficacy 

expectations increased.  The other three independent variables of bullying- intervention 

training in graduate school (B= -0.04 n.s.), level of education (B=0.19, n.s.), and participation 

in a professional development activities and/or in-services (B=0.02, n.s.) did not significantly 

predict efficacy expectations.  

Table 4.26 

 Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Efficacy Expectations (CSBI) (N=126) 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Note: R -squared= 0.13, (**p <.01) 

As shown in Table 4.27, the results of the analysis did not find the combination of the 

four independent variables (years of experience, bullying-intervention training in graduate 

school, level of education, participation in professional development activities and/or in-

services) to be a significant predictor of outcome expectations (r-squared=.06, n.s.) 

accounting for only 6% of the variance.  None of the independent variables, namely years of 

experience (B=0.19, n.s.), bullying-intervention training in graduate school (B=0.07, n.s.), 

level of education (B=0.12, n.s.), and participation in a professional development activities 

and/or in-services (B=-0.10, n.s.) alone, significantly predicted outcome expectations.  

 

Variable B SE B B 

Years of experience 0.11 .04    0.25**
Bullying training grad program -0.29 .73  -0.04 
Level of education 1.16 .61    0.19 
Participation in professional development activities/in-services 0.16 .87   0.02 
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Table 4.27  

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome Expectations (CSBI) (N=126) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Note: R -squared=0.06,( n.s.) 
 

As table 4.28 indicates, the results of the analysis found the combination of all four 

independent variables (years of experience, bullying-intervention training in graduate school, 

level of education, participation in professional development activities and/or in-services) to 

be a significant predictor for outcome values (r-squared=.09, p<.05) accounting for 9% of 

the variance.  The only independent variable alone that was found to significantly predict 

outcome values was years of experience (B=0.21, p<0.05).   

4.28 

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome Values (N=126) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: R –squared= 0.09, (*p <0.05) 
 

Summary 

The participants in this study were 126 elementary school counselors from a large 

suburban school district in the mid-Atlantic region.  The counselors in the study reported high 

self-efficacy for providing bullying interventions as measured by the Counselor Self-Efficacy 

and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI).  To validate the CSBI factor analysis was done.  The 

internal consistency (α=0.90) for the 14 items on the CSBI was sufficient. The counselors also 

Variable B SE B B 

Years of experience 0.12 0.06  0.19 
Bullying training grad program 0.73 0.98  0.07 
Level of education 0.98 0.81  0.12 
Participation in professional development activities/in-services -1.20 1.10 -0.10 

Variable B SE B B 

Years of experience 0.04 .02   .21* 
Bullying training grad program 0.27 .30 .08 
Level of education 0.33 .26 .12 
Participation in professional development activities/in-services 0.16 .36 .04 
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rated themselves as efficacious regarding overall counseling skills as measured by the COSE.  

The associations between the CSBI and the COSE were examined and the results showed a 

significant (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.2, p<.05) relationship between the total score on the CSBI and the 

total score on the COSE.  The results of the multiple regression analysis found only one variable 

(years of experience) significantly predictive of the self-efficacy subscales, efficacy expectations 

and outcome values.  However, none of the variables significantly predicted outcome 

expectations.    
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to examine the self-efficacy of elementary school 

counselors related to bullying interventions.  Additionally, the study examined four variables 

(years of experience in the field, years of training, bullying intervention training in graduate 

school, participation in professional development activities and/or in-services) to see the extent 

to which these variables were predictive of a school counselor’s self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions, specifically related to efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and 

outcome values (Bandura, 1977).   

Given the current status of school counseling as framed from the American School 

Counselor Association (ASCA) National Model for School Counseling Programs (2005), it is 

imperative that professional school counselors are accountable for supporting safe schools and 

can demonstrate the effectiveness of counseling services.  Therefore, it is important to explore 

the self-efficacy of school counselors related to bullying interventions because the literature 

states that self-efficacy is a major determinant of effective counseling (Larson & Daniels, 1998). 

This chapter is divided into four sections to provide an interpretation of the findings, 

limitations to the study, recommendations to elementary school counselors and counselor 

educators, and implications for future research.  The chapter concludes with the researcher’s 

reflective summary of the results from the study. 

 

Interpretation of Results 

The findings from this study are a first step to filling the gap in what we know about 

elementary school counselors’ self-efficacy to implement effective programs and interventions to 

prevent and respond to school violence, particularly related to bullying in the schools. As 

Hermann and Finn (2002) suggested, we need to examine the preparation and responsiveness of 

school counselors in providing bullying interventions.  

Results from this study indicated that elementary school counselors were efficacious 

regarding their overall counseling skills and counseling skills for providing bullying 

interventions.  However, the results of the analyses found only one variable, years of experience, 

to significantly predict efficacy expectations and outcome values.  The current findings did not 

identify any variables as being significantly predictive of outcome expectations.  Findings from 
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this study are reflective of previous research that counselors develop increased confidence in 

their abilities (i.e., self-efficacy) as they gain counseling experience (e.g., Bodenhorn, 2001; 

Larson & Daniels, 1998; Larson et al., 1992; Lent et al., 1998; Melchert et al., 1996).   

An additional outcome from this study was the development of an instrument to measure 

school counselors’ self-efficacy for providing bullying interventions. The analysis to determine 

the relationship between the Counselor Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) and the Counselor Self-

Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI) resulted in a significant relationship for the 

overall scale (χ2 (1, N= 126) =4.2, p<.05).  There was 78% agreement between both instruments 

with 74% of the participants scoring high-high on both scales.   

 

School Counselor Self-Efficacy for Providing Bullying Interventions 

Q1: What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions in an elementary setting as measured by the Counselor Self-Efficacy and 

Bullying Interventions Scale (CBSI)? 

In answering this question, the analysis demonstrated that school counselors were 

efficacious regarding bullying interventions.  A majority (83%) of the counselors rated 

themselves high on the total scale for the CSBI, which included 14 items on the following self-

efficacy subscales: efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values.  The 

counselors also rated themselves high on the individual self-efficacy subscales with the subscale 

average item response score of 5.2 out of a possible 6.  The results indicated that school 

counselors are effectively using interventions to address bullying in their elementary schools.   

Efficacy expectations are one’s expectations that certain behaviors will result in a specific 

outcome (Bandura, 1977). The higher the efficacy expectations the more likely school counselors 

will sustain their efforts through difficult tasks to obtain the desired outcome. In this study, the 

focus of attention in regards to efficacy expectation was implementing bullying interventions. 

Participants reported they felt the highest level of efficacy when asking students if they were 

involved in a bullying situation either as the bully or as the victim. They have demonstrated 

expectations that they can talk with teachers to determine if students’ actions put them at risk for 

bullying, and they can offer support to students involved in bullying situations. The participants 

were less efficacious regarding their ability to recognize a student at risk for being bullied or 

becoming a bully. 
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Outcome expectations are one’s expectations that certain behaviors will result in a 

specific outcome (Bandura, 1977). Participants reported they felt the highest level of self-

efficacy that offering support to a student at risk for being involved in a bullying situation will 

reduce the chance the student will become a victim or a bully. However, they were less 

efficacious regarding their outcome expectations related to talking with a parent or guardian or 

with the student to reduce the chance the student will become a bully or victim.  

Outcome values are the values and significance that are placed on the outcome 

expectations of a specific behavior (Bandura, 1977). In the case of the current study, the focus of 

attention was on counseling behaviors related to bullying interventions. Participants indicated 

that one of the most important responsibilities that both a school counselor and a school system 

can do is to prevent a student from being involved in a bullying situation. There was a clear 

report of the importance to establish a program to recognize potential victims and bullies and to 

provide effective prevention/intervention programs.  

 

School Counselor Self-Efficacy for Counseling Skills 

Q2: What is the elementary school counselor’s perceived self-efficacy regarding his or 

her counseling skills as measured by the Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE)?”    

The counseling skills that were examined in the current study included elementary school 

counselors’ perceptions of their capabilities related to five dimensions: (a) executing microskills, 

(b) attending to the process, (c) dealing with difficult student behavior, (d) behaving in a 

culturally competent way, and (e) being aware of one’s own values. Eighty-six percent of the 

elementary school counselors that participated in this study scored high on the COSE, indicating 

that they had an overall high self-efficacy regarding their counseling skills.  Across the five 

dimensions, participants rated themselves highest in being culturally competent, followed by 

using counseling skills and dealing with difficult student behaviors. Of the five dimensions, 

participants were least efficacious with regards to being aware of one’s own values. 

The skills examined by the COSE are important components of counseling training 

programs and represent the basic counseling skills taught in pre-practicum counseling courses 

(Larson et al., 1992). Therefore, it was important to examine how confident school counselors 

are in using those skills.  Bodenhorn (2001) states that the determining factor that an individual 

will use a certain skill is the belief that the use of that skill will result in a positive outcome. The 
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analyses found that school counselor were efficacious regarding their overall counseling skills; 

therefore, it was important to examine if the counselors that scored high on the COSE, which 

measures overall counseling skills, would also score high on the CSBI, which measures 

counselor self-efficacy regarding bullying interventions.  

The results of the analyses indicated that there was a match between the counselors that 

scored high on the COSE and on the CSBI with 79% agreement between both instruments; 74% 

of the counselors scored high-high on both the CSBI and COSE and 5% scored low-low on both 

instruments.  Additionally, significant relationships were found between the CSBI subscale for 

efficacy expectations and the following COSE dimensions: microskills, difficult client behaviors, 

cultural competence, and awareness of values.  Significant relationships were also found 

between the CSBI subscale for outcome expectations and the COSE dimensions of microskills, 

process, and cultural competence and between the CSBI subscale for outcome values and the 

COSE dimension of microskills.   

 

Factors Predictive of Counselor’s Self-Efficacy for Providing Bullying Interventions 

Q3: To what extent are (a) years of experience in the field, (b) years of training, (c) 

bullying intervention training in graduate school, and (d) participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services predictive of a counselor’s self-efficacy for providing 

bullying interventions?”  

The study examined four variables to see if they were predictive of counselor self-

efficacy, specifically efficacy expectations, outcome expectations, and outcome values.  Bandura 

(1977) states that an individual develops self-efficacy through four sources of information: 

performance accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal.  

The results of the regression analysis found that only one variable, years of experience, was 

predictive of efficacy expectations and outcome values.   This finding is consistent with the 

literature (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Larson et al., 1992) because years of experience is an example 

of a performance accomplishment which increases self-efficacy.  According to Bandura (1977), 

performance accomplishments are direct personal experiences and have the strongest effect on 

the development of self-efficacy.  Therefore, the more years of experience that a counselor has, 

the more direct personal experiences the counselor could have with bullying interventions, thus 

developing an increased level of efficacy expectations and outcome values in that area.   
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Although 31% of the counselors received bullying intervention training in graduate 

school and 78% of the counselors participated in professional development activities related to 

bullying interventions, the results of this study did not find bullying intervention training in 

graduate school and participation in professional development activities and/or in-services 

predictive of efficacy expectations. This is inconsistent with the research because bullying 

intervention training is an example vicarious learning. According to Bandura (1986), vicarious 

learning has the second strongest effect on the development of self-efficacy; therefore, it was 

anticipated that participation in bullying intervention training would be predictive of efficacy 

expectations.  Vicarious learning occurs when individuals observe another person handling a 

situation and imagine how he/she can handle the same or similar situation (Bandura, 1986).  An 

example of vicarious learning is modeling, which is taught to counselor trainees.  Larson et al. 

(1992) states that modeling has a positive effect on self-efficacy; therefore, it was anticipated 

that bullying intervention training would be predictive of counselor self-efficacy.  One possible 

explanation for the bullying intervention training not being predictive of efficacy expectations 

could be the quality or the quantity of the trainings.   

The set of variables (years of experience in the field, years of training, bullying 

intervention training in graduate school, participation in professional development activities 

and/or in-services) did not significantly predict outcome expectations.  Outcome expectations are 

the expectations that certain behaviors will result in a specific outcome (Bandura, 1986).  One 

plausible explanation for the findings in this study regarding outcome expectations could be that 

many of the questions were related to the outcome expectations of communicating with others 

and not just the expectations of counselors’ own actions.   

 

Limitations of the Study 

 One of the limitations of this study is that the results are based on data collected from a 

self-report questionnaire.  Self-report questionnaires are subject to distortions because of social 

desirability.  Ferrari, Bristow, and Cowman (2005) define social desirability as an individual’s 

wish to respond to a questionnaire in a socially acceptable way as opposed to a way that 

represents one’s actual feelings.   

 Another limitation of this study was the response rate.  Although, the study had a 53% 

response rate; it was challenging to get the school counselors to participate.  In the future, a 
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school system may want to find ways to encourage more participation to get a response rate 

closer to 100%. This would give a school system a more specific profile of the issues that are 

going on at each individual school in the district.  When participation is voluntary, some schools 

may not be represented in the study at all; therefore, it makes it difficult to get a complete profile 

of the issues facing the entire school district.   

 The length of the survey was also a limitation.  Although the survey only took between 

20 to 30 minutes, it had 75 questions.  Two instruments were combined to answer the research 

questions for this study because the researcher was unable to find an instrument to measure 

counselor self-efficacy and bullying interventions.  The length of time anticipated to complete 

the survey was listed on the invitation to participate.  However, the number of questions may 

have discouraged the counselors from participating.   

   

Implications for Elementary School Counselors 

The results of the study found that school counselors were efficacious regarding their 

microskills as measured by the COSE, which are taught in pre-practicum courses in counseling 

training programs as well as their process skills that examine the quality of the counselor’s 

responses to the client (Larson et al., 1992) indicating that counselor training programs are 

equipping counselors with the skills needed to be confident in their counseling.  It is important 

for counselors to be efficacious regarding their counseling skills because previous research 

demonstrated counseling self-efficacy is a major determinant of effective counseling (Larson & 

Daniels, 1998).  However, participation in bullying intervention training before or after 

becoming a professional school counselor did not have a significant effect on self-efficacy 

indicating that some changes need to be made to training programs and professional 

development activities and/or in-services.  According to the literature (Melchert et al., 1996; 

Sipps et al., 1988), participation in training programs should increase counselor self-efficacy.    

School counselors should make sure they are apprised of the current school counseling 

literature and that the training programs they participate in contain the components of effective 

bullying prevention programs as cited by the literature.  For example, Canady (2001) states that 

comprehensive bullying prevention programs should include teaching social and conflict-

resolution skills as well as establishing and enforcing anti-bullying rules.  Therefore, school 
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counselors should make sure they participate in professional development activities and/or in-

services that focus on these types of trainings.    

Although bullying intervention training was not predictive of counselor self-efficacy, 

novice counselors indicated that they had more bullying training in graduate school than 

counselors that had been in the field for ten or more years.  However, experienced counselors 

indicated they participated in more professional development activities and/or in-services on 

bullying than novice counselors. Therefore, each group may have different ideas and experiences 

to share so a mentoring program between new counselors and experienced counselors may be 

beneficial.   

 

Implications for Counselor Educators 

Bullying is a major problem in the nation’s school systems; therefore, understanding 

what counselor educators can do to better prepare future school counselors in addressing this 

phenomenon is essential.  Hermann and Finn (2002) state that school counselors are ethically 

responsible to prevent and respond to school violence.  The current study found that elementary 

school counselors are efficacious regarding their counseling skills related to bullying 

interventions. However, the current study did not find bullying intervention training in graduate 

school or participation in professional development activities and/or in-services predictive of 

self-efficacy.  Therefore, counselor educators should explore the quality as well as the quantity 

of bullying intervention training programs to see if current training program curricula contain the 

components that the literature cites in effective bullying prevention programs. 

After an extensive review of the literature, it appears that the most effective bullying-

prevention programs are those that are comprehensive in nature and focus on changing the entire 

school climate (Canady, 2001; Limber, 2002; Olweus, 1991). One such program is the Olweus 

Bullying Prevention Program. This program has been identified by the Center for the Study and 

Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado as one of “the national models or blueprint 

programs for violence prevention as well as an exemplary program for violence prevention by 

the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration and United States Department 

of Health and Human Services” (Limber, 2002, p. 12-13). Another bullying prevention program 

that focuses on school climate that was identified by the National School Safety Center is Bully 

Proofing Your School (Arnette & Walsleben, 1998). Counselor educators may want to include 
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information regarding these programs in graduate level courses so that counselors-in-training 

have the skills and training in the areas that the literature states has a positive effect on 

addressing bullying in the schools.    

School climate is an important component of bullying prevention programs.  Therefore, it 

is important that bullying prevention training programs contain a component that addresses 

school climate.  School climate was an additional variable found to influence self-efficacy 

(Sutton & Fall, 1995).  Sutton and Fall examined the relationship of self-efficacy to school 

climate factors, and the results of this study showed that the efficacy expectations of counselors 

were influenced by school climate, counselor roles, and selected demographic variables.  Given 

that school climate influences counselor self-efficacy and is an important component of bullying 

prevention programs, counselor educators may want to develop professional development 

activities that focus on school climate.   

Lastly, there is literature on self-efficacy as well as on bullying; however, there is a 

limited amount of information that combines the two indicating that this is an area that needs to 

be explored further. The school counselors valued the importance of addressing bullying by 

indicating that one of the most important things a counselor and school system can do is to 

prevent a student from being involved in a bullying situation.  Therefore, it is important to 

explore additional factors that contribute to counselors valuing bullying. 

 

Implications for Research 

One implication for future research would be to explore bullying interventions and self-

efficacy using the newly developed Counselor Self-Efficacy for Bullying Interventions Scale 

(CSBI).  The factor analysis on the new instrument was good, and the internal consistency for all 

14 items was sufficient at (α= 0.90).  Although the participants in the current study were 

elementary school counselors, it is anticipated that the CSBI instrument can be used with middle 

and/or high school counselors.  Future research should explore counselors’ self-efficacy for 

providing bullying interventions on other levels.  Future research could expand the CSBI to 

explore counselor self-efficacy in more specific areas, such as the counselor’s role at his/her 

current school as well as any barriers that impede the counselor from implementing bullying 

interventions.  Additionally, expanding the CSBI could serve as a needs assessment to explore 

the issues that are specific to that particular building, such as the bullying issues at the school, 
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current intervention programs, school counselor role, and school climate.  Future researchers 

may want to consider using a focus group to explore some of these areas. 

The current study did not find the four variables (years of experience in the field, years of 

training, bullying intervention training in graduate school, participation in professional 

development activities and/or in-services) predictive of outcome expectations.  Outcome 

expectations are the expectations that certain behaviors will result in a specific outcome 

(Bandura, 1997).  Future researchers may want to identify variables that predict outcome 

expectations as well as other variables that predict efficacy expectations and outcome values.  

The current study only found one of the variables (years of experience) predictive of efficacy 

expectations and outcome values.   

 Future researchers should look at other possible predictor variables for the three 

components of self-efficacy in order to increase counselor performance.  Sutton and Fall (1995) 

found that the self-efficacy of school counselors was influenced by school climate.  Other 

variables that have been studied in the literature that have an effect on self-efficacy include 

anxiety, amount of clinical supervision, and beliefs about performance (Larson et al., 1992).  

Additional variables to explore include race/ethnicity and social class.  Additionally, researchers 

may want to explore the relationship between identified predictor variables and the COSE 

dimensions.   

Counselor educators may want to explore other variables that are predictive of self-

efficacy.  Examining these variables will provide counselor educators with important information 

to assist them in planning and restructuring curricular experiences that will enhance school 

counselor self-efficacy through professional development trainings.  

 

Summary 

 Bullying is a pervasive problem with schools across the world.  Research suggests that 

15% to 20% of students will encounter bullying during their school years (Elinoff, Chafouleas, & 

Sassu, 2004). ). Bullying effects the entire school climate and these behaviors contribute to lower 

attendance rates and have serious adverse side effects on victims (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; 

Olweus, 1993; Rigby & Slee, 1993).  Creating a positive and safe environment for children to 

learn should be a top priority of school systems across the world.  School counselors play an 

essential role in addressing this problem; therefore, it is imperative that they are confident 
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regarding counseling skills related to bullying interventions.  Counseling self-efficacy is a major 

determinant of effective counseling (Larson & Daniels, 1998) as well as one of the predictors of 

effective counseling in counselor trainees (Sharpley & Ridgeway, 1990).  Therefore, counselor 

educators should provide opportunities to increase counselor self-efficacy for counselor trainees 

as well as school districts providing opportunities to increase self-efficacy for practicing 

professional counselors in the area of bullying intervention and prevention. The results of this 

study showed that counselors are receiving bullying intervention training before and after 

becoming professional school counselors; however, the training was not found to significantly 

predict the school counselor’s self-efficacy. This is an area that needs to be explored further so 

that counselor educators can enhance training programs.  Training program curricula should be 

examined to see if it coincides with bullying prevention program curricula so that school 

counselors are learning the skills needed to be efficacious for providing bullying interventions.   

 For the current study, the researcher was unable to find an instrument to measure the 

school counselor’s self-efficacy related to bullying interventions, indicating that this is an area 

that needs to be explored further.  The development of the Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying 

Interventions Scale (CSBI) as well as an expansion of this instrument will allow for further 

exploration in the area of school counselor self-efficacy as it relates to bullying interventions.   

 

 

 



88 
 

REFERENCES 
   
American Heritage Dictionary. (9th ed.). (1996). Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Company.  
 
American School Counselors Association. (2005). The ASCA national model: A framework for 

school counseling programs. Washington, DC: Author. 
 
Arnette, J.L., & Walsleben, M.C. (1998). Combating fear and restoring safety in schools. 

Juvenile Justice Forum. Retrieved February 6, 2005, from 
http://ojjdp.ncjrs.org/jjbulletin/9804/contents.html 

 
Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
 
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
 Prentice-Hall. 
 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman. 
 
Batsche, G.M., & Knoff, H.M. (1994). Bullies and their victims: Understanding a pervasive  
 problem in the schools. School Psychology Review, 23, 165–174.  
 
Bently, K., & Li, A. (1995). Bully and victim problems in elementary schools and student’s  
 beliefs about aggression. Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 11, 153–165. 
 
Black, S. (2003, April). An ongoing evaluation of the bullying prevention program in 
 Philadelphia schools: Student survey and student observation data. Paper presented at 
 The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Safety in Numbers Conference, 
 Atlanta, GA. 

 
Bodenhorn, N. (2001). Development of the school counselor self-efficacy scale. (Doctoral,  

dissertation, Michigan State University, 2001). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
62(03), 922.  

 
Bonebrake, C.R., & Borgers, S.B. (1984). Counselor role as perceived by counselors and  
 principals. Elementary School Guidance and Counseling, 18, 194–199. 
 
Boulton, M.J., & Underwood, K. (1992). Bully/victim problems among middle school children. 
 The British Journal of Educational Psychology, 62, 73–87. 
 
Brewster, C., & Railsback, J. (2001). Schoolwide prevention of bullying: Bullying resource  
 packet. Center for School Mental Health Assistance: Northwest Regional Educational  
 Library. Retrieved March 5, 2007, from http://www.nwrel.org 
 
Brinson, J.A., Kottler, J.A., & Fisher, T.A. (2004). Cross-cultural conflict resolution in the  
 schools: Some practical intervention strategies for counselors. Journal of Counseling 
 and Development, 82, 294–301. 



89 
 

 
Burnaham, J.J., & Jackson, C.M. (2000). School counselor roles: Discrepancies between actual 
 practice and existing models. Professional School Counselor, 4(1), 41–49. 
 
Canady, T.R. (2001). Bullying Briefing Paper: School Violence Resource Center: University  

of Arkansas System, Criminal Justice Institute. National Center for Rural Law 
Enforcement. 

 
Cashwell, T.H., & Dooley, K. (2001). The impact of supervision on counselor self-efficacy.  
 The Clinical Supervisor, 20(1), 39–47. 
 
Chase, B. Bullyproofing our schools: To eliminate bullying, first we must agree not to tolerate it. 

Editorial. National Education Association. Retrieved March 25, 2001, from 
http://www.nea.org/publiced/chase 

 
Clark, E.A., & Kiselica, M.S. (1997). A systematic counseling approach to the problem of 
 bullying. Elementary School Guidance & Counseling, 31, 310–325. 
 
Clemson University. (2006).Olweus Bullying Prevention Program. Retrieved February 6, 2006, 

from http://www.clemson.edu/olweus 
 
Coie, J.D., & Dodge, K.A. (1998). Aggression and antisocial behavior. In W. Damon (Series 

Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of Child Psychology: Social, Emotional, and 
Personality Development. New York: Wiley. 

 
Commission for the Prevention of Youth Violence. (2000). Youth and violence: Medicine, 

nursing, and public health: Connecting the dots to prevent violence. Retrieved March 13, 
2005, from http://www.ama-assn.org/violence 

 
Committee for Children. (2002). Second-Step: A violence prevention curriculum: Grades 1-5 

Retrieved January 24, 2005, from http://www.cfchildren.org/programs/ssp/overview 
 
Cook, C., Heath, F., & Thompson, R.L. (2000). A meta-analysis of response rates in web or 
 Internet-based surveys. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(6), 821–836. 
 
Crick, N., & Dodge, K. (1996). Social information-processing mechanisms in reactive and  

proactive aggression. Child Development, 67(3) 993–1002. 
 
Crick, W., Bigbee, M.A., & Howes, C. (1996). Gender differences in children’s normative 
 beliefs about aggression: How do I hurt thee? Child  Development, 67, 1003–1014.  

 
Crothers, L.M., & Levinson, E.M. (2004). Assessment of bullying: A review of methods and 
 instruments. Journal of Counseling and Development, 82, 496–503. 
 
Dahir, C.A. (2004). Supporting a nation of learners: The role of school counseling in educational 
 reform. Journal of Counseling and Development, 82, 344-353. 



90 
 

 
Dedman, B. (2000). School shooters: Secret Service findings. The Chicago Sun-Times. Retrieved 

March 13, 2005, from http://www.secretservice.gov/ntac/chicago_sun/case15.htm 
 
Dillon, F.R., & Worthington, R.L. (2003). The lesbian, gay, and bisexual affirmative  
 counseling self-efficacy inventory (LGB-CSI): Development, validation, and 
 training implications. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50, 235–251. 
 
Dollarhide, C.T. (2003). School counselors as leaders: Applying leadership contexts to 
 school counseling. Professional School Counseling, 6, 304–309. 
 
Donohue, E., Schiraldi, V., & Zeidenberg, J. (1998). School house hype: The school 
 shootings, and the real risks kids face in America. Center on Juvenile and 
 Criminal Justice. Retrieved January 21, 2002, from 
 http://www.cjcj.org/pubs/shooting/shootings.html 
 
Dwyer, K., Osher, D., & Warger, C. (1998). Early warning timely response: A guide to safe 

schools. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education: Author. 
 
Elinoff, M.J., Chafouleas, S.M., & Sassu, K.A. (2004). Bullying: Considerations for defining  
 and intervening in school settings. Psychology in Schools, 4, 887–897. 
 
Epstein, L., Plog, A.E., & Porter, W. (1999). Bully proofing your school: Results of a four 
 year intervention. Unpublished manuscript.  

Espelage, D.L., Bosworth, K., & Simon, T.R. (2001). Examining the social context of bullying 
behaviors in early adolescence. Journal of Counseling and Development, 78, 326–333. 

Espelage, D.L., & Swearer, S.M. (2003). Research on school bullying and victimization: What 
have we learned and where do we go from here? School Psychology Review, 32(3), 

 365–383. 
 
Fairfax County Public Schools. (2003). Role of the elementary guidance counselor.  

Retrieved May 2, 2007, from 
http://www.fcps.edu/ss/StudentService/Guidance/Guidance/htm 

 
Fairfax County Public Schools. (2005). Youth Survey. Retrieved May 2, 2007, from  
 http://www.fcps.edu/ss/SDFY/violence_prev_programs.htm 
 
Fairfax County Public Schools. (2007). Statistics. Retrieved December 15, 2007, from 
 http://www.fcps.edu/statis.htm 
 
Ferrari, J.R., Bristow, M., & Cowman, S.E.  (2005).  Looking good or being good?  The  
 role of social desirability tendencies in student perceptions of institutional mission 
 and values.  College Student Journal, 39(1), 7-14. 
 



91 
 

Ferrell-Smith, F. (2004). Tackling the schoolyard bully: Combining policy making with 
prevention. National Conference of State Legislatures. Retrieved February 6, 
2005, from http://www.ncsl.org/programs/cuf/schoolyard.htm 

 
Flores, L.Y., O’Brien, K.M., & McDermott, D. (1995, August). Counseling psychology 
 trainees’ perceived self-efficacy in counseling lesbian and gay clients. Paper 
 presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, 
 New York, NY  
 
Foster, D.A., Krenz, V., Pogoloff, D.D., Callahan, D.M., & Krenz, E. (2003). Three-year  
 longitudinal study on reduction of bullying in a rural, multicultural elementary  
 school using the conflict resolution training program. Persistently Safe Schools:  

The National Conference of the Hamilton Fish Institute on School and 
Community Violence. 

 
Frey, K.S., Hirschstein, M.K., & Guzzo, B.A. (2000). Second Step: Preventing aggression by  
 promoting social acceptance. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8(2), 102–  
 112. 
 
Friedlander, M.L., Keller, K.E., Peca-Baker, T.A., & Olk, M.E. (1986). Effects of role conflict 
 on counselor trainees self-statements, anxiety level, and performance. Journal of  
 Counseling Psychology, 33, 73–77. 
 
Futrell, M. (1996). Violence in the classroom: A teacher’s perspective. In A. Hoffman (Ed.),  
 Schools, Violence, and Society (3–19). Westport, CT: Praeger. 
 
Galassi, J.P., & Akos, P. (2004). Developmental advocacy: Twenty-first century school 
 counseling. Journal of Counseling and Development, 82(2), 146–157. 
 
Garrity, C., Jens, K., Porter, W.W., Sagar, N., & Short-Camilli, C. (1997). Bully proofing your 
 school: Creating a positive climate. Intervention in School and Clinic, 32(4), 235–243. 
 
Garrity, C., Jens, K., Porter, W.W., Sager, N., & Short-Camilli, C. (2004). Bully proofing your 
 school. Children and Youth, 13(3), 186–188. 
 
Ginter, E.J. (2004). JCD’s special section on school violence: Reactions and thoughts of a 
 counselor. Journal of Counseling and Development, 82(5), 310–312. 
 
Glasser, W. (2000). School violence from the perspective of William Glasser. Journal of 
 Counseling and Development, 4(2), 77–80. 
 
Granello, D.H., & Wheaton, J.E. (2004). Online data collection: Strategies for research.  
 Journal of Counseling and Development, 84(4), 387–393. 
 
Gysbers, N., & Henderson, P. (1994). Developing and managing your school guidance program  
 (2nd ed). Alexandria, VA: American Counseling Association. 



92 
 

 
Hallford, A., Borntrager, C., & Davis, J. (2006). Evaluation of a bullying prevention program.  
 Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 2(1), 91–103.  
 
Heppner, M.J., Multon, K.D., Gysbers, N.C., Ellis, C., & Zook, C. (1998). The relationship of  
 trainee self-efficacy to the process and outcome of career counseling. Journal of  
 Counseling Psychology, 45, 393–402. 
 
Hermann, M.A., & Finn, A. (2002). An ethical and legal perspective on the role of school  
 counselors in preventing violence in schools. Professional School Counseling, 6, 46–54. 
 
Hernandez, T.J., & Seem, S.R. (2004). A safe school climate: A systemic approach.  

Professional School Counseling 7(4), 256–262. 
 
Hoover, J., & Hazler, R.J. (1991). Bullies and victims. Elementary School Guidance and 

 Counseling, 25, 213–219. 
 
Izard, C., Fine, S., Schultz, D., Mostow, A., Ackerman, B., & Youngstrom E. (2001).  

Emotional knowledge as a predictor of social behavior and academic competence in 
children at risk. Psychological Science, 12, 18–23. 

 
Jacobsen, K.E., & Bauman, S. (2007). Bullying in schools: School counselors’ responses to  
 three types of bullying incidents. Professional School Counseling, 11(1), 1–9. 
 
Johnson, E., Baker, S.B., Kopala, M., Kiselica, M.S., & Thompson, E.C. (1989). Counseling  
 self-efficacy and counseling competence in pre-practicum training. Counselor 
 Education and Supervision, 28, 205–218. 
 
Kallestad, J.H., & Olweus, D. (2003). Predicting teachers’ and schools’ implementation of 
 the Olweus bullying prevention program: A multilevel study. Prevention and Treatment,  

Retrieved February 6, 2005, from 
http://www.journals.apa.org/prevention/volume6/pre0060021a.html 

 
King, K., Price, J., Telljohann, S., & Wahl, J. (1999). How confident do high school counselors  
 feel in recognizing students at risk for suicide? American Journal of Health Behavior,  

23, 457–467. 
 

Lapan, R.T., Gysbers, N.C., & Petroski, G.F. (2001). Helping seventh graders be safe and 
 successful: A statewide study of the impact of comprehensive guidance and counseling  
 programs. Journal of Counseling and Development, 79, 320–330. 
 
Larson, L.M., Clark, M.P., Wesely, L.H., Koralski, S.F., Daniels, J.A., & Smith, P.L. (1999).  
 Video versus role plays to increase counseling self-efficacy in prepractica trainees.  
 Counselor Education and Supervision, 38, 237–249. 
 
 



93 
 

Larson, L.M., & Daniels, J.A. (1998). Review of the counseling self-efficacy literature.  
 The Counseling Psychologist, 26, 179–218. 
 
Lennings, C.J. (1996). Adolescent aggression and imagery: Contributions from object relations  

and social cognitive theory. Adolescence. Retrieved February 6, 2006, from 
http://www.findarticles.com 
 

Lent, R.W., Hackett, G., & Brown, S.D. (1998). Extending social cognitive theory to counselor  
 training: Problems and prospects. The Counseling Psychologist, 26, 295–306. 
 
Lent, R.W., Hill, C.E., & Hoffman, M.A. (2003). Development and validation of the counselor   
 activity self-efficacy scales. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 50(1), 97–108. 
 
Limber, S. (2002). Youth Bullying: Addressing youth bullying behaviors. American Medical 

Association. Educational Forum on Adolescent Health. Retrieved June 8, 2005, from 
 http://www.ama-assn.org/ama1/pub/upload/mm/39/youthbullying.pdf 
 
Limber, S. (2004). Implementation of the Olweus bullying prevention program: Lessons  
 learned from the field. In D. Espelage & S. Swearer (Eds.) Bullying in American Schools: 

A Social-Ecological Perspective on Prevention and Intervention. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. 

 
Males, M. & Macallair, D. (2000). School house hype: The school shootings, and the real risks 

kids face in America (Report, April 2000) Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice. 
Retrieved from February 8, 2006, from http://www.cjcj.org/files/schoolhouse_0.pdf 

 
Margolies, R., Wachtel, A.B., & Schmelkin, L.P. (1986). Perceived self-efficacy in psychiatry. 

Journal of Psychiatric Education, 10, 120–128. 
 
Melchert, T.P., Hays, V.L., Wiljanen, L., & Kolocek, A. (1996). Testing models of counselor 

development with a measure of counseling self-efficacy. Journal of Counseling and 
Development, 74(6), 640–644. 

 
Melton, G.B., Limber, S.P., Cunningham, P., Osgood, D.W., Chambers, J., Flerx, V. et al. 

(1998). Violence among rural youth. Final report to the office of juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention. Retrieved June 8, 2005 from  

 http://stopbullyingnow.hrsa.gov 
 
Metis Associates. (1990). The resolving conflicts creatively program: 1988-1989, summary of 

significant findings. New York, NY: Metis Associates and BA Hawkings. 
 
Metis Associates. (1997). The resolving conflicts creatively program: Atlanta: Evaluation of five 

schools. New York, NY: Metis Associates and BA Hawkings. 
 
Miller, T.W., Kraus, R.F., & Veltkamp, L.J. (2005). Character education as a prevention strategy 

in school-related violence. The Journal of Primary Prevention, 26 (5), 455–466. 



94 
 

Murphy, L.M. (2004). Crisis intervention training for students in school counselor preparation 
programs. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Florida, 2004). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 65/08, 2009. 

 
Munson, W.W., Zoerink, D.A., & Stadulis, R.E. (1986). Training potential therapeutic recreators 

for self-efficacy in decision making counseling. Therapeutic Recreation Journal, 20, 85–
93. 

 
Myrick, R.D. (2003). Developmental guidance and counseling: A practical approach (4th Ed.). 

Minneapolis, MN: Educational Media. 
 
Nansel, T.R., Overpeck, M., Pilla, R.S., Ruan, W.J., Simons-Morton, B., & Scheidt, P. (2001). 

Bullying behavior among U.S. youth: Prevalence and association with psychosocial 
adjustment. Journal of the American Medical Association, 285, 2094–3100. 

 
National Association of Attorneys General. (1999). Protecting students from harassment and 

hate crime. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights.  
 
National Resource Center for Safe Schools. (1999). Retrieved February 6, 2005, from 

http://www.safeyouth.org/scripts/topics/bullying.asp 
 
O’Brien, K.M., Heppner, M.J., Flores, L.Y., & Bikos, L.H. (1997). The career counseling self-

efficacy scale: Instrument development and training applications. Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 44, 20–31. 

 
Olweus, D. (1991). Bully/victim problems among school-children: Basic facts and effects of a 

school based intervention program. In D.J. Peplerand K.H. Rubin (Eds.). The 
Development and Treatment of Childhood Aggression (pp. 411–448). Hillsdale, NY: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

 
Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do. New York: 

Blackwell. 
 
Olweus, D. (1997). Bully/victim problems in schools: Facts and intervention. European Journal 

of Psychology Education, 12, 495–510. 
 
Olweus, D. (2001). Olweus’ core program against bullying and anti-social behavior. A teacher 

handbook. Bergen, Norway: Research Center for Health Promotion, University of 
Bergen. 

 
Olweus, D. (2004). Bullying at school: Prevalence estimation, a useful design and a new 
 national initiative in Norway. Association for Child Psychology and Psychiatry 

Occasional Papers, 23, 5–17.  
 
Olweus, D., Limber, S.P., & Mihalic, S. (1999). The Bullying Prevention Program. Blueprints 

for Violence Prevention. Boulder, CO: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence.  



95 
 

Orpinas, P., & Horne, A.M. (2006). Bullying prevention: Creating a positive school climate and 
developing social competence. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

 
Orpinas, P., Horne, A., & Staniszewski, B. (2003). School bullying: Changing the problem by 

changing the school. School Psychology Review, 32(3), 431–444.  
 
Rigby, K. (1996). Bullying in schools and what to do about it. Briston, PA: Jessica Kingsley 

Publications. 
 
Rigby, K., & Slee, P.T. (1991). Bullying among Australian school children: reported behavior 

and attitude towards victims. Journal of School Psychology, 131, 615–627. 
 
Rigby, K., & Slee, P.T. (1993). Dimensions of interpersonal relations among Australian school 

children and their implications for psychological well-being. Journal of Social 
Psychology, 133, 33–42.  

 
Roland, E. (2002). Aggression, depression, and bullying others. Aggressive Behavior, 28, 
 198–206. 
 
Samples, F., & Aber, L. (1998). Evaluation of school based violence prevention programs. In D. 

Elliott, B. Hamburg, & K. Williams (Eds.), Violence in American schools (pp. 217-252). 
New York: Cambridge University. 

 
Schaefer-Schiumo, K., & Ginsberg, A.P. (2003). The effectiveness of the warning signs program 

in educating youth about violence prevention: A study with urban high school students. 
Professional School Counseling, 7, 1–7. 

 
Schellenberg, R.C., Parks-Savage, A., & Refhuss, M. (2007). Reducing levels of elementary 

school violence with peer mediation. Professional School Counseling, 10(5), 475–481. 
 
Schuster, B. (1996). Rejection, exclusion, and harassment at work and in schools: An integration 

of results from research on mobbing, bullying, and peer rejection. European 
Psychologist, 1(4), 293–317. 

 
Selfridge, J. (2004). The resolving conflicts creatively program: How we know it works.  
 Theory into Practice, 43, 59–67. 
 
Senn, D. (2007). Bullying in the girl’s world: A school-wide approach to girl bullying (grades 3-

8). Chapin, SC: YouthLight, Inc. 
 
Sharpley, C.F., & Ridgeway, I.R. (1993). An evaluation of the effectiveness of self-efficacy as 
 a predictor of trainees’ counseling skills performance. British Journal of Guidance and 

Counseling, 21, 73–81. 
 



96 
 

Sink, C.A., & Spencer, L.R. (2005). My class inventory-short form as an accountability tool for 
elementary school counselors to measure classroom climate. Professional School 
Counseling, 9(1), 37–48. 

 
Sipps, G.J., Sugden, G.J., & Faiver, C.M. (1988). Counselor training level and verbal response 

type: Their relationship to efficacy and outcome expectations. Journal of Counseling 
Psychology, 35, 397–401. 

 
Sprague, J. (2001). How safe are Oregon schools? Status and recommendations. Salem, OR: 

Attorney General’s School/Community Safety Coalition. Retrieved November 28, 2001, 
from http://www.doj.state.or.us/ads08561.pdf 

 
Stevens, L., Lynn, C., & Glass, R. (2001). Youth violence in schools. Journal of the American 

Medical Association, 286, 2695–2702. 
 
Survey Monkey.com (2007). Survey Monkey. Retrieved February 6, 2008, from 

http://www.surveymonkey.com. 
 
Sutton, J.M., & Fall, M. (1995). The relationship of school climate factors to counselor self-

efficacy. Journal of Counseling and Development, 73, 331–336. 
 
Taub, J. (2002). Evaluation of the second-step violence prevention program in a rural elementary 

school. School Psychology Review, 31(2), 186–200. 
 
U.S. Departments of Education and Justice. (2000). Annual report on school safety. Washington, 

D. C: Government Printing Office: Author. Retrieved May 2, 2005 from 
http://www.ed.gov/PDFDocs/InterimAR.pdf 

 
U.S. Department of Education. (2002). No child left behind act of 2001: Executive summary. 

Retrieved October 12, 2006, from http://www.ed.gov/nclb/overview/intro/execsumm.doc 
 
U.S. Department of Education. (2008). National Center for Education Statistics. Retrieved 

March 14, 2008 from http://nces.ed.gov 
 
U.S. Departments of Education and Justice. (2000). Annual report on school safety. Washington, 

DC: Government Printing Office: Author. Retrieved May 2, 2005. from 
http://www.ed.gov/PDFDocs/InterimAR.pdf 

 
Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., Oldehinkel, A.J., De Winter, A.F., Verhulst, F.C., & Ormel, J. 

(2005). Bullying and victimization in elementary schools: A comparison of bullies, 
victims, and uninvolved preadolescents. Developmental Psychology, 41(4), 672-682.  

 
Virginia Department of Education. (2004). Discipline, crime, and violence: school year 2002-

2003 (Annual report). Retrieved March 5, 2005, from 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/VDOE/Publications/Discipline/datacoll/03_annual_report 

  



97 
 

 
 
Vossekuil, B., Fein, R.A., Reddy, M., Brum, R., & Modzeleski, W. (2002). The final report and 

findings of the safe school initiative: Implications for the prevention of school attacks in 
the United States. Washington DC: United States Secret Service and U.S. Department of 
Education. 

 
Webb, L.D., Brigman, G.A., & Campbell, C. (2005). Linking school counselors and student 

success: A replication study of the success skills approach targeting the academic and 
social competence of students, Professional School Counseling, 8(5), 407–414. 

 
 



98 
 

 
Appendix A 

 
COSE 

 
1. When using responses like reflection of feeling, active listening, clarification, probing, I 

am confident I will be concise and to the point. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 

 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
2. I am likely to impose my values on the client during the interview. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
3. When I initiate the end of a session, I am positive it will be in a manner that is not abrupt 

or brusque and that I will end the session on time. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
4. I am confident that I will respond appropriately to the client in view of what the client 

will express (e.g.., my questions will be meaningful and not concerned with trivia and 
minutia). 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
5. I am certain that my interpretation and confrontation responses will be concise and to the 

point. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
6. I am worried that the wording of my responses lack reflection of feeling, clarification, 

and probing, and may be confusing and hard to understand. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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7. I fell that I will not be able to respond to the client in a non-judgmental way with respect 
to the client’s values, beliefs,etc. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
8. I feel I will respond to the client in an appropriate length of time (neither interrupting the 

client nor waiting too long to respond). 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
9. I am worried that the type of response I use at a particular time, i.e., reflection of feeling, 

interpretation,etc., may not be the appropriate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
10. I am sure the content of my responses, i.e., reflection of feeling, clarification, and 

probing, will be consistent with and not discrepant from what the client is saying. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
11. I feel confident that I will appear competent and earn the respect of my client. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
12. I am confident that my interpretation and confrontation responses will be effective in that 

they will be validated by the client’s immediate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
13. I feel confident that I have resolved conflicts in my personal life so that they will not 

interfere with my counseling abilities. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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14. I feel that the content of my interpretation and confrontation responses will be consistent 
with and not discrepant from what the client is saying. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
15. I feel that I have enough fundamental knowledge to do effective counseling. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
16. I may not be able to maintain the intensity and energy level needed to produce client 

confidence and active participation. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
17. I am confident that the wording of my interpretation and confrontation responses will be 

clear and easy to understand. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
18. I am sure that in a counseling relationship I will express myself in a way that is natural, 

without deliberating over every response or action. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
19. I am afraid that I may not understand and properly determine probable meanings of the 

client’s nonverbal behaviors. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
20. I am confident that I will know when to use open or closed-ended probes and that these 

probes will reflect the concerns of the client and be trivial. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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21. My assessment of client problems may not be as accurate as I would like them to be. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
22. I am uncertain as to whether I will be able to appropriately confront and challenge my 

client in therapy. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
23. When giving responses, i.e., reflection of feeling, active listening, clarification, probing, I 

am afraid that they may not be effective in that they won’t be validated by the client’s 
immediate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
24. I do not feel that I possess a large enough repertoire of techniques to deal with the 

different problems my clients may present. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
25. I feel competent regarding my abilities to deal with crisis situations that may arise during 

the counseling sessions – e.g., suicide, alcoholism, abuse,etc. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
26. I am uncomfortable about dealing with clients who appear unmotivated to work towards 

mutually determined goals. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
27. I may have difficulty dealing with clients who do not verbalize their thoughts during the 

counseling sessions. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
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 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
28. I am unsure as to how to deal with clients who appear noncommittal and indecisive. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
29. When working with ethnic minority clients, I am confident that I will be able to bridge 

cultural differences in the counseling process. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
30. I will be an effective counselor with clients of a different social class. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
31. I am worried that my interpretation and confrontation responses may not, over time, 

assist the client to be more specific in defining and clarifying their problem. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
32. I am confident that I will be able to conceptualize my client’s problems. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
33. I am unsure as to how I will lead my client towards the development and selection of 

concrete goals to work towards. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
34. I am confident that I can assess my client’s readiness and commitment to change. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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35. I feel I may give advice. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
36. In working with culturally different clients, I may have a difficult time viewing situations 

from their perspective. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
37. I am afraid that I may not be able to effectively relate to someone of lower 

socioeconomic status than me. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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Appendix B 
 

King Instrument  
(Adolescent Suicide) 

 
 

1. Do you believe it is the role of school counselors to identify students at risk for 
suicide? 

    Yes   No 
 

2. Does your school have a crisis intervention team to handle suicide attempts?  
 
Yes   No 

 
3. Does your school include teaching about suicide prevention in its curriculum?  

 
Yes   No 

 
4. Has your school offered an in-service to teachers and staff on adolescent suicide in 

the past 5 years? 
 
Yes  No 

 
5. Has a student(s) from your high school ever attempted suicide since you have worked 

there? 
Yes  No 

 
6. Has a student ever expressed suicidal thoughts to you? 

 
Yes  No 

 
7. What would you do if a student told you that he/she felt suicidal, had a specific 

suicidal plan, and had lethal means to carry out that plan (e.g., knife, pills, handgun)? 
Please check all that apply. 
  
____ Attempt to take the lethal means away by force ____ Contact the principal 
____ Ask the student why h/she feels suicidal  ____ Contact the police 
____ Have other students help you talk to student ____ Contact the parent(s) 
____ Promise to not tell the student’s parent (s)  ____ Listen to the student 
____ Refer the student to a community agency  ____ Other (Please specify) 
____ Remain with the student until they are in the custody of a legal guardian 
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8. Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements: (Please circle 
the responses that best represent your opinions.) 

 
A. I believe I can recognize a student at risk of attempting suicide. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
B. I believe I can talk with teachers and counselors at my school to help determine 

whether or not a student is at risk for attempting suicide. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

 
C. I believe that I can talk with the parent(s)/guardian of a student to help determine  
 whether or not the student is at risk for attempting suicide. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

 
D. I believe I can ask a student at risk for of attempting suicide if he/she is suicidal. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
 
E. I believe I can effectively offer support to a student at risk for attempting suicide.  
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
F. I believe I can refer a student at risk for attempting suicide to a social worker or 

mental health professional. 
 

Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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G. I believe if I recognize a student at risk of attempting suicide it will reduce the chance 

that the student will commit suicide.  
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
H. I believe if I talk with teachers and counselors at my school to help determine 

whether or not the student is at risk of attempting suicide it will reduce the chance 
that the student will commit suicide. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I. I believe if I talk with the parent(s) of a student to help determine whether or not the 
student is at risk of attempting suicide it will reduce the chance that the student will 
commit suicide. 
  

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
J. I believe if I ask a student at risk of attempting suicide if he/she is suicidal it will 
reduce the chance that the student will commit suicide. 
  

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
K. I believe if I effectively offer support to a student at risk of attempting suicide it will 
reduce the chance that the student will commit suicide. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
L. I believe that if I refer a student at risk of attempting suicide to a social worker or 
mental health professional it will reduce the chance that the student will commit suicide. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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M. I believe as a school counselor, one of the most important things I could ever do is to 
prevent a suicidal student from committing suicide. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
N. I believe one of the most important things a school system could do is to establish a 
program to help recognize and find treatment for suicidal students. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
 

9. Which of the following are risk factors for adolescent suicide attempts? 
Please check all that apply. 
 

 ____ Being depressed    ____ Being financially disadvantaged 
 ____ Having a previous suicide attempt ____ Being withdrawn or isolated 
 ____ Having a tattoo    ____ Being involved in drug use 
 ____ Being male    ____ Having easy access to a handgun 
 ____ Having a low self-esteem  ____ Being an only child 
 ____ Being homosexual   ____ Being obese 
 ____ Coming from an abusive home  ____ Having low grades 
       ____ Entering puberty at a late age 

 
10. Which of the following do you feel would be an appropriate school response if a 

student committed suicide? 
Please check all that apply 

_____ Planning a tree in honor of student. 

_____ Holding a memorial for the student 

_____ Forming a crisis intervention plan 

_____ Having counselors available to help other students in need 

_____ Have the school behave in a quiet, conservative manner 

_____ Offering student support groups 

_____ Closing the school for a day 

_____ Providing teachers with the facts of the situation 

_____ Allowing students to miss school in order to attend the funeral 

_____ Other (please Specify) 
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11. Where have you received most of your information on youth suicide?  

Please check all that apply 

____  I have never received any formal information on youth suicide 

_____ College classes 

_____ On the job training 

_____ Textbooks 

_____ Professional Journals 

_____ Professional workshops/conferences 

_____ Mass media (TV, newspapers, magazines) 

_____ In-service programs by the school district 

_____ Other (Please specify) 

__________________________________ 
 
 
Demographic Information 
 

1. Your sex: ____ Male  _____ Female 
2. Your age: _____ years 
3. Number of years as a school counselor ____ years 

Number of years at your present school ____ years 
4. Your race/ethnicity: 

____ African American ____ Asian  ____ Hispanic  ___ White ___ Other 
 

5. Your educational level: (Please check your qualifications) 
 

_____ Master’s Degree 
_____ Master’s Degree plus additional coursework 
_____ Education Specialist’s degree 
_____ Doctoral Degree  

 
6. Please circle the grade level(s) you counsel 

 
Elementary School   Junior High   High School 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

 
7. In what type of area is your school located? 

___ Urban  ____ Suburban ___ Rural 
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Appendix C 
 

COSE and CSBI 
 

COSE 
Directions: For questions 1-37, please rate your level of agreement with the following 
statements: Please circle the responses that best represent your opinions. 

 
 

1. When using responses like reflection of feeling, active listening, clarification, probing, I 
am confident I will be concise and to the point. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
 

2. I am likely to impose my values on the student during the interview. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
3. When I initiate the end of a session, I am positive it will be in a manner that is not abrupt 

or brusque and that I will end the session on time. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
4. I am confident that I will respond appropriately to the student in view of what the student 

will express (e.g.., my questions will be meaningful and not concerned with trivia and 
minutia). 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
 

5. I am certain that my interpretation and confrontation responses will be concise and to the 
point. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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6. I am worried that the wording of my responses lack reflection of feeling, clarification, 
and probing, and may be confusing and hard to understand. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
7. I feel that I will not be able to respond to the student in a non-judgmental way with 

respect to the student’s values, beliefs,etc. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
8. I feel I will respond to the student in an appropriate length of time (neither interrupting 

the student nor waiting too long to respond). 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
9. I am worried that the type of response I use at a particular time, i.e., reflection of feeling, 

interpretation,etc., may not be the appropriate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
10. I am sure the content of my responses, i.e., reflection of feeling, clarification, and 

probing, will be consistent with and not discrepant from what the student is saying. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
11. I feel confident that I will appear competent and earn the respect of my student. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
12. I am confident that my interpretation and confrontation responses will be effective in that 

they will be validated by the client’s immediate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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13. I feel confident that I have resolved conflicts in my personal life so that they will not 

interfere with my counseling abilities. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
14. I feel that the content of my interpretation and confrontation responses will be consistent 

with and not discrepant from what the student is saying. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
15. I feel that I have enough fundamental knowledge to do effective counseling. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
16. I may not be able to maintain the intensity and energy level needed to produce student 

confidence and active participation. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
17. I am confident that the wording of my interpretation and confrontation responses will be 

clear and easy to understand. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
18. I am sure that in a counseling relationship I will express myself in a way that is natural, 

without deliberating over every response or action. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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19. I am afraid that I may not understand and properly determine probable meanings of the 

student’s nonverbal behaviors. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
20. I am confident that I will know when to use open or closed-ended probes and that these 

probes will reflect the concerns of the student and be trivial. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
21. My assessment of student problems may not be as accurate as I would like them to be. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
22. I am uncertain as to whether I will be able to appropriately confront and challenge my 

student in counseling. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
23. When giving responses, i.e., reflection of feeling, active listening, clarification, probing, I 

am afraid that they may not be effective in that they won’t be validated by the student’s 
immediate response. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
24. I do not feel that I possess a large enough repertoire of techniques to deal with the 

different problems my students may present. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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25. I feel competent regarding my abilities to deal with crisis situations that may arise during 

the counseling sessions – e.g., suicide, alcoholism, abuse,etc. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
26. I am uncomfortable about dealing with students who appear unmotivated to work towards 

mutually determined goals. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
27. I may have difficulty dealing with students who do not verbalize their thoughts during the 

counseling sessions. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
28. I am unsure as to how to deal with students who appear noncommittal and indecisive. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
29. When working with ethnic minority students, I am confident that I will be able to bridge 

cultural differences in the counseling process. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
30. I will be an effective counselor with students of a different social class. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
31. I am worried that my interpretation and confrontation responses may not, over time, 

assist the student to be more specific in defining and clarifying their problem. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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32. I am confident that I will be able to conceptualize the student’s problems. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
33. I am unsure as to how I will lead the student towards the development and selection of 

concrete goals to work towards. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
34. I am confident that I can assess the student’s readiness and commitment to change. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2 3  4  5  6  7 

 
35. I feel I may give advice. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
36. In working with culturally different students, I may have a difficult time viewing 

situations from their perspective. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

 
37. I am afraid that I may not be able to effectively relate to someone of lower 

socioeconomic status than me. 
 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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Directions: For questions 38-43, please circle the best response. 

 
38. Do you believe it is the role of elementary school counselors to identify students at risk 

for involvement in bullying situations as the bully or the victim? 
  

Yes   No 
 

39. Does your school have an intervention team at the school to handle bully situations? 
 

Yes   No 
 

40. Does your school include teaching about bullying prevention/interventions in its 
curriculum? 
 

Yes   No 
 

41. Has your school offered an in-service to teachers and staff on bullying 
prevention/intervention programs in the past five years? 

 
Yes  No 

 
42. Has a student(s) from your elementary school ever been involved in a physical altercation 

as a result of being bullied? 
 
Yes  No 

 
43. Has a student ever expressed concerns related to problems at school with a bully? 

 
Yes  No 
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Counselor Self-Efficacy and Bullying Interventions Scale (CSBI) 

 
Items 44-57 

 
Directions: For questions 44-57, please rate your level of agreement with the following 
statements: (Please circle the responses that best represent your opinions.) 
 
44. I believe I can recognize a student that is at risk for becoming either a bully or a victim of 

bullying. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

45. I believe I can talk with teachers at my school to help determine whether or not a 
student is at risk for bullying issues either as a bully or victim. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
46. I believe that I can talk with the parent(s)/guardian of a student to help determine  

whether or not the student is at risk for becoming a bully or a victim. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
47. I believe I can ask a student at risk for being a bully or a victim if he/she is involved 

in a bullying situation. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

48. I believe I can effectively offer support to a student at risk for being involved in a 
bullying situation either as a bully or a victim. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
49. I believe I can refer a student at risk for serious emotional problems as a result of 
 being involved in a bullying situation to an outside agency. 

 
Strongly Disagree     Strongly Agree 
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 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

50. I believe if I recognize a student at risk for becoming a bully or a victim, it will 
reduce the chance that a student will experience negative consequences from being  
involved in a bullying situation. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

51. I believe if I talk with teachers or other staff members at my school to help determine 
whether a student is at risk of being involved in a bullying situation, it will reduce the  
chance that the student will be involved with bullying problems. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
 
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

52. I believe if I talk with the parent(s)/guardian(s) of a student to help determine whether 
a student is at risk of becoming a bully or a victim, it will reduce the chance that the  
student will be involved with bullying problems. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

   
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
53. I believe if I ask a student at risk for becoming a bully or victim, if he/she is involved 

in a bullying situation it will reduce the chance that the student will continue to be  
involved in the bullying situation. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
54. I believe if I effectively offer support to a student at risk for being involved in a 

bullying situation, it will reduce the chance that the student will become a victim or a  
bully. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

   
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
55. I believe if a student at risk for becoming a bully or victim is referred to the school 

counselor it will reduce the chance that the student will be involved in bullying  
situations. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
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56. I believe as a school counselor, one of the most important things I could ever do would be 

to prevent a student from being involved in a bullying situation as either a victim or a 
bully. 

 
Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 

  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 

 
57. I believe one of the most important things a school system could do is to establish a 

program to help recognize potential victims and bullies and provide effective  
prevention/intervention programs. 
 

Strongly Disagree    Strongly Agree 
  
 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 

Directions: For questions 58-60, please check all that apply. 
 

58. Which of the following are risk factors for a student being a bully? 
_____ A student who regularly engages in teasing, name calling, and intimidation 

 of others.  

_____ A student who believes he/she is superior to other students. 

_____ A student who frequently initiates fights with others who are or  

believed to be weaker. 

_____ A student who has little empathy for others. 

_____ A student who has low self-esteem. 

_____ A student who has low grades. 
 

59. Which of the following are risk factors for a student becoming a victim? 
_____ A student who is non-assertive and appears weak or is dominated by   
  others. 

_____ A student who is a social isolate or has few friends. 

_____ A student who is frequently chosen last for activities. 

_____ A student who may often stay close to adults or teachers  

during recess or breaks to avoid isolated areas. 

_____ A student who appears sad, depressed, or moody. 

_____ A student who has low self-esteem. 
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60. Which of the following do you think would be an appropriate response to a bullying 
situation? 

____ Forming an intervention plan. 
 
 ____ Having a school-wide awareness plan. 
  
 ____ Offering individual or group counseling. 
  

____ Consultation 
 
 ____ Crisis counseling/response 
  
 ____ Referrals 
 
 ____ Peer facilitation 
 
 ____ Providing teachers with facts on bullying and school violence. 
   
 ____ Other (please specify): 

 
  __________________________________________________ 
  
 
 
Directions: Please check the best response. 
 
61. Which of the following criteria do you feel a bullying intervention program should 

contain? 
Please check all that apply 
 
______ Comprehensive 
______ Change the entire school climate 
______ Teach social and conflict resolution skills 
______ Establish and reinforce anti-bullying rules 
______ Involve the entire school staff, parents, and students 
______ Empower bystanders 
______ Reform bullies 
______ Strengthen victims 
______ Bullying preventions for the home 
______ Bullying preventions for the school 
______ Bullying preventions for the community 
______ Other – please list  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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62. Which of the following criteria does your current bullying intervention program contain? 
Please check all that apply. 
 
______ Comprehensive  
______ Change the entire school climate 
______ Teach social and conflict resolution skills 
______ Establish and reinforce anti-bullying rules 
______ Involve the entire school staff, parents, and students 
______ Empower bystanders 
______ Reform bullies 
______ Strengthen victims 
______ Bullying preventions for the home 
______ Bullying preventions for the school 
______ Bullying preventions for the community 

 ______ I do not have a bullying intervention program 
______ Other – please list  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

63. Do you implement any of the following programs at your school? 
Please check all that apply. 
 
_____Olweus Bullying Prevention Program 
_____Bully Proofing your school 
_____Second Step 
_____Resolving Conflicts Creatively 
_____BULLYPROOF 
_____Other – please list 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
64. How do you currently deliver bullying interventions to students at your school? 

Please check all that apply. 
 
_____ School Guidance Curriculum (e.g., classroom instruction, interdisciplinary  

curriculum, group activities, and parent workshops and instructions) 
_____ Individual Student Planning (e.g., individual or small group 
  appraisal/advisement) 
_____ Responsive Services (e.g., consultation, individual and small group  

counseling, crisis counseling/response, referrals, peer facilitation) 
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_____ Other – please list  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
65. Which method do you employ to establish, maintain, and enhance, the total school 

counseling program? 
Please check all that apply. 
 
_____ Professional Development Activities 
_____ In-service Training 
_____ Professional Association Membership 
_____ Post Graduate Education 
_____ Consultation, collaboration, and teaming 
_____ Other – please list  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

66. Which method do you employ to establish, maintain, and enhance your knowledge of 
bullying interventions? 
Please check all that apply. 
 
_____ Professional Development Activities 
_____ In-service Training 
_____ Professional Association Membership 
_____ Post Graduate Education 
_____ Consultation, collaboration, and teaming 
_____ Other – please list  
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Demographic Information 

 
67. How many total years have you been a school counselor? ___________________ 
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68. How many years have you been at your current site as a school counselor? ________ 

 
69. What is your educational level and qualifications?  (Please indicated your highest 

educational level and professional licensure or certifications) 
 

 _____ Master’s Degree 
_____ Master’s Degree plus additional coursework 
______Educational Specialist Degree 
_____ Doctoral Degree  
_____ Doctoral Degree plus additional coursework 
_____ List your state licensure (e.g., Virginia school counselor licensure, Licensed 
Professional Counselor) and professional certifications (e.g., National Certified 
Counselor)________________________________________________ 

 
70. Did you receive any training on how to address bullying in your graduate program? 

____ Yes   ___ No 
71. Have you participated in any professional development activities or in-services on 

bullying?  
____ Yes   ___ No 
 

 
72. How many students are enrolled in your school? ______________ 
 
73. What is your current status at your school? _____ Part-time ____ Full-time 

 
74. How many counselors are at your school? _____ Part-time _____ Full-time 

 
75. What Fairfax County Cluster is your school in? 

_____ Cluster I 
_____ Cluster II 
_____ Cluster III 
_____ Cluster IV 
_____ Cluster V 
_____ Cluster VI 
_____ Cluster VII 
_____ Cluster VII 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix D 
Invitation to Participate to Panel of Experts 

 
Doctoral Colleagues of Angela Charlton 
  
Here is an opportunity for you to support one of your colleagues as she prepares to launch her 
research study. 
  
We are seeking your input as a “panel of experts” to review and respond to the online 
questionnaire that Angela will be using for data collection in her research study. For the actual 
study, the instrument will be sent to elementary school counselors so there is certainly a number 
of items that you may not be familiar with if you do not have experience in the schools. 
However, you are important to Angela’s process in validating the instrument and providing her 
with an opportunity to “check out” her data analysis procedures. So, please complete the entire 
questionnaire to the best of your ability. 
  
It is anticipated that it will take approximately 30 minutes to complete the survey.  After 
completing the survey, please send Angela an email  angela.charlton@fcps.edu  to let her know 
if there are any edits and/or corrections that need to be made and if there is anything that can be 
done to improve the instrument. 
  
Thanks! 
  

Link to the secure SurveyMonkey site to access the questionnaire: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=5NdDsvd_2fRzahZI3lVXlG0A_3d_3d  

  
  
VTVTVTVTVTVTVTVTVTVTVTVT 
  
Dr. Pamelia E. Brott 
Associate Professor 
Counselor Education 
Virginia Tech - National Capital Region 
7054 Haycock Road 
Falls Church, VA  22043 
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Appendix E 
Approval Letter from Fairfax County Public Schools 
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Appendix F 
Approval Letter from Virginia Tech 
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Appendix G 
Invitation to Participate 

 

Dear Colleague,  

I am Angela Charlton, an elementary school counselor with Fairfax County Public Schools as 
well as a doctoral candidate at Virginia Tech. As part of my doctoral dissertation requirements, I 
am conducting a study investigating professional school counselors’ perceived self-efficacy for 
addressing bullying in the elementary school setting.  This study has been approved by the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Virginia Tech and Fairfax County Public Schools.    

I am asking you to participate in this study because you are an elementary school counselor with 
Fairfax County Public Schools.  Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary, and you 
will not be compensated for participation.  There are no perceived benefits or risk from 
participating in this study. However, your responses will help us to understand how and why we, 
as professional school counselors, address bullying.  

If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online questionnaire. 
The questionnaire will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. You will be asked to provide 
selected information about yourself; however, you will not be asked to provide your name.  All 
data are anonymous and will be located on a secure server.   

By participating in the study you are giving the researcher permission to use your responses for 
research purposes only.  You can access the questionnaire at the following secure web address: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=5NdDsvd_2fRzahZI3lVXlG0A_3d_3d  

If you would prefer a paper and pencil questionnaire, please reply to this email and provide your 
mailing address.  

If you have any questions regarding the study or if you would like a summary of the results when 
the study is complete, please feel free to contact me at ancharlt@vt.edu   

Thank you for your participation.  

Angela Charlton, M.Ed.  
School Counselor  
Doctoral Candidate, Virginia Tech  

Dr. Pamelia E. Brott  
Associate Professor  
Counselor Education Program  
Virginia Tech – Northern Virginia Center  
Falls Church, VA  22043  
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Appendix H 
Informed Consent for Participants 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and Stat University 

Informed Consent for Participants in Research Projects Involving Human Subjects 

Title of Project:  School Counselors’ Perceived Self-Efficacy for Addressing Bullying in the 
Elementary School Setting 

Dear Colleague,  

My name is Angela Charlton, and I am a doctoral candidate at Virginia Tech. As part of my 
doctoral dissertation requirements, I am conducting a study to explore school counselor self-
efficacy in providing interventions to address bullying in the elementary school setting.   

Your participation in this study is completely voluntary, and your identity will not be associated 
with your responses.  If you agree to participate in this study, you have the right to refuse to 
answer any questions and/or withdraw from the study at any time.  There is no cost, 
compensation, benefits, or apparent risk from participating in this study. However, your 
responses are essential in understanding the school counselor’s vital role in addressing bullying 
in schools.  The on-line will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  

If you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to email me at ancharlt@vt.edu.  
Also, if you would like a summary of the results, please email me, and I will send it to you once 
the study is complete. 

If you agree to participate, please go on to the next page.  If you go forward with the survey, 
your consent will be implied.   

Thank you for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Charlton, M.Ed.  
Doctoral Candidate, Virginia Tech  

Dr. Pamelia E. Brott  
Associate Professor  
Counselor Education Program  
Virginia Tech – Northern Virginia Center  
Falls Church, VA  22043  
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Appendix I 
E-mail to Encourage Participation 

 
Counselor Self-efficacy and Bullying Interventions Survey 
We would like to thank those of you who completed the survey you received from Angela 
Charlton, counselor at Fox Mill ES and a doctoral candidate.  She still needs more responses to 
make the results valid.  She will share the results with our office to use for planning for next 
year.  Please HELP! 
Thank you. 
  
If you click on the link it will take you directly to the questionnaire. 
  
Thanks again! 
  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=5NdDsvd_2fRzahZI3lVXlG0A_3d_3d 
  
  
Ellissia Price 
Elementary Counseling Specialist 
Fairfax County Public Schools 
8115 Gatehouse Road, Suite 4737 
Falls Church, VA 22042 
571-423-4428 
Fax:  571-423-4427 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


