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Abstract 

 This study was conducted in order to examine the self-efficacy of pre-service school 

counselors and their attributions and attitudes towards poverty.   The population for this study 

consisted of Master’s level school counseling students from two southeastern schools. All data 

were obtained via self-report measures and were collected using an internet survey and paper 

surveys. Instruments used in the survey included a demographics questionnaire developed by the 

researcher, the School Counselor Self-Efficiacy Scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005), Attitudes 

About Poverty Scale (Yun & Weaver, 2010), and the Attributions of Poverty Scale (Bullock, 

Williams, & Limbert, 2011).  The study utilized a multiple regression analysis in an attempt to 

explore the relationships between attitudes and self-efficacy and attributions and self-efficacy.  

The results of the study show that the pre-service school counselors who participated in this 

study held similar attitudes and attributions towards the general American population, which are 

primarily negative.  This study also found no significant relationship between self-efficacy and 

attitudes or attributions.   
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 

Poverty is a growing epidemic in the United States. Currently there are 46.2 million 

people living in poverty in America (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, & Smith, 2012).  Of those 46.2 

million people, children make up 24 percent of the total population and represent 34 percent of 

all individuals living in poverty (Addy & Wight, 2012).  At the beginning of the century, more 

than 12 million American children lived in poverty; as of 2010 this number has increased to 15.7 

million (Macartney, 2011).  Poverty does not discriminate.  White children make up the largest 

number of children living in poverty; while African American, American Indian, and Hispanic 

children have a higher proportion of poor children among their entire population (Addy, 

Engelhardt, & Skinner, 2013).   

Poverty impacts children in a multitude of ways; it contributes to developmental 

challenges, physical health problems, as well as several mental, emotional, and behavioral issues 

(Komro, Flay, & Biglan, 2011).  In addition, low-income children characteristically live in poor 

neighborhoods and attend lower quality, underfunded schools with high teacher turnover and low 

morale (Brooks-Gunn, Linver, & Faith, 2005).  Children living in poverty are often perceived 

less positively by their teachers, receiving less positive attention and less reinforcement for good 

performance (McLoyd, 1998).   

Both teachers and counselors-in-training are prepared during their programs to work with 

various diverse populations.  It is unknown to what degree the training impacts stereotypes, 

assumptions, and attitudes for counselors.  Research has shown many teachers prefer to teach in a 

school with similar ethnic and social class backgrounds to their own, and are resistant to teach in 

high poverty schools (Wolffe, 1996; Zeichner, 1996; Groulx, 2001).  With an ever-increasing 

number of children living in poverty and the severe implications of poverty on children, there is 

a high likelihood that teachers and counselors-in-training will work in schools with students who 
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live in poverty. New teachers and counselors may find themselves in high poverty schools, 

creating a need for teachers and counselors to have attitudes and skills that enable them to work 

effectively with students of diverse backgrounds and of low socioeconomic status.  Teachers and 

counselors who are uneducated on reaching low-income students are unprepared and may be 

biased in how they meet the needs of children living in poverty.   

In an attempt to educate qualified school counselors to work in high-poverty schools, 

there is a need to better understand the attitudes and preconceptions prospective school 

counselors hold towards individuals living in poverty.   School counselors have an important role 

in the academic, personal/social, and career development of all students, including students 

living in poverty (ASCA, 2012).  The American Counseling Association’s (2005) code of ethics 

asks counselors to “recognize diversity and embrace a cross cultural approach in support of the 

worth, dignity, potential, and uniqueness of people within their social and cultural contexts 

(Preamble, Para.1).  School counselors are in a position to meet the needs of students and 

families living in low-income situations through counseling, consultation/collaboration, 

leadership, and advocacy (ASCA, 2005).  

There are several factors school counselors must consider when meeting the needs of the 

students in their school.  First, it is important for school counselors to have an understanding of 

different groups of students and their developmental needs (Williams, 2003).  Students’ living in 

poverty is one such group.  Next, it is important to look at school counselors’ attitudes towards 

poverty and what they believe attributes to individuals living in poverty (Van Velsor, & Orozco, 

2007).  Finally, it is important to consider a school counselors’ understand of advocacy and their 

own self-efficacy as it relates to their ability to perform their duties (Van Velsor, & Orozco, 

2007).  
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In the school counseling field, counselor education preparation programs have 

concentrated on developing counselor awareness and knowledge in multiple areas and 

multilayered components including gender, race, ethnicity, ability, sexual orientation, and social 

class (Brinson, Brew, & Denby, 2008; Constantine, 2002; Wakefield, Garner, Pehrsson, & Tyler, 

2010).  The American School Counselor Association (ASCA) National Model has developed 

multiple competencies to help school counselors develop or maintain a comprehensive school 

counseling program to address academic, career planning, and personal/social development 

(ASCA, 2012).  These competencies are used for school counselors, school administrators, and 

school counselor education programs in order to meet the needs of all students in multiple areas. 

With this information, although there is a focus to develop counselor awareness and knowledge 

of all students in multiple areas, there remains a paucity of counseling literature that addresses 

the issues of working with low-income students and families.  

Significance of the Study 

  In the past ten years, America has seen an increase of over 3.7 million children living in 

poverty (Macartney, 2011).  Of the total population of children living in poverty, 24 million live 

in urban areas, while 5.7 million children live in rural areas (Addy & Wright, 2012).  Due to the 

ever increasing number of children living in poverty in America, there is a high likelihood that 

school counselors will have children in their schools living in poverty.   

Although researchers have spent decades looking at the impact of multicultural biases on 

counseling (Burkard, Ponterotto, Reynolds, & Alfonso, 1999; Sue & Sue, 2008; Gelso, 

Fassinger, Gomez, & Latts, 1995; Gushue, 2004; as cited in Smith, Mao, Perkins, Ampuero, 

2010), counselors’ attitudes towards poverty have been rarely considered.  The research that has 

been done has shown negative attitudes and attributions exist towards poverty and individuals 
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living in poverty (Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, & Tagler, 2001; Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003).  

Despite our understanding, there is a scarcity of counseling literature that addresses the issues of 

pre-service school counselors and their attitudes and attributions towards poverty.  Additionally, 

in order to attract qualified school counselors to work in high-poverty schools, there is a need to 

better understand the attitudes and preconceptions pre-service school counselors hold regarding 

working in this type of environment. It is imperative that counselors gain awareness, knowledge, 

and skills to work with students from diverse backgrounds.  As counselors gain awareness, 

knowledge, and skill specifically related towards poverty, they can more effectively meet the 

needs of students while helping them realize their worth and potential (ACA, 2005).  Without 

counselors focusing on poverty, many children may remain unnoticed and unable to overcome 

the obstacles often associated with poverty.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to extend the literature pertaining to training counseling 

students about poverty by examining how attitudes about poverty, personal attitudes and beliefs 

of attributions, and self-efficacy impact the actual work of school counselors.  The current study 

provides pertinent information for counselor educators regarding professional school counselors 

and provides possibilities for relevant courses and professional development experiences to 

develop values, information, and skills of pre-service school counselors who work with students 

living in poverty situations.  
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Research Questions 

In order to examine school counselors-in-training beliefs and attitudes associated with 

socioeconomic status and school counseling self-efficacy, the following research questions will 

be examined: 

1.  What is the nature of the attitudes school counselors-in-training hold regarding low SES? 

2.  What is the nature of the attributions toward poverty held by school counselors-in-training?  

3.  What is the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling self-efficacy and 

attitudes toward low SES among school counselors-in-training? 

4.  What is the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling self-efficacy and 

attributions toward low SES among school counselors-in-training? 

Definitions  

The following definitions of terms for this study are offered for clarification:  

 

School Counselor is a certified/ licensed educator who has attained a graduate-level 

degree in school counseling, which qualifies them to address pre-K-12 students’ academic, 

personal/social, and career development needs (ASCA, 2012).   

Poverty is a calculation designed to identify the threshold at which a family’s resources 

do not meet their basic needs of food, shelter, and clothing expenses. The most common poverty 

measure used in the United States is determined by U.S. Census Bureau by comparing household 

size and income with the consumer price index (APA, 2007).  The 2013 guidelines range from an 

annual income of $11,490 for a family of one to just over $39,630 for a family of eight (U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, 2013).  
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School Counselor Self-Efficacy is a term that represents an individual’s beliefs in their 

own ability to successfully accomplish a task or goal (Bandura, 1994).  In this study, self-

efficacy will be measured by the School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (SCCS; Bodenhorn & 

Skaggs, 2005).   

Attitude is conveyed by evaluating a person or even with favor or disfavor (Eagly & 

Chaiken, 1998).  In this study, attitude about poverty will be measured by the Attitudes about 

Poverty Scale Short Form (ATP) Scale developed by Yum and Weaver (2010).  

Attribution refers to how an individual explains the causes of behaviors and events 

(Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003). Attributions of poverty are broken into three categories: 

individualistic, structuralistic, and fatalistic (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003).  For the 

purposes of this study, attributions of poverty will be measured using the Attributions of Poverty 

Scale developed by Bullock, Williams, and Limbert (2003).  

Summary  

In conclusion, this chapter provided an overview of literature concerning how a client 

might be impacted by poverty, and bias was briefly discussed.  This chapter provided the 

significance and focus of the proposed study to examine the degree in which demographic 

characteristics correlate to pre-service school counselors’ perceived self-efficacy to provide 

services to students, and pre-service school counselors’ attitudes and attributions of poverty. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of the Literature 

 An overview of the professional literature relevant to this study is presented in this 

chapter, including a review of the literature on poverty, education, and school counseling. This 

literature review provided a framework for examining current thinking on poverty, school 

counseling, and education.   

Poverty is a major social issue in the United States (Hurst, 2004; Rank, 2004).  American 

lawmakers have tried to put an end to poverty for many years.  Yet, the same question has been 

asked repeatedly, “How do you break the cycle of poverty and create economic opportunities for 

people, particularly young people, to overcome obstacles to achieving a better standard of 

living?” (Smith, 2013).  Each year in the United States, billions of dollars are spent trying to 

answer this question and trying to help fight the impact of poverty (Smith, 2013). Policies and 

programs to fight against poverty have been implemented since the time of the Great Depression 

when Roosevelt created several relief programs to help individuals facing poverty (Rose & 

Baumgartner, 2013). Since then, several additional programs have been put into place to help 

address issues associated with poverty.  There are more than 70 means-tested programs in the 

United States budget that have been developed based on individuals income levels (Rose & 

Baumgartner, 2013). The programs support four main categories including 1) temporary 

monetary support, such as TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families), 2) assistance with 

medical needs and/or sustenance, such as food stamps; 3) school based programs, such as Head 

Start; and (4) career programs, such as job training (Rose & Baumgartner, 2013).  Despite the 

attempts to decrease poverty, the number of individuals living in poverty continues to rise.  The 
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number of people living in poverty has risen four consecutive years, reaching 46.2 million people 

living in poverty by 2011 (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, & Smith, 2012).  

Of those 46.2 million people living in poverty, children make up 24 percent of the 

population (Addy & Wright, 2012).  In total, 45 percent of all children under the age of 18 live in 

low-income families (Addy & Wright, 2012).  There are 25.9 percent of children under the age 

of five living in poverty, while children ages five to 17 make up 20.5 percent (Children’s 

Defense Fund, 2012).  There are various reasons a child may grow up in poverty.  In general, the 

reasons children face poverty varies from race/ethnicity, parents’ level of education or 

employment (Addy & Wright, 2012). Rodgers and Payne (2007) found a correlation between 

unemployment, higher tax resources and the level of poverty in different states in the United 

States.  That is to say, the states with less unemployment and higher tax resources had less 

poverty and the states with high unemployment and low tax resources had higher poverty levels.  

They also found states with high minority populations, unwed and teenage mothers, single 

parents, and parents without high school diplomas had higher poverty rates (Rodgers & Payne, 

2007).   

Research has shown poverty impacts children in numerous ways.  Studies have shown 

children living in high poverty areas are more likely to face depression (Cutrona et al. 2006), 

obesity (Burdette & Hill, 2008), infant death, low birth weight, teenage pregnancy, increased 

dropout rates, child maltreatment, adolescent delinquency, injuries, homicide, suicide (Sampson 

et al. 2002), and overall health problems (Do et al., 2008). Poverty has also been found to impact 

child development in numerous ways including physical and mental health and wellbeing, child 

development, and social development (Komro, Flay, & Biglan, 2011).  Children living in poverty 

also often face social isolation and shame due to the humiliation related with poverty (Ozkan, 
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Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010).  This is due to the fact that children and adults alike look at 

social class as an indicator of worth and ability (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010).       

Other factors that create barriers for children living in poverty include taxing 

relationships between the parents and children, parental mental illness, low-quality education and 

childcare, insufficient health care, and repeated violence exposure (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & 

Hablemitoglu, 2010).  In addition, research has shown children living in poverty often complete 

less years of schooling, make less money as adults, and face poor health (Children’s Defense 

Fund, 2012).  Children living in poverty also suffer from poor diets which can create vitamin 

deficiencies and they may face lead poisoning, asthma, and physical ailments (Armstrong, 2010).   

While children living in poverty are faced with a multitude of problems, it does not stop 

at home, it continues on into education (Truscott & Truscott, 2005).  Children living in poverty 

are considered “at-risk” due to a lack of resources (Children’s Defense Fund, 2012).  Without 

high quality interventions, children in poverty are likely to face dropping out of school, 

becoming a teen parent, being placed in special education, never attending college, and being 

arrested for a violent crime (Children’s Defense Fund, 2010).  In research completed by Mark 

Kishlyama and colleagues (as cited in Armstrong, 2010), they found children living in poverty 

have increased cognitive impairments including a struggle with language acquisition, low 

attention span, and poor memory.  Additionally, low-income children may have lower level brain 

functions when compared to higher-income children; the difference is similar to stroke damage 

(Armstrong, 2010). 

Furthermore, low-income children are less likely to participate in school activities 

(Cappella, Frazier, Atkins, Schoenwald, & Glisson, 2008).  Poverty also predicts deficits in 
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verbal skills, low IQ, and grade repetition (Cappella, et al., 2008).  Children in low-income 

neighborhoods have a lack of quality resources.  This may include a lack of materials (books and 

supplies) and inadequate school facilities (Cappella, et al., 2008).  They are also faced with a 

lack of qualified teachers, as those teachers in low-income schools often lack expertise on the 

subject matter they teach (Armstrong, 2010).  Experienced teachers have been found to either 

avoid working at low-income schools or leave the schools when additional opportunities arise 

(Morgan, 2012).  Robinson (2007) found most teachers in low-income schools “hold less 

educational credentials, teach a subject they do not specialize in, and graduate from less 

prestigious universities when compared with teachers who teach in more advantaged areas” (as 

cited in Morgan, 2012, p. 292).  In addition, graduation rates are considerably lower for children 

living in poverty by as much as 20 percentage points (Children’s Defense Fund, 2012). 

Attitudes and Attributions Associated with Low Socioeconomic Status 

 Research is clear that children living in poverty face a multitude of difficulties in their 

daily life impacting their social, emotional, physical, and cognitive well-being.  All of these 

factors are important for counselors and counselor educators when determining the best approach 

in counseling and working with individuals living in poverty.  In addition, it is not only 

important to look at the impact poverty has on individuals, but it is important to examine the 

attitudes individuals hold about poverty and what they believe causes poverty.  Attitudes and 

beliefs influence how we respond to individuals and situations.  Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, and 

Tagler (2001) discuss the importance of looking at attitudes and attitude formation due to the fact 

that attitudes are important predictors of behavior.  Attitudes can be defined as how an individual 

feels about another person or group (Allport, 1954; Cozzarelli, et al., 2001).  Allport (1954) 

believes attitudes and prejudice are created with two main ingredients: attitude of favor/ disfavor 
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and overgeneralization belief.  For example, individuals who have a negative attitude towards 

those living in poverty believe persons in poverty have negative characteristics.  An individual’s 

belief as to what causes poverty can be linked to their attitude towards individuals living in 

poverty (Merolla, Hunt, & Serpe, 2011).  Therefore, negative attitudes create a bias against 

individuals living in poverty.  This bias adds to an inequality of support for programs designed to 

help the poor, including reducing the educational achievement gap (Limbert & Bullock, 2005).   

Although attitude is not an element of attributions; “attributions for poverty are likely to 

be highly related to attitudes toward poverty” (Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, & Tagler, 2001, p. 209).   

Attributions look at the causes of behaviors.  Research has shown society believes there are three 

main attributes for causes of poverty.  They are: individualistic, structuralistic, and fatalistic 

(Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2003).  Individualistic beliefs place the blame on the individual, 

believing individuals living in poverty have caused their own conditions (Merolla, et al., 2011).  

Individuals who believe poverty is caused due to individualistic attributions might believe people 

live in poverty due to lack of motivation or lack of thrift (Bullock, et al., 2003).  Structuralistic 

beliefs hold the social system itself at fault, including economic and political issues (Merolla, et 

al., 2011).  Individuals who believe poverty is caused due to structuralistic attributions might 

credit unemployment, inadequate schools, and low wages (Bullock, et al., 2003).  Fatalistic 

beliefs focus on poor luck, illness, and unfortunate circumstances (Bullock, et al., 2003).   

 Society in general holds a negative attitude towards individuals living in poverty 

(Merolla, et al., 2011).  Research has shown Americans believe there are several causes of 

poverty; however, individualistic causes tend to be favored over structuralistic and fatalistic 

causes (Bullock et al., 2003; Cozzarelli et al., 2001).  Most Americans believe opportunities are 

readily available with few obstacles to financial stability (Merolla et al., 2011).  Insofar as 
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counselors’ attitudes and attributions towards poverty, there has been limited research done to 

examine counselors’ preconceived ideas and the impact they have on the counseling relationship 

(Smith, Mao, Perkins, & Ampuero, 2011).  This is an important area of research for the 

counseling field due to the increase of individuals living in poverty and their high risk for mental 

health issues.  

Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, and Tagler (2001) conducted a review looking at studies on 

Americans’ attitudes towards individuals living in poverty and scales used to measure attitudes.  

They found most of the scales used to measure attitudes about poverty were “borrowed from 

other fields, outdated, and/or typically blur together in a single measure items assessing different 

attitudinal components (e.g., affect and cognition)” (Cozzarelli, et al., 2001).  Through their 

study, they found a lack of psychological literature dealing with American’s attitudes about 

poverty (Cozzarelli, et al., 2001).   

In a recent study, Smith et al. (2011) found a positive correlation between negative 

counselor attitudes and poor clients, as well as positive attitudes with working-class clients.  For 

example, counselors working with individuals classified as poor were considered lazy as 

opposed to middle class clients.  Past research has also shown counselors hold negative bias 

towards individuals living in poverty (Neynabar, 1992; Toporek & Pope-Davis, 2005).  

Neynabar (1992) discovered counselors in training viewed clients in a negative manner due to 

their low socioeconomic standing.  They also found negative views held by counselors impacted 

the effectiveness of counseling sessions (Toporek & Pope-Davis, 2005).   Research has shown a 

correlation between exposure to poverty and attitudes (Merolla et al., 2011).  Those who have 

been exposed to negative experiences with the poor tend to have an unsympathetic view, while 

those who have had positive experiences with those in poverty tend to have sympathetic views 
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(Merolla et al., 2011). Albeit limited research, the reactions presented suggest counselor bias 

based on social standing and a need for counselors to receive appropriate training in order to 

serve their clients with limited bias.  It is essential that counselor education programs help 

counselors-in-training debunk the negative attitudes in order to meet the needs of individuals 

living in poverty.   

Poverty and School-Age Student Development 

Since the beginning of the century until 2010 the number of children living in poverty has 

risen by 3.7 million (Macartney, 2011). Children living in poverty are faced with a lot of 

disadvantages, especially related to education.  All areas of a child’s life may be impacted by the 

chronic stress brought about from circumstances associated with poverty (Kiser, 2007; Engle & 

Black, 2008). Research shows poverty impacts areas of child development that have been 

recognized as part of normal development (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010). Poverty 

impacts student development in personal/social, academic, and career development.   

The environment and connection to a school can impact health, relationships, and 

academic success of students (Nasir, Jones, & McLaughlin, 2011). According to Awan, Malik, 

Sarwar, and Waqas (2011) there are three levels on which poverty impacts educational 

achievements.  First, poverty impacts the resources that are available to the children.  This 

includes inadequate facilities, financial resources, technology, text books, and additional 

materials (Amatea & Olatunji, 2007).  The second level that impacts educational achievements 

of those living in poverty is the social pressures that are placed on low-income students which 

damage their outlook (Awan, Malik, Sarwar, & Waqas, 2011).  Expectations of teachers, 

schools, and students are lowered in areas of high poverty in the third level (Awan, Malik, 

Sarwar, & Waqas, 2011).  
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Children in poverty also suffer developmentally due to the lack of resources appropriate 

for stimulating cognitive growth, this includes “toys, books, adequate day-care, or preschool 

education that are essential for children’s development” (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 

2010, p. 175).   In addition, Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, and Hablemitoglu found parents of children 

living in poverty typically punish their children with harsh physical discipline and are less likely 

to shown warm affection towards their children.  Harsh physical punishment has been shown to 

increase behavioral problems in children, lower their confidence and emotional attachment 

(Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010).   

Poverty level children also suffer from an increased level of anxiety and depression 

(Kiser, 2007; Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010) and a lower level of school 

involvement and engagement than children from middle class backgrounds (Kennedy, 2010). 

Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, and Hablemitoglu (2010) also found children in poverty have a harder time 

adjusting and are more likely to act out and less likely to follow laws and rules.  Children in 

poverty are often exposed to illegal activities including drugs, gangs, and stealing (Black & 

Krishnakumar, 1998).  

There is research to indicate that poverty also has a direct impact on educational success 

(Engle & Black, 2008).   Specifically, children living in poverty are more likely to present with 

lower test scores and lower graduation rates (Nasir, Jones, & McLaughlin, 2011).   This may be 

in part linked to other variables, children and adolescents living in poverty have also been found 

to present with higher rates of developmental difficulties (Engle & Black, 2008).  These students 

are also more likely to have problems related to attendance and tardiness (Nasir, Jones, & 

McLaughlin, 2011).    
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   Amatea and Olatunji (2007) outline some of the factors that are related to these 

academic issues for children and adolescents living in poverty.   They suggest that some of these 

contributing factors are not only the economic circumstances of the student but also the schools 

in which they are enrolled.   For example, children living in poverty are more likely to be 

enrolled in schools with limited resources.  Amatea and Olatunji (2007) suggest that the 

achievement gap that children living in poverty experience is highly related to their school 

environments including: less experienced and qualified teachers, larger class sizes, fewer 

materials, and communication difficulties between the school, families, and communities.  Due 

to financial circumstances and a lack of parental education experiences low income parents are 

often less involved in their children’s educational experiences (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & 

Hablemitoglu, 2010).   Children in low-income homes are often unexposed to the arts and 

cultural activities and have a lack of at-home educational materials (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & 

Hablemitoglu, 2010).  In addition, the television is often used as a form of distraction and 

entertainment with a lack of perimeters (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010).   Children 

in poverty are also less likely to graduate than their middle-class peers (Teachman et al. as cited 

in Truscott & Truscott, 2005).  A lack of education often results in lower pay, often repeating the 

cycle of poverty.  High levels of education have been found to increase the level of wages, which 

can result in a decreased percentage of individuals living in poverty (Awan, Malik, Sarwar, & 

Waqas, 2011). 

With these realities, there are continuous challenges for teachers, school counselors and 

other school personnel working with students in low-income areas. Teachers, school counselors, 

and other school employees must prepare to meet the needs of these students.  Often, educators 

come from middle-class backgrounds which create a difficulty for educators to relate to students 
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who live in poverty (Zeichner, 2003). Due to the fact that many educators’ personal backgrounds 

are middle-class, educators look to teacher educators, school district administrators, educational 

researchers, and other experts to help shape their role in the classroom (Ng & Rury, 2006).   In 

addition, teachers often provide less positive attention and less positive reinforcement for good 

performance for poor students (McLoyd, 1998).  As children in poverty age, they are likely to 

take on the role they are placed in rather than rise above the situation with positive reinforcement 

(Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010). This highlights that poverty may foster personal 

and academic challenges to students, ones that may not be adequately addressed by our 

educational systems. 

To address these challenges, Ruby Payne (1996) worked on developing a framework for 

understanding poverty from a societal and educational perspective. Her original work titled A 

Framework for Understanding Poverty (1996) focused on training educational professionals to 

understand the cultural, educational, and social structures related to poverty.  This included the 

concept that poverty is a social class in America (Payne, 2005).  Payne (1996) conceptualized 

that all economic levels have hidden rules in relation to their thinking, values, and behaviors.  

This includes those living in poverty.  However, Payne (1996) states most schools operate from a 

middle-class viewpoint, not addressing the challenges or unique issues facing students living in 

poverty.  Payne (2005) believes educators must understand the hidden rules and foster 

environments that support lower income students while helping them be successful.  She believes 

that one of these components is mentoring.   Payne (2005) states that with this type of mentoring, 

one teacher or educator can make the difference in how successful these students are in school.   

To meet this goal Payne (2005) developed specific interventions to help school personnel 

deal with some of the hidden behaviors related to poverty.  For each negative behavior a child 
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might display she outlines specific ways to help the child learn appropriate behaviors.  An 

example of this would be a child who has a problem keeping their hands to themselves.  Payne 

(2005) suggests helping the child find constructive ways to use their hands without touching 

others.   Another example is when a student is disrespectful to their teacher.  Payne (2005) 

suggests a child may not fully understand adults are worth respect.  In this case, the teacher may 

explain the child’s choice of words is inappropriate and help them find the appropriate way to 

communicate with their teacher and other adults.   

Payne (1996) suggests in her framework ways to help reform students from poverty into 

middle-class thinking/ culture. She suggests ways such as helping students learn coping 

strategies, ways to survive in a middle-class school, and goal-setting instructions.  She also gives 

specific instructions for teachers and school workers dealing with discipline, teaching strategies, 

and building effective relationships (Payne, 2005).  Payne (2005) states when speaking about 

teaching children the appropriate skills to survive a middle-class lifestyle, “It is the responsibility 

of educators and others who work with the poor to teach the differences and skills/rules that will 

allow the individual to make the choice” (p. 113).   

School Counselors’ Self-Efficacy 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory looks at cognitive factors by triadic reciprocal 

causation (Bandura, 1986).   The triad is made up of behavior, cognitive and other personal 

factors, and the external environment (Bandura, 1986).  These three factors allow individuals to 

respond to events cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally.  Self-efficacy is a major component 

of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986).  Self-efficacy is defined as the “belief in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective 
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situations” (Bandura, 1995, p.2).  Self-efficacy is the foundation of human agency (Bandura, 

1999).  “Perceived self-efficacy concerns people’s beliefs in their capabilities to mobilize the 

motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to exercise control over events in 

their lives” (Wood & Bandura, 1989, pg. 364).  Self-efficacy does not look directly at the skills 

an individual possesses, but at their personal judgments based on the factors; behavior, cognitive 

and other personal factors, and external environment (Bandura, 1986).   

Bandura (1995, 1997) looks at four sources of self-efficacy which construct self-efficacy 

beliefs.  The four sources include (1) enactive mastery experiences, (2) vicarious experiences, (3) 

verbal persuasion, and (4) physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1995, 1997).  Enactive 

mastery experiences determine the level of efficacy an individual has; success increases efficacy 

while failure decreases an individual’s efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  Vicarious experiences increase 

efficacy through observational learning, meaning that when individuals observe others have 

success this in turn increases their own individual efficacy (Bandura, 1995).  According to 

Bandura (1997), self-efficacy beliefs are not always stable, new experiences and information can 

cause self-efficacy to vary.   

The role of a school counselor has constantly changed over the past twenty years.  With 

the changing roles of a school counselor, the American School Counseling Association (ASCA, 

2012) has developed guidelines and standards to help guide school counselors in their role.  

These standards do not explain explicitly how a school counselor must accomplish the goals but 

leaves room for school counselors to determine the best approach depending on their situation, 

school, and students. However, to accomplish this goal it is imperative that school counselors 

have the competencies and skill to implement such approaches.    A key element of this is 

counselors’ self-efficacy, specifically the confidence and ability to demonstrate appropriate and 
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effective counseling skills and abilities (Holcomb- McCoy, Harris, Hines, & Johnston, 2008). 

Thus, it is important to understand how self-efficacy relates to school counselors’ perceived 

ability to appropriately reach the desired outcomes and goals for a student’s academic, career, 

and personal needs (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  This may have a relationship with their 

perceived ability to address the needs and challenges of working with students living in poverty. 

Although there has been an intense professional and research focus  to understand self-

efficacy as it relates to counseling and counselor education, the amount of literature pertaining to 

school counseling self-efficacy is limited (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  To fill the void of 

school counselor self-efficacy literature, Bodenhorn and Skaggs (2005) developed a measure to 

assess school counselor self-efficacy.  This scale was developed looking at the National 

Standards for School Counseling (Campbell & Dahir, 1997) and Council for Accreditation of 

Counseling and Related Educational Programs standards (CACREP, 2001).  This measure, the 

School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (SCSE), focused on assessing school counselor self-

efficacy. This scale was used to look at school counselors’, and school counselors’ in training, 

confidence in their own abilities focusing specifically on the school counselors’ confidence in 

their ability to implement and perform the duties as outlined by the National Standards for 

School Counseling (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005). 

The School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (SCSE) looks at five factors: Personal and 

Social Development, Leadership and Assessment, Career and Academic Development, 

Collaboration, and Cultural Acceptance (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  In the initial development 

of the study, Bodenhorn and Skaggs (2005) found that school counselors who were previously 

teachers had higher levels of self-efficacy than those who had not previously held teaching 

positions.  In addition, they found that women reported higher levels of self-efficacy in their role 
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as school counselors than men (Holcomb-May, et al., 2008).  Bodenhorn and Skaggs (2005) 

study provided the first glance of self-efficacy as it related to school counselors and their ability 

to implement and provide school counseling services.  The current study is needed to help clarify 

the relationship between self-efficacy and attitudes and attributions towards poverty.   

The School Counselors’ Role when Working with Students Living in Poverty 

The United States has seen large changes in demographics since the 1900s (Sanner, 

Baldwin, Cannella, Charles, & Parker, 2010).  The U.S. Department of State (2012) suggests 

U.S. minorities will be the majority by 2043, increasing from 37 percent in 2012 to 57 percent by 

the year 2060.  With the increase of diverse populations comes a greater need for counselors to 

have a deeper understanding of diverse groups.  The American Counseling Association (ACA) 

Code of Ethics (2005) states counselors are to “actively attempt to understand the diverse 

cultural backgrounds of the clients they serve” (p.4). Due to the correlation between ethnicity 

and poverty, one such diverse group includes individuals living in poverty. Training and 

preparation are emphasized in the ACA Code of Ethics (2005), ASCA Code of Ethics (2010), 

and the ASCA position statement on School Counseling Preparation Program (2008). Counselors 

also have an ethical responsibility to develop multicultural competencies and acquire educational 

and training experiences about diverse cultures (ASCA, Ethical Standards, 2010). This is 

highlighted in the ACA Code of Ethics (2005) which states that counselors must be able to “gain 

knowledge, personal awareness, sensitivity, and skills pertinent to working with a diverse client 

population” (p.9). 

Gunn and Duncan (1997) explain children living in poverty deal with several 

disadvantages based on their parents’ lack of income, including “inadequate nutrition, fewer 

learning experiences, instability of residence, lower quality of schools, exposure to 
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environmental toxins, family violence, and homelessness, dangerous streets, or less access to 

friends, services” (as cited in Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 2010, pg. 175).  In addition, 

research has shown school counselors face challenges when working with students in low 

socioeconomic areas (Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007; Lee, 2005; Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).  

The challenges faced by school counselors working with students in poverty include: 

achievement gaps, a lack of resources and school personnel, and a gap between family and 

school involvement.  In terms of achievement gap, school personnel have been found to prefer 

working with students with higher academic achievement rather than students who perform 

poorly (Lee, 2005).  This creates a problem due to the fact that research has shown students 

living in poverty are typically have lower academic achievement (Dearing, Kreider, Simpkins, & 

Wess, 2006).   

 It is important for counselors to work to understand the cultural values and expectations 

of individuals living in poverty and the difficulties they face (Foss, Generall, & Kress, 2011).  

Often, individuals living in poverty value relationships over material possessions due to living in 

an environment where possessions are stolen, taken, broken, or inaccessible (Foss, et al., 2011).  

Due to this, counselors should always take into consideration aspects that accompany poverty in 

order to best serve this population.  Research shows school counselors face several unique 

challenges while working with students living in poverty (Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007; Lee, 

2005; Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).   Several of these challenges include academic achievement, 

school climate, resource deficits, cultural gaps between students/ families and the school, and a 

lack of understanding (Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007; Lee, 2005; Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).   

Lee (2005) gives an overview of school counseling in urban settings, focusing on schools 

high in poverty, along with challenges and competencies for school counselors to focus on while 
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working with children in low-income areas.  He explains the challenges for school counselors 

working with students in high poverty areas and how this differs from those in a traditional 

school (Lee, 2005).  For school counselors to be effective working with students in poverty 

situations, they must adopt a systematic perspective rather than looking solely at the individual 

(Lee, 2005).  Lee (2005) encourages school counselors to take on the role of empowering 

students while collaborating with families, community, and leadership in the school system to 

bring about changes for individuals.  Although this article focuses on urban schools, the author 

feels the information presented in this article is important when working with poverty in all 

school settings.  

School counselors are in the perfect position to help make a difference in the lives of 

children living in poverty (Paisley & Haynes, 2003).  In order to do so, school counselors must 

use their school-wide perspective on making sure the needs of every student are met (Paisley & 

Hayes, 2003).  Griffin and Steen (2011) continued to explain the role of the school counselor in 

the lives of students living in poverty.  School counselors, along with other school sponsors, 

must use their role to make positive changes within the school and community for low-income 

students and families.  Noguera (2003) suggests fighting achievement disparities by looking at 

issues and problems as they arise through the students’ support systems.  The support systems 

may include the school, family, and the community.  As school counselors, the American School 

Counseling Association states that school counselors must:  

Become knowledgeable about community resources and actively pursue  

collaboration with family members and community stakeholders; remove barriers  

to the successful implementation of school-family-community partnerships (e.g.,  

mistrust and miscommunication between parties, resistance to the concept and  
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practice, transportation and childcare issues, accessible meeting times); and  

serve as an advocate, leader, facilitator, initiator, evaluator, and collaborator to  

create, enrich, and evaluate the effect of these partnerships on student success  

(ASCA, 2010, p. 43).  

Similarly,  the ACA (2005) ethical guidelines state, “When appropriate, counselors 

advocate at individual, group, intuitional, and societal levels to examine potential barriers and 

obstacles that inhibit access and/or the growth and development of clients” (Standard A.6.a.).  In 

addition to ASCA and ACA, the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related 

Educational Programs (CACREP; 2009) also states educational programs must develop 

counselors who promote “cultural social justice, advocacy… and other culturally supported 

behaviors that promote optimal wellness and growth of the human spirit, mind, or body” (p.10). 

Advocacy, then, is an important aspect of counseling.  The goal of the school counselor is 

to serve as an advocate for student success through the school, family and the community 

(ASCA, 2010).  Van Velsor and Orozco (2007) look at a communitycentric approach to helping 

parents and students from low-income backgrounds in schools. Van Velsor and Orzco (2007) 

suggest an association between low-income parents and school participation, offering that low-

income parents often have low school participation.  Based on a study completed with low SES 

mothers, low-income mothers stated a desire to be involved in their child’s education; yet they 

were uncomfortable around their child’s teacher (Machen, Wilson, & Notar, 2005). Previous 

studies completed by Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, and Brissie (1987) have shown high rates of 

parental involvement positively impact student success, attendance, and outlook (as cited in 

DeTorres, n.d.).  Looking at the relationship between the poor and non-poor, it may be deduced 

that low parental involvement negatively impacts student success, student attendance, and 
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student outlook. With this information, school counselors must ask themselves how they can 

work to increase parental involvement to increase student success.  Van Velsor and Orozco 

(2007) suggest several barriers to the lack of parent involvement with low-income families.  

These barriers include demographic barriers, psychological barriers, teacher attitudes, and school 

climate.  

School counselors can develop or implement strategies to strengthen the relationship 

between low-income parents and schools to help overcome barriers.  The ASCA Model (2010) 

encourages school counselors to serve as leaders, advocates, collaborators, and systemic change 

agents on behalf of all students.  Van Velsor and Orozco (2007) suggest six community-centered 

strategies for school counselors working with low-income families.  All of the community-

centered strategies fall in line with ASCA’s standards.  They include: learning about the families 

in the school, learning about the community, helping parents with community concerns, helping 

parents with on-site services, offering training for school personnel, and employing parent’s 

cultural capital (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).   

First, it is important for school counselors to learn about the families in the school.  Payne 

(1996) suggests asking parents to come in for a conference may be misunderstood by both sides.   

Parents may be scared to come or consider the short conference rude; however, school 

counselors can help school personnel build effective communication with the families in the 

school (Payne, 1996).  School counselors may do so by encouraging teachers to reach out and get 

to know the families through diverse methods.   This may include phone calls, notes home, and 

home visits (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).   

Second, it is important to learn about the community.  As Payne (2005) suggests, it is 

important to understand the “hidden rules” of individuals living in poverty.   This can be done by 
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getting to know the community leaders and parent leaders (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).  School 

counselors should help the school make connections to the leaders in the community to bridge 

gaps.  They may also help teachers and administrators understand the hidden rules and teach 

students appropriate middle-class rules (Payne, 2005).   

Third, school counselors may help parents with community concerns. School counselors’ 

knowledge of the community and specialized services can help parents meet the basic needs of 

their family (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007). This could be accomplished by having a referral 

sheet with different specialized services listed.  School counselors may also serve as a liaison 

between the school and parents.  Providing access to useful information on parenting and other 

concerns is an effective method to supporting parents (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 

2010). 

Fourth, school counselors may help parents with on-site services. This may include 

various educational workshops, social events, medical services, or tutoring (Van Velsor & 

Orozco, 2007).  School counselors can establish these workshops to help parents feel 

comfortable and connected with the school.  Offering support and information to parents can 

help them feel more actively engaged and supported (Ozkan, Purutcuoglu, & Hablemitoglu, 

2010).   

Fifth, school counselors can offer training for school personnel. School counselors can 

provide in-service training focused on specific needs related to the school (Van Velsor & 

Orozco, 2007).  The topics may vary but may include parent communication and general 

multiculturalism issues.   

Lastly, employing parent’s cultural capital is an important aspect to understanding the 

parent’s point of view and how they view their surroundings (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).    
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School counselors are encouraged to hone in on their own multicultural competencies in order to 

be the most effective counselor (ASCA, 2010). This creates teamwork between parents and the 

school in order to provide the most effective education to the children (Van Velsor & Orozco, 

2007).  

School counselors have various tools to reach out to the families and children living in 

poverty.  Payne (1996) suggests there are “four reasons one leaves poverty: It’s too painful to 

stay, a vision or goal, a key relationship, or a special talent or skill” (p.11).  Payne suggests the 

school may be the only environment “where students can learn the choices and rules of the 

middle class” (p.80).  With a supportive school environment, children living in poverty will be 

better equipped to rise above poverty.  School counselors can be a key to help students and 

families break free from the limitations of poverty.   

Summary 

In conclusion, the review of literature suggests the need for further study of student-client 

poverty status and the attitudes and attributions that may influence the school counselor 

behaviors and relationship.  Literature shows a clear relationship between an individual’s 

socioeconomic status and their development (Smith et al., 2011).  The ACA Code of Ethics 

(2005) suggest counselors must “recognize diversity and embrace a cross-cultural approach in 

support of the worth, dignity, potential, and uniqueness of people within their social and cultural 

contexts” (p. 3).  There is a clear need to meet clients where they are and work towards their 

personal/social, academic, and career development (ASCA, 2005).  Literature suggests school 

counselors, teachers, and additional school personnel must address their own personal bias and 

learn the appropriate ways to work with individuals living in poverty (Van Velsor & Orozco, 

2007).   
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 

Introduction  

This research study was designed to investigate self-efficacy as it relates to attributions 

and attitudes about poverty among pre-service school counselors. The purpose is to discover any 

relationships between attributions and attitudes about poverty, self-efficacy of pre-service school 

counselors, and other demographic factors.   

The research questions will be addressed by using measures to examine pre-service 

school counselors’ attitudes concerning poverty, attributions regarding the causes of poverty, and 

pre-service school counselors’ self-efficacy in regards to their ability to work with individuals 

living in poverty.  The measures are quantitative and will include a demographics questionnaire 

developed by the researcher, the School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 

2005), Attitudes about Poverty Scale (Yun & Weaver, 2010), and the Attributions of Poverty 

Scale (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2011).  The following sections of this chapter detail the 

research questions which will guide this study, participant characteristics, instruments used, 

procedures, and data analysis.    

Research Questions  

In order to examine school counselors-in-training beliefs and attitudes associated with low 

socioeconomic status, and school counseling self-efficacy the following research questions will 

be examined: 

1.  What is the nature of the attitudes school counselors-in-training hold regarding low SES? 

2.  What is the nature of the attributions toward poverty held by school counselors-in-

training?  
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3.  What is the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling self-efficacy 

and attitudes toward low SES among school counselors-in-training? 

4.  What is the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling self-efficacy 

and attributions toward low SES among school counselors-in-training? 

Measures 

The survey for this study consisted of four measures which includes a demographics 

questionnaire developed by the researcher, the School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhorn 

& Skaggs, 2005), Attitudes About Poverty Scale (Yun & Weaver, 2010) and the Attributions of 

Poverty Scale (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2011). In addition, the researcher included several 

open ended questions to allow participants the opportunity to provide comments or feedback 

pertaining specifically to the research.  

Demographic Questionnaire   

 The demographic questionnaire was designed to collect specific and relevant participant 

information.  The questionnaire consisted of nine questions focused on demographic data 

relevant to the participants.  This included data regarding gender, age, ethnicity, current 

state/location, credit hours earned, and socio-economic status of family of origin.  In addition, 

the researcher included several open ended questions to allow participants the opportunity to 

provide comments or feedback pertaining to the type of school where they would prefer to be 

employed (Title-I or non-Title I).  They were also asked to discuss why they would prefer a 

Title-I (high poverty) school or a non-Title I school.   
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Attributions of Poverty Scale 

 The Attributions of Poverty Scale (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2001) is a 45-item, 

self-report instrument designed to measure three dimensions of attributions held towards 

poverty: individualistic explanations, structural explanations, and fatalistic explanations.  The 

scale assesses a broad range of explanations for poverty across individualistic (e.g., laziness, 

anti-work mentality, and breakdown of traditional families), structuralistic (e.g., lack of 

transportation), and fatalistic (e.g., sickness, bad luck) attributions.  For the purposes of this 

study, beliefs about the causes of poverty were assessed using a modified, 36-item version of the 

Attributions of Poverty scale (2001). The alpha coefficients for the three constructs were 

reported as .91 (individualistic), .91 (structuralistic), and .72 (fatalistic).  Participants were 

assigned membership to one of the three groups based on their scores indicating their belief to 

attribute specific factors as contributing towards the prevalence of poverty in the United States.  

Participants answer questions in regards to their beliefs of the causes of poverty.  The survey is a 

5 point Likert Scale (1= Not at all important as a cause of poverty and 5= Extremely important as 

a cause of poverty).  

Attitudes about Poverty Scale  

 The Attitudes about Poverty Scale (Yun & Weaver, 2010) is a 21- item, self-report 

instrument designed to measure a range of diverse attitudes about poverty and poor people: 

personal deficiency (7 items), stigma (8 items), and structural perspective (6 items).  This 

measure looks across three factors: personal deficiency (e.g., Poor people are dishonest), stigma 

(e.g., Welfare mothers have babies to get more money), and structural perspective (e.g., I would 

support a program that resulted in higher taxes to support social programs for poor people). 
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Participants respond to each statement by using a five point Likert-type scale (SA = strongly 

agree (1), A = agree (2), N= neutral (3), D = disagree (4), SD = strongly disagree (5).  Scoring of 

the Attitudes about Poverty Scale show the higher the score, the more favorable the respondents’ 

attitude toward the poor.  The Attitudes about Poverty Short Form is fairly recent, due to this 

there is little data regarding the instruments’ validity and reliability.  Yun and Weaver (2010) 

report internal consistency of the total scale to be established with a Cronbach’s α of .87. The 

overall total alpha for the current study is .650.  The subscales of the Attitudes about Poverty 

Short Form exceeded minimum acceptable levels for internal consistency with alpha coefficients 

between .50 and .70.  The specific alphas for each of the subscales in the current study are: 

personal deficiency .369, stigma .827, and structural .549.   

The School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale  

 The School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005) is a 43-item; 

self-report instrument designed to measure school counselor self-efficacy.  The ASCA National 

Standards for School Counseling (Campbell & Dahir, 1997), the program standards set forth by 

the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Education Program (CACREP, 2001) 

and already established counseling self-efficacy scales of other counseling specialties were used 

as the basis for the School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  The 

School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale uses a five point Likert scale to measure responses (i.e. not 

confident, slightly confident, moderately confident, generally confident, and highly confident) 

and consists of five subscales; personal and social development, leadership and assessment, 

career and academic development, collaboration; and cultural acceptance.  A composite mean is 

calculated to demonstrate the overall level of self-efficacy.    
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 The School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhom & Skaggs, 2005) was developed 

over four separate studies: the initial item development, item analysis, validity study, and factor 

analysis. First, item development was intended to determine what items would be best suited for 

school counselors (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  This was determined through an expert panel 

and document review of ASCA National Standards and CACREP career expectations of school 

counselors.  The second study, item analysis, was done with practicing school counselors.  The 

responses from the surveys were analyzed for reliability, omission, discrimination, and group 

differences (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005).  The third inquiry was the validity studies with school 

counselors.  The purpose of this inquiry was to obtain validity by comparing the results from the 

School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale with other preexisting instruments (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 

2005).  

 Analysis revealed that the sample was representative of the population and that the items 

were highly reliable with a .95 alpha coefficient.  Analysis also showed that group differences 

existed, with female participants, those with teaching experience, those who had been practicing 

for three or more years, and those who were trained and use the ASCA National Standards 

reporting higher levels of self-efficacy.  Construct validity was confirmed through correlation of 

the School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale and a number of other scales that measure constructs 

helpful in assessing self-efficacy: The Counseling Self-Estimate inventory, a measure of 

counseling skills (COSE; correlation = .41); the Social Desirability Scale (SDS; correlation = 

.30); the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; significant negative correlations); and the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, second edition (TSCS: 2; no significant correlations).  
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Procedures  

 The data collected for this research study was facilitated through the use of previously 

collected data.  This study included two institutions in the Southeast, one sample at a large online 

and campus based private institution and another at a large public campus based institution.  

Permission to conduct the survey from which previously collected data was utilized was obtained 

from the Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects of Auburn University. Courses at both 

universities were identified whose focus was on school counseling skills. The participant 

population used for recruitment in this study was gathered from graduate level school 

counselors-in-training at both institutions.  Faculty permission to recruit from courses was 

obtained. This included only participants who are 19 years of age or older.  

 The previously collected data was collected via paper/pencil surveys and online surveys.  

The large public campus based institution’s data was collected only by paper and pencil.  The 

large online and campus based private institution was collected via emailed online surveys.  Prior 

to emailing the students, the researcher spoke to school counseling students to recruit possible 

participants for the study and inform them of the email they would be receiving.  The survey was 

then emailed to individual professors in the school counseling department and each professor 

emailed the survey to their students in their school counseling courses.   

During recruitment the investigator told potential participants they were being asked to 

participate in a study that would take 15-20 minutes, participation was not linked to their current 

class, and was voluntary. The instructors at the public institution who had participating classes 

were asked to leave the room during data collection.  Survey packets were distributed and 

potential participants were asked to review the informational letter and if they chose to 
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participate to complete the provided surveys and return the surveys in the provided envelope.  

Those choosing not to participate were asked to return the surveys, not completed, in the 

provided envelope.  All responses received were anonymous, as identifiable information was not 

collected during this study.  The instructors at the private institution were asked to forward the 

email to their entire class.  Emails were distributed via the professors of the school counseling 

courses.  The potential participants were asked to review the informational letter and if they 

chose to participate to complete the provided surveys at the hyperlink provided in the email.  All 

responses received online were also anonymous, as identifiable information was not collected 

during this study.   

Participants 

 The current study utilized data that was collected from a previously collected study.  The 

past study sought to examine similar constructs among a population of graduate students in 

school counseling programs.  This study was approved by the Auburn University IRB (see 

approval in appendix A).  Permission was obtained to use data relevant to the current study’s 

research questions and area of focus. Participants in this study were Master’s level school 

counseling students at a large private online and campus based southeastern university and a 

large public campus based southeastern university. The students’ classes ranged from 

introductory counseling courses to practicum and internship courses. Participation in this study 

was strictly voluntary and no form of reimbursement was offered in exchange for its completion. 

Participants were given the opportunity to request study results. Participants received a survey 

package which included the measures described above.  
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Recruitment  

 There were no anticipated risks associated with this study. Upon Institutional Review 

Board at Auburn University, participants were recruited using two methods.  

 The first method of collection was to distribute and collect the survey materials to 

Master’s level school counseling students at one public southeastern universities.  These 

participants were provided with a packet containing an informational sheet about the study and 

copies of the measures.  Students had the option to anonymously complete and submit the 

surveys to the researcher or return an incomplete packet if they did not wish to participate.     

 The second method of collection was to send an email to Master’s level school 

counseling students at one private southeastern universities.  The email was sent from the 

researcher to multiple professors of school counseling students.  This email was then forwarded 

to the students in their school counseling courses.  The same informational sheet was included in 

the email.  There was a link provided at the bottom of the informational email with access to the 

surveys, hosted by Qualtrics.  Both the first and second method of data collection contained the 

same surveys and information.  

 Data was collected over a period of three weeks.  For students who participated in person, 

the researcher collected the paper copies in person.  For the online collection, an email was sent 

out to students for participation twice.  Online data collected was housed through Qualtrics 

program while the paper copies were kept in a locked drawer at the researcher’s house.  Upon 

completion of the study, all data will be destroyed.  
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Data Analysis 

Using the data collected through surveys the researcher analyzed pre-service school 

counselors’ attitudes about poverty, attributions of causes of poverty, perceived self-efficacy 

when working with students in poverty, and demographic factors.  Data collection occurred via 

paper format and online survey format.  Data was collected via paper format at the large public 

campus.  Survey packets were distributed and potential participants were asked to review the 

informational letter and if they chose to participate to complete the provided surveys and return 

the surveys in the provided envelope.  Those choosing not to participate were asked to return the 

surveys, not completed, in the provided envelope.  Data was collected via email at the large 

private institution. Prior to emailing the students, the researcher spoke to school counseling 

students to recruit possible participants for the study and inform them of the email they would be 

receiving.  The survey was then emailed to individual professors in the school counseling 

department and each professor emailed the survey to their students in their school counseling 

courses.  All responses received were anonymous, as identifiable information was not collected 

during this study.     

Data was entered and analyzed in an aggregate manner using the computer software 

SPSS (Statistical Product for Social Sciences).   Multiple regression was used to assess the 

relationship across variables. While comparisons were made across demographic data the data 

was not collected nor analyzed in a manner that allowed for the identification of individual 

participants.  
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Summary 

In this chapter, an overview of the research methodology was provided with a focus on 

participant recruitment, instrument selection, assessment distribution practices, and data analysis 

procedures.  In summary, students who were enrolled in courses related to school counseling 

were encouraged to participate.  The instruments used for this study including the School 

Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale (Bodenhorn & Skaggs, 2005), Attitudes about Poverty Scale (Yun 

& Weaver, 2010), the Attributions of Poverty Scale (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2011), and a 

demographic questionnaire.  Reliability and validity information was also presented.  
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 

 This chapter will present the results of the data analysis for this study.  It includes 

assessment of the participants’ demographic information and the results of the statistical analysis 

as well as descriptive statistics for each scale used in the current study.  The purpose of this study 

was to research and explore pre-service school counseling students’ self-efficacy as it relates to 

their personal attitudes and beliefs of attributions of individuals living in poverty.  Pre-service 

school counselors (i.e., students in school counselor preparation programs) were specifically 

targeted within the overall sample.  

Demographics 

 The data collected for this research study was facilitated through the use of archival data; 

these data were collected as part of a larger study that was approved by the Auburn University 

Institutional Review Committee.  Ninety one respondents submitted survey packets or completed 

the online survey.  Data for the 91 participants in the study was visually inspected to identify 

participants who terminated the study before answering the items designed to collect the data.  

Of that number, six did not complete the Attributions of Poverty Scale, six did not complete the 

Attitudes of Poverty Scale, and seven did not complete the School Counselor Self-Efficacy 

Scale.  These participants were removed from analysis.   

Demographic data collected included gender, age, and race/ethnicity.  Nearly 87% of the 

total number of participants were female (n=79), while the remaining 13% of participants were 

male (n=12).  Participants reported ages ranging from 21 to 53, with a mean of 33.  Two 

participants elected not to state their age. 

More than 65% (n=60) of participants in the overall sample identified their race or 

ethnicity as White, followed by 19% (n=19) as Black or African American, 1.1% (n= 1) as 
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American Indian or Alaskan Native, 2.2% (n=2) as Asian, 5.5% (n=5) as Hispanic or Latino, and 

4.4% (n=4) indicating Other race or Ethnicity.  In addition, of the 91 total participants in this 

study, participants live in twenty-four states and one country.  

Data were also collected examining participants’ family of origin socioeconomic status.  

Participants were asked to identify with one of six categories including: poverty level or below, 

just above poverty, lower middle class, middle class, upper middle class, and upper class.  There 

were a total of 15.4% (n = 14) of participants who reported as being raised at or below poverty 

level, 9.9% (n= 9) at just above poverty, 19.8% (n= 18) at lower middle class, 37. % (n= 34) at 

middle class, 15.4% (n= 14) at upper middle class, and 2.2% (n= 2) at upper class.  While 

looking at the three categories which make up the middle class (lower middle class, middle class, 

and upper middle class) a total of 72.6% (n=66) reported their family of origin socioeconomic 

status to be in the middle class range.  Frequencies and percentages for all categorical 

demographic data are represented in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants   

 

Characteristic                                                                          Frequency (n)                      Percentage  

 

Gender  

(N= 91)                               Female                                            79                                        87 

 

                                            Male                                                12                                        13 

 

Race/ Ethnicity 

(N=91)                                White                                               60                                        65  

  

                                             Black or African                             19                                        19  

                                             American  

 

                                             American Indian or                         1                                          1.1  

                                             Alaskan Native  

 

                                             Asian                                               2                                          2.2   

 

                                             Hispanic or Latino                          5                                          5.5   

 

                                             Other race or Ethnicity                    4                                         4.4  

 

Family of Origin SES           Poverty level or below                    14                                      15.4  

(N=91)                                   

                                             Just above the poverty level            9                                         9.9  

 

                                             Lower middle class                         18                                      19.8  

  

                                             Middle class                                    34                                      37.4  

  

                                             Upper middle class                         14                                      15.4  

  

                                             Upper class                                      2                                         2.2  
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Assessment of Measure of Reliability  

 Each of the measures used in this study were evaluated for their reliability or internal 

consistency.  Initial evaluation of the measures for normality revealed that each of the scales met 

the requirements for linearity. The Chronbach Alpha was determined for each measure and 

compared against established reliabilities for each scale and subscale.  Reliability estimates for 

all measures used in this study range from .369 to .965 with a median of .740.  These measures 

include the Attitudes about Poverty, Attributions of Poverty, and School Counselor Self-Efficacy 

Scale.  In addition, the overall reliability estimates for measures range from .650 to .921 with a 

median of .725.  All scales showed relatively overall high reliability (see Table 2).  

 Research Question 1: What is the nature of the attitudes school counselors-in-training hold regarding low 

SES? 

 A Cronbach alpha for each of the subscales were reported as .82 (personal deficiency), 

.75 (stigma), and .67 (structural perspective) (Yun & Weaver, 2010).  In the current study a total 

Cronbach alpha of .650 was reported for the overall scale with subscales ranging between .369 

and .827. The Cronbach alpha of .369 for the personal deficiency subscale indicating low 

reliability for this subscale.   The mean score for all participants was 3.22.  Mean scores for all 

participants in each subscale were 4.14 (Personal Deficiency), 2.83 (Stigma), and 2.64 

(Structural).  When looking at the Attitudes about Poverty results, school counselors in training 

indicated they were most likely to identify personal deficiency factors (highest level of 

agreement) as related to the causes of poverty (e.g., laziness).  

Subscale difference were examined using a Within Subjects Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA).  Results of the analysis found significant differences between personal deficiency 
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and stigma (0.001) as well as personal deficiency and structural (0.001).  However, there is not a 

significant difference between stigma and structural (0.361). See Table 2 below.  

Descriptive Statistics for Scales  

 

Scale                                        # of items   Cronbach’s α       Mean(SD)               F 

 
 

Attitudes About Poverty     76.597* 

    Personal Deficiency 7 .369 4.1462(.53)   

    Stigma 8 .827 2.8397(.72)  

    Structural 6 .549 2.6498(.56)  

     

Attributions of Poverty    1.462 

   Individualistic 

   Fatalistic 

   Structural 

15 

8 

13 

.630 

.965 

.860 

3.5224(.63) 

3.3229(.56) 

3.3082(.64) 

 

 

         

School Counselor Self-

Efficacy Scale 

 

43 .921 4.0235(.54)  

*p<.001 

Research Question 2: What is the nature of the attributions toward poverty held by school 

counselors-in-training?  

 A Cronbach alpha was reported for each of the subscales as .91 (structural), .91 

(individualistic), and .72 (fatalistic) by the authors of the measure (Bullock, Williams, & 

Limbert, 2001).  In the current study a total Cronbach alpha of subscales ranging between .630 

and .860 was reported. The mean score for all participants was 3.40.  Mean scores for all 

participants in each subscale were 3.30 (Structural), 3.52 (Individualistic), and 3.32 (Fatalistic).  

When looking at the Attributions of Poverty, school counselors in training indicated they were 

most likely to attribute the causes of poverty to individualistic factors.  Individualistic factors 

deal specifically with laziness and an anti-work mentality.  
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When using an ANOVA with repeated measures with a Greenhouse-Geisser correction, 

the mean scores for attributions were not statistically significantly different (F(1.462, 139.754) = 

1.462, p > 0.05). Therefore, there are no statistically significant differences among the three scale 

means.  Given the non-significant F test, no post-hoc tests were performed.  

Research Question 3: What is the relationship between the level of perceived school 

counseling self-efficacy and attitudes toward low SES among school counselors-in-training? 

When looking at the Attitudes about Poverty Scale, a Cronbach alpha was reported for 

each of the subscales as .91 (structural), .91 (individualistic), and .72 (fatalistic) by the authors of 

the measure (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2001).  In the current study the subscales Cronbach 

alpha ranged between .630 and .860. The mean score for all participants was 3.40.  Mean scores 

for all participants in each subscale were 3.30 (Structural), 3.52 (Individualistic), and 3.32 

(Fatalistic).   

To specifically address the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling 

self-efficacy and attitudes towards low SES among school counselors-in-training, a backwards 

elimination regression was used to determine the best predictors of counselor self-efficacy.  

Using three predictors, an overall R2 of .043 was reached.  Through backward elimination, a 

simpler model retaining just one predictor emerged.  The final restricted model contained the 

Structural Attitude Scale and achieved an R2 of .037 (F = 3.158, p = .079). The difference of .006 

between these two models was not statistically significant (F = .247, p > .05).  Therefore, the 

more restricted model was preferred. Structural factors accounted for 3.7% of the variance of 

attitudes about poverty (R2 = .037).  This indicates there is no significant relationship between 

self-efficacy and attitudes about poverty. See Table 3 below.  
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Table 3 

RQ3. Regression Findings – Attitudes & Self Efficacy   

 R2 S.E 

Estimate 

   

Factor   R Semi-partial Beta 

Full Model .043a .536    

Personal Deficiency   .054 .075 .083 

Stigma Attitudes   .094 -.040 -.052 

Structural Attitudes   -.193 -.182 -.224 

Restricted Model .037b .531    

Structural Attitudes      .193* 

*p<.05 

a F(3, 80) = 1.190, p =.319 

b F(1, 82) = 3.158, p = .079 

 

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between the level of perceived school 

counseling self-efficacy and attributions toward low SES among school counselors-in-

training? 

When looking at Attributions of Poverty, a Cronbach alpha was reported for each of the 

subscales as .91 (structural), .91 (individualistic), and .72 (fatalistic) by the authors of the 

measure (Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2001).  In the current study a total Cronbach alpha of 

.850 was reported for the overall scale with subscales ranging between .630 and .860. The mean 

score for all participants was 3.40.  Mean scores for all participants in each subscale were 3.30 
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(Structural), 3.52 (Individualistic), and 3.32 (Fatalistic). 

To specifically address the relationship between the level of perceived school counseling 

self-efficacy and attributions of poverty, a backwards elimination regression was used to 

determine the best predictors of counselor self-efficacy.  Using three predictors, an overall R2 of 

.065 was reached. Through backward elimination, a simpler model retaining just one predictor 

emerged.  The final restricted model contained the Structural Attribution Scale and achieved an 

R2 of .056 (F = 4.87, p = .030).  The R2 difference of .009 between these two models was not 

statistically significant (F = .378, p > .05).  Therefore, the more restricted model was preferred. 

Structural attribution factors accounted for 5.6% of the variance of attributions towards poverty 

(R2 = .056).  This indicates there is no significant relationship between self-efficacy and 

attributions towards poverty. See Table 4 below. 

 

Table 4 

RQ4. Regression Findings – Attributions and Self Efficacy  

 R2 S.E 

Estimate 

   

Factor   r Semi-partial Beta 

Full Model .065a .53    

Structural Attributions   .237 .243 .283 

Individualistic 

Attributions 

  .055 .074 .077 

Fatalistic Attributions   .067 -.078 -.094 

Restricted Model .056b .52    
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Structural Attributions     .199* 

*p<.05 

a F(3, 80) = 1.85, p =.144 

b F(1, 82) = 4.87, p = .030 

 

Summary  

The purpose of this study was to research and explore pre-service school counseling 

students’ self-efficacy as it relates to their personal attitudes and beliefs of attributions of 

individuals living in poverty.  The study used several measures to determine attitudes, 

attributions, and self-efficacy of pre-service school counselors including Attitudes about Poverty 

Scale (2010), Attributions of Poverty Scale (2011), and School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale 

(2005).  Results indicated that participants assigned more structural attitudes toward the poor 

(e.g., external and economic forces are at fault, for example, society lacks social justice, the poor 

are exploited) and individualistic attributions towards the poor (poverty is caused by the poor 

themselves, for example, they lack the effort to find employment, they waste money and they 

waste their money on inappropriate things).  Results also indicated is no significant relationship 

between self-efficacy and attitudes about poverty or self-efficacy and attributions towards 

poverty. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to explore pre-service school counseling students’ self-

efficacy as it relates to their personal attitudes and attributions towards individuals living in 

poverty.  For this study, participants completed several instruments to measure attitudes, 

attributions and self-efficacy of school counselors.  Scores were calculated for the total scale and 

also subscales within each measure.  Descriptive statistics were examined as well as backwards 

multiple regressions. This chapter will provide the results from the study.  In addition, this 

chapter will discuss the limitations of the current study as well as recommendations for future 

study and exploration.   

Overview 

More than 46 million Americans live in poverty (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, & Smith, 

2012).  Of those 46 million individuals, children represent 34 percent of all individuals living in 

poverty (Addy & Wright, 2012).  Poverty impacts children in a multitude of ways; it contributes 

to developmental challenges, physical health problems, as well as several mental, emotional, and 

behavioral issues (Komro, Flay, & Biglan, 2011). Teachers and counselors-in-training both need to 

be prepared to work with various diverse populations. However, it is unknown to what degree 

training impacts stereotypes, assumptions, and attitudes for counselors.   

School counselors have an important role in the academic, personal/social, and career 

development of all students, including students living in poverty (ASCA, 2012).  The American 

Counseling Association’s (2005) code of ethics asks counselors to “recognize diversity and 

embrace a cross cultural approach in support of the worth, dignity, potential, and uniqueness of 

people within their social and cultural contexts (Preamble, para.1).  School counselors also to 
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possess the ability to meet the needs of individuals living in low-income situations through 

counseling, consultation/collaboration, leadership, and advocacy (ASCA, 2005).  While 

counselor education programs have concentrated on developing multicultural awareness in 

school counselors (Wakefield, Garner, Pehrsson, & Tyler, 2010; Brinson, Brew, & Denby, 2008; 

Constantine, 2002), there remains a paucity of counseling literature that examines issues of 

working with individuals living in poverty.   

This current study focused specifically on addressing these issues in relation to attitudes, 

attributions, and an individual school counselor’s self-efficacy as it relates to those living in 

poverty.   

Discussion of Results  

The first research question addressed in this study was: What is the nature of the attitudes 

school counselors-in-training hold regarding low SES? An individual’s belief as to what causes 

poverty can be linked to their attitude towards individuals living in poverty (Merolla, Hunt, & 

Serpe, 2011).  When looking at the results related to attitudes about poverty, the school 

counselors-in-training in this study indicated that they were most likely to identify personal 

deficiency factors when discussing persons living in poverty (e.g., laziness).  Individuals who 

identify personal deficiency factors as the primary contributing factor for poverty are more likely 

to adhere to attitudinal statements about poverty that focus on individual deficits, example 

statements include: “If poor people worked harder, they could escape poverty” and “Most poor 

people are satisfied with their standard of living.” (Atherton & Gemmel, 1993). These attitudes 

about poverty point towards individual choices and behaviors (Toporek & Pope-Davis, 2005) as 

being the primary cause of poverty.  These results are very similar to research completed on the 

general American population looking at the attitudes held towards individuals living in poverty.  
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Prior research has shown Americans favor individualistic causes over structuralistic and fatalistic 

causes (Bullock et al., 2003; Cozzarelli et al., 2001).  Reflective of the most negative bias toward 

poverty, primarily suggesting that poverty is largely the result of limitations, deficiencies, and 

problems associated with the individual (Cozzarelli et al., 2001, Payne, 2005).  However, these 

findings have to be viewed with caution when considering the low reliability reported for the 

subscale personal deficiency in this study.  

The second research question addressed in this study was: What is the nature of the 

attributions toward poverty held by school counselors-in-training?  When looking at the 

Attributions of Poverty (2011), school counselors in training indicated they were most likely to 

attribute the causes of poverty to individualistic factors.  Individualistic factors deal specifically 

with laziness and an anti-work mentality.  Individuals who attribute poverty to individualistic 

factors place the blame on the individual, believing individuals living in poverty have caused 

their own conditions and also lack motivation (Merolla, et al., 2011; Bullock, et al., 2003).  

These findings are disconcerting because they suggest that school counselors in training may 

conceptualize the causes of poverty as being only based on individualized deficits, in essence 

solely focusing on blaming the individual (Bullock et al., 2003).   This may lead to bias in how 

they see and work with children and adolescents living in poverty as well as their parents.  It also 

may limit their ability to identify societal or economic barriers that could be addressed in 

counseling.  

Although attitudes and attributes related to poverty is an area that has been infrequently 

considered in the counseling arena (Smith, 2010), it is an area of great importance.  A 

counselor’s impressions of a client helps set the foundation for the working relationship (Smith, 

Mao, Perkins, & Ampuero, 2011).   The findings of the current study have parallels to other 



49 

 

studies that have suggested that counselors and those in related fields may hold negative 

assumptions or beliefs about persons living in poverty.  In an earlier study done, Neynaber 

(1992) found pre-service counselors held a bias against individuals living in poverty.  Moreover, 

Schnitzer (1996) found that certain stereotypes towards individuals living in poverty were 

reinforced including poor individuals do not follow through in counseling, are unreliable, 

unorganized, and irresponsible.  In addition, Shapiro (2004) found counselors to have negative 

attitudes towards individuals living in poverty including a resistance of working with individuals 

living in poverty and their belief psychotherapy could help low-income individuals.   

Another area of exploration in this study was whether perceived level of school 

counseling self-efficacy related to attitudes toward low SES among school counselors-in-

training. Overall, the results of this study showed that the best predictor of counselor self-

efficacy was the Structural Attitude Subscale (2010).  Structural attitudes hold the social system 

at fault while looking at a variety of factors including economic, societal, and government 

barriers (Merolla, et al., 2011).  However, once the relationship between the structural factors 

and self-efficacy was examined, it was determined there is no significant relationship between 

self-efficacy and attitudes about poverty.  One point of concern may be that this group of pre-

service school counselors held a relatively high level of self-efficacy, with limited actual 

counseling experience.    

The last area of exploration this study looked at was determining if a relationship existed 

between the level of perceived school counseling self-efficacy and attributions toward low SES 

among school counselors-in-training. Similar to the previous discussion of attitudes, results of 

this study suggested that the best predictor of counselor self-efficacy was the Structural 

Attribution Subscale.  Individuals who hold structural attributions attribute issues in economic, 
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societal, and government barriers towards reasons individuals are living in poverty (Merolla, et 

al, 2011).  However, once the relationship between the structural factors and self-efficacy was 

examined, it was determined there is no significant relationship between self-efficacy and 

attitudes about poverty.   

Implications for Counselor Education 

Overall, the participants’ in the current study demonstrated relatively negative attitudes 

and attributions related to poverty.   These findings suggest the need to consider how to address 

this issue in training.   Krumer-Nevo, Weiss-Gal, and Monnickendam (2009) and Mullaly (2007) 

suggest students who desire to work as helping professions should be informed of social justice 

issues.  This is an important aspect of training because it determines how they will empower or 

harm individuals in poverty (Krumer-Nevo, Weiss-Gal, & Monnickendam, 2009; Mullaly, 

2007).  Past research has shown counselors hold negative bias towards individuals living in 

poverty (Neynabar, 1992; Toporek & Pope-Davis, 2005).  In addition, recent studies have found 

counselors hold negative attitudes towards poor clients and more positive attitudes towards the 

working-class population (Smith et al., 2011).  This current study also supports the argument that 

pre-service school counselors hold negative attitudes and stereotypes towards individuals living 

in poverty.  With this in mind, it is imperative that counselor education programs help 

counselors-in-training debunk the negative attitudes and begin to incorporate appropriate 

socioeconomic training and advocacy projects into counseling programs.  By understanding the 

attitudes and attributions held by pre-service school counselors, counselor educators can make 

necessary adjustments to courses and programs to ensure the appropriate implementation of 

humanistic and social justice frameworks.   
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Within the literature, there are several specific models which may help address this area 

of concern.  Ruby Payne (1996) worked on developing a framework for understanding poverty 

from a societal and educational perspective. Her original work titled A Framework for 

Understanding Poverty (1996) focused on training educational professionals to understand the 

cultural, educational, and social structures related to poverty.  In addition, Van Velsor and 

Orozco (2007) look at a community-centric approach which involves six community-centered 

strategies for school counselors working with low-income families.  All of the community-

centered strategies fall in line with ASCA’s standards.  They include: learning about the families 

in the school, learning about the community, helping parents with community concerns, helping 

parents with on-site services, offering training for school personnel, and employing parent’s 

cultural capital (Van Velsor & Orozco, 2007).   

The results of the study is a step forward in providing a foundation for understanding the 

attitudes and attributions pre-service school counselors hold towards individuals living in 

poverty.  This study and the implications for the Counselor Education field can help provide 

information for addressing the impact of the issues and steps forward in implementing a social 

justice framework into school counseling programs.  

Limitations  

One of the first limitations to be considered in this study is the possibility of differences 

that may exist between counseling programs.  Responses for this study were limited to two 

schools in the southeast region and may vary depending on programs.  Results cannot be 

generalized to all counseling programs.   
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In addition another limitation to be considered is the small sample size and geographical 

area that was surveyed in this study.  Responses may vary depending on the geographical 

location as well as the sample size.  

An overall limitation to this study is all surveys used in this study consist of self-report 

measures.  Participants may under-report or exaggerate to minimize or intensify the results.  

Another limitation related to the sample is that this sample focused on pre-service school 

counselors, and it is expected that there may be a difference between pre-service school 

counselors and school counselors already in the field.  This difference may relate to practice and 

competency.   Thus, responses in this study may only provide a starting point for considering 

whether such attitudes and attributions exist among practicing school counselors.  Specifically, 

results cannot be generalized to counselors in practice or individuals in other areas of the helping 

profession.  A parallel concern is the relatively high level of school counseling self-efficacy 

among the sample.   The sample would have had limited opportunity to have developed 

counseling experience while in their programs and training.   Their self-reported level of self-

efficacy may be falsely elevated and not a realistic demonstration of their actual competence.   

This may limit discussion of this variable in relation to attitudes and attributions toward poverty. 

Recommendations  

 Future research looking at the attitudes and attributions of pre service school counselors 

should take into account several of the methods, findings, and limitations of this study.  First, this 

study looked closely at pre-service school counselors in the southeast region of the United States.  

Future research could be expanded to include pre-service school counselors from different 

regions, as well as school counselors who are already in practice.  In addition, a comparison 
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study of pre-service school counselors and school counselors may bring forth information as to 

similarities and differences and how best to serve this population.  

 A second recommendation includes a qualitative study which examines in depth the 

attitudes, attributions, and self-efficacy of pre-service school counselors.  In addition, a 

qualitative study to examine the attitudes, attributions, and self-efficacy of practicing school 

counselors.  Future research done in a qualitative manner may help determine a deeper 

understanding of attitudes and attributions towards individuals living in poverty.  

 A third recommendation is to look more specifically at training programs for pre service 

school counselors and determine the level that poverty training is being integrated into programs 

and the impact it makes on individuals personal attitudes, attributions, and self-efficacy towards 

poverty.  

Summary  

The purpose of this study was to explore pre-service school counseling students’ self-

efficacy as it relates to their personal attitudes and beliefs of attributions of individuals living in 

poverty.  Pre-service school counseling students were surveyed to explore each area.  This study 

found that pre-service school counselors tend to hold negative attitudes towards individuals 

living in poverty.  While these results align to past research looking at the general population or 

other groups, it is one of few studies looking specifically at school counseling students.  It is 

believed that the results of the current study may assist in helping to acknowledge a needs based 

area and help grow a needed research base for working with individuals in poverty.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

ATTRIBUTIONS OF POVERTY SCALE 
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Attributions of Poverty Scale  

(Bullock, Williams, & Limbert, 2001) 

 

 

Please rate how important each of these reasons are for explaining why some people 

are poor in the United States and others are not. Please use the following scale: 

 

                1          2                     3                      4                           5 

Not at all important        Extremely important 

as a cause of poverty.        as a cause of poverty. 

 

 

1. Structuralistic inequalities that don’t give all people equal choices……1       2       3       4       5 

 

2. Negative attitudes and anti-work mentality among the poor…………...1       2       3       4       5 

 

3. Unfortunate circumstances……………………………………………...1       2       3       4       5 

 

4. A capitalistic society in which the wealth of some is contingent 

   upon the poverty of others………………………………………………1       2       3       4       5 

 

5. An unwillingness to work at a competitive level that is necessary 

    to make it in the world ...........................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

6. Sickness and disability ...........................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

7. Discrimination against minorities and the poor .....................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

8. A lack of motivation that results from being on public assistance ........................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

9. Not having the right contacts to find jobs ..............................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

10. An economic system that fosters competition over cooperation ..........................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

11. Loose morals  .......................................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

12. Not inheriting money or property from relatives .................................................1       2       3       

4       5 
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13. Being taken advantage of by the rich ...................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

14. Lack of drive and perseverance ...........................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

15. Being born into poverty .......................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

16. Corporate downsizing and U.S. companies relocating to foreign 

countries that can pay lower wages ...........................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

17. Lack of motivation and laziness ...........................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

18. Lack of money .....................................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

19. The failure of society to provide good schools. ...................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

20. Being too picky and refusing to take lower paying jobs ......................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

21. Just plain bad luck ................................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

22. Low paying jobs with no benefits ........................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

23. Lack of intelligence..............................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

24. Lack of transportation. .........................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

25. A federal government which is insensitive to the plight of the poor ...................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

26. Lack of effort among the poor to improve themselves ........................................1       2       3       

4       5......................................................................................................................... 

 

27. Being from a family without the resources to financially help at 

      critical points in one’s life....................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 
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28. A vicious cycle that perpetuates poor work habits, welfare 

     dependency, laziness, and low self-esteem ...........................................................1       2       3       

4       5......................................................................................................................... 

 

29. High taxes that take money away from the poor .................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

30. Not having positive role models to teach children about adult 

      drive and ambition ...............................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

31. Prejudice and discrimination in the hiring process ..............................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

32. A weak safety net that doesn’t help people get back on their feet 

      financially (i.e. low welfare benefits) ..................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

33. Lack of childcare..................................................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

34. The ability to save, spend, and manage money wisely ........................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

35. The break-up with families (e.g. increased divorce rate) .....................................1       2       3       

4       5 

 

36. Not receiving a high school diploma ...................................................................1       2       3       

4       5 
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APPENDIX B 

 

ATTITUDES ABOUT POVERTY 
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Attitudes about Poverty (Yun & Weaver, 2010) 

Please select your level of agreement to the following statements using the following scale: 

If you strongly agree, please circle SA. 

If you agree, please circle A. 

If you are neutral on the item, please circle N. 

If you disagree, please circle D. 

If you strongly disagree, please circle SD. 

 

1. Welfare makes people lazy.                 SA     A     

N     D     SD 

              

2. An able-bodied person using food stamps is ripping off the system.    SA     A     

N     D     SD                     

 

3. Poor people are dishonest.              SA     A     

N     D     SD 

             

4. People are poor due to circumstances beyond their control.               SA     A     

N     D     SD       

 

5. Society has the responsibility to help poor people.      SA     A     

N     D     SD              

 

6. Unemployed poor people could find jobs if they tried harder.    SA     A     

N     D     SD                  

 

7. Poor people are different from the rest of society.           SA     A     

N     D     SD              

 

8. Poor people think they deserve to be supported.       SA     A     

N     D     SD                         

 

9. Welfare mothers have babies to get more money.    SA     A     

N     D     SD                                 

 

10. Children raised on welfare will never amount to anything.         SA     A     

N     D     SD                  

 

11. Poor people act differently.                  SA     A     

N     D     SD   

 

12. Poor people are discriminated against.          SA     A     

N     D     SD                          

 

13. Most poor people are dirty.              SA     A     

N     D     SD    
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14. People who are poor should not be blamed for their misfortune.     SA     A     

N     D     SD          

 

15. If I were poor, I would accept welfare benefits.                   SA     A     

N     D     SD           

 

16. Some "poor" people live better than I do, considering all their benefits.    SA     A     

N     D     SD    

 

17. There is a lot of fraud among welfare recipients.                    SA     A     

N     D     SD    

 

18. Benefits for poor people consume a major part of the federal budget.  SA     A     

N     D     SD          

 

19. Poor people generally have lower intelligence than nonpoor people.      SA     A     

N     D     SD      

 

20. I believe poor people have a different set of values than do other people.        SA     A     

N     D     SD  

 

21. I would support a program that resulted in higher taxes to support social 

programs for poor people.        SA     A     N     D     

SD                
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APPENDIX C 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE  
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

 

Please select the appropriate option for the following questions 

 

1. What is your gender? 

____ Female                               ____ Male 

 

2. What is your age? ______ 

 

3. What is your race/ethnicity? 

____ White 

____ Black or African American 

____ American Indian or Alaskan Native 

____ Asian 

____ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

____ Hispanic or Latino 

____ Other Race 

 

4. What State do you currently live in? ___________________________  

 

5. How many credit hours of the school counseling program have you completed?  

____ 0-9 

____ 10-18 

____ 19-28 

____ 29-38 

____ 39-48 

____ 59- 68+  

 

5. What is the socio-economic status of your family of origin? In other words, in which of the 

following SES do you consider yourself to have been raised? 

____ Poverty level or below. 

____ Just above the poverty level. 

____ Lower middle class. 

____ Middle class. 

____ Upper middle class. 

____ Upper class. 

 

For the following please respond to the open-ended questions 

 

1. When you become a school counselor, do you prefer to work in a Title-I school (high 

poverty) or a non-Title I school?  

 

2. Discuss why you would prefer this type of school.  

 

 

3. Discuss why you would prefer not to work at the opposite type of school.  
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APPENDIX D 

SCHOOL COUNSELOR SELF-EFFICACY SCALE  
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School Counselor Self-Efficacy Scale 
 
Below is a list of activities representing many school counselor responsibilities. Indicate your 

confidence in your current ability to perform each activity by circling the appropriate answer 

next to each item according to the scale defined below. Please answer each item based on your 

anticipated (or previous) ability or school(s). 

 

Remember, this is not a test and there are no right answers. 

 

Use the following scale: 

 

1 = not confident, 

2 = slightly confident, 

3 = moderately confident, 

4 = generally confident, 

5 = highly confident. 

Please circle the number that best represents your response for each item. 

1.  Advocate for integration of student academic, career, and personal  

development into the mission of my school.  

1     2     3     4     5 

2.  Recognize situations that impact (both negatively and positively) student  

learning and achievement.  

1     2     3     4     5      

3.  Analyze data to identify patterns of achievement and behavior that 

contribute to school success.  

1     2     3     4     5      

4.  Advocate for myself as a professional school counselor and articulate the  

purposes and goals of school counseling.  

1     2     3     4     5      

5.  Develop measurable outcomes for a school counseling program which would      

demonstrate accountability.  

1     2     3     4     5      

6.  Consult and collaborate with teachers, staff, administrators and parents to    

promote student success.  

1     2     3     4     5      

7.   Establish rapport with a student for individual counseling.  1     2     3     4     5      

8.   Function successfully as a small group leader.  1     2     3     4     5      

9.   Effectively deliver suitable parts of the school counseling program through 

large group meetings such as in classrooms.  

1     2     3     4     5      

10. Conduct interventions with parents, guardians and families in order to 

resolve problems that impact students’ effectiveness and success.  

1     2     3     4     5      

11.  Teach students how to apply time and task management skills.  1     2     3     4     5      
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12.  Foster understanding of the relationship between learning and work.  1     2     3     4     5      

13. Offer appropriate explanations to students, parents and teachers of how 

learning styles affect school performance.  

1     2     3     4     5      

14. Deliver age-appropriate programs through which students acquire the skills 

needed to investigate the world of work.  

1     2     3     4     5      

15. Implement a program which enables all students to make informed career 

decisions.  

1     2     3     4     5      

16. Teach students to apply problem-solving skills toward their academic, 

personal and career success.  

1     2     3     4     5      

17.  Evaluate commercially prepared material designed for school counseling to 

establish their relevance to my school population.  

1     2     3     4     5      

18.  Model and teach conflict resolution skills.  1     2     3     4     5      

19.  Ensure a safe environment for all students in my school.  1     2     3     4     5      

20.  Change situations in which an individual or group treats others in a 

disrespectful or harassing manner.  

1     2     3     4     5      

21. Teach students to use effective communication skills with peers, faculty, 

employers, family, etc.  

1     2     3     4     5      

22.  Follow ethical and legal obligations designed for school counselors.  1     2     3     4     5      

23.  Guide students in techniques to cope with peer pressure.  1     2     3     4     5      

24.  Adjust my communication style appropriately to the age and developmental 

levels of various students.  

1     2     3     4     5      

25.  Incorporate students’ developmental stages in establishing and conducting 

the school counseling program. 

1     2     3     4     5      

26.  I can find some way of connecting and communicating with any student in 

my school.   

1     2     3     4     5      

27.  Teach, develop and/or support students’ coping mechanisms for dealing 

with crises in their lives – e.g., peer suicide, parent’s death, abuse, etc.  

1     2     3     4     5      

28.  Counsel effectively with students and families from different 

social/economic statuses.  

1     2     3     4     5      

29.  Understand the viewpoints and experiences of students and parents who are 

from a different cultural background than myself. 

1     2     3     4     5      

30.  Help teachers improve their effectiveness with students.  1     2     3     4     5      
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31.  Discuss issues of sexuality and sexual orientation in an age appropriate 

manner with students.  

1     2     3     4     5      

32.  Speak in front of large groups such as faculty or parent meetings.  1     2     3     4     5      

 33.  Use technology designed to support student successes and progress 

through    the educational process.  

1     2     3     4     5      

34. Communicate in writing with staff, parents, and the external community.  1     2     3     4     5      

35. Help students identify and attain attitudes, behaviors, and skills which lead 

to successful learning.  

1     2     3     4     5      

36. Select and implement applicable strategies to assess school-wide issues.  1     2     3     4     5      

37. Promote the use of counseling and guidance activities by the total school 

community  to enhance a positive school climate.  

1     2     3     4     5      

38. Develop school improvement plans based on interpreting school-wide 

assessment results.  

1     2     3     4     5      

39. Identify aptitude, achievement, interest, values, and personality appraisal 

resources appropriate for specified situations and populations.  

1     2     3     4     5      

40. Implement a preventive approach to student problems.  1     2     3     4     5      

41. Lead school-wide initiatives which focus on ensuring a positive learning 

environment.  

1     2     3     4     5      

42. Consult with external community agencies that provide support services for 

our students.  

1     2     3     4     5      

43. Provide resources and guidance to school population in times of crisis.  1     2     3     4     5      

 

 

 

 

Bodenhorn, N., & Skaggs, G. (2005). Development of the school counselor self-efficacy scale.  

 Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 38(1), 14-28. 
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APPENDIX F 
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APPENDIX G 

 

CONSENT TO USE SCSE 
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