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COUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison
Paper

by Jane Monahan

Assessment

COUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison Paper

A review and comparison of two assessment instruments intended to be measures
of the same general traits. Students are to describe a situation that a practitioner
might face in practice where one would have to use an educational or psychological
measuring device. Identify two appropriate instruments and research the literature
to evaluate the instruments (one may be the one presented to the class). The
instruments should be compared on the basis of their psychometric qualities and
appropriateness to your intended purpose. Following the comparison, select one of
the instruments as the one you would use and justify your choice by reference to
the information you presented. The paper will be evaluated on the basis of the
quality of the review of the literature relating to each instrument and the soundness
of the reasons for your decision. The content of the paper is to be approximately
10-15 pages in length not including references.

Standards
CACREP-2016.2.F.7.a historical perspectives concerning the nature and

meaning of assessment and testing in counseling
CACREP-2016.2.F.7.b methods of effectively preparing for and conducting

initial assessment meetings
CACREP-2016.2.F.7.e use of assessments for diagnostic and intervention

planning purposes
CACREP-2016.2.F.7.f basic concepts of standardized and non-

standardized testing, norm-referenced and criterion-
referenced assessments, and group and individual
assessments

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.g statistical concepts, including scales of
measurement, measures of central tendency,
indices of variability, shapes and types of
distributions, and correlations

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.h reliability and validity in the use of assessments
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CACREP-2016.2.F.7.i use of assessments relevant to
academic/educational, career, personal, and social
development

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.j use of environmental assessments and systematic
behavioral observations

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.k use of symptom checklists, and personality and
psychological testing

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.l use of assessment results to diagnose
developmental, behavioral, and mental disorders

CACREP-2016.2.F.7.m ethical and culturally relevant strategies for
selecting, administering, and interpreting
assessment and test results

CACREP-CMHC-2016.5.C.1.e psychological tests and assessments specific to
clinical mental health counseling

CACREP-SC-2016.5.G.1.e assessments specific to P-12 education

COUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison Paper Content
Emerging (1.000 pt) Developing (2.000 pts) Expectations Met

(3.000 pts)
Expectations
Exceeded (4.000 pts)

Description of
situation that
a practitioner
might face in
practice where
use of an
educational or
psychological
measuring
device would
be necessary.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.i
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.m

The situation
description is missing
many relevant details
and is very difficult to
conceive.

The situation
description is missing
some details and is
somewhat difficult to
conceive.

The situation is
described adequately
and is conceivable.

The situation is
thoughtfully created
and thoroughly
described. It is realistic
and easily conceivable.

Two
appropriate
instruments
that measure
the same
general traits
are identified
and
thoroughly
described with
supporting
literature-
what they

The two measurement
instruments are
minimally identified
and described with
little, if any, supporting
literature.

The two measurement
instruments are
identified and
described to some
extent. Use of
supporting literature is
weak.

The two measurement
instruments are
identified and
adequately described
with appropriate
supporting literature.

The two measurement
instruments are
identified and are
clearly described with
excellent supporting
literature.



5/18/18, 8'52 AMCOUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison Paper

Page 3 of 6https://www.livetext.com/doc/10645086?print=1

measure, how
they are
administered,
and how the
results are
interpreted.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.a
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.b
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.e
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.f
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.g
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.h
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.i
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.j

The two
measurement
instruments
are compared
using their
psychometric
qualities.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.e
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.f
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.g
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.h
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.j
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.k

The two measurement
instruments are
minimally compared, if
at all, using their
psychometric qualities.
Comparison shows
little or no
understanding of
similarities and
differences between
the instruments.

The two measurement
instruments are not
very well compared
using their
psychometric qualities.
Comparison shows
some understanding of
similarities and
differences between
the instruments.

The two measurement
instruments are
adequately compared
using their
psychometric qualities.
Comparison shows a
clear understanding of
similarities and
differences between
the instruments.

The two measurement
instruments are
thoroughly compared
using their
psychometric qualities.
Comparison shows a
clear understanding of
similarities and
differences between
the instruments.

The two
measurement
instruments
are compared
using
appropriateness
for the
intended
purpose.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.a
CACREP-

The two instruments
are poorly compared
for their
appropriateness of
use. The comparison
does not explain when
each instrument is the
best choice in a given
situation.

The two instruments
are not very well
compared for their
appropriateness of
use. The comparison
does not thoroughly
explain when each
instrument is the best
choice in a given
situation.

The two instruments
are adequately
compared for their
appropriateness of
use. The comparison
explains when each
instrument is the best
choice in a given
situation.

The two instruments
are thoroughly
compared for their
appropriateness of
use. The comparison
expertly explains when
each instrument is the
best choice in a given
situation.
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2016.2.F.7.b
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.e
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.l
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.m
CACREP-CMHC-
2016.5.C.1.e
CACREP-SC-
2016.5.G.1.e

The
measurement
device to be
used by
practitioner in
either
Educational or
Psychological
setting is
described,
including a
clear
description of
the
characteristics
of the setting.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.l
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.m
CACREP-CMHC-
2016.5.C.1.e
CACREP-SC-
2016.5.G.1.e

The measurement
device to be used by
practitioner in either
chosen setting is
minimally described.

The measurement
device to be used by
practitioner in the
chosen setting is
described to some
extent, but may not
include a clear
description of the
characteristics of the
setting.

The measurement
device to be used by
practitioner in the
chosen setting is
adequately described,
including a somewhat
clear description of the
characteristics of the
setting.

The measurement
device to be used by
practitioner in the
chosen setting is
thoroughly described,
including a clear
description of the
characteristics of the
setting.

Justification
for instrument
choice is
based on
appropriate
for use in the
describe
scenario and
is supported
by relevant
literature.
(1.000, 16%)
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.a
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.h
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.i
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.j

Justification for
instrument choice is
poorly explained, is
only not appropriate for
the scenario, and is not
supported by literature.

Justification for
instrument choice is
not well explained, is
only somewhat
appropriate for the
scenario, and is not
well supported by
literature.

Justification for
instrument choice is
adequately explained,
is appropriate for the
scenario, and is
supported by literature.

Justification for
instrument choice is
thoroughly explained,
is appropriate for the
scenario. and is well
supported by literature.
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CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.k
CACREP-
2016.2.F.7.m
CACREP-CMHC-
2016.5.C.1.e
CACREP-SC-
2016.5.G.1.e

COUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison Paper Organization
Emerging (1.000 pt) Developing (2.000 pts) Expectations Met

(3.000 pts)
Expectations
Exceeded (4.000 pts)

Headings
(1.000, 25%)

Headings are missing
or inappropriately
labeled in APA style.

A few sections of the
final paper are labeled
appropriately in APA
style.

Most sections of the
final paper are labeled
appropriately in APA
style. .

All sections of the final
paper are labeled
appropriately in APA
style.

Structure
(1.000, 25%)

No clear organization.
Hard to follow.
Organization does not
guide the reader or
produce a strong line
of thinking. Very hard
to see how ideas link
together. Sections
wander, and contain
extraneous or
irrelevant information.

A framework of a
structure is present but
does not follow clear
logic. Some
subheadings are used.
Themes of the
paragraph are
undeveloped and may
have more than one
theme.

A structure is present
and mostly clear and
logical. Subheadings
are used. Each
paragraph generally
has one controlling
theme or main idea,
but could be more
controlled and/or
developed.

Assignment has a
controlling theme,
purpose or topic
sentence.
Subheadings are used.
Structure is logical and
easy to follow.
Organization guides
reader effortlessly and
creates a strong line of
thinking.

Audience
(1.000, 25%)

There is little evidence
of writing for
scholar/practitioners;
much of the paper
includes colloquial
expressions, use of
first person, etc.

Many parts of the
paper include
colloquial expressions,
the use of first person,
etc.

The paper is generally
written for
scholar/practitioners,
but it includes some
colloquial expressions,
the use of first person,
etc.

The paper is written for
scholar/practitioners.

Completeness
(1.000, 25%)

The paper does not
address all the areas
required by the
assignment.

The paper addresses
most of the areas
required by the
assignment.

The paper addresses
all of the areas
required by the
assignment.

The paper addresses
all of the areas
required by the
assignment in an
engaging manner. 

COUN 630 Assessment Instrument Comparison Paper APA Formatting
Emerging (1.000 pt) Developing (2.000 pts) Expectations Met

(3.000 pts)
Expectations
Exceeded (4.000 pts)

Clarity of
Writing
(1.000, 20%)

Writing is not concise,
unclear, and difficult to
understand and ideas
are not presented in a
convincing manner.

Writing is somewhat
difficult to understand
OR ideas are not
presented in a
convincing manner.

Writing is mostly clear,
concise, and
understandable; ideas
are mostly presented
in a convincing
manner.

Writing is especially
clear, concise, and
understandable; ideas
are presented in a
convincing manner.

Grammar There are more than There are five-ten There are less than There are few if any
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(1.000, 20%) ten errors in grammar,
word usage,
punctuation, spelling,
and capitalization.

errors in grammar,
word usage,
punctuation, spelling,
and capitalization.

five errors in grammar,
word usage,
punctuation, spelling,
and capitalization.

errors in grammar,
word usage,
punctuation, spelling,
and capitalization

Formatting
(1.000, 20%)

Does not use
designated format for
written interpretation.

Sometimes uses
designated format for
written interpretation
(page limit, 1” margins,
size 12 font, Times
New Roman, double
spaced).

Generally uses
designated format for
written interpretation
(page limit, 1” margins,
size 12 font, Times
New Roman, double
spaced).

Uses designated
format for written
interpretation (page
limit, 1” margins, size
12 font, Times New
Roman, double
spaced).

Citations
(1.000, 20%)

There are more than
seven errors in in-text
citations

There are four-six
errors in in-text
citations

There are one-three
errors in in-text
citations.

There are few if any
errors in in-text
citations.

References
(1.000, 20%)

There are more than
seven errors in the
reference page.

There are four-six
errors in the reference
page.

There are one-three
errors in in the
reference page.

There are few if any
errors in the reference
page.
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