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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examines the alignment between Arizona public high school 

administrators’ expectations of professional school counselors, the ASCA National Model 

(2005), and the instruments used in Arizona to evaluate professional school counselors. 

Participants included ten principals and assistant principals, and 103 of the 111 public 

school districts with at least one high school in Arizona. Data was obtained through semi-

structured interviews, document, and content analysis. Organizational Role Theory and 

Leader-Member Exchange Theory guided the qualitative and quantitative analysis. 

Findings indicate that administrators’ expectations of professional school counselors 

align 62% with the ASCA National Model, while the instruments used in Arizona to 

evaluate professional school counselors align 13% with administrators’ expectations of 

professional school counselors and 21% with the ASCA National Model. The best 

predictor of alignment was school district use of a school counselor-specific evaluation 

instrument. Recommendations focused on the need for clearer communication of role 

expectations between administrators and counselors, and for more meaningful evaluation 

practices that align with counseling standards.
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

School administrators face increasing demands for accountability and pressure to 

implement national, state, and local educational reform mandates, while fulfilling the 

complex duties of school leadership (Amatea & Clark, 2005; Colbert, Vernon-Jones & 

Pransky, 2006). School leaders may look internally for someone who will help them meet 

these demands. A professional school counselor (PSC) offers valuable expertise essential 

to improving student achievement (Clark & Amatea, 2004; House & Hayes, 2002). As 

administrators endeavor to meet these mandates, they often underutilize the unique skill 

set PSCs can apply towards student success (Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Kirchner & 

Setchfield, 2005).  

Contemporary educational reform efforts acknowledge the likelihood that positive 

learning outcomes (i.e. higher academic achievement, improved attendance rates and 

graduation rates, lower risk-taking behavioral incidents and drop-out rates) will increase 

with more effective identification of students’ problems, followed by implementing 

appropriate levels of interventions (Clark & Amatea, 2004; Johnson & Johnson, 2003; 

Lenhardt & Young, 2001). PSCs are trained to identify students’ problems and develop 

appropriate interventions as part of implementing a school wide comprehensive, 

developmental counseling programs (CDCP). Yet, current reform efforts have not 

addressed the need for implementing CDCP despite ongoing support from national 

counseling groups, such as the American School Counselor Association (ASCA; 

Gysbers, 2001; Lambie & Williamson, 2004).  
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Background of the Study 

PSCs play a significant role in attending to the factors limiting positive learning 

outcomes by providing prevention curriculum and vital services to all students to help 

meet their educational needs (Field & Baker, 2004; Foster, Young & Hermann, 2005). 

PSCs also integrate state instructional standards into guidance lessons in the academic, 

career, and personal/social domains (Hatch & Bowers, 2002; Martin, 2002).  By 

involving PSCs in education reform initiatives, educational leaders will increase the 

likelihood of positive learning outcomes for their students. Educational leaders may need 

additional guidance in supervising, integrating, and evaluating PSCs so that they can 

work together in reducing the barriers to student learning. 

The role of PSCs has long been confusing to administrators and even counselors 

themselves (Bonebrake & Borgers, 1984; Bowers, 2004; Buchheit, 2006; Curtis & 

Sherlock, 2006; Fitch & Marshall, 2004; Gysbers & Henderson, 2001; Murray, 1995; 

Nelson & Jackson, 2003; Niebuhr, Niebuhr, & Cleveland, 1999). Role confusion stems 

from administrators assigning activities and duties that PSCs have not been trained to 

perform (Gysbers, Lapan & Jones, 2000; Myers & Sweeney, 2004). According to these 

authors, activities and duties assigned to PSCs are often clerical in nature, such as 

developing the master schedule, registering students, and performing credit checks for 

promotion and/or graduation. ASCA considers such assignments and duties as “non-

school counseling program activities” (2005, p. 56), and not within the scope of a 

comprehensive, developmental counseling program, while many school administrators 

consider these activities and duties as essential counselor responsibilities.  
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The role expectations of PSCs have continued to expand over the last century 

without any reduction in services provided (Shepherd Johnson, 2000; Sink & 

MacDonald, 1998; Whiston, 2002). For example, prior to the 1980s, few school 

counselors were responsible for overseeing advanced placement programs for college 

credit, while this is now a frequent responsibility for a high school counselor. In the past, 

few school counselors were responsible for coordinating services to ensure that students 

succeeded in high-stakes testing as a condition of graduation. Today, PSCs often develop 

multiple levels of interventions to help students meet local, state and national standards. 

Current school reform efforts, such as the collaboration between the ASCA and The 

Education Trust, have refocused counselors’ priorities on helping students achieve 

academic success, as well as addressing the minority achievement gap (Magnuson, 

Wilcoxon & Norem, 2003; The Education Trust, 1997; Vail, 2005). PSCs are trained to 

retrieve and analyze school data to ensure educational equity for all students. However, 

pressure to meet the diverse needs unique to each school increases the role expectations 

of school counselors and likely results in further confusion, potentially undermining these 

reform efforts (Lewis & Borunda, 2006; Skovholt & Jennings, 2005). PSCs need a 

framework to guide their practice and such a model is likely to assist school 

administrators in providing PSCs more authentic and meaningful evaluation. 

A National Model for Professional School Counselors 

In order to address the role confusion, ASCA developed the ASCA Role Statement 

(1990), the ASCA National Standards (Campbell & Dahir, 1997), and the ASCA National 

Model (2005) for comprehensive, developmental counseling programs (DeVoss & 
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Andrews, 2006; Lieberman, 2004). These frameworks established what services 

counselors should provide at each school level (Clark & Stone, 2000). Counselors are 

more effective at helping students achieve satisfactory outcomes when principals’ 

understanding about counselors’ roles align with the ASCA role descriptions (Fulwood, 

2004). A critical condition for an effective counseling program, according to ASCA, is 

ongoing administrative support for comprehensive, developmental counseling programs 

and the ASCA National Model (Field & Baker, 2004). School administrators are 

responsible for providing authentic and meaningful evaluations of PSCs. The ASCA 

National Model not only clarifies the role of the professional school counselor, it also 

addresses reducing barriers to students’ academic, career, and personal/social 

development. 

 A lack of alignment between what school administrators expect of PSCs and the 

training counselors have received in their masters’ level coursework and internships 

undermines efforts of educational leaders to improve student learning outcomes. 

Increasing these positive outcomes require educational leaders to address barriers to 

student learning. PSCs are instrumental in supporting educational reform efforts by 

reducing barriers to student learning. For example, PSCs analyze data to identify students 

at risk of failing, and then help the students to access necessary resources for remediation. 

Current school administrators’ practices in evaluating PSCs may inhibit the reform 

efforts (House & Hayes, 2002) by utilizing formats limited to classroom observations, 

without considering the wide range of services PSCs offer to students and staff members. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 School administrators typically evaluate PSCs using a format that was developed 

for evaluating classroom teachers (Anderson, 1995; Naugle, 1999). According to these 

authors, performance standards used to evaluate teachers are often based on the National 

Board for Professional Teaching Standards (2005), and are focused on cognition, 

differentiated instruction of content knowledge, assessment, and classroom management 

skills. Direct observation of classroom instruction is the most frequently used artifact in 

this type of evaluation instrument, while classroom guidance lessons only represent one-

fourth of a comprehensive, competency-based counseling program (ASCA, 2005). Lack 

of appropriate counseling performance objectives and meaningful feedback contributes to 

the disconnect between school administrators’ expectations and PSCs’ job performances.  

When evaluation instruments do not encompass the full scope of PSCs’ job 

responsibilities, this likely reinforces school administrators’ expectations that they can 

establish the duties of their counselors instead of implementing a comprehensive, 

competency-based counseling program.  ASCA proposes that widespread adoption of the 

ASCA National Model by school administrators in evaluating PSCs will result in 

additional support of educational reform efforts and improved student outcomes, while 

reducing the confusion about what counselors should do. 

Research Questions 

The dissertation will explore the expectations school administrations have about 

the role of PSCs, how counselors are evaluated, and if these practices are congruent with 

the ASCA National Model (2005). Specifically, four questions are of interest: 



18 

1. To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs 

align with the ASCA National Model? 

2. To what extent do the evaluation instruments used by Arizona school 

administrators to evaluate PSCs align with the ASCA National Model? 

3. To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs 

align with the evaluation instruments utilized? 

4. To what extent do Arizona school district PSC evaluation rubric scores 

vary by district size? 

Instruments used by school administrators to evaluate PSCs are frequently based 

on forms designed to evaluate classroom teachers (Stronge and Tucker, 1995; questions 2 

and 3). School administrators likely value counselors performing clerical duties, (i.e. 

developing the master schedule, registering new students, and checking credits for 

graduation) and administrative duties, (i.e. chaperoning at evening school events, and 

handling discipline issues; Campbell & Dahir, 1997; questions 1 and 3). Question 4 

emerged as the researcher noted differences between data from small-sized school district 

compared to medium- and large-sized school districts. 

Professional Significance of the Study 

This study contributes to knowledge about educational leadership and school 

counseling by exploring the alignment between professional school counselor evaluation 

instruments and the ASCA National Model (2005). Currently, there is not a universally 

accepted or applied set of standards among school counselors in the United States.  

Widespread implementation of the ASCA National Model in the work of PSCs has very 
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limited research. Adoption of the ASCA National Model is limited because only twenty 

percent of school counselors in America are currently members of ASCA (National 

Center for Educational Statistics, 2007; ASCA, 2007). The ASCA National Model is 

currently the only framework for national standards of PSCs.  

Most previous research about evaluation of school personnel has focused on 

classroom teachers (Helm, 1994). This literature gap contributes to increased confusion 

about PSCs’ roles for both principals and counselors. The validity of professional school 

counselor evaluations decreases when evaluation instruments are based on specific 

behaviors best suited for classroom instruction (Conley, 1987). When evaluation 

instruments designed for teachers are revised to address the performance of several, 

different job descriptions, the result is a generic evaluation instrument that is irrelevant to 

counselor functions (Synatschk, 2002). Application of role theory (i.e., normative role 

taking, role ambiguity, role confusion, and role conflict) to the analysis extends these 

considerations to potential incongruencies that may exist between school administrator 

expectations and the work of PSCs. 

The research addresses existing debates in literature about PSCs evaluation in 

many areas. First, this research questions whether administrators should evaluate the 

counseling program or the counselor’s performance (Carr, 1977; Gysbers, Hughley, Starr 

and Lapan, 1992). Secondly, it questions whether educators should focus on auditing 

program development or assessing the quality of services provided by individual 

counselors. Another segment advocates evaluating all professional support staff using 

standards developed by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium or the Joint 
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Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (Buchanan and Roberts, 2001; 

Stufflebeam, 1988). The research focuses on using the standards endorsed by 

professional organizations, such as the ASCA National Model (2005).  

Findings from the study may have implications on principal preparation 

programs, school improvement practices, and evaluation of other educational support 

personnel as well as use of Role Theory and Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory in 

analyzing school administrator evaluation of PSCs. Understanding school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs will assist development of survey instruments intended for use in 

further research. This work is intended to assist in clarifying the role of PSCs and 

increase a unified professional identity essential to student success today. This may 

reduce the likelihood of role ambiguity by school administrators defining the work of 

PSCs based on their own interpretations of counseling. School administrators may not 

have the necessary background to design interventions for addressing social/emotional 

barriers to student learning the way PSCs do. 

Overview of the Methodology 
 

The researcher analyzed high school principals’ expectations regarding PSCs, 

their roles and functions, how counselors contribute to the school’s overall success, and 

how counselors are evaluated as compared to the ASCA National Model (2005). This 

mixed-method study paralleled the content analysis methods used by Catano and Stronge 

(2006) using descriptive narratives for triangulation purposes. Unlike Catano and Stronge 

(2006), the research also used One Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA; Girder, 1992). 
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A pilot study, consisting of semi-structured interviews, was conducted to help 

identify what high school administrators’ value about the work of PSCs. Three school 

districts were selected based on their size and location within Arizona. Six individual 

high schools were selected based on the demographics of the student populations of each 

high school. Six individual administrators were selected based on their direct supervision 

and evaluation of the school counselors. The pilot study results helped inform the 

development of the interview protocol. 

An understanding of the principals’ expectations was obtained through the use of 

the qualitative research method of content analysis and quantitative analysis of frequency 

of key words during the interviews. The researcher contacted public high schools 

principals and assistant principals representing at least two school districts from each of 

the three types of Federal Statistical Areas (FSA; Federal Office of Management and 

Budget, 2000) in Arizona (metropolitan, micropolitan, and rural), and invited them to 

participate in the interview process.  The process consisted of semi-structured interviews 

and helped identify what public high school administrators’ value about the work of 

PSCs. The interviews were tape-recorded and the researcher took field notes. The 

researcher transcribed the interview tapes, and then reviewed the transcripts to identify 

key words and phrases that represented the administrators’ expectations of PSCs. The 

frequency counts and percentages determined if high school administrators’ expectations 

of PSCs aligned with the ASCA National Model (2005). The utilization of different data 

sources allowed the researcher to measure the phenomenon from different angles and 

positions (Mason, 1996).  
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The researcher utilized content analysis to review evaluation instruments for 

school counselors in Arizona. The 111 public school districts in Arizona with high 

schools were contacted by the researcher, requesting a copy of the instrument used to 

evaluate PSCs.  A three-point scoring rubric was designed for assessing the level of 

alignment between the instruments used to evaluate PSCs and evaluation elements from 

the ASCA National Model (2005). These included professional school counselor 

performance standards and elements of the school counseling program audit. The rubric 

was reviewed by experts in the fields of school counseling and educational leadership for 

validity.  ANOVA and regression analysis were used to determine how mean rubric 

scores vary by district size. 

Assumptions 

 The following assumptions were made about this study: 

1. The interviewer followed the interview protocol during each interview session, 

thereby collecting similar data. 

2. The interview participants were forthcoming as they discussed their schools, 

thereby producing accurate data. 

3. Questions asked of the principals represent ideas found in the literature review. 

Limitations 

 The following limitations were identified concerning this study: 

1. The interviewer was a professional school counselor. Therefore, she had a vested 

interest in the outcome of the research. This could affect her objectivity. 
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2. The interview participants in the study were the high school administrators 

charged with supervising and evaluating PSCs. Therefore, they had a vested 

interest in the outcome of the research. This could affect their objectivity. 

3. The six schools in the pilot study were located within two metropolitan cities in 

Arizona. This limited sample size may affect the theoretical generalization of the 

findings to other school populations. 

4. Response to the interview questions could be subject to the Hawthorne effect. 

High school principals may have perceived empowerment because they were 

selected to participate in this study. They may have given answers that would 

make their school’s counseling program appear more professionally acceptable. 

4. The reliability and validity of the interview protocol was dependent on the results 

of the pilot study and the potential concerns raised above. 

Definition of Terms 

 Alignment: The extent to which evaluation methods of PSCs agree or correspond 

with performance standards.  

American School Counselor Association (ASCA): The national professional 

organization serving school counselors. ASCA is the author of the American School 

Counselor Association National Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs 

 (2005). 

Evaluation Instruments: Documents, procedures, and practices use to determine 

the quality of PSCs’ job performance, often adapted from instruments used to evaluate 

classroom teachers. 
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Framework: The ASCA National Model: A Framework for School Counseling 

Programs “provides the mechanism with which school counselors and school counseling 

teams will design, coordinate, implement, manage and evaluate their programs for 

students’ success” (2005, p. 9). 

National School Counselor Performance Standards: The set of eleven 

expectations for evaluating PSCs’ implementation of their counseling program. These 

standards were developed by ASCA (2005). 

 Non-counseling Activities and Other Duties: Any activity or duty not related to 

the development, implementation, or evaluation of the counseling program, as defined by 

ASCA (2005). 

 PSCs: State-certified professional school counselors who may be credentialed or 

licensed, depending of each state’s requirements. School counselors in Arizona must hold 

a master’s degree in school counseling. Throughout the research, the term professional 

school counselor was represented by the acronym PSC. 

 Semi-Structured Interviews: Interviews incorporating protocols (pre-determined 

questions for all interviewees) while containing open-ended questions necessary for in-

depth elaboration and clarity (Mason, 1996). 

Organization of the Study 

 In Chapter 2, the researcher provides an extensive review of current research on 

principals’ expectations of PSCs and PSCs’ evaluation instruments. The researcher 

presents a framework for national counseling standards that suggests what counselors are 
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expected and needed to do in contemporary education, grounded in organizational role 

theory, and supported by LMX theory. 

In Chapter 3, the researcher details the plan for investigating the congruence 

between Arizona school administrators’ expectations of counselors, current evaluation 

practices of Arizona PSCs, and national counseling standards included in the ASCA 

National Model (2005). Next, the researcher presents the process used in constructing the 

measures utilized in the study. Finally, the researcher describes the specific analytical 

approaches and instruments used to investigate each research questions, as well as 

rationale for each approach. 

In Chapter 4, the researcher presents the results of the qualitative analysis used to 

investigate the congruence between how Arizona PSCs are evaluated and national 

counseling standards included in the ASCA National Model (2005). Next, the researcher 

compares the alignment between Arizona instruments used to evaluate PSCs and the 

ASCA National Model.  The researcher also assesses Arizona school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs.  Quantitative results of the ANOVA and regressions are also 

presented to determine how rubric scores vary by district size.  

In Chapter 5, the researcher examines the degree of alignment between how PSCs 

in Arizona are evaluated and the ASCA National Model (2005). The researcher evaluates 

the alignment between Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs and the 

defined counselors’ roles and responsibilities within the ASCA National Model. Finally, 

the researcher considers the leadership and policy implications of the study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Educators’ Perceptions of the PSC Role 

 PSCs attend to multiple tasks and duties each school day, often at the discretion of 

their school administrators (Hardesty & Dillard, 1994; Jones Burnham & Jackson, 2000). 

Historically, counselors have been mental heath providers, working with a limited group 

of students with specific needs such as emotional problems (Lambie & Williamson, 

2004). School counselors have facilitated support groups, developed behavior plans, and 

made referrals to agencies beyond the school system (Gysbers, Lapan & Blair, 1999). 

College-bound students have been another group of special interest to counselors. School 

counselors have guided them through the post-secondary school selection process, helped 

them access scholarships, and provided letters of recommendation (Perusse & 

Goodnough, 2001). As PSCs incorporate news tasks and duties to help meet the needs of 

twenty-first century students, understanding previous counseling patterns and practices is 

helpful. 

School administrators have traditionally decided which services school counselors 

will provide (Sink & Yillik-Downer, 2001). Few school administrators have had 

preparation in supervising counselors implementing a comprehensive, developmental 

counseling program, while most have only their recollections of their own high school 

guidance counselor to guide them (Fitch, Newby, Ballestero & Marshall, 2001). 

Unfortunately, this discretion has likely perpetuated role ambiguity, role confusion, and 

role conflict (Biddle, 1986), as well as an unclear professional identity for school 
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counselors. A long-term pattern of students receiving inconsistent counseling services 

from school to school exists because of the variety of administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs’ roles, which may negatively impact student learning. Role theory provides a 

framework in which administrators and PSCs can examine, communicate, and better 

align their expectations of counselors’ roles so that they can work together to improve 

student outcomes. 

Role Theory 

 Role theory “explains roles by presuming that persons are members of social 

positions and hold expectations for their own behaviors and those of other persons” 

(Biddle, 1986, p. 67). School administrators and counselors occupy visible positions 

within the social setting of public schools. They also develop expectations for their own 

behaviors, and for those they work with. The researcher focused on what administrators 

expect counselors to do. 

Core ideas within role theory include “patterned and characteristic behaviors, 

parts or identities that are assumed by social participants, and scripts or expectations for 

behavior that are understood by all and adhered to” (Biddle, 1986, p. 68). When 

administrators do not clearly communicate their expectations of PSCs, evaluation of 

PSCs job performance becomes more complicated. Role theorists commonly share 

perspectives that “expectations are the major generators of roles that expectations are 

learned through experience, and that persons are aware of the expectations they hold” (p. 

69). Yet, there is limited, current research about what administrators’ expectations of 
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PSCs include or the alignment of the expectations with the methods used to evaluate 

PSCs. 

While different perspectives of role theory have been studied (functional, 

structural, symbolic interactionist, cognitive, and organizational: Martin & Wilson, 

2004), the researcher focused on organizational role theory. Recent studies have also 

focused on gender (Coltrane, 1998), ethnic (Ferrante, 2000), and class roles (Granfield, 

1991), but the researcher only considered the concepts of role identity, ambiguity, 

conformity, confusion, and conflict (Biddle, 1986). 

Organizational role theory provides a framework for understanding how humans 

interact within formal organizations, such as public schools. Formal organizations are 

hierarchical and task oriented, yet roles may vary due to “official demands of the 

organization and the pressure from informal groups” or individuals (Biddle, 1986, p. 73). 

For example, a small group of teachers might pressure a coworker, even though they do 

not supervise that colleague. A high school’s administrative group consists of the 

principal and the assistant principals, yet each brings an individual perspective of what a 

PSC is expected to do. This study includes principals and assistant principals; therefore 

understanding their specific perspectives is relevant and necessary.  

Role identity. The lack of a clear professional identity is an ongoing concern of 

PSCs (Brott & Myers, 1999; Coll & Freeman, 1997; Eriksen, 1999; Lambie & 

Williamson, 2004). According to these authors, professional identity provides a 

framework for making critical professional decisions, completing work roles, and 

developing as a professional. The influences of knowledge, personal growth, experiential 
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learning, relationships, accomplishments, and perceptions of the counseling profession 

cause a professional identity to progress over time (Nelson & Jackson, 2003). 

Administrators hold a variety of expectations for counselors that prevent a clearly defined 

professional identity for PSCs to be established. 

 A contributing factor to the professional identity issue is the lack of alignment 

between current school counselor preparation programs, based on comprehensive, 

developmental counseling models, and the multiple and competing expectations of key 

stakeholders have of school counselors in the work place. This results in school 

counselors developing unique professional identities (Brott & Myers, 1999), rather than a 

“unified identity” (Lenhardt & Young, 2001, p. 187; Magnuson, Wilcoxon & Norem, 

2003; Myers & Sweeney, 2004).  Brott and Myers (1999) interviewed ten school 

counselors and found that the role identities of PSCs were influenced by their interactions 

with administrators. Likewise, Magnuson, Wilcoxon, and Norem interviewed ten 

counselors and determined that “events and experiences” helped form their role identities 

(2003, p. 43). Myers and Sweeney surveyed 71 counseling leaders and reported that 59% 

advocated for “develop[ing a] common definition/identity for professional counselors” 

(2004, p. 468). According to these authors, a unified identity incorporates the consistent 

roles and duties of PSCs, and delineates the benefits and contributions counselors provide 

to the schools and communities they serve. A unified identity for PSCs likely allows 

school administrators, teachers, school boards, parents, and students to better understand 

the role of counselors. These studies were limited in size, and included only PSCs, failing 

to include administrators or other key stakeholders. 
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School counselors also struggle with establishing a professional identity because 

of their multiple perspectives on student success. Other educators (i.e., classroom and 

special education teachers, and school administrators) focus on students’ academic 

achievement, on specific developmental areas (i.e., speech pathologists, physical and 

occupational therapists), or specialized mental and health services (i.e., school 

psychologists and nurses). Masters-level coursework, training, and practicum /intern 

experiences uniquely positions PSCs to analyze and address student achievement from 

multiple perspectives (i.e., developmental, mental health, academic, career, and 

personal/social; Alexander, Kruczek, Zagelbaum & Chase Ramirez, 2003). These holistic 

lenses set school counselors apart from other educators, contribute to role ambiguity, and 

complicate the professional identify of school counselors. 

Role ambiguity. The confusion about the role of counselors is a frequent topic in 

studies about PSCs (Field & Baker, 2004; Jones Burnham & Jackson, 2000; Schmidt, 

Lanier & Cope, 1999). Field and Baker (2004) conducted a focus group interview of nine 

counselors and determined that PSCs “struggle with [professional] identity,” a “vague job 

description,” and role ambiguity (p. 59, 61). Jones Burnham and Jackson (2000) surveyed 

80 PSCs and identified role ambiguity through a lack of alignment between current 

counseling models and actual counseling practices. Schmidt et al. (1999) reviewed 599 

articles from counseling journals. They reported that ambiguity of the “counselor role” 

was tied with “consultation” as the most cited topics during the twenty year span they 

examined (n = 34; p. 254). Lambie & Williamson (2004) reviewed the historical 

perspective of school counseling. According to these authors, role ambiguity occurs when 
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individuals do not have enough information about their work role, and when there is a 

lack of clarity about work objectives associated with their functions. Wilkerson and 

Bellini (2006) surveyed 78 school counselors and found that PSCs need to know “what is 

exactly expected of them in their job” to be effective (p. 441). Although these studies 

suggest that role ambiguity is a common problem of PSCs, they did not examine 

administrators’ expectations and perspectives.  

A contributing factor to role ambiguity stems from a lack of interdisciplinary 

coursework requirements at colleges and universities. By and large, post-secondary 

educator preparation programs (i.e., teachers, administrators, and counselors) rarely 

include courses that expose the participants to the perspectives of other key stakeholders 

within schools. According to Shoffner and Briggs (2001), who reported on a 

collaborative research project between two teacher educators, two counselor educators, 

one principal-in-training, one instructional technology specialist, and five doctoral 

students. Through a series of observations and interviews, these researchers found that 

the separate training programs did not provide a chance for learning about the roles, 

responsibilities, and perspectives of other educators. Shoffner and Briggs (2001) also 

discovered that lack of interprofessional collaboration training hindered educators once 

they enter the school setting. However, this study did not provide any empirical data, and 

was limited in scope and size. 

 McGannon, Carey, and Dimmitt (2005) reviewed the literature on the preparation 

and practices of PSCs over a period of 20 years. In this process, they observed that PSCs’ 

roles have shifted from college transition specialists and mental health providers to 
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delivering comprehensive, developmentally-appropriate counseling programs and 

services. As a result, the authors argued that key stakeholders (i.e., teachers, parents, 

students, administrators, and the general public) are unclear about what counselors are 

supposed to do and how PSCs impact student outcomes. However, McGannon et al. 

found very limited empirical research associated with these trends. 

Role confusion, conformity, and conflict. Recent role ambiguity of PSCs has led 

to problems with role confusion, and conformity. Administrators often expect PSCs to 

perform managerial and clerical tasks beyond what counselors perceive as their role, an 

example of role confusion. Administrators evaluate PSCs, so conformity becomes an 

issue when counselors believe that administrators will “sanction them for 

noncompliance” (Biddle, 1986, p. 79). Theoretically, if an administrator expects a PSC to 

monitor students’ behavior in the lunchroom, a non-counseling activity, the PSC might 

conform so that his/her performance evaluation is not negatively impacted.   

When organizations, supervisors, and subordinates do not share the same role 

expectations for PSCs, a likely outcome is conflict. Role conflict, according to Biddle 

(1986), occurs when two or more incompatible expectations for the same role are held at 

the same time. The resulting stress leads to individuals’ adopting coping behaviors that 

might disrupt the organization. Theoretically, a PSC expected by the principal to monitor 

the lunchroom for an hour each day might cope by eliminating one support group offered 

to students each day. Without the support group services, students’ behavior in the 

lunchroom could become more disruptive despite the additional monitoring, requiring 

more intervention by the administrator. 
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Leader-Member Exchange Theory 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) theory also explains role confusion and conflict 

of PSCs. LMX theory provides a framework for researchers to evaluate the impact of 

superior-subordinate relationships (Gerstner & Day, 1997). LMX theory has not 

traditionally been applied to public educational settings, but rather to other organizations, 

like factories and other industrial settings. Yet, the theory applies to the interactions 

between principals and counselors because it predicts outcomes based on relationship 

quality at individual, group and organizational levels. 

One recent study that applied LMX to the interaction between a PSC and a 

principal stated that “trust, respect, and mutual obligations exist within a dyad,” 

(Clemens, Milsom & Cashwell, 2009, p. 75). Clemens et al. (2009) utilized seven 

research instruments (i.e., LMX7, questionnaires, and surveys) with 188 school 

counselors to explain variances in role perceptions, job satisfaction, and retention. The 

researchers found that the quality of the relationship (i.e., information sharing, fluidity 

and frequency of communication, and level of trust) between administrators (leaders) and 

PSCs (members) is negatively impacted when the leaders expect members to perform 

duties not considered part of the current role and best-practice models of counselors. 

Clemens et al. (2009) stated that “the process of influencing role development occurs 

through exchanges between a principal and a school counselor” (p. 77). The authors were 

unable to locate any other studies in the literature applying LMX theory to the 

relationship between administrators and PSCs, revealing a need for additional research in 

this area. 
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With the current emphasis on accountability in education, principals are under 

increased pressure, and often turn to counselors for help by delegating non-counseling 

duties to PSCs. When administrators expect counselors to perform duties that they are not 

trained for (e.g., administrative tasks) or that they are over-qualified for (e.g., clerical 

tasks), the relationship between them is likely weakened. This may lead to role 

ambiguity, confusion, and conflict, which all negatively impact student outcomes. While 

more empirical research about applying the LMX theory to principal/counselor 

relationships is needed, it provides an additional theoretical lens to examine how 

principals’ expectations of PSCs have changed over time.  

Development of PSC Role 

 Organizational role theory and LMX theory help frame differences in how 

counselors’ roles have been articulated at the school level over time. The role of the 

counselor has expanded each decade as education has adapted to the changing needs of 

students, the development of new theories, programs, and curriculum, ever-changing 

public laws, published counseling outcome research, and demand for accountability.  

1900s -1940s. PSCs began as educators charged with implementing vocational 

guidance in the early 1900s (Gysbers & Henderson, 2001). The introduction of cognitive 

developmental theories in the 1920s switched guidance curriculum towards supporting 

student development (Lambie & Williamson, 2004). The first guidance and counseling 

theory was introduced in the 1930s and suggested that counselors should motivate 

students while providing them with information (Herr, 2001). In the 1940s, the work of 

Carl Rogers led counselors to view students as people instead of as problems, and the 



35 

term ‘guidance’ began to be replaced by the term ‘counseling’ (Lambie & Williamson, 

2004). 

1950s -1980s. Huge changes occurred within the counseling field in the 1950s. 

The American School Counselor Association (ASCA) was formed in 1952, and began 

publishing their professional journal in 1953 (Gysbers & Henderson, 2001). The 

Association for Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES) began collaborating with 

ASCA, also. In response to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’ launching of 

Sputnik, Congress passed the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958. This 

provided funding for school counseling services for every high school student, as well as 

allocating funding to post-secondary institutions to develop school counseling 

preparation programs (Lambie & Williamson, 2004). The 1960s brought amendments to 

NDEA that provided funding at the elementary level for school counselors (Gysbers & 

Henderson, 2001). The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and the 

Vocational Education Act of 1968 provided additional support for school counseling 

programs (Lambie & Williamson, 2004). 

 When public school enrollment began decreasing in the 1970s, counseling 

positions were reduced for budgetary reasons, and school administrators began to assign 

counselors’ duties not related to counseling (Eriksen, 1999; Sink & McDonald, 1998). 

Then, the Educational Act for All Handicapped Children of 1975 (PL94-142) mandated 

school counselors provide more services. PSCs were understaffed, yet expected to serve 

more students while assisting administrators with non-counseling duties (Lambie & 

Williamson, 2004). 
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 During the 1980s, the National Commission of Excellence in Education 

influenced school counseling by publishing A Nation at Risk (1983). Public backlash to 

the report resulted in increased accountability and testing, resulting in additional 

responsibilities for school counselors (Gysbers & Henderson, 2001). The development 

and implementation of comprehensive, developmental school counseling programs also 

began during this time period (Gysbers, Lapan, & Blair, 1999). A widely implemented 

program was the Missouri Comprehensive Guidance Program (MCGP). 

 The MCGP included content, resources, and organizational elements. Student 

competencies in career planning and exploration, knowledge of self and others, and 

vocational development were part of the content element. The resources element included 

“who and what” was necessary to fully support the program (i.e., human, financial, and 

political components). Counselors, teachers, administrators, parents, students, community 

members, and business personnel were the human resources or key stakeholders. The 

budget was the financial resource. Political resources included policies, rules, and laws 

(Gysbers, Lapan & Blair, 1999).  According to these authors, structural and program 

components, and school counselor time allocations were included in the organizational 

framework element. The structural component provided the definition, philosophy, 

facilities, advisory council, resources, staffing patterns, and budget details. The program 

component included the guidance curriculum (structured groups, classroom 

presentations), individual planning (advisement, student educational and occupational 

planning), responsive services (individual counseling, small group counseling, 

consultation and referral), and system support (management activities, consultation, 
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community outreach, and public relations). This program also included examples of other 

duties. 

1990s – present. School reform issues like America 2000: An Education Strategy 

(U. S. Department of Education, 1991) and Goals 2000: The Educate America Act (U.S. 

Department of Education, 1994) set the stage for major changes in education during the 

1990s. These changes were necessary to prepare American students for the demands of 

the twenty-first century workplace, but failed to include PSCs as systemic change agents 

(Dahir, 2004). According to House and Hayes, systemic change agents utilize “advocacy 

and active concern” to provide educational equity for all students (2002, p. 253). The 

School to Work Opportunities Act of 1994 emphasized the importance of career guidance 

and transitional services, while still identifying PSCs as support personnel (Lambie & 

Williamson, 2004). 

 The Elementary School Counseling Demonstration Act of 1995 (ESCDA) 

provided twenty million dollars to increase the number of PSCs working at the 

elementary school level (Lenhardt & Young, 2001). ESCDA required students with 

academic, personal, or social needs be identified and receive intervention at earlier ages, 

but did not provide enough funding for all elementary schools to employ PSCs. ASCA 

began advocating for use of the term “PSC” (2003), and published Sharing the Vision: 

The National Standards for School Counseling Programs in 1997 to help clarify what 

PSCs should do within comprehensive, developmental school counseling programs.  

 The new century has brought new issues and concerns to professional school 

counseling. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB; U.S. Department of 
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Education, 2002) has impacted PSCs. As educators focus on meeting the NCLB 

mandates, more time each school day is devoted to academic interventions and 

remediation, assessments, and documentation of progress monitoring. This leaves less 

time for PSCs to provide direct services, less accessibility to students, poorer 

relationships with teachers, and less understanding of the counselor’s role in educational 

reform (Dollarhide & Lemberger, 2006). According to these authors, positive outcomes 

of NCLB for PSCs include the availability of more data, counselors continuing to 

advocate for all students, providing a holistic, developmental counseling program, and 

serving as systemic change agents.  

 Recent changes in the student population have also impacted the work of PSCs. 

As enrollments have increased, so has student diversity. Immigrant students have 

multiple needs, including second language learning and dual cultures. There has also 

been a rise in children diagnosed with serious mental health issues (Lambie & 

Williamson, 2004).  

 The publication of the ASCA National Model in 2003 has provided PSCs with a 

framework to support their counseling programs. Yet, most teachers, state school boards, 

and school administrators are unfamiliar with this model, and are still confused about the 

role of the PSCs within a comprehensive, developmental counseling program compared 

to the traditional counseling model (Studer & Oberman, 2006).  

Varying Perceptions and Expectations of PSCs 

 Teachers, state school boards, and school administrators have varying perceptions 

and expectations on what PSCs should do in schools. Teachers want PSCs to help them in 
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the classroom, collaborate with them on interventions for under-performing students, and 

assist with improving the academic achievement of students (Beesley, 2004; Clark & 

Amatea, 2004; Quarto, 1999; Yoon & Gilchrist, 2003). State school boards view school 

counseling as a supplemental service, and expect counselors to assist students in reaching 

their full potential (Gysbers, Lapan & Jones, 2000). School administrators want PSCs to 

improve the mental health and behavior of students, help students’ families, assist 

teachers and administrators, and build a positive school environment (Zalaquett, 2005). 

These key stakeholders perceive the role of PSCs from unique lenses, and have different 

expectations of what school counselors should do.  

Teachers’ perceptions and expectations. Teachers understand that when PSCs 

help them establish positive learning environments, student problem behaviors decrease, 

and instruction is more effective because students spend more time on task (Clark & 

Amatea, 2004). When teachers consult with PSCs about classroom behavior problems, 

fewer special education referrals are made (Yoon & Gilchrist, 2003). Collaborative 

lesson planning, team teaching, and open communication are ways PSCs support 

classroom instruction (Beesley, 2004; Clark & Amatea, 2004). When counselors link 

their guidance lessons to academic performance objectives that students are learning, the 

concepts are reinforced. Teachers also value direct services (i. e. small-group counseling, 

individual counseling, consultation, crisis counseling, classroom guidance lessons, peer 

mediation, and educational planning) provided to students by PSCs (Beesley, 2004; Clark 

& Amatea, 2004).  
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Teachers expect PSCs to be open and accessible to teachers and students (Clark & 

Amatea, 2004), and to function effectively on a multidisciplinary team (Beesley, 2004). 

Teachers assume PSCs have prior teaching experience and the skills necessary to address 

the unique learning needs of their students (Yoon & Gilchrist, 2003). Teachers view 

PSCs as partners helping them educate their students. 

State school board policies on counseling. State school board policies 

addressing counseling-related issues often focus on the services and activities that PSCs 

should provide within public school systems. State school boards direct PSCs “in helping 

students reach their full potential, develop self-respect, and a sense of belonging” 

(Gysbers, Lapan & Jones, 2000, p. 351). These authors agree that most school board 

policies consider counseling as a supportive service, supplementing instruction. 

School administrators’ perceptions and expectations. Multiple and often 

competing perspectives about appropriate counseling duties between PSCs and school 

administrators are not new. One study divided counseling tasks into four subsets 

(counseling, consulting, coordinating, and ‘problem areas’) to identify the differences 

between PSCs’ and school administrators’ perceptions (Fitch, Newby, Ballestero & 

Marshall, 2001). According to these authors, school administrators value counseling 

efforts that positively impact student learning (i.e., classroom counseling lessons, 

individual, small group, and crisis counseling).  Consulting with students, parents, 

teachers, administrators, and outside agencies are activities that school administrators 

expect counselors to perform. School administrators also value when PSCs coordinate 

school-wide programs, intervention services and assessments. 
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Many building-level school administrators have identified other responsibilities 

for PSCs, (i.e. promoting wellness, communicating empathy, and helping with student 

transitions) that align with counseling, consulting, and coordinating (Kirchner & 

Setchfield, 2005). The Education Trust identified five domains that school administrators 

expect PSCs to implement: Counseling/Coordination, Teaming/Collaboration, 

Leadership, Advocacy, and Assessment/Use of Data (1997). Other studies have focused 

on determining which counseling activities are most valued by school administrators. 

Valued role activities included student intervention, case consultation, psycho-education, 

and administrative implementation (Amatea & Clark, 2005; Ponec & Brock, 2000). This 

expanded scope of responsibilities for PSCs adds to the confusion about the role of the 

counselor.  

 District-level school administrators identified prevention, intervention, and 

remediation, the three levels of the National Institute of Health’s prevention schema, as 

the most important function for PSCs (NIH, 1999; Roberts, Coursol & Morotti, 1997). 

The Universal (primary) level provides preventative measures to all students, meeting the 

needs of 90% of students. The Targeted (secondary) level includes interventions designed 

to meet the needs of 5-10% of students at risk of failing. The Intensive (tertiary) level 

involves individual remediation for the 1-5% of students most at risk of failing. District-

level school administrators set district hiring policies based on the widely held 

assumption that PSCs indeed provide “a valuable service” to students by implementing 

the prevention schema (Roberts, Coursol & Morotti, 1997, p. 283).  
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Other duties expected of PSCs. PSCs also worry about being assigned to 

perform tasks that are not related to school counseling (Jones Burnham & Jackson, 2000). 

According to these authors, an average of 25% of a counselor’s time is spent on other 

duties (i.e. record keeping, scheduling, registration, special education referrals, test 

administration, bus/lunchroom/hall duty, checking immunization records, and office 

reception). Common frustrations expressed by PSCs include: working on unnecessary 

tasks, receiving assignments without adequate manpower, resources or materials, 

working with two or more groups that operate quite differently, receiving incompatible 

requests, and needing to break a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment (Coll & 

Freeman, 1997). 

 Key stakeholders (i.e., teachers, students, parents, administrators, and counselors) 

agree, despite their various perspectives, that PSCs should provide direct delivery of 

counseling services instead of performing clerical tasks or coordinating testing programs 

(Whiston & Sexton, 1998). Both PSCs and school administrators have identified other 

duties that are often assigned to the counselor, but do not support a comprehensive, 

developmental counseling program. These include clerical tasks (i.e. registering new 

students, scheduling, and maintaining student records), functioning as the principal (i.e. 

supervising the lunchroom and disciplinary actions), teaching or substituting in non-

counseling classes, and administering assessments (Bonebrake & Borgers, 1984; Fitch, 

Newby, Ballestero & Marshall, 2001). Additional duties assigned by school 

administrators to PSCs are ‘incongruent’ with current national counseling standards 

(Kirchner & Setchfield, 2005).  This is problematic for counselors because providing 
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support to administrators by completing clerical tasks, for example, reduces the amount 

of time PSCs have to complete counseling-related duties (Fitch, Newby, Ballestero & 

Marshall, 2001; Perusse, Goodnough, Donegan and Jones, 2004; Ribak-Rosenthal, 1994; 

Towner-Larsen, Haag Granello & Jones-Sears, 2000).      

Teachers, state school boards, and school administrators expect a wide array of 

duties and tasks from PSCs. The range of school counselors’ responsibilities has also 

expanded each decade to meet the changing needs of students. With so many diverse and 

conflicting counseling functions valued by key stakeholders, school counselors have 

sought leadership from professional organizations to clearly define their roles. 

Key Organizations and Initiatives Supporting Counseling 

Several organizations have helped PSCs redefine their role and clarify their 

professional identity through research, reform, and advocacy. As a result, school 

counselor preparation and accreditation programs better align with national educational 

reform agendas. 

Key Counseling Organizations 

 The American School Counselor Association (ASCA), The American Counseling 

Association (ACA), and the Association for Counselor Education and Supervision 

(ACES), are key organizations supporting PSCs. Other professional support is available 

from the National Board for Certified Counselors (NBCC) and the Council for 

Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP). NBCC 

offers credentials such as National Certified Counselor, and National Certified School 
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Counselor. A recent supporter of school counseling innovation is The Education Trust. 

Through collaboration between these key organizations, national school counseling 

standards have been established. 

ASCA national standards. ASCA published Sharing the Vision: The National 

Standards for School Counseling Programs in 1997 to help clarify what PSCs should do 

within comprehensive, developmental school counseling programs. The ASCA National 

Standards also help ensure equal access and equal opportunity for all students, establish a 

framework for effective school counseling programs, and identify the counselor’s role in 

school reform (Dahir, 2004). 

 The ASCA National Standards (1997) are divided into three domains: academic, 

career, and personal/social development. Each domain consists of three student standards 

and each standard includes competencies and indicators. For example, the academic 

development domain includes the following standard (A), competencies, and indicators: 

Standard A: Students will acquire the attitudes, knowledge and skills that 

contribute to effective learning in school and across the life span. 

Competency A1: Improve Academic Self-concept 

A1.1 articulate feelings of competence and confidence as learners 

   A1.2 display a positive interest in learning 

   A1.3 take pride in work and achievement 

   A1.4 accept mistakes as essential to the learning process 

A1.5 identify attitudes and behaviors leading to successful 



45 

              learning 

Competency A2: Acquire Skills for Improving Learning 

  A2.1 apply time-management and task-management skills 

   A2.2 demonstrate how effort and persistence positively affect                       

    learning 

   A2.3 use communication skills to know when and how to ask for  

     help 

   A2.4 apply knowledge and learning styles to positively  

     influence school performance 

Competency A3: Achieve School Success 

   A3.1 take responsibility for their actions 

   A3.2 demonstrate the ability to work independently, as well as 

     the ability to work cooperatively with other students. 

A3.3 develop a broad range of interests and abilities 

   A3.4 demonstrate dependability, productivity and initiative 

   A3.5 share knowledge (ASCA, 2003). 

The ASCA National Standards (1997) have been endorsed by ASCA, ACA, 

ACES, the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP), and the 

National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP). The standards, through 

a blend of theory and practice, establish what all students, from pre-kindergarten through 

grade twelve, should know, understand, and be able to do as a result of participating in a 

school counseling program (Dykeman, 1998). 
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 The ASCA National Standards (1997) clarified the role of PSCs, but did not 

achieve complete agreement between key stakeholders about which tasks are appropriate 

and inappropriate for counselors (Perusse & Goodnough, 2001). These authors found that 

secondary school principals (NASSP) and elementary school principals (NAESP) did not 

agree on appropriate and inappropriate PSCs’ roles and duties. For example, high school 

administrators still listed clerical tasks as duties to be performed by their counselors, 

while elementary school administrators agreed with the counselor duties defined by the 

ASCA National Standards that consider clerical work as incongruent or inappropriate 

counselor duties. This is problematic because the majority of PSCs work at the high 

school level. 

 Council for accreditation of counseling and related educational programs. 

Another source for counseling standards is the Council for Accreditation of Counseling 

and Related Educational Programs (CACREP, 2001). According to CACREP, PSCs need 

“knowledge and understanding of community, environmental, and institutional 

opportunities and barriers that enhance or hinder student academic, career, and 

personal/social success and overall development” (p. 28). The CACREP counselor 

standards focus on counselor education and preparation, rather than on implementation. 

 Variations between the different counseling standards have contributed to the 

confusion about the role of PSCs. ACES represents counselor educators and supervisors, 

ACA is the umbrella organization for all types of counselors (i.e. addiction and 

dependency, eating disorders, and sexual abuse recovery), and CACREP includes 

nonschool counselors (i.e. career, marriage/family, and gerontological counseling). A 
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unifying presence for professional school counseling has been provided by the Education 

Trust. 

The education trust. The Education Trust (TET) is a recent supporter of PSCs. 

Through collaboration with ASCA and ACES, TET developed the Transforming School 

Counseling Initiative (TSCI) and introduced a new definition of the New Vision School 

Counselor (TET, n. d.; Colbert, Vernon-Jones & Pransky, 2006). TSCI included eight 

elements for transforming counselor education programs: 

• Criteria for selecting and recruiting candidates for counselor education 

programs 

• Curricular content, structure, and sequences of courses 

• Methods of instructions, field experiences, and practices 

• Induction into the profession 

• Working relationships with community partners 

• Professional development for counselor educators 

• University/school district partnerships 

• University/state department partnerships (Perusse & Goodnough, 2001, p. 

102).  

The changes proposed by TET to the way PSCs are educated and trained support other 

ongoing counseling initiatives. 

TSCI also focuses on academic achievement, educational equity, and helping 

students develop social, emotional, and personal skills. TSCI consists of five domains: 
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Leadership, Advocacy, Teaming and Collaboration, Counseling and Coordination, and 

Assessment and Use of Data (The Education Trust, 1999). Embedded within the TSCI is 

a shift from a mental health mindset towards focusing on academic achievement for all 

students. This aspect of TSCI has not been widely accepted by PSCs, who have 

traditionally provided a range of services to students in academic, career, and 

personal/social areas (Perusse, et. al., 2004).  

 These organizations and initiatives helped PSCs move from simply providing 

services to implementing comprehensive, developmental counseling programs in a 

systematic method to all students.  By monitoring student progress using disaggregated 

process, perception, and results data, these programs play an essential part in educational 

reform. Still, PSCs need a framework to guide these systemic changes. 

The ASCA National Model 

 Following the publishing of the ASCA National Standards and TSCI, ASCA 

continued to advocate for PSCs to be included in national educational reform issues. One 

result of collaboration between ASCA and TET was the development of the ASCA 

National Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs (2005). This framework 

provides the structure necessary for school counseling program components. It defines 

PSCs’ role in implementing the program and “answers the question, ‘What do counselors 

do?’” (ASCA, 2005, p. 9). It also represents a paradigm shift for PSCs from being 

reactive to proactive as advocates for all students. No longer can PSCs wait for students 

to seek help; instead, ASCA encourages PSCs to be change agents for positive student 

outcomes. 
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A New Perspective 

 The ASCA National Model (2005) defines a school counseling program as 

“comprehensive in scope, preventative in design, and developmental in nature” (p. 13). 

Comprehensive school counseling programs provide services to all students, pre-

kindergarten through twelfth grade, and addresses what students need to know and be 

able to do in academic, career, and personal/social areas to be successful in school and 

beyond. Prevention education is provided through direct classroom guidance lessons and 

the ASCA National Model provides recommended time usage for PSCs at the elementary, 

middle, and high school levels. The ASCA National Model is also designed to meet the 

developmental needs of all students. Other aspects of the ASCA National Model include 

providing a delivery system, monitoring student progress, using data for decision making, 

and being implemented by state-credentialed PSCs. 

Model Elements 

 The ASCA National Model (2005) consists of four major themes: leadership, 

advocacy, collaboration and teaming, and systemic change. These themes guide the 

practice of PSCs and address current educational reform efforts. Through the research 

efforts of TET and ASCA, PSCs have demonstrated their ability to contribute towards 

“improving student achievement” through “ensuring equity and access to rigorous 

education for every student” (p. 24). The four themes are incorporated throughout the 

ASCA National Model. 

The ASCA National Model (2005) includes four elements: foundation, delivery 

system, management systems, and accountability. Also included in the model are 
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implementation suggestions, assorted sample documents, program audit forms, ASCA 

Ethical Standards for School Counselors, a glossary, and reference materials (ASCA). 

Foundation. The foundation element embodies the beliefs, assumptions, and 

philosophy, a mission statement, the three domains (academic, career, and 

personal/social), the ASCA National Standards (1997), competencies and indicators. It 

encourages linking the school counseling program mission statements of individual 

school sites, districts, and states with the ASCA National Model (2005). The foundation 

element includes suggestions for aligning the ASCA National Standards with state laws, 

regulations, policies, and guidelines. Samples of developmentally appropriate 

competencies are also provided. 

Delivery system. The delivery system element incorporates four components: 

school guidance curriculum, individual student planning, responsive services, and system 

support. The school guidance curriculum is the largest piece of the ASCA National Model 

(2005). It consists of classroom instruction, interdisciplinary curriculum, group activities, 

parent workshops and instruction. Individual student planning involves individual or 

small group appraisal and advisement (i.e. interest inventories, test score review, test-

taking strategies, and behavior plans). Responsive services address consultation, 

individual and small-group counseling, crisis counseling and response, referrals, and peer 

facilitation. The ASCA National Model stresses that professional “school counselors do 

not provide therapy” (p. 42). System support encompasses professional development, 

consultation, collaboration, teaming, program management, and operation. Examples of 
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system support include community outreach, data analysis, and fair share responsibilities 

(ASCA). 

Management system. The management system element involves management 

agreements, advisory council, use of data, action plans, use of time, and calendars. PSCs 

collaborate with school administrators to develop annual management agreements. These 

agreements address how students will access school counselors, domain responsibilities, 

counselor availability, programs and services offered to staff, parents, and the 

community, and professional collaboration. Guidelines for establishing and maintaining a 

school counseling program advisory council are also provided (ASCA, 2005). 

Areas of concern related to use of data include monitoring student progress, 

achievement-related, standards/competency-related, and disaggregated data. Program 

evaluation data involves process, perception, and results data. Data over time 

encompasses immediate, intermediate, and long-range time frames. Information is also 

included on data analysis and management, student portfolios and academic/career 

planning folders, and closing the gap (ASCA, 2005).  

School guidance curriculum action plans address lesson content, domains and 

standards, curriculum and materials, projected start and end dates, number of students 

impacted, and evaluation methods. The use of time section provides sample distribution 

of total school counselor time within the delivery system component for elementary, 

middle, and high schools. It also delineates lists of school counseling program activities, 

as well as non-school counseling program activities. A master calendar is developed, and 

then adapted for monthly and weekly use (ASCA, 2005). 



52 

 Accountability system. The accountability system element consists of the result 

reports, PSCs performance standards, and the program audit. These components help 

counselors answer the question, “How are students different as a result of the school 

counseling program?” (ASCA, 2005, p. 59). The results report identifies the target group 

of students, curriculum and materials used, type of service, -start and end dates, process, 

perception, and results data, and implications. The impact over time report includes 

student demographics, academic achievement, career development, attendance, retention, 

suspension/expulsion, and graduation data, as well as climate survey results.  

The thirteen school counselor performance standards are intended for self-

evaluation, and may be used as formal evaluation and appraisal tools if they meet district 

governing board and bargaining unit policies. The school counseling program audit 

assesses the implementation and results, helps identify strengths and weaknesses within 

the program, and establishes goals for the next school year. Each of the seventeen audit 

sections examines elements, domains, and components of the school counseling program 

in comparison to the ASCA National Model (2005). The criteria for accessing the level of 

school counseling program implementation include “none, in progress, completed, 

implemented, or not applicable” (ASCA). 

Additional Support for the ASCA National Model 

 The ASCA National Model Workbook (2004) and professional development 

opportunities support the ASCA National Model (2005). An ASCA presenter provides 

site-based training for implementing the ASCA National Model for individual schools or 

districts. The annual ASCA conference offers training sessions and workshops about the 
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ASCA National Model. The Recognized ASCA Model Program Award (2007) is presented 

at the annual conference to individual schools who have successfully implemented the 

ASCA National Model.  

 It is unknown, however, how many schools have implemented the ASCA National 

Model (2005). According to U.S. Department of Labor statistics, there were 248,000 

school counselors employed in 2004. Currently, the 20,000 members of ASCA represent 

only 8.06% of all PSCs (ASCA, 2007). Even if every ASCA member has implemented 

the ASCA National Model, what guides the remaining 91.94% of  PSCs, as well as how 

they are evaluated by school administrators, still remains unknown. 

Evaluating PSCs 

PSCs have traditionally been evaluated using protocols developed for evaluating 

classroom teachers (Anderson & Reiter, 1995; Bleuer, 1984; Carr, 1977; Naugle, 1999). 

For example, one study found that 38% of counselors were evaluated using a teacher 

evaluation instrument, 34% were evaluated informally, and 28% were not evaluated at all 

(Helm, 1994). Instrumental validity is compromised when an evaluation system is used 

on a different audience than for which it was intended (Bunch, 2002; Stronge, 1991). 

Teacher evaluation methods have ranged from identifying desirable characteristic traits to 

observing effective teaching behaviors and measuring student outcomes (Bullough, Clark 

& Patterson, 2003; Claudet, 1999; Conley, 1987; McNergney & Imig, 2002). The 

majority of teacher evaluation methods revolve around scheduled and unscheduled 

observations of direct instruction lessons (Studer & Sommers, 2000), and focus on 

cognition, differentiated instruction of content knowledge, assessment, and classroom 
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management skills (Anderson & Reiter, 1995; Naugle, 1999). Yet, direct observation of 

PSCs may be “inappropriate, inadequate, unethical, unprofessional, and perhaps, as in the 

case of some counseling situations, illegal” (Helm, 1995, pp. 112-113). 

History of Educational Evaluation 

School counseling is multi-dimensional, and direct instruction is just one 

component of a comprehensive, developmental program (ASCA, 2003; Myrick, 2003). 

Historically, the evaluation methods of PSCs do not involve all the dimensions of their 

work and do not reflect what they are expected to know and be able to do (Fairchild & 

Seeley, 1995; Gysbers, Hughley, Starr & Lapan, 1992; Schmidt, 1995; Synatschk, 2002). 

Traditional evaluation methods of PSCs contributes to the disconnect between school 

administrators’ expectations and counselors’ job performances (Lieberman, 2004).  

Ironically, school administrators experience a similar problem when they are 

evaluated (Catano & Stronge, 2006). These authors found that the evaluation instruments 

used to examine the job performance of building-level principals were inadequate when 

compared to the National Standards for School Leaders, developed by the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium. Alignment of evaluation instruments with state 

and national standards is essential, according to these authors, because it decreases role 

conflict and enhances communication of role expectations and responsibilities (2006). 

 Individual states attempted to rectify the lack of alignment between national 

counseling standards and evaluation methods by designing their own system for 

evaluating PSCs (Anderson & Reiter, 1995; Hartzell, 1995; Stronge & Helm, 1995). For 

example, Georgia attempted to identify and reinforce effective school counseling 
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practices, identify areas for improving services to students, and identify school 

counselors who did not meet the minimum standards. The Georgia Teacher Evaluation 

Form was adapted for use with school counselors by adding interviews, observations, 

student questionnaires, and staff questionnaires. After one year of use, the system was 

discontinued. Administrators found the system time consuming to implement when the 

majority of Georgia school counselors were “operating successfully” (Anderson & 

Reiter, 1995, p. 152). This finding is supported by W. Edwards Deming’s theory that 

95% of all workers perform well, based on their job descriptions, and only 5% of 

employees experience significant workplace problems (Rasch, 2004). 

 While a recent content analysis of the Journal of Counseling & Development 

identified 32 articles concerning training, supervision and evaluation of counselors, few 

empirical studies have been conducted on evaluation methods of PSCs (Nilsson, Love, 

Taylor & Slusher, 2007). This lack of research has led to formation of several new 

centers: Center for School Counseling Outcome Research, Center for Student Support 

Systems, the National Panel for School Counseling Evidence-Based Practice, and the 

National School Counseling Research Center (McGannon, Carey & Dimmitt, 2005). 

While researchers gather data on current evaluation methods, PSCs look to ASCA for 

leadership in establishing evaluation methods for their field. 

ASCA Evaluation Systems 

ASCA advocates that each PSC should be evaluated once a year, based on the 

counseling standards and competencies, “to ensure school counselor’s quality, high level 

performance, and continued professional growth” (ASCA, 2005, p. 63). Elements of the 



56 

annual evaluation should be based on ASCA’s PSCs job description and the school 

district’s written counseling program. Other essential elements include fair and equitable 

evaluation practices, and evaluation instruments that measure the expectations framed 

within professional standards (Astramovich & Kelly Coker, 2007; Catano & Stronge, 

2007; Ekstrom, Elmore, Schafer, Trotter & Webster, 2004; Stronge & Helm, 1990). 

 ASCA performance standards. The key resource for evaluating PSCs is the 

ASCA School Counselor Performance Standards, included in the ASCA National Model 

(2005). These standards “accurately reflect the unique training of school counselors and 

their responsibilities within the school system (ASCA, p. 62). The ASCA standards are:  

Standard 1: The PSC plans, organizes and delivers the school counseling program. 

Standard 2: The PSC implements the school counseling curriculum through the use of 

effective instructional skills and careful planning of structures group sessions for 

all students. 

Standard 3: The PSC implements the individual planning component by guiding 

individuals and groups of students and their parents or guardians through the 

development of educational and career plans. 

Standard 4: The PSC provides responsive services through the effective use of individual 

and small-group counseling, consultation and referral skills. 

Standard 5: The PSC provides system support through effective school counseling 

program management and support for other educational programs. 

Standard 6: The PSC discusses the counseling department management system and the 

program plans with the school administrator. 
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Standard 7: The PSC is responsible for establishing and convening an advisory council 

for the school counseling program. 

Standard 8: The PSC collects and analyze data to guide program direction and emphasis. 

Standard 9: The PSC monitors the students on a regular basis as they progress in school. 

Standard 10: The PSC uses of time and calendars to implement an efficient program. 

Standard 11: The PSC develops a results evaluation for the school counseling program. 

Standard 12: The PSC conducts a yearly program audit 

Standard 13: The PSC is a student advocate, collaborator and systems change agent (p. 

62).  

 Each School Counselor Performance Standard includes from two to seven criteria, 

providing additional evaluation data. For example, Standard 1 provides the following 

criteria to assist school administrators evaluate PSCs: 

1.1 A program is designed to meet the needs of the school. 

1.2 The PSC demonstrates interpersonal relationships with students.  

1.3 The PSC demonstrates positive interpersonal relationships with educational 

staff. 

1.4 The PSC demonstrates positive interpersonal relationships with parents or 

guardians (ASCA, 2005, p. 62). 

 The ASCA National Model (2005) provides performance standards that 

encompass the unique training necessary to fulfill the multi-dimensional responsibilities 

of today’s PSCs. The model incorporates ASCA National Standards delineating what 

every student needs to know and be able to do in the areas of academic, career, and 
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personal/social development. Additionally, the model furnishes an audit that compares 

the school counseling program with seventeen aspects of the ASCA National Model.  

 PSC’s self audit. One aspect of PSCs evaluation is the annual self-audit of the 

school counseling program. Program evaluation encompasses the fourteen audit sections 

of the ASCA National Model (2005): 

• Beliefs and Philosophy 

• Mission of School Counseling Programs 

• Domains and Goals 

• ASCA National Standards/Competencies 

• Delivery System 

• Individual Student Planning 

• Responsive Services 

• System Support 

• School Counselor/Administrator Agreements 

• Advisory Council 

• Use of Data and Student Monitoring 

• Use of Data and Closing the Gap 

• Actions Plans (Counseling Curriculum and Closing the Gap) 

• Use of Time/Calendar 

• Results Report 

• Counselor Performance Standards 

• Program Audit 
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 Counselors collect artifacts as part of the program evaluation to document 

their strengths, skills, competencies, training, awards, and accomplishments (Hackbarth 

James & Greenwalt, 2001). According to these authors, artifacts become part of PSCs’ 

working and presentation portfolios, and may include written documents, computer 

records, audio- or videotapes, interview transcripts, photographs, or work produced by 

students. They also recommend including artifacts in a portfolio as accountability 

evidence for annual program evaluation (i.e., vitas, resumes, and documentation of 

counseling coursework, practicum/internship records, post-degree supervision, work 

experience, professional credentials, continuing education, presentations, publications, 

and professional service).  

 Evaluation of individual PSCs needs to link to a formalized job description, 

appropriate counseling performance objectives and provide meaningful feedback (ASCA, 

2003). The Occupational Information Network provides a thorough description of the 

tasks, knowledge, skills, activities, context, styles, values, and interests necessary for 

school counselors (O*NET OnLine, 2007). ASCA recommends that the major duties, 

responsibilities, and functions of PSCs include developing, managing, and implementing 

a comprehensive, developmental school counseling program, as well as accountability.  

 To date, the ASCA National Model (2005) includes the most comprehensive 

evaluation system for PSCs. Most school districts, however, have not modified the 

evaluation instruments used by school administrators to evaluate PSCs to reflect the 

ASCA National Model. Instead, they continue to rely on general evaluation forms that are 

based on a certified teacher classroom observation format. 
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Summary of Related Literature 

 School administrators have historically had discretion over the multiple tasks and 

duties assigned to PSCs. Few school administrators, however, participated in college-

level coursework concerning comprehensive, developmental counseling programs. This 

lack of preparation for supervising PSCs likely negatively impacts students through 

inconsistent counseling services from school to school. 

 Since the introduction of counseling services in public schools in the early 1900s, 

the role of the counselor frequently changed in response to multiple influences. 

Numerous public laws, often authored by non-educators, traditionally failed to recognize 

or utilize the diverse training and skills of PSCs. Beginning with a vocational guidance 

emphasis, but later incorporating cognitive developmental theories, and influenced by 

legislation, school counseling continues to evolve in order to meet the changing needs of 

all students. This effort has been complicated by the varying perceptions and expectations 

placed on school counselors by key stakeholders. 

 Teachers, state school boards, and school administrators expect PSCs to perform 

different and often conflicting duties and tasks. Teachers value school counselors’ efforts 

to support classroom instruction, while state school boards expect counselors to support 

and supplement instruction. The range of school counselors’ duties and tasks expected by 

school administrators includes counseling services, as well as clerical, administrative, and 

supportive services, especially at the high school level. PSCs’ job descriptions vary 

according to the needs and demands of school administrators. The lack of clearly defined 
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expectations from key stakeholders has led to role ambiguity within the school 

counseling profession. 

 To meet contemporary educational demands, PSCs need to know the full range of 

job functions, duties, and tasks expected of them. Rarely are school administrators 

exposed to the fundamentals within a comprehensive, developmental school counseling 

program during their academic preparation for their administrative credentials. As a 

result, school administrators supervise and evaluate PSCs based on unclear expectations 

and role identities, suggesting a need for a more comprehensive evaluation protocol, such 

as those developed by ASCA and included in the ASCA National Model (2005). 

 The multiple and competing expectations of key stakeholders placed on school 

counselors contributes to the lack of a unified professional identity and clearly defined 

roles among counselors. Leading the reform efforts in school counseling programs, 

ASCA developed National School Counseling Standards (1997), and the National Model 

(2005), to provide a new perspective and clarify the roles and duties of PSCs.  

 The ASCA National Model (2005) provides multiple resources for developing, 

implementing, measuring, and sustaining a comprehensive, developmental counseling 

program. It has not been widely adopted, though, leaving the majority of PSCs to be 

evaluated by school administrators using invalid methods and protocols. The most 

commonly used evaluation system in educational settings was developed for use with 

classroom teachers through direct observation. Confidentiality and legal issues make 

direct observation of certain counseling activities an inappropriate evaluation measure. 

Attempts by individual states to design more appropriate evaluation methods for use with 
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PSCs have proven to be time-consuming and resource depleting. While current 

educational leadership literature does not directly address the need of implementing a 

more effective PSC evaluation model, role theory and LMX theory suggest that the 

widely-accepted classroom-teacher based evaluation system is problematic.  

 One example of an evaluation system that incorporates a formalized job 

description, appropriate performance objectives, and provides meaningful feedback is the 

ASCA National Model (2005). The ASCA School Counselor Performance Standards, 

incorporated with the model, include delineated criteria for evaluating PSCs that align 

with their training and responsibilities within twenty-first century schools. Yet, even with 

an improved evaluation protocol, school leaders may still have differing expectations of 

PSCs. Clearer, two-way communication about their roles would help PSCs better 

understand what administrators expect of them. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  

Chapter three provides the empirical framework for the investigation of the 

alignment of Arizona high school administrators’ expectations of PSCs, PSC evaluations, 

and field-specific performance standards as defined by the ASCA National Model (2005). 

Multiple data sources were analyzed to answer the four research questions: 

1.   To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align with 

the ASCA National Model? 

2.   To what extent do the evaluation instruments used by Arizona school 

administrators to evaluate PSCs align with the ASCA National Model? 

3.   To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align with 

the evaluation instruments utilized? 

4.   To what extent do Arizona school district PSC evaluation rubric scores vary by 

district size? 

The researcher used content analysis as the primary qualitative research 

perspective to investigate research questions one and two. The method of data generation 

was pliable and receptive to the social phenomena within high school environments 

(Mason, 1996), and provided a perspective not captured by quantitative research 

methods. Content analysis involved a systematic reading of a body of texts beyond the 

author’s perspective (Krippendorff, 2004). For triangulation purposes, instruments used 

to evaluation PSCs, and transcripts/field notes from interviews with school 

administrators about their expectations of PSCs were utilized to determine alignment 
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with the ASCA National Model (2005). The meaning of these data sources was analyzed 

from the researcher’s point of view as a participant observer, as she was employed full 

time as a professional elementary school counselor in Arizona. To improve “the division 

of perspective” between the researcher and the participants, the research focused on the 

high school level only (Mason, 1996, p. 64). 

The researcher used descriptive and inferential statistics as the primary 

quantitative research perspective to investigate research questions three and four, 

including frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA), and regressions. Post-hoc tests of ANOVA results included Tukey 

HSD comparisons. 

Alignment of School Administrators’ Expectations and the  

ASCA National Model 

Instrument Development 

The researcher conducted a pilot study to identify initial perceptions of high 

school administrators about the role of PSCs, to help facilitate instrument development of 

the final interview protocol. The research was limited to high schools only in an attempt 

to minimize any possible bias, as the researcher was employed as an elementary school 

counselor within Arizona. The school district that employed the researcher was not 

included in the pilot study or during the final stage of interviews to reduce any conflict of 

interest. 

Pilot study. The pilot study included interviewing administrators responsible for 

evaluating PSCs at six Arizona high schools. The high schools were selected because 
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they were located within the two largest metropolitan areas in Arizona, and served 

diverse student populations in three K-12 school districts. The range of minority students 

enrolled at each high school was from 30% to 97%. The range of students qualifying for 

federal food assistance programs was from 12% to 72%.  The range of English language 

learners was from 2% to 16%.  

 The interview protocol consisted of 7 semi-structured questions and 2 questions 

asking the number of PSCs employed at the school and the number of students currently 

enrolled (See Appendix A). The semi-structured questions addressed how students were 

assigned to individual counselors, the counselors’ roles, specific functions or activities 

performed by counselors, other duties assigned to counselors, skills and strengths 

necessary, how counselors impact student success, and counselors’ contributions to the 

school. The protocol also included key words and phrases to use as probes, allowing the 

researcher to ask clarifying, follow-up questions, as needed (Krippendorff, 2004). 

The researcher contacted each high school to identify the administrator 

responsible for evaluating PSCs. The six participants received informed consent 

documents, and five consented to be tape-recorded during the interview process. The 

researcher took detailed field notes during the semi-structured interviews, then 

transcribed the 5 interview tapes verbatim, and formalized the 6 sets of interview notes. 

The data from the interviews were analyzed based on the cross-sectional index of 

sorted and coded key words and phrases (Krippendorff, 2004). Cross-sectional indexing 

provided a constant procedure for indexing the entire data set based on a series of 

common standards and measures (Mason, 1996). The 5 interview transcripts and 6 sets of 
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field notes were reviewed, and key words and phrases were highlighted in different colors 

based on the four elements of the ASCA National Model (2005), as well as themes 

representing the responsibilities of PSCs valued by high school administrators. Then, the 

highlighted words and phrases were entered into a matrix to help with identification of 

ASCA (foundation, delivery system, management system, and accountability system) and 

non-ASCA (PSC skills and non-guidance duties) elements. The transcripts and field notes 

were reviewed again, recording the presence of any ASCA and non-ASCA elements. 

Next, frequencies of how often participants used words or key phrases related to PSC 

expectations were calculated.  

The outcomes of pilot study led the researcher to refining the interview protocol 

by removing one of the questions. Another outcome was reconsidering how to ensure 

representativeness of administrator perspectives from different areas of Arizona in the 

sample during the final stage of the research. 

Data and Sample 
 

The researcher chose a systematic sampling strategy to represent the diverse 

population within Arizona in selecting principals for interviews in the pilot study. Using 

standards for defining metropolitan (concentrations of 50,000 or more people) and 

micropolitan (cores of 10,000 to 49,999 people) statistical areas, developed by the 

Federal Office of Management and Budget (2000), the researcher determined the 

statistical status of each county. Seven counties were defined as metropolitan statistical 

areas, 6 counties as micropolitan statistical areas, and 2 counties as rural (without either 

type of geographic subdivision; see Table 3.1).  
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Table 3.1  

Statistical Areas within Arizona Counties 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 Metropolitan Statistical   Micropolitan Statistical   Rural Statistical  
 Areas     Areas     Areas 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Coconino Cochise Apache 

Maricopa Gila La Paz 

Mohave Graham  

Pima Greenlee  

Pinal Navajo  

Yavapai Santa Cruz  

Yuma   

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note. Adapted from the Federal Office of Management and Budget, 2000. 
 

Next, the number of school districts with high schools within each county was 

established by reviewing the list of all school districts, obtained from the Arizona 

Department of Education’s (2008) website, and eliminating any school district that did 

not include high schools. The remaining schools districts with high schools included 68 

school districts in metropolitan statistical areas, 35 school districts in micropolitan 

statistical areas, and 9 school districts in rural areas (see Table 3.2).  The 9 rural school 

districts included 10 high schools or 4.9% of the high schools within Arizona. To ensure 

the rural high schools were equally represented in the sample, the researcher assigned a 

number to each high school district and, using GraphPad Software (2007), an online 

random number generator, selected 3 districts from each statistical area (metropolitan, 

micropolitan, and rural).  
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Data Collection  

An email was sent to administrators from the Arizona public school districts with 

high schools, based on statistical sizes, identified by an online random number generator. 

The email invited them to participate in a brief interview about school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs, and included the researcher’s contact information. After 10 days, 

the researcher again attempted to contact the administrators if they had not responded to 

the first invitation. All contact was recorded in a log, documenting the details of all 

contact attempts. A third attempt to contact the administrators was made before the 

researcher moved on to the next randomly selected school district.  

Due to the limited number of school districts within rural counties, the researcher 

was not able to locate three administrators willing to participate in the research 

interviews. In an attempt to include the perspectives of administrators from smaller 

communities, the researcher adapted the sampling method by identifying the public 

school districts within Arizona that had at least one high school according to the number 

of students enrolled (see Table 3.2). Of the 111 Arizona public school districts, 15% had 

more than 10,000 students enrolled (n = 17), 42.5% had between 1,500 and 9,999 

students enrolled (n = 47), and 42.5% had less than 1,500 students enrolled (n = 47). 

Then, the researcher used convenience sampling by contacting small-sized school 

districts until three administrators agreed to participate in the research interviews. The 

researcher used the final interview protocol, which consisted of 6 semi-structured 

questions and 2 questions asking the number of PSCs employed at the school and the 

number of students currently enrolled (see Appendix 1). 
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Table 3.2 
 
Arizona Public High School Statistics by Counties  
________________________________________________________________________ 
   
 Counties  # of School  # of High # of H.S. Students % of AZ H.S. 
  in Arizona    Districts  Schools enrolled in county    Students 
 

Apache 7 8 4376 1.21 

Cochise 10 10 8538 2.37 

Coconino 6 8 9760 2.7 

Gila 4 5 2605 0.72 

Graham 4 4 3053 0.85 

Greenlee 3 3 452 0.13 

La Paz 2 2 843 0.23 

Maricopa 23 86 224961 62.36 

Mohave 6 7 8049 2.23 

Navajo 11 11 15004 4.16 

Pima 12 30 45453 12.6 

Pinal 9 10 13291 3.68 

Santa Cruz 3 3 3291 0.91 

Yavapai 10 11 9807 2.72 

Yuma 2 5 11279 3.13 

Totals 112 203 360762 100 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note. Adapted from Arizona Department of Education, 2008. 
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Like the pilot study, the semi-structured questions addressed how students were 

assigned to individual counselors, the counselors’ roles, specific functions or activities 

performed by counselors, other duties assigned to counselors, skills and strengths 

necessary, how counselors impact student success, and counselors’ contributions to the 

school. The protocol also included key words and phrases to use as probes, allowing the 

researcher to ask clarifying, follow-up questions, as needed (Krippendorff, 2004). 

The researcher contacted each high school to identify the administrator 

responsible for evaluating PSCs. The ten participants received informed consent 

documents, and ten consented to be tape-recorded during the interview process. After the 

interviews, the researcher transcribed the 10 interview tapes verbatim. 

The data from the interviews were analyzed, using the same methodology as the 

pilot study, based on a cross-sectional index of sorted and coded key words and phrases 

(Krippendorff, 2004). Cross-sectional indexing provided a constant procedure for 

indexing the entire data set based on a series of common standards and measures (Mason, 

1996). The 10 interview transcripts were reviewed, and key words and phrases were 

highlighted in different colors based on the four elements of the ASCA National Model 

(2005), as well as themes representing the responsibilities of PSCs valued by high school 

administrators. Then, the highlighted words and phrases were entered into a matrix to 

help with identification of ASCA (foundation, delivery system, management system, and 

accountability system) and non-ASCA (PSC skills and non-guidance duties) elements. 

The transcripts were reviewed again, recording the presence of any ASCA and non-

ASCA elements.   



71 

Data Analysis 

The data was assessed through frequency counts and percentages to determine if 

high school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align with the ASCA National Model 

(2005).  

Reliability . According to Krippendorff (2004), reliability data are records made 

by two or more measuring methods of the same set of phenomena. Content analysis uses 

unitizing, such as isolating conversational moments within an interview, and coding, such 

as recording, transcribing, categorizing, or interpreting units of data, as the “data-making 

processes” (p. 219). This study utilized key terms and phrases as the unit of measure to 

capture meaning from interviews with high school administrators. Mason (1996) 

advocated that researchers account for how they have achieved their stated degree of 

reliability and accuracy through triangulation. The researcher employed triangulation.  

Validity . Within content analysis, several types of validity are often examined to 

determine if the research “measures, explicates or illuminates whatever it claims to 

measure, explicate or illuminate” (Mason, 1996, p. 89). Mason endorsed validation of 

data generation methods and validation of interpretation through descriptive narratives. 

To measure the rigor, quality, and potential of this research, descriptive narratives have 

been carefully and accurately reported throughout the research as part of the validation 

process. 

In addition, Krippendorff (2004) defined multiple validity measures relevant to 

this study. Sampling validity determines to what extent a sample of texts precisely 

represents the population of interest in whose place it is analyzed, as well as to what 
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extent the sample exemplifies phenomena that lies outside the sample and the population 

of interest (Krippendorff, 2004). Semantic validity determines to what extent the 

categories of an analysis of texts agree to the meanings these texts have within the chosen 

context (Krippendorff, 2004). In this study, the categories included the actual elements of 

the ASCA National Model (2005). Structural validity determines to what extent available 

data corresponds to the rules of inference (Krippendorff, 2004). Functional validity 

determines to what extent a content analysis corresponds with what successful analyses 

have done (Krippendorff, 2004).  

This study paralleled the content analysis methods used by Catano and Stronge 

(2006) utilizing descriptive narratives of the validation process. Catano and Stronge 

reviewed the text within principal evaluation instruments from 100 school districts in 

Virginia to pinpoint the “areas of emphasis” (p. 227). Next, they determined the extent 

that the evaluation instruments represented the instructional leadership and managerial 

attributes identified in national (Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium) and 

Virginia State standards for principals. These authors identified 5 categories from the 

ISLLC Standards of Accreditation role responsibilities for school principals, and 

conducted frequency counts of the number of times the defined categories were located 

within the principal evaluation instruments. In this study, the researcher used the ASCA 

National Model (2005) instead of ISLLC Standards of Accreditation. In Virginia, state 

standards had been established for principals, while in Arizona, PSC standards have been 

adapted from the ASCA National Model. By using “aggregation, numbers and counting in 

a meaningful fashion” (Mason, 1996, p. 155), and providing a detailed explanation of the 
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research process, the validity of this parallel research on Arizona school counselors was 

strengthened. 

Alignment of Evaluation Instruments with the ASCA National Model 

ASCA Rubric Instrument Development 

The researcher utilized content analysis methods to review evaluation instruments 

for PSCs in Arizona. A three-point scoring rubric, designed by the researcher, will be 

referred to as the ASCA Rubric throughout this research (see Appendix C).  The ASCA 

Rubric measured the level of alignment between the instruments used to evaluate PSCs 

and eleven evaluation elements from the ASCA National Model (2005), including PSC 

performance standards and elements of ASCA’s school counseling program audit form. 

For example, each counselor evaluation instrument was reviewed to determine the level 

of inclusion of individual student planning. A score of 0 indicated a lack of inclusion of 

this service; a score of 1 indicated limited evidence that the service was provided; and a 

score of 2 indicated adequate evidence that the service was provided. The possible total 

ASCA Rubric score ranged from 0 to 22. The ASCA Rubric was reviewed by experts in 

the fields of school counseling and educational leadership for validity.  

Data and Sample 

Instruments used to evaluate PSCs by high school administrators were obtained 

from 103 of the 111 school districts with high schools within the state of Arizona (93% 

return rate), and were primary sources of solicited, public documents (Bryman & 

Burgess, 1994). The researcher contacted the 111 school districts by phone, email, fax, 

mail and personal visits, requesting a copy of the current instruments used to evaluate 
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PSCs by high school administrators. A second (and third) request was sent if the 

evaluation instrument was not received within 14 (28) days. The researcher recorded the 

type of evaluation instrument used within each district, (e.g., unique form specific to the 

role of PSCs, standard form used with all certified staff, or informal checklist of duties) 

as well as documented the eight school districts that did not employ PSCs. 

The content analysis of the evaluation documents in this study paralleled the 

methods used by Catano and Stronge (2006) because no comparable studies within the 

field of school counseling were found through an extensive search of relevant literature. 

Catano and Stronge measured the alignment between principal evaluation and 

performance standards by analyzing the instruments used to evaluate principals from the 

school districts within the state of Florida. Analyzing the instruments used to evaluate 

PSCs within the state of Arizona was an efficient method of determining the alignment 

between PSC evaluation and performance standards set by the ASCA National Model 

(2005). 

Data Collection 

The researcher trained two graduate students majoring in school counseling, to 

score the evaluation forms. They were selected because of their familiarity with the ASCA 

National Model (2005), standard counseling duties, and their willingness to participate in 

the study. The training involved 30 minutes of reviewing the ASCA National Model, and 

then 30 minutes of clarification of key components and counseling skills, as defined by 

the ASCA Program Audit Form. Next, they collectively scored three evaluation forms to 

enhance their reliability and validity. The use of 3 coders improved the intercoder 
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reliability of the research (Krippendorff, 2004). Catano and Stronge (2006) used two 

coders and set intercoder reliability at 80% agreement. In this study, when two coders 

agreed 100% on the score, the third scorer did not review that evaluation instrument. If 

the coders did not agree on the score, the researcher reviewed the instrument and 

intercoder reliability was set at 66% (2 out of 3 coders must agree on the final score).  

Next, the remaining evaluation forms were divided between the graduate students, 

who scored them at home. Two days later, they exchanged forms and scored the 

remaining evaluation forms. They returned the evaluation forms and ASCA Rubric 

scoring sheets to the researcher. If their scores did not match, the researcher scored the 

evaluation form. Once the coders had reached a consensus score of at least 66% scoring 

agreement (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996; Miles & Huberman, 1994), the final ASCA Rubric 

score determined if a school district’s evaluation instrument aligned with the ASCA 

National Model (2005).  

Data Analysis 

The researcher conducted a content analysis organized around the four 

components of the ASCA National Model (2005), as well as emerging themes and areas 

of emphasis identified in evaluation instruments of PSCs. To parallel the research 

methods of Catano and Stronge (2006), the analysis consisted of:  

(a) Identifying a target population: Arizona public high school administrators; 

(b) Determining a coding unit: key terms and phrases;  

(c) Determining categories: 4 elements from the ASCA National Model; 

(d) Identifying emerging categories: PSC skills and non-guidance duties;  
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(e) Calculating frequencies: number of times key terms and phrases appeared in 

each evaluation instrument;  

(f) Appraising reliability: use of two trained, independent, external scorers;  

(g) Appraising validity: replicating the research methods of an existing, published 

research study;   

(h) Considering limitations of analysis: limiting effect of participant researcher’s 

bias by studying high school level only; and  

(i) Confirming ethical safeguards and considerations: complying with all human 

subjects’ research protocol.   

Overall frequency counts of the themes and areas of emphasis helped establish the 

alignment between the instruments used to evaluate Arizona PSCs and the ASCA 

National Model (2005). 

Reliability.  Reliability was addressed through the use of 2 trained, independent, 

external coders (Krippendorff, 2004), in addition to the researcher, as well as achieving a 

consensus score of at least 66% scoring agreement (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). 

Validity.  The researcher set 75% as an acceptable return rate of evaluation 

instruments to draw inferences, as Catano and Stronge (2006) achieved a 73% return rate 

in their study. Functional validity determines to what extent a content analysis 

corresponds with what successful analyses have done previously (Krippendorff). For this 

purpose, this study paralleled the nine research methods used by Catano and Stronge. 
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Alignment of Administrators’ Expectations of PSCs and the  

Evaluation Instruments 

Arizona Rubric Instrument Development 

The researcher continued utilizing content analysis methods to review each 

evaluation instruments a second time. A scoring rubric, designed by the researcher, 

referred to as the Arizona Rubric throughout this research (see Appendix D), measured 

the level of alignment between the instruments used to evaluate PSCs and Arizona 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs. For example, each counselor evaluation instrument 

was reviewed for inclusion of the key terms and phrases identified during interviews with 

public high school administrators. A point was tallied each time a key term or phrase 

appeared in the PSC evaluation instrument. The lowest possible total Arizona Rubric 

score was 0, which would indicate that no key terms or phrases identified during the 

interviews were found within the evaluation instrument. The Arizona Rubric included 

subsections that included ASCA National Model (2005) elements (e.g., foundation, 

delivery system, management system, and accountability system) and subsections of 

Non-ASCA elements (e.g., PSC skills, and non-guidance duties). Subtotals were tallied 

for ASCA elements and Non-ASCA elements, then the two subtotals were added together 

to determine the total Arizona Rubric score for each evaluation instrument. 

Data and Sample 

 This portion of the study used the same evaluation instruments already obtained 

from 103 of the 111 school districts with high schools within the state of Arizona (93% 

return rate). Forty of the districts were small-size (less than 1,500 students enrolled), 46 
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districts were medium-size (between 1,500 and 9,999 students enrolled, while 17 districts 

were large-size (more than 10,000 students enrolled).  

Data Collection 

 The researcher assessed each instrument used to evaluate PSCs using the Arizona 

Rubric, recording each time a key term or phrase used by 10 Arizona public high school 

principals and assistant principals to describe their expectations of PSCs appeared within 

the text of the evaluation instrument (see Appendix B). A single scorer was used during 

this portion of the study because of the researcher’s familiarity with the key terms and 

phrases after conducting the interviews in both the pilot study and the final interview 

phase. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher continued to apply content analysis consistent with the research 

methods of Catano and Stronge (2006). Frequency counts of ASCA element and Non-

ASCA element key words and phrases helped determine the level of alignment between 

the expectations of PSCs held by Arizona administrators and the instruments used to 

evaluate Arizona PSCs. The frequency counts of key terms and phrases established a 

pattern of written communication that allowed the researcher to “make valid inferences 

from text” (Catano & Stronge, p.227). 

 Reliability . According to Mason (1996), researchers improve their degree of 

reliability and accuracy through “thorough, careful, honest, and accurate” data generation 

and analysis that is “appropriate to the research questions” (p. 146). Reliability was 

addressed by having the researcher conduct the interviews that identified the key terms 
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and phrases, as well as scoring the evaluation forms using the Arizona Rubric and the 

ASCA Rubric.  

Validity . Mason (1996) stated that “careful retracing and reconstruction” of the 

methods and interpretation a researcher used throughout a study improves validity (p. 

152). She also advocated using qualitative interviews along with other research strategies 

as methodological triangulation. By developing similar rubrics, using the same key terms 

and phrases, and incorporating the same ASCA elements throughout this research, 

different data sets were generated concerning the same phenomena, thereby 

demonstrating semantic validity. 

Rubric Score Variations by District Sizes 

Data and Sample 

 The researcher noted differences in data from small-sized school districts 

compared to medium- and large-sized school districts throughout the study, so question 4 

was added to help understand if district size impacted the ASCA Rubric or Arizona 

Rubric scores. This portion of the research used the same data and sample as previously 

reported, including the 103 Arizona public school districts with high schools. 

Data Collection 

In order to determine the extent that Arizona school district PSC evaluation rubric 

scores varied by the size of a school district, the researcher created a spreadsheet, using 

data previously discussed. These included: the unique number anonymously identifying 

each school district (n = 103), if a specific PSC evaluation form was used (1 = no, 2 = 

yes), district size codes according to size (1 = small, 2 = medium, 3 = large), the ASCA 
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Rubric score (measured the alignment between the ASCA National Model and the PSC 

evaluation instruments used in Arizona), and the Arizona Rubric score (measured the 

alignment between Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs and the PSC evaluation 

instruments used in Arizona).  

Data Analysis 
 
 One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), hierarchical multiple regressions, and 

post-hoc tests were conducted using a SPSS (statistical software package). In this study, 

the independent variables were small-, medium-, and large-sized districts, and the 

absence or presence of a specific PSC evaluation form. The dependent variables were the 

ASCA Rubric and Arizona Rubric scores. According to Girden (1992), main effects 

reveal whether the dependent variable differs by different levels or categories of the 

independent variable. 

 ANOVAs compare more than two groups and examine the main effects of 

categorical independent variables in relation to a continuous or scaled dependent variable 

(Girden, 1992). ANOVAs test for the variance in a single continuous dependent variable 

as it is apportioned across the groups formed by the categories of one or more 

independent variables, depending on the type (Girden). One-way ANOVAs also test for 

differences between the means of groups that are classified on only one independent 

variable and where there is only one main effect (Girden). For example, the researcher 

first performed a one-way ANOVA to examine mean differences in ASCA Rubric scores 

(continuous dependent variable) by sizes of school districts to determine whether the 

differences in means were statistically significant (Girden). Statistical significance 
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(p<.05) indicates there is a 95 percent probability that the researcher will avoid a Type I 

error and reject the null hypothesis correctly (i.e., all three school district sizes have equal 

variances). A Type 1 error occurs when the researcher rejects the null hypothesis even 

though it is true. A null hypothesis is the assumption that there is no true difference 

between groups or any difference statistically between them due to sampling errors 

(Girden). In addition, Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests were used to pinpoint where the 

differences occurred. 

 Hierarchical multiple regression (HMR) explores the relationship between one 

continuous dependent variable from a set of interdependent variables. HRM holds 

constant the other independent variables to determine the relationship of a specific 

independent variable to a dependent variable. HMR can be used to test the predictive 

power of a set of variables and to assess the relative contribution of each individual 

variable to determine which variable is the best predictor of an outcome (Pallant, 2005). 

 The constant independent variable selected by the researcher for the HMR was 

‘district size.’ while the excluded independent variable was ‘PSC evaluation.’ The HMR 

was conducted with each of the dependent variables (ASCA Rubric and Arizona Rubric). 

The first R Square (R2) value represents the percentage of variance in the outcome 

attributed to district size. The Adjusted R2 value represents the percentage of variance in 

the outcome attributed to ‘district size’ and ‘PSC evaluation.’ 

 HMR models utilize two coefficient values: unstandardized (b) and standardized 

(β). If the β value is a positive number, then there is a positive relationship between the 

predictor and the outcome. If the β value is a negative number, then a negative 
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relationship exists between the predictor and the outcome. Beta values have been 

standardized so that they can be measured on the same scale in standard deviation units 

(i.e., mean of zero and a standard deviation of 1). Beta values indicate the scale in 

predicting the variance in the dependent variable in relation to other Beta values within 

the HMR model. 

Summary of the Methodology 

 This chapter has described the methods used throughout this mixed-method 

research study. The pilot study involved six Arizona high schools with demographics 

similar to the sample used throughout the research. Ten final interviews were conducted, 

transcribed, and indexed based on key words and phrases. Instruments used to evaluate 

PSCs were reviewed to determine if they align with the ASCA National Model (2005), or 

with Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs. Content analysis of the evaluation 

instruments, interview transcripts/field notes, and Rubric scores were triangulated to 

compare with the four research questions. One-way Analysis of Variance and Tukey’s 

HSD post-hoc tests were used to determine if ASCA Rubric and Arizona Rubric means 

differed by school district size and if these differences were statistically significant. HMR 

was used to control the possible effects of the independent variables (i.e., district sizes, 

and PSC evaluation forms) while assessing if the dependent variable were still able to 

predict a significant amount of variance in ASCA Rubric and Arizona Rubric scores. 

Chapter Four presents the results obtained with these research methods. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

This chapter provides the qualitative and quantitative results of the investigation 

of the alignment between the evaluation of Arizona professional school counselors 

(PSCs) and national counseling standards included in the ASCA National Model (2005). 

The researcher compares the alignment between Arizona instruments used to evaluate 

PSCs and the ASCA National Model. Also, the researcher assesses Arizona school 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs and explores the impact of school district size in 

Arizona (see Figure 4.1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 Alignment of Arizona Public High School Administrators’ Expectations  
of PSCs, ASCA National Model, and Arizona PSCs’ Evaluation Instruments 

 The results are organized according to the following research questions: 
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1. To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align 

with the ASCA National Model? 

2. To what extent do the evaluation instruments used by Arizona school 

administrators to evaluate PSCs align with the ASCA National Model? 

3. To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align 

with the evaluation instruments utilized? 

4. To what extent do Arizona school district PSCs evaluation rubric scores vary 

by district size? 

Alignment of Arizona School Administrators’ Expectations of PSCs to the  

ASCA National Model 

In order to assess the alignment between school administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs and the ASCA National Model (2005), the researcher interviewed ten Arizona 

public high school principals and assistant principals from seven school districts. The 111 

public school districts were grouped by size (small: less than 1,500 students; medium: 

between 1,500 and 10,000 students; and large: more than 10,000 students). Using a 

systematic sampling strategy, three districts from each group were selected through a 

random number generator to ensure fair representation of different sized districts. Only 

two small-sized districts and two medium-sized districts agreed to allow administrators to 

participate in the interviews, so the researcher used convenience sampling and contacted 

additional large-sized districts until a total of ten interviews were completed.  The 

interviewed administrators had primary responsibility for evaluating the PSCs at their 

school sites.  
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Characteristics of Interview Participants 

The Arizona public high school administrators interviewed consisted of six males 

and four females. Four of the administrators were principals and six were assistant 

principals. One administrator was African-American, two were Hispanic, and seven were 

Anglo. Their years of experience as high school administrators ranged from one to more 

than twenty (see Table 4.1). Two schools were located in small-sized districts, two 

schools were in medium-sized districts, and six schools were in large-sized districts. 

Table 4.1  

Characteristics of Arizona Administrators Interviewed (N=10) 

 
Administrator  

 
Position 

 
Gender 

 
Ethnicity  

 
Years of 

Experience 

 
District 

Size 

 
A 

 
Principal 

 
Male 

 
Anglo 

 
10 

 
Large 

B Asst. Principal Female Anglo 3 Large 

C Asst. Principal Female Anglo 5 Large 

D Asst. Principal Male Anglo 1 Large 

E Asst. Principal Male Hispanic 5 Large 

F Asst. Principal Female Af. Am. 7 Large 

G Principal Male Anglo 20+ Small 

H Principal Male Anglo 20+ Medium 

I Asst. Principal Female Hispanic 5 Medium 

J Principal Male Anglo 20+ Small 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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Arizona Public High School Administrators’ Expectations of PSCs 

During the interviews, administrators used a variety of key terms and phrases to 

describe their expectations of PSCs. The researcher coded for manifest or evident content 

descriptions, then expectations, thus identifying key terms and phrases (Krippendorff, 

2004). Next, the key terms and phrases were analyzed deductively, by grouping them in 

categories established by the ASCA National Model (2005). An inductive analysis 

followed using the remaining key terms and phrases to form thematic categories not 

supported by the ASCA National Model. 

The researcher identified six categories of expectations that the ten Arizona public 

high school administrators held for PSCs. Four categories directly link with the ASCA 

National Model (2005): foundation, delivery system, management system, and 

accountability. Two categories of expectations do not directly link with the ASCA 

National Model: PSC skills and non-guidance duties. Each category is briefly reviewed 

below, with the key terms and phrases sorted into each category (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3; 

see Figure 4.2).  

Table 4.2 

ASCA National Model Categories of Arizona Public High School Administrators’ 
Expectations of PSCs 

ASCA  Thematic   
Category Category  Key terms and phrases  
Foundation 
  Counseling  develop students’ academic/career/ 
  domains  personal/social skills 
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Delivery system 
  School guidance substance abuse prevention, guidance  
  curriculum  curriculum, classroom presentations,  
     implement programs, support academic 
     success, implement initiatives and prevention 
     programs 
 
  Individual student English language learners, 
  planning  socioeconomic status, closing 
     the gap, diversity, advanced 
     placement, honors, awards, transitions, 
     orientation, graduation, 4 year plans, 
     drop out rate, post-secondary, scholarships, 

letters of recommendation, information about 
universities/colleges/vocational/trade 
schools/military, recruiters, individualized  
educational plans, 504 accommodation plans, 
alternative education options, special education, 
career & technical education courses, work 
programs 

 
  Responsive services support groups, interventions, 
     pregnancy, deal with students’ crises, 
     mandatory reporting of abuse and threats  
     to students, conflict management, peer 
     mediation, respond to problems, deliver services 
 

System support district level duties, community outreach, provide 
information, vital/integral school-wide committee 
member, establishes and maintains relationships 
with coworkers/students’ families/outside 
agencies/community members, huge role, school 
improvement, academic rigor 

 
Management system 
  Use of data  ACSA national model, comprehensive 
     competency-based guidance 
 
  Use of time  case load, alpha order 
 
Accountability system 

Results reports  reports, record keeping, documentation 
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ASCA National Model Categories of Arizona School Administrators’ Expectations 

of PSCs  

Foundation. The Foundation category embodied the elements of the ASCA 

National Model’s (2005) foundation category, including beliefs, assumptions, and 

philosophy, a mission statement, the three domains (academic, career, and 

personal/social), the ASCA National Standards, competencies and indicators (2003). The 

foundation category key terms and phrases used by Arizona public high school 

administrators were limited to the academic, personal/social, and career domains, 

resulting in a frequency rate of 9% (n= 31; see Figure 4.2). For example, [Counselors’] 

top priority is doing academic counseling and guidance,” according to Administrator B. 

Administrator F also explained:  

There’s the academic domain where [counselors] help students plan a course  

of study for throughout the time they are in high school. Of course, there is the  

personal/social domain where they help students learn skills to deal with  

their problems.” 
 
This administrator expected his PSC to help ninth grade students develop four-year plans 

that would lead to graduation, as well as dealing with problems that might impact their 

academic progress. 

No mention was made by any of the administrators during the interviews of 

foundational concepts like mission statements, philosophies, or counseling standards. The 

administrators were well aware of the areas of emphasis (academic, career, and 
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personal/social domains) that counselors address in their guidance lessons, yet they did 

not appear to know that these domains are part of the first level of the ASCA National 

Model (2005). 

 

Management 
System, 

n  = 21, 6%

Delivery
System, 

n = 280, 82%

Foundation, 
n  = 31, 9%

Accountability 
System, 

n  = 11, 3%

 

 

Figure 4.2 ASCA Thematic Categories Frequency Rates 

 

Delivery system. The Delivery System category incorporated four components: 

school guidance curriculum, individual student planning, responsive services, and system 

support. The school guidance curriculum is the largest piece of the ASCA National Model 

(2005) and consisted of classroom instruction, interdisciplinary curriculum, group 

activities, parent workshops and instruction. Individual student planning involved 

individual or small group appraisal and advisement (i.e., interest inventories, test score 

review, test-taking strategies, and behavior plans). Responsive services addressed 

consultation, individual and small-group counseling, crisis counseling and response, 
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referrals, and peer facilitation. System support encompassed professional development, 

consultation, collaboration, teaming, program management, and operation. Examples of 

system support included community outreach, data analysis, and fair share 

responsibilities (ASCA). 

The delivery system category generated by far the largest list of key terms and 

phrases (82%; see Figure 4.2).  Administrator H stated the importance of the school 

guidance curriculum: 

My counselors are very pro-active. The feeling is to try and prevent a problem 

rather than react to it. They get in the classroom and do the [comprehensive 

competency-based guidance] model. They spend 25% of their time in the 

classrooms, in front of each ninth, tenth, eleventh and twelfth grade class. 

They’re highly involved on our campus. 

Administrator F valued the classroom presentations and guidance curriculum his PSCs 

were implementing. Their prevention initiatives were seen as more helpful than a reactive 

mindset. He also viewed his PSCs as active faculty members, involved in school-wide 

activities: 

Counselors have also taken on extra things that they feel are important.  

And one of the things they have been working on with our principal [during] 

the last couple of years is a lot of prevention [programs.] So, for example, 

we have counseling to prevent kids from using drugs, but we also have a 
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new type of session for when kids have been suspended for abusing or 

possessing illicit drugs. So they have about eight sessions, each two hours 

long, after school – which is a huge time commitment for a counselor 

 [Administrator B]. 

The following hypothetical example of a two-phase prevention program demonstrates 

how PSCs help increase the academic success of students. By implementing a substance 

abuse prevention curriculum, the PSCs are able to present the information to all students. 

Then, when more intensive intervention is indicated, such as following a suspension for 

possession of illegal substances on campus, the PSCs provide small group counseling to 

those students, reducing the likelihood of future drug-related suspensions, and improving 

the likelihood of student success. 

An area of concern interview participants expressed was the disparity of academic 

success between Anglo students and minority students. According to Administrator I, 

counselors need to believe “that minority students, about 65% of our kids, can achieve at 

high rates.” PSCs work to “close the achievement gap” by helping each student create an 

academic plan for the 4 high school years. Other valued aspects of individual student 

planning included identifying students for honors and advanced placement [AP] courses, 

providing information and access to AP courses, and educating teachers about the value 

of offering an open enrollment process for AP courses.  

According to ASCA (2005), counselors have traditionally worked with gifted, 

college-bound students (15%) and students most at risk of failing in school (15%). For 
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example, behaviorally challenged students are the types of students most frequently 

referred by teachers to meet with a counselor. By expanding their services to include all 

students, PSCs improve the likelihood of academic success for remaining students (60%). 

Another important individual planning service provided by PSCs helps identify 

under-performing students: 

We have an AVID program, which the counselors help oversee. It’s Advanced 

Individual Determination and it’s a program for students who are on the bubble – 

those students who are B or C, sometimes D students who just need that extra 

push to be involved in college preparatory courses, to have an entire different 

view of education than they ever had before [Administrator F]. 

By reviewing and disaggregating school-wide data, PSCs help provide information, 

resources, and access to educational services for ‘gray area’ students. 

Coordinating the wide range of post secondary options available for high school 

students is another huge role of PSCs, according to interview participants. This includes 

credit checks, providing information about vocational programs, career and technical 

education (CTE), meeting with military and college recruiters, writing letters of 

recommendation, and overseeing visits to college and universities. Administrator B 

agreed about the value of individual student planning, stating that there are, “programs 

outside of our school where [students] can [go], so say a student is behind, then they can 
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make up credits. They might go to [community college or] they might go to weekend 

school [in another district].” 

Responsive services, the activities necessary to meet the immediate needs and 

concerns of students, their parents/guardians, and the staff, constitute 25%-35% of a high 

school counselor’s use of time (ASCA, 2005). These services include consultation, 

individual and small-group counseling, crisis counseling and response, referrals, and peer 

facilitation. The ability of PSCs to take appropriate, immediate action was appreciated: 

Some of our counselors wind up doing a lot of mandatory reporting, so kids  

do go in and talk to them about problems they are having, which they then  

legally have to report. A lot of those reports come out of counseling. So I  

know they are talking to kids and I know they are dealing with that stuff  

[Administrator F]. 

The competency to “manage crises” and “support students and their families” was 

important to AZ public high school administrators. For example, Administrator D stated 

that PSCs make a “bigger contribution than most people realize” to the success of a high 

school. The importance of PSCs to a school’s success was repeated throughout the 

interviews. Administrators expressed how their time is consumed by managing the school 

facility, leading and evaluating the staff, adhering to federal, state, and district mandates, 

and the endless paperwork. They relied on their PSCs to provide the human element, 

connecting with students, families and staff members. For example, Administrator J 

valued the facilitating provided by his PSC: 
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[The counselor] serves as a liaison to the teachers. As a former teacher,  

moving into a quasi-administrator role, she still has a connection with the  

teachers that I don’t have. She bridges between us. She goes out there and  

feels things out – tests the water – gets feedback. Her skills make every  

easier for us. When we’re talking about changing our discipline plan, she’s  

asking how’s that going to impact the academics, the career, scholarships,  

etc. She helps us get that big picture.  

The importance interview participants place on the delivery system is evident, as this 

category was 82% of all the key terms and phrases identified during the interviews (n = 

280; see Figure 4.2). 

Management system. The Management System category included the tools and 

organizing structures needed to manage a high school counseling program. For example, 

management agreements are developed annually in collaboration with school 

administrators to address how students will access school counselors, domain 

responsibilities, counselor availability, programs and services offered to staff, parents, 

and the community, and professional development (ASCA, 2005). Seven of the interview 

participants referred to the need for establishing clearly defined areas of responsibility for 

each PSC. Another important component of the MS is use of data, including monitoring. 

The management system category was derived from key terms and phrases administrators 

used in their interviews, including student assignment by alpha order, caseloads, 
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comprehensive competency-based guidance programs (CCBG), and the ASCA National 

Model (2005). The size of a PSCs’ caseload has a dramatic impact on student success 

because it can limit students’ ability to access counseling services. For example, 

according to Administrator I, the counselor caseload at his school is 1:550, “over the 

national average, way beyond what’s recommended in the [ASCA] National Model 

[1:250].” He also mentioned that the counselors are assigned to work with students “by 

alphabetical order using students’ last names.”  This practice does not consider students’ 

individual needs, or PSCs’ individual strengths and areas of expertise. The frequency rate 

of the management system key terms and phrases was 4% (n = 21; see Figure 4.2). 

Accountability system. The Accountability System category was derived of key 

terms and phrases that interview participants used when interviewed about their 

expectations of PSCs. The key terms and phrases align with ASCA National Model 

(2005) components such as data analysis, professional school counselor performance 

standards, and the counseling program audit. The documentation recommended by ASCA 

helps administrators and PSCs understand how students are different as a result of the 

school counseling program. The disaggregated data helped identify the targeted group of 

students and the types of services they needed. Process, perception, and results data 

included student demographics, academic achievement, career development, attendance, 

retention, suspension/expulsion, and graduation data, as well as climate survey results. 

The key terms and phrases identified with accountability included reports, record 

keeping, and documentation. Federal, state and district policies mandate multiple forms 

of documenting, frustrating several of the administrators. According to Administrator H, 
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there is “lots of paperwork, [trying to] stay on top of requirements from the state.”  As 

another example of necessary documentation, Administrator E stated, “we [have] our 

own appraisal form that we use and go by with the competencies with CCBG 

[comprehensive competency-based guidance] that the state and our district have 

adopted.”  Despite the pressure administrators shared about the need for documentation 

and accountability, the frequency rate of the accountability system key terms and phrases 

was only 2% (n = 11; see Figure 4.2).  

Non-ASCA National Model Categories of Arizona School Administrtors’ 

Expectations of PSCs 

Professional school counselor skills. The Professional School Counselor Skills  

category represented some of the responsibilities of PSCs most valued by high school 

administrators, including organizational skills, personal qualities, and being student 

focused. This category identified 71% of the key terms and phrases not related to the 

ASCA National Model (2005). When asked what skills or strengths a high school 

administrator looks for in a PSC, Administrator C stated, “Someone who is organized, 

who knows how to prioritize, that’s good with documentation, that has good people 

skills, that can work collaboratively, [and has] good communication skills.” 

Administrator I added that he looks for a counselor who is “student driven and everything 

they do is for the good of the kids.” According to Administrator G, “we need that quality 

that can’t be learned – the ability to relate to teenagers.”  Administrator B agreed: “We 

look for someone who is personable, someone who likes high school students.” PSCs 
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skills accounted for the largest frequency of non-ASCA thematic category key terms and 

phrases (n = 151; see Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3).  

 

Table 4.3 

Non-ASCA National Model Categories of Arizona Public High School Administrators’ 
Expectations of PSCs  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Non-ASCA Thematic   
Category Category  Key terms 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Professional school counselor skills 
 

 Organizational  decision-making, prioritizing, involved, 
  skills   collaborative, facilitator, leader, liaison, 
     efficient, organized, multi-tasker 
 

 Personal qualities personable, approachable, experience 
     background, qualified, encouraging,  
     role model, integrity, professional, stable, 

confidential, people skills, strong communication 

skills, helpful, handles stress well 

Student focused advocate, proactive, best interests of students, 

students’ well being, likes and connects with 
students, establishes and maintains relationships 
with students 

Non-guidance duties 

Administrative  supervise students, master schedule, suspensions, 
duties    discipline, juvenile detention, setting 
boundaries 

    
Clerical duties registration, data input, credit checks, transcripts, 

testing  
______________________________________________________________________ 
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 Non-guidance duties. Administrative and clerical duties that the ASCA National 

Model (2005) defined as not appropriate for PSCs, referred to as Non-Guidance Duties 

(N-GD), comprised another category representing the responsibilities of PSCs valued by 

interview participants. The frequency rate of the N-GD key terms and phrases was 29% 

(n = 62; see Table 4.3 and Figure 4.3).  

Interview participants used the term “quasi-administrators” to describe their 

PSCs. The N-GD category represents a major paradigm shift between the duties 

administrators have traditionally expected their PSCs to perform and what the ASCA 

National Model (2005) advocates that PSCs focus on. For example, Administrator D 

expected his counselors to perform “credit checks, develop the master schedule, and 

administer testing.” Both Administrator G and J considered handling “discipline” as an 

essential counselor duty.  

Administrator A expected his counselors to “supervise” students, “build the 

master schedule” and “register new students,” while Administrator I considered “working 

with juvenile detention centers” an important counselor duty. Administrator B stated: 

[Counselors] go out and do all the registration in the spring for all of our students, 

so they’ll be out with freshmen, sophomores, and juniors every spring. That takes 

quite a bit of time, so the whole month of February they’re out in the classrooms 

every day helping with registration. Also, they look up schedules, look at 

transcripts, conduct credit checks and that type of thing. 
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 Figure 4.3 Non-ASCA Thematic Categories Frequency Rates 

 

According to ASCA, the clerical duties are better delegated to clerical or 

classified staff members, while the administrative duties are the responsibility of school 

leaders with administrative certification (2005). Arizona administrators appear to 

continue expecting PSCs to perform clerical duties (e.g., conduct credit checks, enter 

data, and register new students), as well as administrative duties (e.g., discipline and 

supervise students). The ASCA National Model (2005) states that credentialed PSCs 

should implement school counseling programs.  

Non-Guidance 
Duties, 
n = 62
29%

PSC Skills,
n = 151,

71%
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Summary of Alignment of Arizona School Administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs to the ASCA National Model 

 The researcher interviewed ten Arizona high school principals and assistant 

principals who had primary responsibility for evaluating the PSCs at their school sites. 

Through content analysis of the interview transcripts, the researcher identified the key 

terms and phrases that express these administrators’ expectations of PSCs. Next, the key 

terms and phrases were sorted into six categories, four of which align with the ASCA 

National Model (2005). The four categories (foundation, delivery system, management 

system, and accountability system) included 343 key terms and phrases (61.7%), while 

the two categories that do not align with the ASCA National Model (PSC skills and non-

guidance duties) included 213 key terms and phrases (38.3%). Interview participants 

appear to value the PSC duties recommended by ASCA, while still expecting their PSCs 

to provide non-guidance duties. These findings indicate that 62% of the interview 

participants’ expectations of PSCs align with the ASCA National Model. 

Alignment of PSCs Evaluation Instruments to the ASCA National Model 

In order to assess the alignment between the instruments used by Arizona public 

school administrators to evaluate professional school counselors and the ASCA National 

Model (2005), the researcher collected the PSCs evaluation instruments from 103 of the 

111 public school districts with high schools in the state of Arizona (return rate of 93%). 

To avoid a conflict of interest as a participant observer, the researcher focused on the 

high school level because the researcher was employed as an elementary school PSC 

within the state of Arizona. 
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Types of Evaluation Instruments 

Of the 103 school districts in the sample, only 29% had developed and 

implemented an evaluation instrument specific to the position of professional school 

counselor (n = 30). Three percent of the districts provided the researcher with a list of 

counselor duties used as an informal evaluation tool (n = 3). Sixty-eight percent of the 

districts used a general certified staff evaluation form for the PSCs’ evaluation (n = 70; 

see Figure 4.4). In these districts, the general certified staff evaluation forms were also 

used to evaluate teachers, librarians, psychologists, social workers, speech therapists, and 

specialized instructors.   

The practice of evaluating multiple job descriptions with one standard format 

results in a generic evaluation instrument that does not provide the detailed feedback 

necessary for PSCs and administrators to clearly communicate the complex role of PSCs 

(Synatschk, 2002). According to Conley, “the overwhelming majority of participants in 

the [evaluation] process must feel that the system collects, analyzes, and feeds back 

information that accurately reflects their view of reality” within their specific job 

description (1987, p. 61). Administrator D emphasizes the current incongruency that 

exists within some Arizona school districts:  

It is hard to provide meaningful feedback to my PSC within the current  

evaluation format used at my school. I use the same form to evaluate 

the teacher who works with visually impaired students, the football 

coach/ physical education teacher, the speech/language pathologist and 
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my PSC. One of them has a caseload of 11, while the PSC works with 

over 600 students. 

The ASCA National Model (2005) describes evaluation as “a key element in any 

improvement process used by an individual or group to determine progress or quality” (p. 

130). An evaluation instrument that has been modified to include multiple groups of 

educators with vastly different job descriptions does not align with the ASCA National 

Model.  

ASCA Rubric Scores of Key Terms and Phrases 

The researcher designed a three-point scoring rubric (ASCA Rubric; see 

Appendix C) to assess the alignment of the PSC evaluation instruments used in Arizona 

with the ASCA National Model (2005). Two trained, independent, external scorers 

reviewed each of the 103 evaluation instruments and completed ASCA Rubric scoring 

sheets. If the two scorers did not reach scoring consensus, then the researcher completed 

an ASCA Rubric scoring sheet. Consensus was reached at 66% agreement of the total 

score. One evaluation form achieved the highest score (36.7 points) and represented just 

1% of the PSC evaluation forms used in Arizona. The researcher established a score of 22 

points as the minimum score for alignment as it represented limited evidence of all key 

components from the ASCA National Model (2005). Eighty-seven percent of the PSC 

evaluation forms used in Arizona failed to score at least 22 points (one half of the 

possible points) indicating that 13% of Arizona’s PSC evaluation instruments align with 

the ASCA National Model.  
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Figure 4.4 Types of Forms Used in Arizona for PSCs Evaluations  

 

Table 4.4 

Frequency Distribution of ASCA Rubric Scores 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Number of Key   Number of District       Percentage 
Terms and Phrases  Evaluation Forms 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

0 70    68 
1-5 0      0 
6-10 3      3       

11-15 9      9 
16-20 6      6 
21-25 7      7 
26-30  7      7 
31-35   0      0 
36-40   1      1 

       41-44      0      0 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
        

Multipurpose, certified 
staff forms, 68% 

Specific PSC 
forms, 29% 

Informal checklists, 3% 
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Alignment of Arizona School Administrators’ Expectations of 

PSCs to the Evaluation Instruments Utilized 

 
In order to assess the alignment between Arizona public school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs and the evaluation instruments utilized in Arizona public school 

districts, the researcher developed the Arizona Rubric (see Appendix D). This rubric 

utilized the key terms and phrases expressed by 10 Arizona administrators who 

participated in the research interviews denoting their expectations of PSCs (see Appendix 

B). The Arizona Rubric allowed the researcher to calculate the number of times that the 

key terms and phrases appear in the PSC evaluation instruments used in Arizona public 

school districts (see Table 4.5).  

Arizona Rubric Scores of Key Terms and Phrases 

The Arizona Rubric scores, from 4 to 46, have a range of 42 points. The value 

which appeared most often in the distribution was a very low score of 5 (mode = 13), and 

represented 13% of the PSC evaluation forms used in Arizona. One evaluation form 

achieved the highest score (46 points) and represented just 1% of the PSC evaluation 

forms used in Arizona. None of the evaluation forms included more than 46 key words 

and phrases. One percent of the evaluation forms (n = 1) included 41-45 key words, 3% 

(n = 3) included 36-40, 3% (n = 3) included 31-35, 5% (n = 5) included 26-30, 9% (n = 9) 

included 21-25, 9% (n = 9) included 16-20, 15% (n = 16) included 11-15, 36% (n = 37) 

included 6-10, and 18% (n = 19) included just 1-5 key words, respectively. The 

researcher established a score of 22 points as the minimum score for alignment to be 
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consistent with the minimum score set for the ASCA Rubric. Seventy-nine percent of the 

PSC evaluation forms used in Arizona included less than 22 of the key terms and phrases, 

indicating that 21% of Arizona’s PSC evaluation instruments align with Arizona school 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs (see Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5  
 
Frequency Distribution of Arizona Rubric Scores 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Number of Key   Number of District  Percentage 
Terms and Phrases  Evaluation Forms 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  0      0       0 
         1-5 19     18 
         6-10                                 37     36     
       11-15 16     15 
       16-20   9       9 
       21-25   9       9 
       26-30      5       5 
       31-35   3       3 
       36-40      3       3 
       41-45      1       1 
       46-50      1       1 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Variation of Arizona School District PSCs Evaluation Forms by District Size 

Arizona’s population is spread across the state in a unique manner, due to 

geographical features, such as the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River, as well as 

territorial agreements, like the Navajo and Hopi Indian Reservations. Large communities 

exist near water sources within sparsely populated areas, while smaller communities form 

along interstate highways. As a result, most of the large-sized school districts within 

Arizona are located in just two of the 15 counties.  
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Question 4 emerged as the researcher noted differences in the data from small-

sized districts compared to medium- and large-sized districts throughout the study. The 

researcher examined whether district size was related to alignment of PSC evaluations 

used in Arizona school districts with the ASCA National Model (ASCA Rubric) and with 

the alignment of PSC evaluations to school administrator expectations (Arizona Rubric). 

Thus, rubric scores were also sorted by the size of each school district as determined by 

the number of students enrolled. Fifteen percent of the school districts in Arizona had 

more than 10,000 students enrolled (n = 17; referred to as large-sized districts), 42.5% 

had between 1,500 and 9,999 students enrolled (n = 47; referred to as medium-sized 

districts), and 42.5% had less than 1,500 students enrolled (n = 47; referred to as small-

sized districts).  

ASCA Rubric ANOVA  

Next, a one-way ANOVA was conducted on the ASCA Rubric scores to test the 

null hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference in Rubric score by 

district size. Because Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances was significant, 

indicating that the data violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance, Welch’s test 

(a Robust Test of Test of Equality of Means) was used. There was a significant effect of 

district size on the ASCA Rubric scores (Welch F (2, 37.43) =12.80, p < .0005, η2=.17, a 

large effect; Cohen, 1988). Table 4.6 presents the means and standard deviations from the 

ASCA Rubric ANOVA.  
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Table 4.6 

Means and Standard Deviations for ASCA Rubric (N = 103) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

District size   N   Mean    Standard Deviation  

________________________________________________________________________ 

Small   40     1.40     5.13 

Medium  46     8.58   10.94 

Large   17   12.21   11.67   

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

ASCA Rubric Post-Hoc Comparisons  

Tukey post-hoc comparisons indicated that the mean difference between small- and 

medium-sized school districts (M = 7.18), and between small- and large-sized school 

districts (M = 10.81), are statistically significant, but not between medium- and large-

sized school districts (M = 3.63) at p < .05. The Tukey’s Homogeneous Subsets test also 

confirmed that these findings (p < .05; see Table 4.7). These findings suggested that other 

factors may be related to the level of alignment between PSC evaluations used in Arizona 

school districts and the ASCA National Model (ASCA Rubric). The researcher chose to 

try and identify if other factors were related to levels of alignment, and is so, which other 

factor or factors were involved. Data previously collected were available on whether 

school districts had utilized PSC-specific evaluation instruments, so these were included 

in the next set of statistical measures - hierarchical multiple regression.  This procedure 

was done to determine, despite statistically significant mean differences, the relative 

importance of district size compared to other factors.  
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Table 4.7 

Multiple Comparisons between District Size Groups for ASCA Rubric Post Hoc Tests (N 
= 103) 

________________________________________________________________________  

Measure   District District  Mean  Standard Sig. Effect 

      Size (A) Size (B) Difference Error  Level Size 

     (A – B)          (n2)     

________________________________________________________________________                                           

Tukey      Small Medium -7.17609* 2.00412 .002 .17** 

HSD      Small Large           -10.80588* 2.68389 .000 .17** 

      Medium Small   7.17609* 2.00412 .002 .17** 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: * The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level. 

** The eta squared value is considered a large effect at .14 (Cohen, 1988). 

 

ASCA Rubric Hierarchical Multiple Regressions 

 The hierarchical regressions analysis was conducted in two stages. The 

continuous dependent variable (ASCA Rubric) was entered, and a model (referred to as 

Model 1) was calculated with the constant independent variable (district size). Next, a 

model (referred to as Model 2) was calculated with both the constant independent 

variable and the excluded variable (PSC evaluation). The results are presented in order of 

the two stages. 

Model 1 explains 16% of the variance (Adjusted R2=.16), while Model 2 accounts 

for 77% (Adjusted R2=.768; see Table 4.8). The existence of a specific evaluation 

instrument for PSCs contributed significantly more (β = .87, p <.001) to whether PSC 
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evaluations used in Arizona school districts aligned with school administrator 

expectations than district size (β = .41, p <.001; see Table 4.8).  

 

Table 4.8 

ASCA Rubric Hierarchical Multiple Regression Std. Error of Model Summary and 
Coefficientsc 

 
 

Variable 

 

B 

 

SE B 

 

β 

Step 1    

    District size 5.75 1.29   .41*** 

Step 2    

    District size .23 .76    .02 

    PSC evaluation 18.91 1.16   .87*** 

Notes: R = .41a,   R2 = .17, ∆ R2 = .16 for Step 1; R = .88b R2 = .77, ∆ R2 = .77 for Step 2 

a. Predictors: (Constant), district size 
 b. Predictors: (Constant), district size, PSC evaluation 
 c. Dependent Variable: ASCA Rubric 
 * The mean difference is significant at *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 

 

 

 

Arizona Rubric ANOVA 

Next, a one-way ANOVA was conducted on the Arizona Rubric scores to test the 

null hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference in Rubric score by 

district size. Because Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances was significant, 

indicating that the data violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance, Welch’s test 

(a Robust Test of Test of Equality of Means) was used. There was a significant effect of 
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district size on the Arizona Rubric scores (Welch F (2, 36.38) =15.27, p < .0001, η2=.22, 

a large effect; Cohen, 1988). Table 4.9 presents the means and standard deviations.  

Table 4.9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Arizona Rubric (N = 103) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

District size   N   Mean    Standard Deviation 
    ________________________________________________ 

Small   40     1.40     5.13 

Medium  46     8.58   10.94 

Large   17   12.21   11.67   

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Arizona Rubric Post-Hoc Comparisons 

Tukey post-hoc comparisons indicated that the mean difference between small 

and medium sized school districts (M = 7.25), and between small and large-sized school 

districts (M = 12.13), are statistically significant, but not between medium and large-sized 

school districts (M = 4.88) at p < .05. The Tukey’s Homogeneous Subsets test also 

confirmed that these findings (p < .05; see Table 4.10). These findings suggested that 

other factors may be related to the level of alignment between PSC evaluations used in 

Arizona school districts and the expectations of Arizona administrators (Arizona Rubric). 

The researcher chose to try and identify if other factors were related to levels of 

alignment, and is so, which other factor or factors were involved. Data previously 

collected were available on whether school districts had utilized PSC-specific evaluation 

instruments, so these were included in the next set of statistical measures (i.e., 
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hierarchical multiple regression). This procedure will also determine, despite statistically 

significant mean differences, its relative importance compared to other factors.  

Table 4.10 

Multiple Comparisons between District Size Groups for Arizona Rubric Post Hoc Tests 
(N = 103) 

________________________________________________________________________  

Measure  District District  Mean  Standard Sig. Effect 

     Size (A) Size (B) Difference Error  Level Size 

                                                        (A-B)      (n2) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Tukey     Small Medium -7.24891* 1.87107 .001 .22** 

HSD     Small Large           -12.13382* 2.50572 .001 .22** 

     Medium Small   7.24891* 1.87107 .001 .22** 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: * The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level. 

 ** The eta squared value is considered a large effect at .14 (Cohen, 1988). 

 

Arizona Rubric Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

 The hierarchical regression analysis was conducted in two stages. The continuous 

dependent variable (Arizona Rubric) was entered, and a model (referred to as Model 1) 

was calculated with the constant independent variable (district size). Next, a model 

(referred to as Model 2) was calculated with both the constant independent variable and 

the excluded variable (PSC evaluation). The results are presented in order of the two 

stages. 
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 Model 1 explains 21% of the variance (Adjusted R2= .21), while Model 2 accounts 

for 67 percent (Adjusted R2=.67; see Table 4.11). The existence of a specific evaluation 

instrument for PSCs contributed significantly more (β = .75, p <.001) to whether PSC 

evaluations used in Arizona school districts aligned with school administrator 

expectations than district size (β = .46, p <.001; see Table 4.11).  

 

Table 4.11 

Arizona Rubric Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model Summary and Coefficientsc 

 
 

 

Variable 

 

B 

 

SE B 

 

β 

Step 1    

    District size 6.28 1.21  .46 ***   

Step 2    

    District size    .13 1.91  .06 

    PSC evaluation 16.02       1.39  .75*** 

Notes: R = .46a,   R2 = .21, ∆ R2 = .21 for Step 1; R = .82b R2 = . 67, ∆ R2 = .67 for Step 2  
a Dependent Variable: Arizona Rubric; *** p < .001 

 
 
 

Summary of Findings 

This chapter provided the results of qualitative and quantitative analysis used to 

investigate three types of alignment: (1) Arizona school administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs compared to national counseling standards included in the ASCA National Model 

(2005); (2) evaluation of Arizona PSCs compared to the ASCA National Model; and (3) 

Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs compared to how Arizona PSCs are 
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evaluated in Arizona school districts. The researcher also reported to what extent the 

ASCA and Arizona Rubric scores varied by district size. 

Through content analysis of interviews with ten Arizona public high school 

administrators, the researcher identified key terms and phrases representing the 

expectations that the participants held for their PSCs. Sixty-two percent of the key terms 

and phrases aligned with the ASCA National Model (2005). 

Utilizing the ASCA Rubric, three scorers determined the degree of alignment 

between PSCs’ evaluation instruments used in Arizona and the ASCA National Model 

(2005). Eighty-seven percent of evaluation instruments did not score at least half of the 

possible points on the ASCA Rubric, indicating that they align 13% with the ASCA 

National Model. 

The Arizona Rubric was used to determine the degree of alignment between 

PSCs’ evaluation instruments used in Arizona and administrators’ expectations of PSCs.  

Seventy-nine percent of evaluation instruments did not contain at least 20 key terms and 

phrases, indicating that they align 21% with Arizona administrators’ expectations of the 

school counselors. 

The researcher also investigated the impact of district sizes and the instruments 

used to evaluate PSCs in Arizona. One-way ANOVAs and post-hoc tests determined that 

small-sized districts significantly differ from medium- and large-sized districts in the 

level of alignment between the PSC evaluation instruments, Arizona school 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs, and the ASCA National Model (2005). Hierarchical 
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multiple regressions revealed that the use of a specific evaluation instrument for PSCs 

contributed significantly more to whether PSC evaluations used in Arizona school 

districts aligned with school administrator expectations than the size of the school 

district.  

Chapter 5 presents a discussion of findings on the extent of alignment between 

Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs and the defined counselors’ roles 

and responsibilities with respect to the ASCA National Model (2005). Findings on the 

extent of alignment between how PSCs in Arizona are evaluated and the ASCA National 

Model will be examined, as well as the alignment between Arizona school 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs and how PSCs in Arizona are evaluated in light of 

theoretical considerations and previous literature presented. Furthermore, the effect of 

district size on ASCA and/or Arizona Rubric scores will also be considered. Finally, the 

researcher will explore the leadership and policy implications of this study, and conclude 

with recommendations for further research and practice.
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                                                            CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter provides an overview of the study: statement of the problem, 

relationship to previous research, the research questions, and description of the 

methodology. Next, the degree of alignment between Arizona school administrators’ 

expectations of professional school counselors (PSC), the defined counselors’ roles and 

responsibilities within the ASCA National Model (2005), and how PSCs in Arizona are 

evaluated will be briefly reviewed. The researcher also considers the level of alignment 

between how PSCs in Arizona are evaluated and Arizona school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs in light of district size. Finally, the researcher will consider the 

leadership and policy implications of this study, along with recommendations for further 

study. 

Statement of the Problem 

Key stakeholders in education (i.e., school board members, administrators, 

classroom teachers and other certified staff members, students and their families, and 

community members) hold a wide range of perceptions about what PSCs should do 

(Lambie & Williamson, 2004). According to Organizational Role Theory (Biddle, 1986), 

the lack of a clearly defined role negatively impacts PSCs, as well as the organizations 

they work in. An example of this impact is the variety of expectations of PSCs held by 

public high school administrators in Arizona, when combined with the current method of 

evaluating PSCs. As evidenced by the Arizona Rubric scores (measure of alignment 

between administrators’ expectations and the evaluation instruments used in Arizona), 
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just 29% of the 103 public high school districts utilize a specific PSC evaluation form. 

The remaining school districts rely on informal checklists (3%) or use a multipurpose, 

certified staff evaluation form derived from the traditional classroom teacher observation 

protocol which is consistent with the literature (Bullough, Clark, & Patterson, 2003). 

Because teacher evaluations are primarily based on direct observation of classroom 

instruction (Studer & Sommers, 2000), this type of evaluation is often not an appropriate 

method for many counseling duties, due to confidentiality issues (Helm, 1995). For 

example, while a classroom guidance lesson on study skills is a reasonable opportunity 

for an administrator to observe a PSC’s ability to differentiate instruction of content 

knowledge and manage a classroom (traditional aspects of teacher evaluation protocols), 

a small group counseling session for victims of relationship abuse is not an appropriate 

setting for an observation. 

Another problem with using evaluation methods designed for classroom teachers 

is the lack of alignment with appropriate counseling performance objectives, such as 

those established by ASCA (2005). Helm (1995) found that lack of alignment with 

appropriate counseling performance objectives prevents meaningful feedback and 

contributes to the disconnect between administrators’ expectations and PSCs’ job 

performances. Astramovich and Kelly Coker (2007) argued that the lack of alignment 

likely reinforces administrators’ belief that they should establish the duties of their 

counselors instead of implementing a comprehensive, competency-based counseling 

(CCBG) program. Catano and Stronge (2007) found that using evaluation methods that 

incorporated the full scope of an employee’s job responsibilities reduced role confusion 
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associated with differing perceptions and expectations between organizational leaders 

and members. Gerstner and Day (1997) argued that LMX theory allows researchers to 

examine relationships between supervisors and subordinates, but they did not examine 

the impact of evaluation protocols.  

Relationship to Previous Research 

Existing research on principals’ expectations of PSCs came from a small pool of 

authors (Amatea & Clark, 2005; Bonebrake & Borgers, 1984; Fitch et al. 2001; Kirchner 

& Setchfield, 2005; Roberts, Coursol & Morotti, 1997), published in a limited set of peer-

reviewed professional journals and publications, while existing research on evaluation of 

PSCs came from an even smaller group of authors  (Bunch, 2002; Helm, 1994; Stronge, 

1991) and publications (Nilsson et al. 2007). The only sources of current research about 

the ASCA National Model (2005) came from ASCA’s own publications. Fifty-four 

percent of all the references cited in this study were published by ASCA: Professional 

School Counseling (peer-reviewed journal), ASCA School Counselor (bimonthly 

publication), and other ASCA-produced sources (e.g., ASCA National Standards, 1997; 

ASCA National Model, 2005; ASCA School Counselor Performance Appraisal, 2007). In 

comparison, just 13% of the references cited were published by the American Counseling 

Association: Journal of Counseling & Development, Counselor Education and 

Supervision, Elementary Guidance & Counseling (all peer-reviewed journals), and other 

ASA publications. A thorough review of existing counseling literature highlighted the 

need for more studies from independent, third-party researchers (i.e., non-ASCA and 

non-ACA leaders). 
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Previous studies of principals’ expectations of PSCs in conjunction with 

evaluation instruments or the ASCA National Model (2005) were minimal. Due to the 

lack of literature in this area, the researcher relied on Catano and Stronge’s (2007) study 

of school principals’ evaluation and performance standards as the foundation for this 

study. The lack of depth and breadth of published empirical research in school counseling 

likely contributes to the continued confusion about what PSCs are expected to do, as 

framed by Organizational Role Theory and Leader-Member Exchange Theory. Both 

theories stress that role confusion places strain on the organization, the supervisor/leader, 

and the employee/member (Biddle, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1997). 

 

Research Questions 

The summary and discussion of the findings are organized according to the 

following research questions: 

1.   To what extent do Arizona school administrator’s expectations of PSCs align 

with the ASCA National Model? 

2.  To what extent do the evaluation instruments used by Arizona school 

administrators to evaluate PSCs align with the ASCA National Model? 

3.  To what extent do Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs align 

with the evaluation instruments utilized? 

4.  To what extent do Arizona school district PSC evaluation rubric scores vary by 

district size? 
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Review of the Methodology 

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were used to determine the 

extent of alignment between Arizona public high school administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs, the ASCA National Model (2005), and the evaluation instruments used by Arizona 

administrators to evaluate PSCs. The researched conducted a plot study that included 

interviews with six administrators. Then, the interview protocol was revised before ten 

administrators were interviewed to identify what they expect of PSCs. Content analysis 

of the interview transcripts was used to establish a rubric of key terms and phrases to 

investigate the alignment between administrators’ expectations and the ASCA National 

Model (referred to as the ASCA Rubric). A separate rubric (referred to as the Arizona 

Rubric) was developed to measure the alignment between administrators’ expectations 

and the instruments used to evaluate PSCs. 

To investigate the alignment between administrators’ expectations and the 

evaluation instruments used by Arizona public high school administrators, the researcher 

used descriptive and inferential statistics, including frequency distributions and measures 

of central tendencies. Other statistical measures utilized included one-way analysis of 

variance, hierarchical multiple regression, and post-hoc tests to determine if the school 

district sizes impacted the types of evaluation instruments used with PSCs. 

Discussion of Findings 

Research Question 1 

 Administrators’ expectations and the ASCA National Model. In order to access 

the alignment between administrators’ expectations of PSCs and the ASCA National 
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Model (2005), the researcher interviewed ten Arizona administrators’ about counselors 

should do. Organizational Role Theory suggests that administrators’ expectations will 

impact PSCs’ role identity (Biddle, 1986), and may lead to role conflict or confusion 

(Wilkerson & Bellini, 2006). LMX Theory suggests that clearer role perceptions between 

leaders (e.g., administrators) and members (e.g., PSCs) are associated with more positive 

organizational, leader, and member outcomes (Clemens et al. 2009). 

Interview participants in this study were either principals or assistant principals, 

and varied in gender, ethnicity, and years of experience, as well as in the size of the 

school districts in which they were employed (see Table 4.1). Despite some level of 

diversity, they consistently identified six categories of expectations they held for PSCs. 

Four categories directly link with the ASCA National Model (2005), and included 343 of 

the key terms and phrases (62%).   

 Possible Hawthorne effect. One key finding was that interview participants 

made 14 references to either “CCGB programs” or the “ASCA National Model (2005),” 

while they made no references to counseling philosophy, mission statements, ASCA 

National Standards (2005), or student competencies/indicators. This may indicate that the 

interview participants ‘prepared’ for the interviews by reviewing information provided by 

their PSCs. Requests for interview documents and informed consent documents did not 

include the phrase “ASCA National Model,” but did refer to “principals’ expectations of 

professional school counselors,” “professional school counselor evaluations,” “national 

counseling standards,” and “performance standards” (see Appendices A & F). A possible 

explanation for their action is the Hawthorne effect or when participants in studies 
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improve an aspect of their behavior in response to the fact that they are being studied, and 

not in response to any particular experimental manipulation. Their behavior is likely due 

to the motivational effect of the interest being shown in them, and their desire to appear 

knowledgeable about the focus of the study. 

 Alignment. Another key finding is that Arizona administrators appeared to highly 

value the wide range of PSCS, based on the 151 references to skills like “team member,” 

“facilitator,” “leader,” “professional,” “qualified,” “collaborates well,” and “proactive.” 

While these counseling skills were not directly cited in the ASCA National Model’s 

Program Audit (used to develop the ASCA Rubric), they are related to the four 

overarching themes of the ASCA National Model: leadership, advocacy, 

collaboration/teaming, and systemic change. These skills appeared to be highly valued by 

the interview participants,  harder to quantify or document through an audit of the school 

counseling program, and included the key terms and phrases most passionately spoken 

about during the interviews. If the151 references to the PSC skills are added to the 343 

references that clearly align with the ASCA National Model, then 89% of the key terms 

and phrases align with national counseling standards. 

 Exception to alignment. The category of administrators’ expectations that did 

not directly link with the ASCA National Model (2005) was non-guidance duties (referred 

to as NGD), and included 62 key terms and phrases (11%). Non-counseling activities are 

clearly defined in the ASCA National Model (p. 56-57, 130) and are based on the ASCA 

National Standards (Campbell & Dahir, 1997); however, interview participants 

consistently mentioned these types of duties as responsibilities they expect of their PSCs. 
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The NGD category included key terms and phrases such as “testing,” “credit checks,” 

“transcripts,” “suspensions,” “registration,” “data input,” and “master schedules.” This 

category showcases the disparity between what administrator’s traditionally expect PSCs 

to do (Sink & Yillak-Downer, 2001) and what ASCA advocates that PSCs should not do. 

It also represents this study’s strongest example of organizational role conflict (Biddle, 

1986) because the expectations of the administrator responsible for evaluating the job 

performance of the PSC directly contradicts the Master’s level coursework and training 

the PSC participated in to become certified as a school counselor in Arizona, which are 

based on the ASCA National Model. This also showcases a lack of the clear, two-way 

communication needed for positive work relationships, based on Leader-Member 

Exchange Theory (Clemens et al. 2009).  

Question 1 Summary. Interview participants appear to value the PSC duties 

recommended by ASCA, while still expecting their counselors to perform non-guidance 

duties, such as quasi-administrative and clerical tasks. The findings indicate that the 

interview participants’ expectations of PSCs largely align with the ASCA National Model 

(62% alignment). School counseling skills that Arizona administrators identified as 

valuable (27% of the key terms and phrases) are similar to the four overriding concepts or 

themes from the ASCA National Model, leaving just 11% of key terms and phrases (e.g., 

non-guidance duties) misaligned with national counseling standards.  

LMX Theory suggests that through improved exchange of information (e.g., role 

expectations and national counseling standards) between administrators and PSCs, a 

higher level of alignment can be attained. Organizational Role Theory suggests that role 
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conflict and confusion will negatively impact the organization unless expectations are 

clearly defined, preventing improved alignment. 

Research Question 2 

Arizona evaluation instruments and ASCA National Model.  In order to assess 

the alignment between the instruments used by Arizona public high school administrators 

to evaluate PSCs and the ASCA National Model (2005), the researcher identified the 111 

public school districts within Arizona that had at least one high school. 

After multiple attempts through letters, phone calls, emails, faxes, personal visits, 

and online searches, instruments used by administrators to evaluate PSC were obtained 

from 103 Arizona school districts (return rate of 93%). Three school districts used an 

informal check list of counseling duties, while 70 districts used a general, certified staff 

evaluation form (used with classroom teachers, librarians, psychologists, social workers, 

speech pathologists, specialized instructors, and school counselors). Only thirty school 

districts had developed an evaluation instrument specifically for PSCs. 

ASCA Rubric. The researcher designed a three-point scoring rubric (ASCA 

Rubric) to assess the alignment of the PSC evaluation instruments used in Arizona with 

the ASCA National Model (2005); see Appendix C). Two independent, external scores 

reviewed each evaluation instrument and complete an ASCA Rubric. If the scores did not 

reach 100% scoring consensus, then the researcher also completed an ASCA Rubric 

(66% agreement). 

Lack of alignment. The highest possible ASCA Rubric score was 44 points, yet 

the highest scoring evaluation instrument earned 36.7 points and represented just 1% of 
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all the PSC evaluations instruments used in Arizona. Sixty-seven percent of the PSC 

evaluation instruments did not include one key term or phrase that aligned with the ASCA 

National Model (2005). Eighty-seven percent of the instruments failed to include half of 

the possible key terms or phrases, indicating that the majority of Arizona evaluation 

instruments do not align with the ASCA National Model (13% alignment).  

Key finding. The huge lack of alignment between the Arizona instruments used 

to evaluate PSCs and the ASCA National Model (2005) is a key finding from this study 

that indicates a need for more empirical studies on methods used to evaluate PSCs.  

Nilsson et al. (2007) found that few empirical studies have been conducted on PSC 

evaluation protocols, and called for more research in this area. Organization role theory 

suggests that when differences in role expectations exist, employees adopt coping 

behaviors that negatively impact organizational outcomes (Biddle, 1986).  

The lack of alignment between evaluation instruments and the ASCA National 

Model (2005; 13% alignment or 87% misalignment) suggests that many Arizona PSCs 

experience role confusion (e.g., organizational role theory; Biddle, 1986) and role 

misperceptions (e.g., LMX theory; Clemens et al. 2009), due to the conflicting messages 

they receive. Master’s level coursework prepares PSCs to implement CCBG counseling 

programs, such as the ASCA National Model. Yet, Arizona administrators are using 

evaluation instruments that do not align with core components of these national 

counseling standards.  

 Framing future research with organizational role and LMX theories might 

identify ways to improve methods used to evaluate PSCs and reduce role confusion. 
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Another research direction to explore could be on improving PSCs evaluation methods, 

rather than adopting the ASCA National Model. Better PSC evaluation methods might 

have a larger effect on positive organizational outcomes than alignment between 

evaluation instruments and the ASCA National Model.  

Research Question 3 

Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs and evaluation instruments. In 

order to assess the alignment between Arizona public school administrators’ expectations 

of PSCs and the evaluation instruments utilized in Arizona school districts, the researcher 

developed a frequency matrix. The matrix combined the key terms and phrases identified 

during interviews with 10 Arizona public high school administrators with the number of 

times they mentioned the key terms and phrases (see Appendix B).  

Arizona Rubric. Next, the researcher developed the Arizona Rubric (see 

Appendix E) to include the 126 key terms and phrases identified during the interviews. 

The key terms and phrases were arranged in the order that they correlated to the ASCA 

National Model (2005) and non-ASCA elements, as well as the frequency of times these 

words and phrases appeared in the evaluation instruments. Subtotals of ASCA and non-

AASCA elements were totaled to determine each instrument’s final Arizona Rubric 

score. 

Lack of alignment. After completing an Arizona Rubric for each of the 103 

evaluation instruments obtained during this study, the researched determined that just 2% 

of instruments contained more than 40 of the 126 key terms and phrases. Seventy-nine 

percent of the instruments contained less than 20 key terms and phrases, indicating that 



  126 

Arizona’s PSC evaluation instruments largely do not align with interview participants’ 

expectations of PSCs (21% alignment). 

Key finding. The lack of alignment between administrators’ expectations and 

PSC evaluation instruments is essential to understanding the impact of role confusion on 

organizations (Biddle, 1986). When supervisors and employees have different 

expectations about the employees’ role, the resulting stress is likely to disrupt the 

organization and lead to negative outcomes. When Clemens et al. (2009) applied LMX 

theory to the relationship between administrators and PSCs, they found that a lack of 

agreement about PSCs’ duties negatively impacted information sharing, fluidity and 

frequency of communications, and trust levels. This suggests the need for more empirical 

research about the effects of alignment between expectations and evaluation methods. 

Compared to the 13% alignment between evaluation instruments and the ASCA 

National Model (2005) in question 2, the 21% alignment between Arizona 

administrators’ expectations and PSC evaluation instruments represents role conflict at a 

more personal level. If the evaluation instrument used annually does not match with 

counselors’ understanding of their job responsibilities, the impact would be much less 

than if they are experiencing role conflict during their daily interactions with their 

administrators.   

Research Question 4 

Effect of district size on PSC’s evaluation instruments. Throughout the project, 

the researcher wondered if school district size was a factor in whether PSC evaluation 

instruments used in Arizona aligned with the ASCA National Model (2005; determined by 
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the ASCA Rubric score) or with school administrator expectations (determined by the 

Arizona Rubric score). Of the 103 public high school districts studied, 42.5% had less 

than 1,500 students enrolled (small-sized districts), 42.5 % had between 1,500 and 9,999 

students enrolled (medium-sized districts), and 15% had more than 10,0000 students 

enrolled (large-sized district). 

ANOVA results. The researcher first conducted one-way ANOVA to explore the 

impact of district sizes on the alignment between evaluation instruments and the ASCA 

National Model (2005) or Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs. The ANOVA 

results indicated that mean differences between the three Arizona district sizes were 

statistically significant at the p<.05 level with both the ASCA Rubric [F(2,100)=10.42, 

p<.001] and with the Arizona Rubric [F(2,100)=13.96, p<.001].  Next, to assess the 

“amount of the total variance in the dependent variable that is predictable from 

knowledge of the levels of the independent variable” (Pallant, 2005, p. 201), effect size 

statistics were run. The eta squared values were .17 (ASCA Rubric) and .21 (Arizona 

Rubric), indicating the magnitude represents a large effect.  

Post-hoc test results. Then, Tukey’s Honestly Significant Different (HSD) post-

hoc tests indicated that the mean score for small-sized districts was significantly different 

from medium-sized districts (M=7.17, SD=2.00) and from large-sized districts (M=10.81, 

SD=2.68) with the ASCA Rubric. The Tukey HSD results in the Arizona Rubric analysis 

similarly indicated that the mean score for small-sized districts was significantly different 

from medium-sized districts (M=7.25, SD=1.87) and from large-sized districts (M=12.13, 

SD=2.51).   
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Hierarchical multiple regression results. Finally, the researcher conducted 

hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the relative contribution of each 

independent variable (district size and evaluation instrument specifically developed for 

PSCs). When just district size was included in the ASCA Rubric model, 16% of the 

variance was explained. When existence of an evaluation instrument specifically 

developed for PSCs was added to the ASCA Rubric model, 77% of the variance was 

explained. Of the two independent variables, specific PSC evaluation instrument made by 

far the largest unique contribution (β = .87, p < .001) compared to district size, which 

was not significant.. Likewise, when only district size was included in the Arizona Rubric 

model, 21% of the variance was explained. When existence of an evaluation instrument 

specifically developed for PSCs was added to the Arizona Rubric model, 67% of the 

variance was explained. Of the two independent variables, PSC-specific evaluation 

instrument made the largest unique contribution (β = .75, p < .001) compared to district 

size, which was not significant.  

Question 4 summary. In conclusion, district size appears to be related to level of 

effect on whether instruments used to evaluate PSCs in Arizona align with the ASCA 

National Model (2005) or with Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs. Small-

sized districts were less closely aligned than medium- and large-sized districts. Yet, the 

more significant predictor of alignment (as measured by the ASCA Rubric and the 

Arizona Rubric) was whether a district used an evaluation instrument specifically 

developed for PSCs. Only 29% of public high school districts in Arizona utilize an 

evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs.  
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This key finding differs from previous research (Ekstrom et al. 2004) because it 

identifies the need for an evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs. It also 

suggests that PSCs could reduce their role conflict, and improve organizational outcomes, 

by advocating for evaluation methods that measure actual PSC expectations framed 

within professional standards (Catano & Stronge, 2007). One option to reduce role 

conflict is implementing the evaluation methods similar to those included in the ASCA 

National Model (2005). Another option involves a group of key stakeholders (e.g., 

administrators, PSCs, other school employees, students and their families, and 

community members) collaborating to develop an evaluation instrument specifically 

developed for PSCs.  

Implications for Practice 

Quantitative and qualitative results have consistently confirmed that differences in 

role expectations for PSCs exist, which according to the theoretical framework (i.e., 

Organizational Role Theory, Leader-Member-Exchange Theory) are problematic for 

organizations such as schools. The weaknesses within the theoretical framework drove 

the researcher to investigate these differences. One implication for educators is that 

Organizational Role Theory and Leader-Member Exchange Theory may not adequately 

explain the ongoing confusion about what school counselors are expected to do due to 

several reasons. First, these theories have not been frequently applied to the field of 

education. The theorists most frequently cited in the organizational behavior movement 

(e.g., Schon and Argyris, Getzels and Guba, Fiedler, and Vroom) conducted their 
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research within the business sector (Carlson, 1996). LMX theorists have also focused 

their studies to business settings (Biddle, 1986). 

Also, both theories often fail to account for context. In a business context, 

employees may receive more direct supervision than PSCs receive from administrators. 

Amatea and Clark (2005) found that school administrators appreciate PSCs abilities to 

function as quasi-administrators, thus requiring less supervision. In an educational 

context, multiple meanings might apply to the same situation. For example, one 

hypothetical situation posed by the researcher in this study involved a school counselor 

being assigned to supervise students in the lunch room. One interpretation of this duty 

uses the ASCA National Model’s definition of non-guidance duties, and may deem this 

activity as inappropriate for a PSC. Another interpretation of this task may focus on the 

opportunity to interact with multiple students in a short period of time, responding to 

their current issues (responsive services). A third interpretation might stress the team-

building aspect of working with other staff members to ensure a safe learning 

environment for students (system support).  

The variety of interpretations from the scenario described above validates the 

need for clearly defined expectations for PSCs to help reduce the amount of role 

confusion. Principal educators and school counselor educators need to provide a venue 

for both groups of future educators to learn about the roles and responsibilities of both 

positions. For example, as part of a course on personnel evaluation, future administrators 

could learn about current issues in special education, school counseling, athletics, career 
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and technical studies, etc., that may broaden their understanding of the multiple 

perspectives and skills necessary for different positions within education.  

Counselor educators could stress to future counselors the importance of keeping 

administrators informed about recent developments within the counseling field. One way 

to facilitate the exchange between administrators and PSCs is portfolios. PSCs are 

encouraged to develop portfolios documenting their CCBG counseling programs by 

collecting artifacts that demonstrate their implementation of national counseling 

standards. Reviewing the portfolio with administrators during evaluation conferences 

could provide the opportunity to enhance the leader-member relationship while sharing 

recent developments in school counseling with the administrators.  

LMX Theory suggests that helping PSCs and administrators establish clearer lines 

of communication and understanding of each other’s expectations would increase the 

likelihood that principal educators and school counselor educators could positively 

impact relationships in schools. Clemens et al. (2009) found that higher-quality 

relationships between leaders and members are associated with more positive 

organizational and member outcomes. This implies that PSCs and schools would benefit 

from better articulated counselor expectations. 

Another implication for practice involves using a different set of assumptions than 

this study. The researcher assumed positive student learning outcomes may stem from 

clearer expectations of PSCs on the part of administrators. It is possible that better 

articulation of administrators’ expectations of PSCs could result in negative outcomes for 

key stakeholders. This study found that Arizona administrators highly valued PSCs’ 
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abilities to complete several quasi-administrative duties (e.g., supervising students, 

handling disciplinary actions). If administrators explicitly assigned these types of duties 

to PSCs, it may cause more role conflict (a negative outcome). Increasing the amount of 

quasi-administrative duties assigned to PSCs might decrease their availability to respond 

to crises (a negative outcome), collaborate with other staff members (a negative 

outcome), or reduce the number of classroom guidance lessons taught to students (a 

negative outcome). These hypothetical examples illustrate how clearer articulation of 

administrators’ expectations of PSCs might not improve organization or individual 

outcomes. 

School districts attempting to better align their evaluation instruments to the 

actual job responsibilities and performance standards of employees with specific 

certifications would benefit from reviewing current literature, including this research. 

Replicating or adapting existing instruments for evaluating PSCs that align with 

administrators’ expectations (13% of Arizona instruments) and ASCA National Model 

(2005; 21% of Arizona instruments) could be more time and cost effective than 

developing an original PSC evaluation instrument.  Another suggestion, based on Catano 

and Stronge’s findings (2007) is to pilot any new evaluation instruments with a variety of 

key stakeholders, and providing thorough training to both the evaluators and employees 

before adopting a new evaluation system. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

This study found that: Arizona administrators’ expectations of PSCs aligned 62% 

with the ASCA National Model (2005); instruments used in Arizona to evaluate PSCs 
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aligned 13% with the ASCA National Model; and Arizona administrators’ expectations of 

PSCs aligned 21% with instruments used in Arizona to evaluate PSCs. Other findings 

include the size of a school district had a relationship to the level of alignment, and that 

use of an evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs was a significant 

predictor of alignment. However, because this study was structured to parallel Catano and 

Stronge’s study (2007), several other factors were not considered and suggest areas for 

further research. 

One factor to consider is the influence of union bargaining units when school 

districts develop or adopt evaluation systems. A strong union presence might impact the 

likelihood of an evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs. Another 

perspective might indicate that a strong union presence could lead to the use of a general 

evaluation form representing multiple certified staff members. 

Another factor is the level of PSCs’ involvement in state and national school 

counseling associations. A strong state-level school counseling association might impact 

the adoption of counseling innovations, such as the ASCA National Model (2005). The 

involvement in national-level school counseling associations, such as ASCA, by local or 

state-level counseling leaders might impact the adoption of counseling innovations. Other 

factors to consider for future research on adopting counseling innovations include: the 

level of involvement in state and national associations (e.g., basic membership, attending 

or presenting at annual conventions, or serving in appointed/elected leadership roles); 

district-level support of PSCs involvement in state and national school counseling 

associations; and district-level support of PSCs attending state and national school 
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counseling conferences (e.g., providing release time, paying registration fees, or 

reimbursing PSCs).  

This study found a difference in the level of alignment of administrators’ 

expectations, evaluation instruments and the ASCA National Model (2005) between 

small-sized school districts and medium- and large sized district. Further research might 

investigate whether school district size impacts the adoption of counseling innovations. 

School districts with PSCs serving as leaders within school counseling associations at the 

state or national level might be more likely to develop an evaluation instrument 

specifically developed for PSCs.  

While the sample size was large enough to make generalizations beyond the study 

participants (103 school districts), further research could explore whether Arizona 

represents a “typical” state’s involvement in adopting the ASCA National Model (2005). 

One of the two primary authors of the model resides in Arizona and has been active in 

PSC local, state and national school counselor organizations for more than 20 years. She 

has taught master level courses in school counseling at colleges and universities in 

Arizona, and served as a mentor for dozens of practicing PSCs. During her tenure as the 

ASCA President, she traveled throughout the US and abroad, establishing a wide network 

of colleagues. As a past-president, she works as an international consultant in school 

counseling to school districts. Through her leadership, numerous Arizona PSCs have also 

become active in PSC state and national school counselor organizations, including 

serving as elected leaders. Her circle of influence may have impacted the adoption of the 
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ASCA National Model in Arizona. Another area for further research is determining if 

other states have embraced the ASCA National Model at the same level as Arizona.  

Another area of study should investigate PSCs’ perceptions of administrators’ 

expectations. Counselors’ misperceptions may contribute to the role confusion, thereby 

negatively impacting organizational outcomes. Further research might also include a 

wider range of stakeholders, such as administrators, parents, teachers and other staff 

members, counselor educators, and business and community leaders, in addition to 

ASCA leaders, in refining and diffusing national school counseling standards. The ASCA 

National Model (2005) can serve as the foundation for the next attempt at “standardizing 

the practices of an entire profession” (p.1).  

Chapter 5 Summary 

This chapter provided the findings of qualitative and quantitative analysis used to 

investigate the alignment between Arizona public high school administrators’ 

expectations of PSC and national counseling standards included in the ASCA National 

Model (2005). The researcher compared the alignment between Arizona instruments 

utilized to evaluate PSCs and the ASCA National Model (2005), as well as the alignment 

between Arizona school administrators’ expectations of PSCs and how PSCs are 

evaluated. Also included was an investigation of the variations of district size and use of 

an evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs. Finally, the researcher 

considered the policy and leadership implications of this study, and made suggestions for 

further research.  
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Research Findings 

A thorough review of current counseling literature identified the ASCA National 

Model (2005) as the most comprehensive set of professional standards currently available 

for PSCs and aligns 62% (question 1) with Arizona public high school administrators’ 

expectations of PSCs. The ASCA National Model includes a well-developed set of 13 

school counselor performance standards (p. 62-65), in addition to the school counseling 

program audit (p. 65-66, 110-120). Current Arizona PSC evaluation instruments align 

13% with the ASCA National Model (question 2) and align 21% with Arizona public high 

school administrators’ expectations of PSCs (question 3). District size appears to be 

related to whether PSCs’ evaluation instruments align with ASCA National Model or with 

Arizona administrators’ expectations. Small-sized school districts achieved lesser levels 

of alignment than medium- and large-sized district. A better predictor of alignment, 

however, was the use of an evaluation instrument specifically developed for PSCs, based 

on hierarchical multiple regressions as measured by the ASCA Rubric and the Arizona 

Rubric. 29% of school districts that participated in the study utilize PSC-specific 

evaluation instruments. 

Leadership theories. Organizational Role Theory and LMX Theory both suggest 

that when administrators and PSCs use valid evaluation instruments, based on clearly 

defined role expectations and job responsibilities, positive outcomes for the organization 

and individuals are more likely to occur (Biddle, 1986; Clemens et al. 2009). Both 

theories help explain the impact role confusion has on an organization, but only one study 

applied LMX theory to the field of education (Clemens et al. 2009). The majority of 



  137 

research on Organizational Role Theory and LMX Theory has been limited to 

manufacturing and industrial settings (Gerstner & Day, 1997). More empirical research is 

needed to validate these theories as appropriate frameworks for educational leadership 

applications. 

Previous research. The majority of peer-reviewed research addressing PSC 

issues has been conducted by school counselors and counselor educators (e.g., 54% of all 

literature cited in this study was published by ASCA). Limited studies have been 

published on counseling innovations, such as the ASCA National Model (2005). 

Educational leadership journals have made minimal contributions to better understanding  

the impact of  role confusion on outcomes effecting schools, staff members, or students  

(Biddle, 1986). The lack of depth and breadth in research applying educational leadership 

theories to the relationship between school administrators and PSCs may contribute to the 

ongoing issue of role conflict within public schools (Clemens et al. 2009). 

Existing studies on evaluation methods in schools have mostly focused on 

classroom teachers (Anderson & Reiter, 1995; Bullough et al. 2003; Naugle, 1999) and 

direct observation of classroom instruction (Helm, 1995). More empirical research on 

PSC-specific evaluation instruments is needed (McGannon et al. 2005), based on the 

statistically significant findings in this study.  

Patterns identified. One pattern that was consistent throughout this study was the 

lack of a universal evaluation method or protocol within education. PSCs reported 

multiple ways in which their job performance was measured. For example, Helm (1994)  

reported that 28% of PSCs are never evaluated, 34% are informally evaluated, and 38% 
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were evaluated with instruments designed to be used with classroom teachers. This study 

found that just 29% of Arizona school districts utilize a PSC-specific evaluation 

instrument. 

Another identified pattern was the impact school district size has on alignment 

with national counseling standards, administrators’ expectations of PSCs, and evaluation 

instruments. While the use of a PSC-specific evaluation instrument was a more 

statistically significant predictor of alignment, district size still helped explain variances 

between small-sized districts and medium- and large-sized districts. Further research 

might help explain how to minimize the impact school district size has on adopting 

educational innovations like the ASCA National Model (2005).  

Interview participants (Arizona public high school principals and assistant 

principals) appeared to highly value the majority of key terms and phrases that align with 

the ASCA National Model (2005; 62% direct and 27% indirect alignment), even though 

most of them did not mention the model by name. Non-guidance duties were identified in 

this study as a consistent area of misalignment similar to current literature (Coll & 

Freeman, 1997; Fitch et al. 2001, Jones Burnham & Jackson, 2000; Whiston & Sexton, 

1998). 

Key findings 

 Possible Hawthorne effect. One key finding was that interview participants 

might have ‘prepared’ for the interviews by reviewing information about school 

counseling programs provided by their PSCs. A possible explanation for their action is 
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the Hawthorne effect and is likely due to the motivational effect of the interest being 

shown in them, and their desire to appear knowledgeable about the focus of the study. 

 PSC skills. Another key finding is that interview participants appeared to highly 

value the wide range of PSCS, based on the 151 references made to counseling skills 

during  the interviews. If these references are added to the 343 references that clearly 

align with the ASCA National Model, then 89% of the key terms and phrases align with 

national counseling standards. 

Arizona evaluation instruments. The minimal alignment between the evaluation 

instruments used to evaluate Arizona PSCs and the ASCA National Model (2005; 13% 

alignment) is another key finding from this study that suggests that many Arizona PSCs 

may experience role confusion (e.g., Organizational Role Theory; Biddle, 1986) and role 

misperceptions (e.g., LMX Theory; Clemens et al. 2009). The level of alignment between 

the evaluation instruments used to evaluate Arizona PSCs and administrators’ 

expectations (21%) represents role conflict at the member level.  

Contributions to the field and practice 

The findings from this study contribute to the field of educational leadership by 

highlighting the urgent need for clearer communications between leaders (e.g., Arizona 

public high school administrators) and members (e.g. Arizona school counselors), 

especially in the areas of role expectations and evaluations, as measured by the lack of 

alignment between administrators’ expectations of PSCs and evaluation instruments 

utilized (21% alignment). This is also supported by the hierarchical multiple regression 
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results that indicated a significant predictor of alignment was the use of a PSC-specific 

evaluation instrument. 

Contributions to practicing PSCs from this study include the finding that 

interview participants highly valued (89%) the skills and services provided by counselors, 

whether PSCs are implementing CCBG programs or the ASCA National Model (2005). 

The area of greatest misalignment was non-guidance duties, indicating the PSCs need to 

continue proactively collecting and disaggregating data to key stakeholders showing how 

student outcomes are improved when PSCs provide counseling-related services. 

Further research needs 

A thorough review of existing counseling literature highlighted the need for more 

empirical studies from independent, third-party researchers (i.e., non-ASCA and non-

ACA leaders), more in-depth studies on applying Organizational Role Theory and 

Leader-Member Exchange Theory in educational settings, and more empirical research 

about the effects of alignment between expectations and evaluation methods. 

Another area of needed research includes studying ways to improve PSCs 

evaluation methods. Better PSC evaluation methods might have a larger effect on 

positive organizational outcomes than alignment between evaluation instruments and the 

ASCA National Model. Further application and replication of Catano & Stronge’s 2007 

study could measure actual job expectations compared to professional standards of other 

educators besides principals and PSCs.  

 Other factors to consider in future research include the influence of union 

bargaining units when school districts develop or adopt evaluation systems, the level of 
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PSCs’ involvement in state and national school counseling associations, whether school 

district size impacts the adoption of counseling innovations, and if Arizona represents a 

“typical” state’s involvement in adopting the ASCA National Model (2005).  

In summary, this study confirms Catano and Stronge’s 2006 research findings that 

alignment of evaluation instruments with state and national standards helps decrease the 

likelihood of role conflict, enhances communication of role expectations between 

supervisors and subordinates, and increases the potential for positive organizational and 

individual outcomes. 
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APPENDIX A 

INFORMED CONSENT AND INTERVIEW PROTOCOL  

 
Informed Consent 

 

Alignment between Professional School Counselor Evaluations  
and Performance Standards 

 
Introduction 
You are being invited to take part in a research study. The information in this form is 
provided to help you decide whether or not to take part. Study personnel will be available 
to answer your questions and provide additional information. If you decide to take part in 
the study, you will be asked to sign this consent form. A copy of this form will be given 
to you. 
 
What is the purpose of this research study? 
This study will investigate the congruence between public high school principals/assistant 
principals’ expectations of professional school counselors (PCS), instruments used to 
evaluate PSCs, and national counseling standards. 
 
Why are you being asked to participate? 
You are being invited because you are a public high school principal/assistant principal 
who directly supervises professional school counselors. 
 
How many people will be asked to participate in this study? 
Up to ten public high school principals/assistant principals from up to ten school districts 
will be asked to participate in this study. 
 
What will happen during this study? 
Participants will be interviewed to identify their expectations of professional school 
counselors. Eight questions will be asked, with possible follow up questions. The 
interview will be audio taped, and later transcribed to shape further research in this area. 
If a participant is unwilling to be audio taped, then the researcher will take field notes of 
the interview. 
 
How long will I be in this study? 
About 45 minutes of your time will be needed to complete this study. 
 
Are there any risks to me? 
The things that you will be doing have no significant risks. Although we have tried to 
avoid risks, you may feel that some questions we ask will be stressful or upsetting. If this 
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occurs you may stop participating immediately. We can give you information about 
individuals who may be able to help you with these problems. 
 
Are there any benefits to me? 

 

You will not receive any direct benefit from taking part in this study. Your participation 
will help shape further research in the areas of educational leadership, evaluation, and 
professional school counseling which may benefit the work of principals, professional 
school counselors, and student outcomes in the future. 
 
 
Will there be any costs to me? 
Aside from your time, there are no costs for taking part in the study 
 
Will I be paid to participate in the study? 
You will not be paid for your participation. 
 
Will video or audio recordings be made of me during the study? 
We will make an audio recording during the study so that we can be certain that your 
responses are recorded accurately only if you check the box below: 
 

I give my permission for audio recordings to be made of me during my 
participation in this research study. 

 
I do not give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me 
during my participation in this research study. 

 
Will the information that is obtained from me be kept confidential? 
The only person who will know that you participated in this study will be the Principal 
Investigator. Your records will be confidential. You will not be identified in any reports 
or publications resulting from the study. It is possible that representatives of the Human 
Subjects Protection Program will want to come to the University of Arizona to review 
your information. If that occurs, a copy of the information may be provided to them, but 
your name will be removed before the information is released. 
 
May I change my mind about participating? 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide to not begin or to stop the 
study at any time. Your refusing to participate will have no effect on your employment. 
You can discontinue your participation with no effect employment. Also, any new 
information discovered about the research will be provided to you. 
 
Whom can I contact for additional information? 
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You can obtain further information about the research or voice concerns or complaints 
about the research by calling the Principal Investigator, Mary Bayly Nebe, M. Ed. at 
(520) 886-1935 or my faculty advisor, Jeffrey Bennett, Ph. D. at (520) 626-4549. If you 
have questions concerning your rights as a research participant, have general questions, 
concerns or complaints, or would like to give input about the research and can’t reach the 
research team, or want to talk to someone other than the research team, you may call the 
University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program office at (520) 626-6721. If 
you would like to contact the Human Subjects Protection Program by email, please use 
the following email address: http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/ 
 
Mary Bayly Nebe, M. Ed. 
Principal Investigator 
 
 
 
By signing this form, I affirm that I have read the information contained in the form, that 
the study has been explained to me, that my questions have been answered and that I 
agree to take part in this study. I do not give up any of my legal rights by signing this 
form. 
________________________________ 
Name (Printed) 
__________________________________  ______________ 
Participant’s Signature    Date signed 
 
Statement by person obtaining consent I certify that I have explained the research study 
to the person who has agreed to participate, and that he or she has been informed of the 
purpose, the procedures, the possible risks and potential benefits associated with 
participation in this study. Any questions raised have been answered to the participant’s 
satisfaction. 
 
Mary Bayly Nebe, M. Ed. 
Name of study personnel 
__________________________________  _______________ 
Study personnel Signature    Date signed 
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 
I am interested in investigating the value high school principals’ place on Professional 
School Counselors, their roles and functions, necessary skill sets, and how they 
contribute to the school’s overall success. This information will help me shape further 
research in this area. 
 

1. How many Professional School Counselors do you employ at this school? 
 

2. Please tell me how you assign counselors to work with students (i.e. alpha order, 
grade levels, etc). 

 
3. How would you generally describe the role of the Professional School Counselors 

in your school? (probe for academic, career, and social/personal domains) 
 

4. Can you tell me about the specific functions or activities that Professional School 
Counselors perform in your school that support the general roles you described? 
(probe for specific function that support their roles in the ASCA Delivery System) 

 
5. Do they perform any other duties in this school that we have not discussed? 

(probe for “other duties as assigned”) 
 

6. If you were hiring a Professional School Counselor, what skills or strengths 
would you look for? 

 
7. Is there anything else that you look for in a Professional School Counselor that 

contributes to the overall success of students? 
 

8. Is there anything else you would like to add about the roles, functions, or 
contributions of Professional School Counselors that we have not discussed? 

 
Thank you for your valuable time and input! 
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 APPENDIX B  

FREQUENCY OF INTERVIEW KEY TERMS AND PHRASES 
 

 AZ Public High School 
Administrators 

 

Interview Key Terms A B C D E F G H I J Total 
district level duties   2    1    3 
supervise students  3    1     4 
support groups 1 1  1  1 1    5 
decision making/prioritize 1  1   2    1 5 
personable/approachable 1 1   1 1  1  1 6 
interventions/sub. abuse/pregnancy 1 2   1 2   2  8 
advocate/proactive  4   1   2 1  8 
diversity/closing the gap/SES/ELL   1 1 3 2 1  1  9 
community outreach/information  2 1   2 2 1  2 10 
master schedule/registration/data input 5 3  2       10 
experience/background/qualified 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1  10 
advanced placement/honors/awards  1 1 1 2 2 1  2  10 
transition/orientation   3   2 2 1 1 1 10 
best interests/well being/encourage 3 2  1  1 1 1 1 1 11 
alpha order/case load  1 2 1 4 1 1  1  11 
curr/classroom presentations  6 3  1 1     11 
reports/record keeping 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 
like/connect with kids/role model 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 12 
deal with kids/services/programs 4 2 3   3     12 
integrity/professional/stable/confidential  3 3   1 1 3 2  13 
collaborates/people skills/comm. skills  3 3   3  1 1 2 13 
mandatory reporting/abuse/threats 2 3   2 2 1 2  1 13 
credit checks/transcripts  4  1 1 2 1 1 1 2 13 
facillatator/leader/liason 1 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 1 1 14 
CCBG/Nat Model   2  7 2   2 1 14 
conflict mgmt/peer mediation  10    1  3   14 
crisis/problems/responsive 4 2 1 3  2  1 1 1 15 
graduate/4 year plans/drop out rate  2   3 3  6 1 1 16 
susp./discipline/juv. detent./boundaries  4 6 3  1 1 1  1  17 
post secondary/scholarships/university 2 3 2  3 3 1 2 1  17 
IEP/504 plans/altern/spec ed 5 3   4 4  1   17 
testing/paperwork  4 4 1  3 2 3 1 4 18 
huge role/integral/vital 2 5 5 1 1 1 1 1 1  18 
effic./org./handles stress/multi-tasker 4 8 1 1 1 3 0 1 0  19 
team member/involved/helpful 7 3 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 1 22 
school improvement/rigor 3 2 5 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 23 
career choices/voc/CTE/work prog 2 7 2 2 3 1  2 3 1 26 
relationships/parents/teachers/students 3 7 7 4 1 1 1 1 1 3 29 

academic success 1 8  1 3 1 1  1 3 29 
prevention/initiatives 1 6 7 1 3 2 3 2 1 4 30 
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APPENDIX C 
 

ASCA EVALUATION RUBRIC  

SCHOOL DISTRICT:  ___________________________________ COUNTY: _____________        

Does the school district have a specific evaluation instrument designed for school counselors? 

Yes _____ (continue completing the rubric below)  No _____ (stop scoring) 

Components from   Level of Alignment with the ASCA National Model 

ASCA National Model   Lack of      Limited    Adequate  
    Element    Evidence Evidence 

FOUNDATION   
Beliefs     0   1   2     
Philosophy    0   1   2     
Mission Statement   0   1   2    
Domains    0   1   2     
ASCA Standards    0   1   2     
DELIVERY SYSTEM 
Guidance Curriculum   0   1   2     
Individual Planning    0   1   2      
Responsive Services   0  1   2     
System Support    0   1   2     
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM  
Agreements    0   1   2     
Advisory Council    0   1   2     
Use of Data    0   1   2     
Use of Time    0   1   2     
Action Plans     0   1   2     
Schedules/Calendars   0  1   2     
ACCOUNTABILITY 
Results Reports    0   1   2     
PSC Performance Standards  0  1   2     
Program Audit    0   1   2       
COUNSELOR SKILLS  
Leadership    0   1   2     
Advocacy    0   1   2     
Collaboration    0   1   2     
Systemic Change    0   1   2     
COLUMN SCORES:   ___  ___     ___      
 
TOTAL SCORE:  ______    SCORER’S INITIALS: _____________ 
      

Comments:       
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APPENDIX D 

ARIZONA EVALUATION RUBRIC   
 
SCHOOL DISTRICT:       COUNTY: _______________________ 
 
Does the school district have a specific evaluation instrument designed for school counselors? 
Yes _____ No _____  
 

Key Terms identified during interviews   Frequency in Instrument used to Evaluate 
with Public High School Administrators Arizona Professional School Counselors 

 
Foundation 
Counseling Domains       develop students’ academic/career/ personal/ social skills  _____ 
Delivery system 
School Guidance             substance abuse prevention, guidance curriculum, classroom  
Curriculum              presentations, implement programs, support academic success,  

            implement initiatives and prevention programs   _____ 
Individual Student            English language learners, socioeconomic status, closing the gap,  
Planning              diversity, advanced placement, honors, awards, transitions, 

            orientation, graduation, 4 year plans, drop out rate, post-secondary,  
            scholarships, letters of recommendation, information about                                                                   

universities/colleges/vocational/trade schools/military, recruiters,  

individualized educational plans, 504 accommodation plans,  

             alternative education options, special education, career & technical   
             education courses, work programs     _____ 

Responsive Services         support groups, interventions, pregnancy, deal with students’ crises, 
                            mandatory reporting of abuse and threats  to students, conflict  

             management, peer mediation, respond to problems, deliver services _____ 
System Support              district level duties, community outreach, provide information,  

             vital/integral school-wide committee member, establishes and  
             maintains relationships with coworkers/students’ families/ 
             outside agencies/community members, huge role, school improve- 

            ment, academic rigor      _____ 
Management system 
Use of Data              ACSA national model, comprehensive competency-based guidance _____ 
Use of Time              case load, alpha order      _____ 
Accountability system 
Results               reports, record keeping, documentation reports   _____ 
 
SUBTOTAL of ASCA ELEMENTS:        _____ 
 
Professional school counselor skills 
Organizational Skills        decision-making, prioritizing, involved, collaborative, facilitator,  
                                          leader, liaison, efficient, organized, multi-tasker   _____ 
Personal  Qualities            personable, approachable, experience, background, qualified,  

             encouraging, role model, integrity, professional, stable,  confidential,  
             people skills, strong communication skills, helpful, handles stress well _____ 

Student Focused              advocate, proactive, best interests of students, students’ well being,  
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ARIZONA EVALUATION RUBRIC - Continued 
 

likes and connects with students, establishes and maintains relation- 
ships with students      _____ 

Non-guidance duties 
Administrative Duties      supervise students, master schedule, suspensions, discipline, juvenile  

            detention, setting boundaries     _____ 
Clerical Duties              registration, data input, credit checks, transcripts, testing  _____ 
 
SUBTOTAL of Non-ASCA ELEMENTS:       _____ 
     
TOTAL SCORE:         _____ 
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APPENDIX E  

COMPARISON OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENT SCORES  

School  
District  

Specific 
PSC  

Evaluation 
instrumenta 

ASCA 
Rubric 
Scoreb 

 

Arizona 
Rubric 
Scorec 

1 1 0        14 
2 1 0          8 
3 2 20.5        15 
4 1 0          5 
5 1 0          8 
6 1 0          7 
7 2 18        21 
8* 1 0          6 
9 1 0          5 
10 1 0          6 
11 1 0          7 
12* 2 23        22 
13 1 0          7 
14 2 14.5        23 
15 1 0          5 
16 2 30        36 
17 1 0          5 
18 2 7.5        18 
19    1  0          7 
20 1 0          7 
21 2 29.5 34 
22 2 12          8 
23 1 13.5          9 
24 1 0          5 
25 2 26.5        18 
26 1 0        17 
27 2 29.5        22 
28 2 7.5        17 
29    1  0          8 
30 1 0          6 
31 1 0        11 
32 1 0          7 
33    1  0        12 
34 1 0        15 

  
a. 1 = no (PSC-specific evaluation instrument), 2 = yes (PSC-specific evaluation instrument),   
b. See Appendix C 
c. See Appendix D 

* Indicates researcher interviewed a principal and/or assistant principal from this district
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COMPARISON OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENT SCORES - Continued  

School  
District  

Specific 
PSC  

Evaluation 
instrumenta 

ASCA 
Rubric 
Scoreb 

 

Arizona 
Rubric 
Scorec  

35 1 0        11 
36 1 0          5 
37 2 19.5        33 
38 1 0        12 
39 1 0          6 
40 2 13        28 
41 2 24.5        28 
42 2 17        16 
43 2 36.7        32 
44 2 28.5        36 
45 1 0          5 
46 1 0          6 
47* 2 23.5        20 
48 1 0          7 
49 1 0          8 
50* 2 18.5        38 
51 1 0          9 
52 1 0          4 
53 1 0          4 
54 2 23.5        20 
55* 2 27.5        46 
56 2 20.5        42 
57 1 0          6 
58* 1 0        12 
59 1 0          5 
60 1 0          7 
61 2 14.5        28 
62 1 0        11 
63 1 0          5 
64 1 0          7 
65 1 0        12 
66 2 13 A 
67 1 0          5 
68 1 0          5 
69 1 0          6 
70 1 6.5        13 

   
a. 1 = no (PSC-specific evaluation instrument), 2 = yes (PSC-specific evaluation instrument),   
b. See Appendix C 
c. See Appendix D 
* Indicates researcher interviewed a principal and/or assistant principal  
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COMPARISON OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENT SCORES - Continued  

 
School  
District  

Specific 
PSC  

Evaluation 
instrumenta 

ASCA 
Rubric 
Scoreb 

 

Arizona 
Rubric 
Scorec  

71 2 16 14 
72 1 0          9 
73 1 0          8 
74 1 0          4 
75 1 0          5 
76 1 0          6 
77 2 28.3        21 
78 2 10.5        22 
79 1 0        11 
80 1 0          8 
81 1 0        11 
82 2 24        28 
83 1 0          8 
84* 1 0          7 
85 1 0          8 
86 1 0          6 
87 1 0        12 
88 1 0        12 
89 2 15        23 
90 1 0          4 
91 1 0          8 
92 1 0          7 
93 1 0        10 
94 1 0          4 
95 1 0          5 
96 1 0          7 
97 1 0          5 
98 1 0          7 
99 2 19        25 
100 1 0          8 
101 2 13.5        27 
102 1 13        25 
103 n 0        13 

 
a. 1 = no (PSC-specific evaluation instrument), 2 = yes (PSC-specific evaluation instrument),   
b. See Appendix C 
c. See Appendix D 
* Indicates researcher interviewed a principal and/or assistant principal  
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APPENDIX F 
 

REQUEST FOR INTERVIEW DOCUMENT 
 

    Sample text of recruitment letter 

 

Dear Principal ______________, 

 I am a doctoral candidate in Educational Leadership at the University of Arizona. 

I am conducting a study of administrators who supervise professional school counselors. 

Are you willing to participate in a 45-minute interview that will help me identify 

principals’ expectations of professional school counselors? The interview will be 

scheduled at a time and place convenient for you.  

The data from our interview will be incorporated into the next stage of my 

doctoral research. This research will inform administrators and professional school 

counselors how to better align performance standards with evaluation practices.  

Please reply with your decision about participating in the interview. I look 

forward to meeting you soon!  

Respectfully,  

 

Mary Bayly Nebe, M. Ed. 

nebe3mb@msn.com 

(520) 886-1935 

726 South Zamora Place 
 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
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APPENDIX G 
 

REQUEST FOR PSC EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS  
 

Sample text of request fax letter 

 

Dear Principal ______________, 

 I am a doctoral candidate in Educational Leadership at the University of Arizona. 

I am researching what high school principals expect from professional school counselors.  

As part of my dissertation, I plan to analyze the instruments used to evaluate school 

counselors. 

 If your school district has the evaluation instrument available electronically, could 

you please email it to me? If it is only available by hardcopy, please fax it to me, or let 

me know your mailing address and I will send a pre-addressed/pre-stamped envelop to 

you. 

 Thank you for your assistance! 

 

Respectfully,  

 

Mary Bayly Nebe, M. Ed. 

nebe3mb@msn.com 

Fax: (520) 886-1935 

726 South Zamora Place 

Tucson, AZ 85710 
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