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The purpose of the study in the research article “Factors That Influence Self-

Efficacy of Counseling Students:  An Exploratory Study” as stated in the introduction

was to examine “whether age, prior work experience, number of courses taken, and

number of internship hours have a positive relationship with counseling self-efficacy”

(McMillan & Wergin, 2006, p. 29).  This examination focused on comparing Council for

Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) and non-

CACREP-accredited programs.  In short, the study focused on whether students who had

more hands on experience, course work, and more life experience were more self

confident and better counseling professionals.  Of the two groups that were compared and

studied a total of 116 students participated who were either enrolled in programs

accredited by CACREP and those who were not enrolled in these particular programs.

The distinctions between the two were that the CACREP programs had a minimum

number of required courses and internship hours.  Although the students who were non-

CACREP may or may not have had more training and experience than their CACREP

counterparts, the authors still felt there might be a difference in counselor self-efficacy.

Although the CACREP group may have had to adhere to distinct standards the

non-CACREP group had on average a year or more prior work experience.  Both

programs also required 60 semester credits with 600 clock hours of internship.  It would

appear that the students who had more work experience were more self-assured in their

positions.  We would guess the researchers expected to see a difference in counselor self-

efficacy of the two groups.  Why is this important?  Were the researchers trying to

determine what or how much experience, courses and internships are necessary to
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develop self-efficacy in counselors?  The hypothesis is not clear, and this is the main

aspect of the study that needs to be clarified.

This study on self-efficacy is a quantitative study but lacks an effective approach

in defining variables and gathering data.  First, the hypothesis is not clearly defined and it

is difficult to identify a dependent variable.  We are led to believe that enrollment in a

CACREP program is the dependent variable but when compared to non-CACREP

programs they have many similarities that make it difficult to separate the two.  Second,

counselor self-efficacy is also a construct that needs an operational definition. The

researchers need to clearly define counselor self-efficacy and the relevant variables that

are being measured and controlled from the beginning.

The method of this study may have been better served using face-to-face

interaction to validate or test the theory rather than test an underdeveloped theory and use

self-reported courses and internship hours; furthermore, the sample was small and self-

efficacy is a trait that could have been documented in an observable setting.  We suggest

using human interaction in a natural setting as an instrument of observation to develop

the measure of self-efficacy by selecting the aspects of behavior to be observed, clearly

defining the behaviors that fall within a chosen category, developing a system of

quantifying observations using a coding system, and training the people doing the

observations to use it (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002, p. 233).  The researchers could

also have utilized focus interviews with the students as well as self-reported surveys as

multiple methods of data collection that could have lead to the opportunity for

triangulation of data.  Granted this process would require more time, resources, training,
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and observers/people; however, we feel integrating observations and surveys would give

the study more validity.

Another issue with the study is it is unclear which variable was being manipulated

or if the subjects were randomly assigned.  The authors identified five dependent

variables:  age, clock hours of internship, years of work experience, total course work

completed, and clinical course work completed, but the article does not provide clear

evidence of how each was controlled or manipulated.  The study seems to narrow things

down to CACREP and non-CACREP program participants and wants to find a difference

between the two, but there are so many other factors that come into play like gender or

race; furthermore, these other variables that seemed to be main components of the

research are apparently lost in the shuffle of sharing results.  Selection of the sample to be

tested is not clearly spelled out, and the information that is shared shows participants

gathered based on convenience of location near the researchers. We feel that when

convenience comes into play the researchers appear to create reliability problems with the

study.

Self-reporting is another aspect of the study that, although an acceptable research

tool, should be supported via gathering other data through direct observation.  In this

case, a participant may think they are fairly confident at something but the client may

think the counselor in training is simply trying hard to meet a client’s needs but does not

fulfill the expectations of the client.  If the researchers want to see how confidence and

how much self-efficacy the CACREP and non-CACREP participants possess we feel it

would be more valuable to actually see them in action and at the very minimum conduct a

focused interview with the students about their performance during the counseling



Heavy Runner/Hokanson Research Critique 5

sessions.  The use of a self-efficacy inventory with the research participants would allow

each to relate it to specific points from, for example, a taped interview session.

Another suggestion to improve this research would be to perform some kind of

evaluation from the client’s perspective concerning how the counselor performed and if

the client felt the counselor possessed self-efficacy in specific areas.  Surveying the client

would allow another perspective on defining self-efficacy.  Furthermore, in conducting a

study on self-efficacy in counseling students it seems important to want this information

not only to evaluate the educational experience but also to benefit the client, who should

be the focus of counseling services in the first place.  Confidential evaluations could be

provided to several of the counselor’s clients to minimize bias of clients that may have

had issues with the counselor.  Nevertheless, it would be vital that ethical measures be

maintained in gathering this data and care given as to not create a situation of bias on a

counselor’s part by letting them know a client is evaluating them.  This idea of

confidentiality would be a difficult issue to manage, but one that we feel could be

addressed and implemented into the study in a fair and ethical manner.

Although the study was flawed due to the lack of direction, hypothesis, and in

data gathering we feel the information generated from a more well thought out, organized

plan such as one that would include survey and observation would prove to be a valuable

resource in determining the factors that influence counselor self-efficacy.
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