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This International Handbook for Policy Research in School-Based 
Counseling is an ambitious attempt to document what we currently know 
about the relationships between policy and school-based counseling practice 
around the globe, to identify what needs to be known in order to promote 
effective practice, and to identify how research can help us know what is still 
unknown. As we worked on the handbook, we became aware that while 
policy research on school-based counseling is being conducted in many 
countries, policy research is a neglected focus within the counseling profes-
sional community in nearly every country. Moreover, mechanisms to sup-
port rigorous international policy research are almost totally lacking. As 
noted in the capstone chapter, we have come to believe that the establish-
ment of these mechanisms should be a priority given the potential power of 
school-based counseling and the ways (both positive and negative) that pol-
icy is affecting practice.

School-based counseling has major potential to contribute to the public 
good. School-based counseling practice is affected by policy. Too often this 
policy is not guided by sound research. Rigorous policy research is urgently 
needed to ensure that all students and their parents have access to high-quality 
school counseling services. We advocate greater collaboration between aca-
demics, counseling educators, and professional associations to develop and 
support practice research networks of school-based practitioners, so that data 
from schools contributes to regional and national databases of outcomes and 
also yields powerful stories of change and growth. We are indebted to many 
people who contributed in many ways to the development of this handbook. We 
must first acknowledge the outstanding work of the chapter authors who took 
up the major challenges of developing valuable guidelines for different meth-
odologies and summarizing policy landscape and policy research in important 
national and regional contexts around the globe. We are certain that handbook 
readers will profit tremendously from the quality of their work. Their work has 
established that policy research is an essential and exciting research focus 
within school counseling. In many ways, they have founded a new field of 
research.

In addition, we wish to thank our colleagues who provided guidance in 
the organization and realization of this handbook. These include Dr. Michael 
Krezmien, Dr. Catherine Griffith, Dr. Virginia Lee, and Ms. Karen 
Harrington.

Preface



vi

We wish to acknowledge the outstanding organizational and editorial sup-
port that Dr. Kristine Camacho has contributed to the project. The care and 
quality of her work made the production of the handbook possible and 
enjoyable.

Finally, we wish to acknowledge and thank our colleagues at Springer, 
especially Ms. Judy Jones, Ms. Rajeswari Balachandran, and Ms. Michelle 
Tam, for their guidance, encouragement, and patience.

Amherst, MA, USA� John C. Carey

Preface



vii

Contents

Part I  Conceptual Introduction

	 1	� Introduction to Policy Research in School-Based  
Counseling�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������     3
Sharon F. Rallis and John C. Carey

	 2	� What Government Policy Makers Need to Know  
About School-Based Counseling��������������������������������������������������     11
Dawn Stevenson and Nathan Edvalson

Part II  Effective Methodologies

	 3	� Ethical and Social Justice Foundations of Policy and Policy 
Research Related to School-Based Counseling��������������������������     25
Vivian V. Lee

	 4	� Using Scoping Reviews to Document and Synthesize  
Current Practices in School-Based Counselling�������������������������     45
Belinda Harris

	 5	� Developing and Conducting International School  
Counseling Survey Research��������������������������������������������������������     59
Michael P. Krezmien, Alexandra Lauterbach, Karen Harrington,  
and Ayse Yakut

	 6	� Using Mixed Methods to Evaluate Pilot Counselling  
Provision in Welsh Primary Schools�������������������������������������������     71
Susan Pattison and Maggie Robson

	 7	� Conducting Needs Assessments to Identify Necessary  
School-Based Counseling Services����������������������������������������������     87
Ayşen Köse



viii

	 8	� Using Methodological Reviews and Meta-analyses  
to Identify Current Best Practices in School-Based  
Counseling�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   105
Michael P. Krezmien, Kristine A. Camacho,  
and Jason C. Travers

	 9	� Conducting Intervention Research to Identify Efficacious 
and Effective Practices in School-Based Counseling�����������������   121
Catherine Griffith and Scott Greenspan

	10	� Conducting Large-Scale Evaluation Studies  
to Identify Characteristics of Effective Comprehensive  
School Counseling Programs�������������������������������������������������������   133
Christopher A. Sink, Myya Cooney, and Clara Adkins

	11	� Identifying and Using Secondary Datasets to Answer  
Policy Questions Related to School-Based Counseling:  
A Step-by-Step Guide�������������������������������������������������������������������   153
Julia Bryan, Jungnam Kim, and Qi Shi

	12	� Evaluating the Impact of National and State Policies  
on School-Based Counseling Practices and Student  
Outcomes���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   183
Michael S. Trevisan

	13	� Using Qualitative Methods to Evaluate Policy 
Implementation in School-Based Counseling�����������������������������   207
Alfred A. Adegoke and Foluke N. Bolu-Steve

	14	� Using Cost-Benefit Analyses in School-Based Counseling  
Policy Research�����������������������������������������������������������������������������   217
Sang Min Lee and Mijin Chung

	15	� Focusing on Context Within International  
School-Based Counseling Research���������������������������������������������   227
Ian Martin, Mohammed Mahboob Morshed,  
and John C. Carey

Part III  Current Findings

	16	� Policy, Capacity Building and School-Based Counselling  
in Nigeria����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   239
Oyaziwo Aluede, Florence Iyamu, Andrew Adubale,  
and Emmanuel U. Oramah

	17	� Policy and Challenges of Contextualization  
for School-Based Counselling in Countries  
in Eastern and Southern Africa���������������������������������������������������   255
Chika Eze, Sahaya G. Selvam, Josephine Adibo,  
Mandu Selepe, and Sewela Monicca Ramaboea

Contents



ix

	18	� School-Based Counseling Policy, Policy Research, 
and Implications: Findings from Hong Kong and Japan����������   279
Mantak Yuen, Queenie A.Y. Lee, Raymond M.C. Chan,  
and Shinji Kurihara

	19	� School-Based Counseling Policy, Policy Research, 
and Implications: Findings from South Korea���������������������������   305
Sang Min Lee and NaYeon Yang

	20	� Public Policy, Policy Research, and School Counseling  
in India�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   315
Elizabeth Thomas, Tony Sam George, and Sachin Jain

	21	� Policy and Practice of School-Based Counseling  
in Bangladesh: Current Provisions and Future Directions�������   327
Mohammad Mahboob Morshed

	22	� School-Based Counseling in Malaysia as Southeast  
Asian Country�������������������������������������������������������������������������������   341
Mohamad Isa Amat, Ku Suhaila Ku Johari,  
and Amin Al Haadi Shafie

	23	� Policy, Policy Research on School-Based Counselling  
in the United Kingdom�����������������������������������������������������������������   353
Terry Hanley, Julia Noble, and Nicky Toor

	24	� Policy, Research and the Development of School  
Counselling in Malta: Lessons Learnt in a Small-Island 
Community������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   365
Marlene Cauchi, Ruth Falzon, Patricia Micallef,  
and Moira Sammut

	25	� School-Based Counseling, Policy, Policy Research, 
and Implications in Turkey and Other Middle Eastern  
Countries����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   383
Ayşen Köse

	26	� Policy Research on School-Based Counseling  
in the United States: Establishing a Policy Research  
Agenda�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   399
John C. Carey and Ian Martin

	27	� Policy, Research, and Implications for School  
Counseling in Canada�������������������������������������������������������������������   417
Jason Kushner

	28	� Public Policy and Policy Research on School-Based  
Counseling in Australia����������������������������������������������������������������   427
Marilyn Campbell

	29	� Policy, Policy Research in Aotearoa New Zealand���������������������   437
Ada Crowe

Contents



x

	30	� Historical Influences on the Development  
of Policy Affecting School-Based Guidance  
and Counseling in Latin America������������������������������������������������   457
George Davy Vera and Alfonso Barreto

	31	� Contemporary Public Policy on School-Based Guidance 
and Counseling in Venezuela, Costa Rica, and Other Latin 
American Countries����������������������������������������������������������������������   473
George Davy Vera, Dorelys Jiménez, and Alfonso Barreto

Part IV  Synthesis and Future Directions

	32	� Using Advocacy in Policy Research and School-Based  
Counseling�������������������������������������������������������������������������������������   487
Vivian V. Lee and Go Eun Na

	33	� Present Status and Future Directions for Policy Research 
and Evaluation in School-Based Counseling������������������������������   503
Oyaziwo Aluede, John C. Carey, Belinda Harris,  
and Sang Min Lee 

�Index ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������  521

Contents



Part I

Conceptual Introduction



3© Springer International Publishing AG 2017 
J.C. Carey et al. (eds.), International Handbook for Policy Research on School-Based Counseling, 
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-58179-8_1

Introduction to Policy Research 
in School-Based Counseling

Sharon F. Rallis and John C. Carey

Policy articulates a desired way of being for a 
society. Starting as a broad statement of values, a 
policy describes a set of conditions preferable to 
those currently in place. Ideally, a policy is meant 
to serve the public good, not the material benefit 
of those who establish the policy. Embedded 
within any policy, we should be able to find a 
theory of action: we want X to happen, so we 
must do Y. This cause → effect statement, how-
ever, is seldom clearly articulated. Designing, 
enacting, and implementing policy are not a clear 
and linear process. Furthermore, because the 
scope of policy tends to be general and broad, it 
is open to multiple interpretations across indi-
viduals and contexts. Thus, the relationship 
between policy and practice is usually convo-
luted and often somewhat unpredictable.

Policy statements are mere words. While the 
words are meant to result in actions that produce 
the desired new state or condition, multiple forces 
at various levels mediate the gap between the 

words and actions. The explicit or implicit theory 
of action of the policy may be difficult to find 
and/or inaccurate so that even effective imple-
mentation of a policy leads to the “wrong” out-
comes. Even with a sound theory of action, 
resulting programs and practices, often largely 
dependent on available resources, may bear little 
resemblance to the envisioned state – or may pro-
duce any number of unintended (positive or neg-
ative) consequences. The particular interests of 
stakeholders (e.g., powerful individuals, profes-
sional groups, agencies, taxpayers, consumers) 
influence the allocation of resources and shape 
the programs and practices that are put in place. 
Ultimately, because policy makers are not the 
people who implement policy, the elements of 
resulting programs or practices are seldom exe-
cuted as elements of the policy were originally 
conceptualized.

Given this complex relationship between pol-
icy and practice, policy researchers and analysts 
have a lot of work to do. They ask questions: 
What is the public good? Who decides? What 
roles and influence do various stakeholders have? 
How does the policy propose to support the pub-
lic good? What purposive actions or practices 
does the policy encourage or suggest? What pro-
cedures, programs, and practices are needed to 
move forward this policy goal? What benefits can 
we expect? What consequences  – anticipated, 
negative, positive, and unintended – might result? 
The answers that policy research generates can 
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inform and improve both practice and future pol-
icy making.

The focus of this handbook is policy research 
on school-based counseling internationally. 
Decision makers in government need good data 
to inform their efforts to promote school-based 
counseling. They also need data to tell them 
whether these actions achieve their intended 
effects. Policy research provides decision makers 
with information that supports effective action 
for public good. Yet, while the need for high-
quality policy research related to school-based 
counseling is widely recognized around the 
world, the discipline of policy research in school-
based counseling is still in its infancy. The 
International Handbook on School-Based Policy 
Research offers a benchmark analysis of the state 
of policy research related to school-based coun-
seling. Chapters consider the utility of different 
policy research methods and summarize what is 
currently known in the field as well as areas for 
further exploration. We aim to provide an inte-
grated and coherent understanding of the various 
ways that policies regarding school-based coun-
seling are created and implemented to further the 
common good and to identify questions that pol-
icy research needs to answer in order to advance 
the ethical practice of school-based counseling.

The work of school-based counselors and 
university-based counselor educators who pre-
pare these counselors is shaped by policies that 
communities and governments create and attempt 
to impose. At times, these policies may support 
effective practice; often they constrain or impede 
practice. What are their purposes? Where do they 
come from? How do educators and practitioners 
respond to them? But what exactly is policy, a 
vague, overused, and often misunderstood term? 
The term evokes varying emotions: indifference 
in those who do not believe policy affects them, 
control in those who see it as a reflection of 
power, curiosity in those who see its potential, 
concern in those who are challenged to imple-
ment, and anticipation in those who recognize the 
opportunity to interpret. We begin this chapter 
developing a working definition of the term pol-
icy that reflects the multiple nested levels of pol-
icy contexts within a nation and the international 

variability in policy landscapes. Next we describe 
policy research and identify how research and 
evaluation can be used to improve policy so that 
it can have a powerful, positive impact on prac-
tice. Finally, we suggest ways policy makers and 
policy advocates can collaborate with policy 
researchers and evaluators and with counselors 
and counselor educators to construct meaningful 
and useful policy studies. We suggest that includ-
ing the counselors in this mix is critical to 
improving practice; they must contribute to the 
creation of policies that will directly affect them.

�The Many Ps of Policy

Above we defined policy as a broad expression of 
values or guiding principles meant to serve the 
public good. For example, during the cold war 
the US federal government encouraged the edu-
cation and placement of school counselors in all 
high schools by providing tens of millions of dol-
lars in funding to state department of education 
(who in turn funded university-based training 
programs and school-based counseling positions) 
through the National Defense Education Act 
(NDEA). The act was intended to place counsel-
ors in schools so that they could encourage stu-
dents to pursue careers in science and engineering 
to maintain the country’s competitive edge in 
space and defense-related technologies. A cur-
rent example directed toward practice relates to 
the culture-specific value of protecting confiden-
tiality of clients.

Such broad statements can be seen as upper-
case Policy with lowercase policies as those that 
target more local or focused actions that emerge 
from the more encompassing Policy statement. In 
the previous case of NDEA, the state departments 
of education and local school districts were less 
interested in having counselors prospecting for 
scientists and engineers and more interested in 
having them address practical perceived prob-
lems related to students’ course choice, voca-
tional planning, social development, and mental 
health. State department of education drafted 
licensure-related competencies and adopted 
models of counseling that sought to address a 

S.F. Rallis and J.C. Carey
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broad set of perceived problems in schools 
(including the original intended NDEA pur-
poses). Federal policy with a very narrow intent 
resulted ultimately in the widespread placement 
of counselors in schools with the expectation that 
they would help solve a very broad range of prob-
lems. Policies governing confidentiality tend to 
be regulations (that may differ internationally) to 
guide decisions for keeping and providing rea-
sons for breaking confidentiality. Policies (upper 
and lowercase) direct allocation of resources and 
may originate at central or local levels. 
Implementing these policies directly affects the 
counselor/client relationship.

When studying policy and policy implementa-
tion, we have found it helpful to distinguish the 
term policy from the other related P words: pro-
grams, procedures, and practices. Both broad 
Policy and focused policies typically lead to the 
establishment of specific Programs, that is, ini-
tiatives aimed toward realizing of the policy’s 
intent (the valued state, the public good). A pro-
gram is the planned intervention to achieve the 
policy goal. Programs specify coordinated sets of 
activities with identified populations. In the USA, 
almost all state departments of education have 
developed an official state model of school coun-
seling that describes the goals, organization, and 
activities of school counseling programs in 
school. Almost all of these models indicate that 
the counseling program should be structured to 
serve all students through a combination of pri-
mary prevention and remedially focused activi-
ties. Many state department of education invest 
funds to support the implementation of the state 
model in public schools. Another example is the 
Gatekeeper Training Program designed to nor-
malize talking about suicide among students.

Procedures may be the rules or regulations or 
guidelines that stipulate how the policy or pro-
gram is to be implemented. Procedures, often 
confused with the policy itself, specify actions 
that should or should not be taken; they represent 
choices made from among the many that could 
serve to achieve the policy goals. At the local 
level, many school districts in the USA have 
elaborated specific procedures, some of which 
support and some of which detract from the origi-

nal policy objectives. One district, for example, 
mandated that every school counselor had to have 
three individual sessions with every student on 
his or her caseload (n = 300) every year. In the 
interests of ensuring that all students benefit from 
counseling services, this district precluded coun-
selors from engaging in cost-effective classroom 
guidance and group counseling activities by 
locking up 900 h of counselor time each year in 
individual counseling sessions – the majority of 
which were not needed.

Practices occur at the ground level of policy 
and program implementation. Practices are the 
routinized behaviors and actions – the way we do 
things here – that constitute the everyday world 
in the program. Practices are how the people use 
the resources and activities and how they interact, 
to move toward the goal of an improved condi-
tion. For example, in the USA, school counseling 
programs show great diversity of actual practices. 
For example, while there is a growing trend to 
use empirically supported prevention curricula, 
the use of counselor-constructed curriculum units 
is still the most prevalent practice. Thus, one 
school may respond to policy directives regard-
ing anti-bullying programming by implementing 
a well-research curriculum, while a neighboring 
school may respond by implementing curriculum 
units developed by the counselors themselves. 
Thus, in short, policies and programs articulate 
the what; procedures and practices represent the 
how. Policy research can address each or all of 
these levels of P or p.

�Policy Research as Lever 
for Improving Programs 
and Practices

Just as the word policy may be ambiguous and 
oft misunderstood, so too is the concept of policy 
research. “Policy research is a close relative of 
social science, and even though it has put on its 
working clothes, rolled up its sleeves, and gone 
out to labor in the offices, legislative chambers, 
and corridors of government, it has not relin-
quished the ‘science’ label” (Weiss, 1991, p. 37). 
Seen as a branch of science, policy research must 

1  Introduction to Policy Research in School-Based Counseling
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produce systematic and objective data – and once 
available, the information will be used by policy-
makers who are meant to serve the needs of soci-
ety. Those who make these social decisions need 
a wide range of information - from data on what 
is needed to information on what works to address 
these needs. They must understand the tradeoffs: 
how do the advantages of a particular action bal-
ance the disadvantages? The assumption is that, 
grounded in the products of research, programs 
will be effectively designed and implemented 
and thereby improve the lives of the program par-
ticipants (Weiss, 1987).

However, this assumption can be challenged 
from several angles. First, the products of policy 
research are seldom simple. In the real world, 
advantages and disadvantages are not clear-cut, 
and stakeholders may disagree on what is advan-
tageous to whom  – and on whose advantages 
should be privileged. Moreover, we have learned 
that the results of policy research are seldom used 
in any linear instrumental way (see, e.g., Tseng, 
2012). In reality, findings usually served to 
expose the many shortcomings of the social poli-
cies studied without uncovering alternatives or 
solutions (Weiss, 1987); such studies are easily 
ignored. Moreover, objectivity itself may be a 
myth or “illusion” (Weiss, 1991, p.  38). Since 
policy researchers are human, they construct the 
worlds they study according to their values and 
interests, which in turn shape what they find.

How, then, can policy research inform and 
influence policy decisions that lead to genuine 
social improvement, specifically practices in 
school-based counseling? Drawing on Weiss’ 
position that policy research can be used to advo-
cate a preferred position (1991), we suggest that 
policy research can serve as a lever to improve 
programs and practices by – in addition to pro-
ducing data  – supporting or offering ideas, cri-
tique, and grounds for argument. Our perspective 
begins with a look at the difficulties in attributing 
social or academic improvement directly to a 
policy or program and its practices. Regarding 
school counseling policy research, attribution 
becomes doubly difficult because the links 
between counseling activities and students’ aca-
demic achievement are not linear; counseling 

activities can be expected to modulate rather than 
mediate gains in achievement.

To prove whether a policy has directly led to 
the desired, valued condition, a direct causal link 
must be determined. First, we ask: Can we attri-
bute the existence of the program and its prac-
tices to the policy? Our analysis must decide if 
the program would have existed without the pol-
icy. To answer, we need a counterfactual, that is, 
a setting absent the policy. Conducting a con-
trolled experiment to create such a setting is usu-
ally unrealistic, so policy analyses tend to trace 
resource allocation and map contexts. Policy 
studies also consider if the program design aligns 
with the policy intents; that is, does the program 
theory match the policy goal?

If the values, policy, and program theory all 
appear aligned, we evaluate the program: what 
are the outcomes? And can we attribute these to 
the specific activities that occur in the program? 
Again, to make a direct causal link, we would 
need to compare the outcomes of a program 
against a counterfactual to see what would have 
happened to beneficiaries without the program, 
controlling for any external influences. Put sim-
ply, we use an experiment or quasi-experimental 
design. In many instances, however, such designs 
may not be possible, due to various barriers 
including limited funding, size of program, and 
lack of comparison. And what if the program was 
not implemented with fidelity to the design? 
What if the practices emerged on site rather than 
on those written in the proposal? If and when 
these instrumental and causal policy analyses and 
evaluations are conducted with validity, poten-
tially useful data can be produced. Unfortunately, 
studies resulting in these data are few, and when 
policy makers and program decision makers do 
have access to such data in evaluation reports, 
they seldom act to change policy, programs, or 
practice. Without research that captures what 
actually happens, sustaining specific positive 
changes is difficult.

Nevertheless, despite discouraging reports of 
instrumental use, policy research and evaluation 
results are widely used to affect positive change. 
Results can become far more than findings to 
inform a specific policy question or prove a 

S.F. Rallis and J.C. Carey
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program effective. Results can become ideas and 
insights that enlighten policy makers and program 
decision makers (Weiss, 1977). “The generaliza-
tions and ideas that they produce percolate into 
the consciousness of informed publics, and over 
time they can alter the terms of policy discourse. 
Some things once taken for granted become open 
for discussion, while other issues in hot conten-
tion are laid to rest. New ideas come into cur-
rency; priorities are changed; new conceptual 
handles are used to grapple with old policy prob-
lems” (Weiss, 1987, 44). Put simply, information 
from research can capture the public interest and 
accumulate over time to change the way we think 
and behave – to enlighten the public.

Policy research and evaluation as enlighten-
ment addresses important questions we raised 
earlier. Informed by insights and evolved under-
standings, policy discourses can revisit values, 
beliefs, and the articulated desired state or condi-
tion. What exactly is the public good? Who 
decides? What roles do various stakeholders 
play? In what ways can policies and corollary 
programs support the public good? Will counsel-
ors deem a policy meaningful enough to truly fol-
low it? Research results can uncover conflicting 
interpretations; misunderstandings, as well as 
problems in resource allocation; special interests; 
power dynamics; and unexpected and unintended 
consequences. Results can also suggest solutions, 
redirect efforts, garner interest, and provide 
encouragement.

Within these enlightened policy discourses, we 
see that results are often used politically or sym-
bolically. Policy makers and program leaders want 
their work to be viewed as legitimate, so stake-
holders use research results to advocate a particu-
lar position, to strengthen the arguments, to make 
them acceptable. A policy’s or program’s legiti-
macy can also be bolstered by making it seem 
similar to others that are considered to be effec-
tive. Research can support such isomorphic efforts 
through several processes: mimetic, by providing 
models (e.g., Ockerman, Mason, & Feiker-
Hollenbeck, 2012); coercive, by establishing what 
is appropriate (e.g., Militello, Carey, Dimmitt, 
Lee, & Schweid, 2009); or normative, by defining 
standards for professional practice (e.g., Dahir, 
2000) (see DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

An illustrative example of how policy research 
is used to leverage change comes from the medi-
cal field. An enlightened Congress passed the 
National Institutes of Health (NIH) Revitalization 
Act of 1993 in response to an accumulated body 
of research documenting how gender and race 
influence individual responses to medications. 
This policy mandated that clinical trials include 
minorities and women. Policy research over the 
next 20 years revealed that disparities persisted 
in clinical trials. Various advocacy groups passed 
these findings to Congress, which eventually 
requested a Government Accounting Office 
(GAO) study reporting compliance with the 1993 
law. The GAO report demonstrated that the NIH 
had not operated according to the law. Widespread 
dissemination of the report led an embarrassed 
NIH to change their policies regarding the law; 
their revised policy required the inclusion of ade-
quate numbers of women and minorities. In this 
case, policy research was used instrumentally, to 
enlighten, for advocacy, and politically.

Our point is that policy research can make a 
difference. By our very presence and actions 
while conducting the research, we researchers 
interfere with the places and people we study; 
thus, our obligation to ensure that our work is 
ethical is paramount. We also want our findings 
to be used to improve policies, programs, and 
practices. We believe our results can inform, 
enlighten, and shape policy. But what is the state 
of policy research in school-based counseling? 
What do we know about the purposes, methods, 
and utility of this research? What do we need to 
know for the field and how can this research be 
used for the common good?

�Who Are the Users of Policy 
Research?

Policy has not only several levels; it also has 
many varied stakeholders, that is, different groups 
involved in the elaboration of policy and who are 
consequently potential consumers of policy 
research. We will illustrate this point with refer-
ence to the US context.

In the USA, public education policy is made at 
the national, state, and local levels. Some education 
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policies directly influence school-based counseling 
(e.g., NDEA, the adoption of a state model, state 
licensure requirements for school counselors). Other 
policies indirectly affect school-based counseling in 
subtle and dramatic ways. The implementation of 
standards-based education model through the fed-
eral No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and corre-
sponding state educational reform initiates, for 
example, did not directly address school counseling 
practice. However, by narrowing the goals of public 
education, by focusing the evaluation of school 
quality on standardized achievement test scores, and 
by making it much easier to remove school leaders 
whose schools failed to show achievement test 
gains, NCLB called into question the value that 
school counselors added to quality of students edu-
cation (especially in the context of the definition of 
quality being narrowed to test scores). Both the 
American School Counselors’ Association (ASCA, 
2012) and the Education Trust (Martin, 2002) devel-
oped models of school-based counseling that were 
compatible with standards-based reform. Most state 
department of education then revised their official 
state model to make them consistent with these 
models (Martin, Carey, & DeCoster, 2009).

To understand the needs of different policy 
research users, we distinguish among which 
types of decisions are made at which levels and 
what policy levers are available at what levels. It 
is also important to distinguish between policy 
makers and policy advocates. The former makes 
policy and the latter influences policy formation. 
Each national context will be different in these 
regards. To illustrate the principles, we will return 
to the US example.

In the USA, laws related to public education 
are made by Congress, enacted by the Executive 
branch (the President and Department of 
Education), and interpreted by the Supreme 
Court. Laws can originate through the committee 
process (e.g., the legislative committees on edu-
cation) or through the initiatives of individual 
legislators or groups of legislators. Consistent 
with the US tradition of local control over public 
education, the federal government has tradition-
ally respected the autonomy of states and locali-
ties to make decision related to education. The 
federal government has acted in circumstances 

where state and local practices violate the consti-
tutional rights of students (e.g., segregation) or in 
cases where the changes in educational systems 
are perceived to be necessary for the welfare of 
the nation (e.g., NDEA and NCLB). Even in 
these instances, the federal government acts by 
using funds to encourage states to adopt changes. 
The responsibility for allocating funding and 
monitoring compliance resides in Federal 
Department of Education. The DOE also funds 
education research that is intended to promote 
good policy and effective practice.

The policy making structures at the state level 
parallel those at the federal level. In the past 10 
years, Governors have been very active individu-
ally and collectively in education policy forma-
tion through advocacy for federal and state laws. 
Education-related laws are made by State 
Legislatures, interpreted by the Executive branch 
(the Governor and State Department of 
Education), and interpreted by the State Supreme 
Court. As above, laws can originate several ways. 
States differ in the extent to which public educa-
tional decisions are made centrally or locally. 
State Legislatures (respecting local control) typi-
cally require in law that certain programs be 
delivered in school without specifying who 
should deliver them or how they should be deliv-
ered. It has been popular recently for legislatures 
to require that school help all middle school stu-
dents develop 5-year career focused plans for 
their coursework without indicating how the 
plans will be developed or who will assist stu-
dents. Relatedly, State Legislatures are typically 
very sensitive creating laws that reflect unfunded 
mandates that will place restraints on how local 
educational budgets are spent. State Departments 
of Education typically have the responsibility for 
allocating funding and monitoring compliance 
with state laws. In addition the state DOEs influ-
ence school counseling practices by establishing 
licensure requirements for school counselors, 
awarding licensure, accrediting school counselor 
preparation programs, developing state models 
for practice, funding institutional change and pro-
fessional development initiatives to facilitate 
implementation of quality school counseling pro-
grams, and monitoring the implementation and 

S.F. Rallis and J.C. Carey
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outcomes of state laws related to school counsel-
ing. In very rare instances, state DOEs support 
policy research, typically to evaluate programs 
and practices.

Local policy makers include elected school 
boards and the educational leaders who are hired 
to lead and oversee public education (e.g., super-
intendents and principals). They are ultimately 
responsible for the tangible representation of 
policy decisions as they determine the actual 
organization of the school counseling program, 
the actual activities and services that are included, 
the number of staff hired, and the orientation and 
expertise of the staff hired. In addition, local 
leaders supervise and evaluate the performance 
of school counselors. Local school districts occa-
sionally commission evaluations of program and 
practices in order to examine their effectiveness.

In addition to policy makers, policy advocates 
use policy research to justify their advocacy for 
policy that is in service to their interests. Both 
national professional counseling associations 
(e.g., the American Counseling Association, 
American School Counselors’ Association, 
National Association for College Admissions 
Counseling) and the related associations are 
major  advocates. In addition, nongovernment 
organizations (e.g., the College Board and 
Education Trust) advocate for policy affecting 
aspects of school counseling practice that is 
related to their organization’s mission. Policy 
advocacy groups commission research studies on 
the school counseling issues that they deem as 
important. The results of this research are pack-
aged to influence federal and state policy makers, 
the decisions of local policy makers, and the per-
ceptions of the general public.

�Working Together to Build, to Learn, 
and to Improve

This first International Handbook for Policy 
Research on School-Based Counseling is 
intended to promote high-quality policy research 
that will lead to the improvement of practice. 
School-based counseling is rapidly becoming a 

worldwide phenomenon as governments are 
searching for innovative ways to improve the 
well-being and productivity of their citizenry. 
Even in countries like the USA where school-
based counseling has a long and distinguished 
history, policy research has been neglected. Very 
few studies actually have been conducted to 
intentionally address critically important policy 
issues (Carey & Martin, 2015). Very few coun-
selor education doctoral students are trained to 
conduct policy research. Policy makers and advo-
cates lack the information that is necessary to 
engage together in the policy formation process. 
In countries where school-based counseling is 
less developed, educational policy makers are 
reluctant to dedicate precious resources to pro-
moting school-based counseling without guid-
ance on which activities are likely to be maximally 
effective and without confirmation that invest-
ments bring returns.

This Handbook therefore represents a starting 
point – the founding of an international collabo-
ration to promote quality policy research on 
school-based counseling. Eminent scholars from 
around the globe have come together to take 
stock of what we now know, what we need to 
know, and how we can come to know what we 
need to know.

The Handbook is organized in four related 
sections. The first section introduces policy 
research and includes a very practical reflection 
on the research that is needed by policy makers. 
The second section includes a critical examina-
tion of the various methods that are used in policy 
research with practical examples of these meth-
ods. The third section includes analyses of the 
policy landscape, existing policy research, and 
needed policy research in a very broad range of 
national contexts. Finally, the fourth section sum-
marizes this work, proposes steps to further the 
cause of international policy research work, and 
places this work in the context of the ethical 
imperatives associated with research in school 
counseling.

It is our sincere hope that this work will be 
judged both by its own quality and by the quality 
of the work that it stimulates.

1  Introduction to Policy Research in School-Based Counseling
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What Government Policy Makers 
Need to Know About School-Based 
Counseling

Dawn Stevenson and Nathan Edvalson

It is very important at the beginning of an 
International Handbook focusing on policy 
research in school-based counseling to consider 
the research needs of government policy makers. 
The government has legitimate interests in 
encouraging, supporting, and regulating the prac-
tice of school-based counseling to the extent to 
which it contributes to the public good. The gov-
ernment enacts laws and policies and creates 
institutions and agencies in order to promote its 
legitimate interests. The government funds 
schemes, programs, and initiatives. Decision-
makers in the government need good information 
in order to know what to do and whether actions 
they take to promote school-based counseling are 
achieving their intended effects. Policy research 
can provide decision-makers with information 
that supports effective action.

Different countries have different government 
structures that support and influence the practice 
of school-based counseling. Countries differ, for 
example, in terms of whether policy regarding 
school-based counseling (and other components 
of public education) is made at the national or 

regional levels and whether the government is 
vested with the power to mandate or to just 
encourage practices at the local (school) level. 
Despite these differences, all governments have 
decision-making bodies that effect school-based 
counseling through laws and/or through some 
type of executive order that provide direction and 
funding. Most governments also have agencies 
(e.g., Ministries of Education or State Department 
of Education) that are charged with implement-
ing government decisions through actions such as 
the oversight of schools and school-based pro-
grams; the development, funding, and implemen-
tation of school improvement and educational 
change initiatives; and the credentialing of edu-
cational personnel.

In this chapter, we will first describe what 
government policy makers need to know about 
school-based counseling. This will be elaborated 
in the context of a 20-year initiative to improve 
school-based counseling in one state in the United 
States of America (USA). We will then illustrate 
what this information has to say about the general 
needs of policy makers in the government regard-
ing school-based counseling. In the USA, the pri-
mary responsibility for educational policy resides 
at the state (rather than at the national) level. State 
legislatures pass laws and allocate funds to pro-
mote effective practice in public schools. State 
Departments of Education are charged with 
implementing the laws and achieving their intent. 
Both laws and implementation approaches must 
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be sensitive to the “local control” heritage of the 
USA that situates a good deal of decision-making 
authority regarding public education with local 
(city and town-level) school boards and school 
superintendents.

�Adoption or Adaptation of a Written 
Model

Currently, ASCA recognizes 33 of the 50 states 
in the USA that have implemented a state com-
prehensive school counseling program (State 
School Counseling Programs & Web Sites, n.d.). 
In a study conducted for this policy manual, the 
following distribution of model variations was 
discovered: three of the ASCA recognized states 
have adopted the ASCA National Model 
(American School Counselor Association, 2003; 
2005; 2012) outright, three states have a slightly 
modified version of the ASCA National Model, 
and 16 states have made state adaptations of the 
ASCA National Model, incorporating state ini-
tiatives and related programs into the model. The 
remaining 11 states have a state-created model, 
three of which are variations of the original 
Gysbers model with ASCA elements incorpo-
rated. The Gysbers model was heavily incorpo-
rated into the ASCA National Model so the state 
level variations of the Gysbers model differ 
mostly in terms or language and organization of 
the models, but not in substance.

Eric Sparks, Assistant Director of ASCA, in a 
recent conversation (personal communication, 
June, 2015) stated that ASCA created a national 
model specifically so that states did not have to 
create their own model with no starting point and 
no guidelines. Martin, Lauterbach, and Carey 
(2015) in an international study of the factors that 
affect the development of school-based counsel-
ing in different national contexts have noted that 
the development or adaptation of a model of 
school counseling practices is an important factor 
affecting the development of the profession. 
Martin et al. (2015) have identified ten additional 
factors that affect how school-based counseling 
is practiced including culture, the nature of the 
public education system, and educational policy 

and laws. While it would be tempting for govern-
ments and professional associations around the 
globe to use the ASCA National Model as a start-
ing point for developing a written national model 
for school-based counseling for their location, it 
would be unwise to adopt the model in total since 
it was developed to fit one particular national 
context. For the international level, school coun-
seling leaders and policy makers are well advised 
to develop a strong government- or agency-
sponsored model for school-based counseling. 
Having such a strong model that meets the values 
and needs of the sponsoring government or 
agency facilitates the implementation of effective 
school-based counseling programs at the regional 
or local government and school level.

�Fostering Favorable Conditions

Carey (2009) published a study of the levels of 
school-based counseling model implementation 
across the 50 states in the USA. Working with the 
National Leadership Cadre under the US Office 
of Vocational and Adult Education, the investiga-
tors selected “nine salient features” (p. 379) and 
identified which features were present and to 
what extent in each of the surveyed states. The 
features shown in Table 2.1 are duplicated from 
the published study.

Martin, Carey, and DeCoster (Carey, 2009) 
determined that a state having seven to nine of the 
features identified in Table  2.1 indicated an 
“Established” model for school counseling pro-
grams in that state, four to six features present 
indicated a “Progressing” model in that state, and 
one to three features present indicated a 
“Beginning” model in that state. “Seventeen states 
were considered to have “Established” models, 24 
states were considered to have “Progressing” 
models, and ten states were considered to be at a 
“Beginning” stage.” From this study, it is clear 
that even after a state model is developed, consid-
erable work needs to be done to enable the model 
to be properly implemented. According to the 
2009 study by Carey et al., “despite a long history 
of model development, most states in the USA 
had not developed the necessary mechanisms to 
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adequately direct and support model implementa-
tion.” While the development of a written model is 
within reach of any state or nation that has an 
identified leader and some willing volunteers, suf-
ficient time becomes a critical resource as does 
supportive funding both for gathering writing 
team members and later for publication of the 
written model and professional development for 
personnel who will be implementing the school-
based counseling model. A well-balanced model 
will include a coherent program structure with a 
foundation, delivery system, accountability pro-
cesses, and program management or similar pro-
cesses that will ensure the delivery of a full 
counseling program to all students in the local 
education system.

The more support that can be garnered for the 
development and implementation of a CSCP pro-
gram at the state or national level, the better. 

Much research has been conducted on education 
change process in the USA. Gysbers frequently 
refers to the “sandwich model” (personal com-
munications—Comprehensive Counseling and 
Guidance Training June 1990–June 2000) in 
which policy is developed at the top levels of the 
government with similar change initiatives 
among the grass roots or school-level personnel 
who will be doing the actual work of delivering a 
CSCP program at the student level. Governmental 
departments of education working in partnership 
with professional school counseling associations 
can lead to more rapid progress in the develop-
ment of policies that improve practice (Martin 
et al., 2015).

Even the best-designed model for school-
based counseling must be supported by ongoing 
professional development. Professional develop-
ment, in terms of implementing a new school-
based counseling model and program, should 
also be part of the process pre-model develop-
ment as well as post-model development. It is 
well to consider nemawashi, a term from Japan 
meaning laying the groundwork or foundation, or 
the sense of building consensus (Nemawashi-
Toyota Production System Guide, n.d.).

Building consensus is a slow process, but it’s 
necessary to get everybody on board before taking 
a decision. Otherwise, the implementation will be 
delayed and (unconsciously) sabotaged by those 
who didn’t agree or weren’t involved (Nemawashi-
Toyota Production System Guide, n.d.).

The Utah case study in the following section 
will illustrate the Nemawashi process of consen-
sus building. Leadership at the government or 
agency level does not simply develop a school-
based counseling model and require implementa-
tion without gaining input for the development 
and implementation process from the working 
school counselors and the local school-based 
counseling leadership. By soliciting insights from 
those at the ground level of program implementa-
tion, the recommended model becomes realistic 
for the local needs and useful for the working 
school-based counselors and counseling leaders. 
As the Toyota model notes, “It’s not just about 
building support for your ideas. The consensus-
building process solicits ideas and review from 

Table 2.1  Nine salient features of school counseling pro-
grams (Carey, 2009)

Feature Example

Written model Model distributed on Department 
of Education (DOE) Web site

Modern model 
features

Model based on ASCA National 
Model

Model 
endorsement

Model endorsed by the 
commissioner of education and 
by vote of the state association 
leadership

Linked to career 
planning

Model uses state career 
development guidelines

School counseling 
leadership

State Department of Education 
has a designated school 
counseling director with 50% of 
time devoted to school 
counseling who is housed the 
State Department of Education

Supportive 
legislation

State School Board rules 
mandating that all students will 
complete 6-year career plans

Supportive 
licensure and 
accreditation

Licensure process requires 
documentation that school 
counselors can implement 
Comprehensive Developmental 
Guidance (CDG)

Professional 
development

State sponsors programs on 
model implementation at the 
state association conference

Model evaluation Districts voluntarily submit 
results reports to DOE

2  What Government Policy Makers Need to Know About School-Based Counseling
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everyone involved so that the final idea is usually 
a lot stronger than the original” (Nemawashi-
Toyota Production System Guide, n.d.). The pro-
cess of model development and program 
implementation then becomes self-informing as 
noted by Dean L.  Fixen and Karen A.  Blase as 
they developed a model for fidelity of implemen-
tation for research-based social programs (2009). 
When the components for effective program 
implementation are recognized and valued, weak-
ness in one area of program implementation can 
be compensated for by strength in another area 
(Fixen & Blase, 2009). When all stakeholders in 
the process of school-based counseling program 
implementation are recognized and involved, the 
process itself is strengthened and the outcome is 
likewise more effective. As noted by Fixen and 
Blase, leaders and implementers arrive at policy-
informed practice and practice-informed policy. 
As the Toyota model states, “…there’s one big 
misunderstanding about consensus. Consensus 
doesn’t require Compromise” (Nemawashi-
Decisions by consensus without compromise, 
June 19, 2009). Rather, consensus building and 
program implementation for school-based coun-
seling programs require long-term commitment 
and effective collaboration.

�Case Study: Implementation of CDG 
Programs in Utah

Further elaboration on the features identified by 
Carey (2009), beyond a written model and mod-
ern model features, might be most easily 
explained by following a case study of a highly 
implemented model for school-based counseling 
in one US state. The Utah Comprehensive 
Counseling and Guidance Program (CCGP) was 
developed and implemented through the steps 
outlined in Table 2.2.

�Emphasizing Evaluation

The final element of the nine features of well-
implemented school-based counseling models is 
program evaluation. From the early days of the 

Utah pilot schools for model implementation, rig-
orous evaluation has been built into the program. 
At the outset, school counseling programs partici-
pated in an every-three-year on-site review pro-
cess. School counselors at the site undergoing 
review would develop a written description of 
how the program met the 12 Utah Model Program 
Standards (Comprehensive Counseling and 
Guidance Program Performance Review, 2013). 
Additionally, local school counselors kept a file of 
evidence for school counseling activities to sup-
port the 12 standards. Ongoing incentive funding 
for the local CSCP was dependent on successfully 
“passing” the on-site review process. Occasionally 
schools have been placed on probation and given 
6 months to make needed program improvements, 
or, more rarely, a school failed their on-site review 
and had to forego the incentive funding for a year 
or until a successful site review.

The original on-site review process for 
approval of the school-level implementation of 
the Utah Model for Comprehensive School 
Counseling Programs required an out-of-district 
evaluation every 3 years with the state school 
counseling leader in attendance. During the 
2003–2004 school year, the formal on-site review 
was changed to a 6-year schedule with local dis-
tricts facilitating an interim 3-year review focused 
on sharing of CSCP student outcome data proj-
ects: Guidance Activities and Closing the Gap 
Action Plans and Results Reports, patterned after 
the action plans and results reports developed by 
ASCA. The original 1990s site review document 
was a simple yes/no checklist based on the 12 pro-
gram standards. In 2003–2004, the 12 program 
standards checklist was expanded to a five-level 
rubric with multiple indicators under each pro-
gram standard. In 2011–2012, the rubric was sim-
plified to three levels. In 2012–2013, the Utah 
State Office of Education administration directed 
that the out-of-district site evaluation teams be 
replaced by an on-site visit from state school 
counseling leadership. This effort to keep more 
school counselors in their schools and offices 
unfortunately eliminated an important aspect of 
professional development for school counselors 
who were able to trade ideas and share activities 
in the highly collaborative on-site review process. 
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Table 2.2  Steps in Utah Statewide Implementation of CCGP (CSCP)

Date Event Benefit Additional info

1971 State hires full-time staff to 
oversee CCGP

1972 Student Planning 
Component required by 
Utah State Board of 
Education

All students enrolled in Career 
and Technical Education 
courses required to have a 
graduation plan

Early emphasis on student 
planning directly impacts 
program development and 
evaluation

1980 1. Professional consultation 
on the “Missouri Model”
2. Five main components to 
the adaptation

Successfully created the “fertile 
ground” for a 20-year 
implementation process that has 
resulted in Utah’s almost 
universal adoption of a 
standardized CCGP model

Five main components of 
restructuring:
1. Broad support at state level 
was necessary
2. Adequate time for 
implementation was crucial
3. Building administration 
needed to be on board
4. Administration, counseling, 
and other teachers had to 
participate in the change effort
5. Adequate funding for 
counselor planning and 
development (Utah Model, 
2005)

1986 CCGP model was 
embraced at state level

CCGP was preserved through 
this fragile time period

1989 1. Dissatisfaction of 
guidance and counseling 
resulted in a blossoming of 
the CCGP model 
constructed 3 years earlier
2. Training provided to 11 
pilot schools

This event created the right 
environment for programmatic 
delivery to develop strongly
Pilot programs lessen the 
chance of faculty resistance and 
promote faculty buy-in (Utah 
Model, 2005)

1990 1. Twelve more schools 
join the pilot program
2. Annual conferences 
were established as a 
professional development 
source for counseling

Annual conferences provided a 
professional development 
opportunity for counselors as 
well as helped continue to gain 
legitimacy in the educational 
community

Utah School Counselor 
Association, chartered in 1960, 
emerges as a strong partner and 
advocate for establishing CCGP 
in all secondary schools (Utah 
Model, 2005)

1992–1993 1. Twelve of twenty-three 
schools approved for full 
implementation of CCGP 
program
2. Incentive funding 
provided by Utah 
Legislature

Program approval resulted in 
prestige, results, and financial 
incentives. These 
reinforcements encouraged 
others to seek this funding 
source for support in important 
counselor roles (Jensen, 1995)

Powerful financial incentive 
was provided which caused 
growth from 12 fully 
implemented schools to 251 
fully implemented schools by 
2003

1994 Utah State Board of 
Education codifies program 
approval standards in 
administrative code 
R277–462

Codifying the process cemented 
the program’s survival. 
Legislative power imbues 
educational programs with a 
weight and force to make 
impact on practitioners (Utah 
Admin Code, 2016)

Continual updates and changes 
to code R277–462 to update 
incentive grant funding 
formulas, program approval 
standards, counselor to student 
ratios, and counselor licensing 
requirements (Utah Admin 
Code, 2016)

2000 Midwinter professional 
development conference 
refocused on disaggregated 
student groups

Increased the professional 
development opportunities for 
school counselors

Increased information and skill 
development for meeting the 
needs of diverse students

(continued)

2  What Government Policy Makers Need to Know About School-Based Counseling



16

This collaborative practice had led to the prolif-
eration of many highly effective CSCP practices, 
such as the round-robin model for classroom-size 
student planning conferences, classroom integra-
tion of the computer-based career information 
delivery system (CIDS), and models and practices 
for group-based responsive services.

�Leveraging Program Evaluation

In addition, to the individual school site program 
evaluation, Utah, through the vision and foresight 
of early school counseling leadership by R. Lynn 
Jensen, engaged in an ongoing statewide pro-
gram evaluation strategy. Each of the statewide 
studies in the following discussion can be found 
on the Utah School Counseling Web site publica-
tions section (Utah State Board of Education, 
2016) (Table 2.3).

�Leveraging Support with the Use 
of Student Data by a Local District 
and the School Counselor Association

As illustrated in the previous discussion, Utah, 
at the state government agency level, estab-
lished a culture for school-based counseling 

research and evaluation early in the program 
implementation process. This culture of evalua-
tion and research on levels of program imple-
mentation and program effectiveness has 
created a strong expectation that has benefited 
regional and local government districts, indi-
vidual school-based counselors, and leadership 
at the state school counselor association. The 
use of program evaluation and the use of school 
counselor effectiveness data can be found in 
two recent specific examples: one at the local 
district level and another with lobbying the Utah 
State Legislature.

In the local education agency example, Jordan 
School District was able to use local district 
level data to leverage the hiring of 14.5 new 
school counselors in one school year. The Jordan 
District experience was well summarized by the 
Education Trust in their document, Poised to 
Lead: How School Counselors Can Drive 
College and Career Readiness (Education Trust, 
2011). In brief, leadership for Jordan School 
District approached the local board of education 
to request an additional 14.5 school counselors 
to lower the district school-based counselor to 
student ratio to 1:350  in accordance with Utah 
State Board of Education rules. Chris Richards-
Kong, then the secondary school-based coun-
selor specialist, presented the “ results of a small 

Table 2.2  (continued)

Date Event Benefit Additional info

2003–2004 251 out of 257 target 
secondary schools receive 
program approval

Comprehensive guidance gains 
great momentum ensuring that 
CCG programs become the 
cultural norm instead of the 
exception

Perkins funding tied CCGP to 
CTE (Jensen, 1995) and created 
a link that according to Martin, 
DeCoster, and Carey (Carey, 
2009) created the interface 
between different 
constituencies. This kind of 
support has been shown to 
ensure program survival

2005–2006 Charter school inclusion 
into CCGP approval 
process

A validation of the importance 
of the funding and impact that 
CCGP has on educational 
institutions

2006–2007 CCGP implemented in 262 
schools

CCGP firmly established as the 
standard of practice and the 
expectation for all

2007–present Continued expansion to 
many charter schools and 
district schools

D. Stevenson and N. Edvalson
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Table 2.3  Summary of research and evaluation in Utah Statewide CSCP

Date and event Research questions Outcomes Additional comments

1995 Study of the Student 
Education and Occupation 
Plan (SEOP) (Kimball and 
Gardner, 1995)

In what ways has CCGP 
funding affected schools? 
How much have 
career-related services 
and resources (such as 
SEOP) been improved by 
funding? Have school 
counselors become more 
available for students?

Responses from 42 of 49 
schools receiving funding
95% of schools have 
students develop a 4- or 
5-year plan
91% of respondents have 
students revise plans 
annually
91% of the plans address 
specific postsecondary 
goals
83% of schools indicate 
that 70% or more of 
parents attend SEOP 
conferences
95% of schools offer 
special education, 
bilingual, learning disabled 
and at risk students’ equal 
treatment
98% of students and 
counselors use 
computerized career 
information delivery 
systems
88% of administrators 
create and support school 
goals related to SEOP

These positive responses 
are presented to the Utah 
Legislature and used to 
leverage the 1993 
incentive funding from 
the initial trial level of $3 
million to full funding of 
more than $7 million by 
1997. The SEOP remains 
an important part of 
school-based counseling 
in Utah. The language in 
everyday school 
counselor practice has 
been updated to College 
and Career Readiness 
Plan or more commonly 
CCR Plan

1998 An Evaluation of the 
Comprehensive Guidance 
Program in Utah 
Schools (Nelson and 
Gardner, 1998)

What impact does the 
level of implementation 
of the Comprehensive 
Counseling and Guidance 
Program have on 
important descriptors of 
student success and other 
characteristics?

Responses from 176 of 193 
eligible schools
Students in high 
implanting schools:
Took more advanced 
mathematics and science 
courses
Took more [CTE] technical 
courses
Had higher scores on 
standardized college 
aptitude test (ACT) in 
every area of the test
Rated their overall 
educational preparation as 
more adequate
Rated their job preparation 
as better
Fewer described their 
program of study as 
general
Rated guidance and career 
planning services in their 
schools higher

Results of this study were 
valuable when the 1998 
Utah Legislature moved 
the funding for the Utah 
CCGP from a line item in 
the annual education 
budget to part of the 
overall block funding for 
CTE. With full support 
from local district 
leaders, the CCGP funds 
were identified as a 
separate funding column 
in the annual CTE 
spreadsheet and were 
recognized as a protected 
fund to be used only for 
supporting school-based 
counseling programs

(continued)
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Table 2.3  (continued)

Date and event Research questions Outcomes Additional comments

March 1998 Study II: 
Contrasts Between Students 
in High Implementation and 
Low Implementation High 
Schools in the Utah 
CCGP (Nelson et al., 1998)

What is the relationship 
of CCG program 
implementation and 
counselor to student 
ratios?

A statistically significant 
relationship exists between 
counselor to student ratios 
and the level of program 
implementation
Secondary schools with 
highest rates of 
implementation of CCGP 
had counselor to student 
ratios below 1:400
Secondary schools with the 
lowest rates of program 
implementation had 
counselor to student ratios 
over 1:500
Schools with lower ratios 
report more effective in 
making SEOPs meaningful
Schools with lower ratios 
report more effective 
individual assistance 
through responsive 
services (Gardner et al., 
1998)

The expectation for 
counselor to student 
ratios of 1:400 or better 
becomes widely 
accepted. In November 
2008 The Utah State 
Board of Education 
(USBE) passed a 
resolution proposing a 
counselor to student ratio 
of 1:350 or better. By 
2010 the USBE changed 
the R277–462 
Comprehensive 
Counseling and Guidance 
rule, officially lowering 
the recommended 
counselor to student ratio 
to 1:350 or lower and 
requiring an annual 
school by school report 
on school-based 
counselor to student 
ratios. Incentive funding 
becomes contingent on 
meeting recommended 
ratios

2007 An Evaluation of 
Utah’s Comprehensive 
Counseling and Guidance 
Program—The Fourth 
Major Study of Utah’s 
13-Year Program (Nelson 
et al., 2007)

What is the current level 
of implementation 
statewide of the CCGP in 
Utah secondary schools?
How do current levels of 
implementation compare 
to past levels?
What is the relationship 
between the level of 
implementation of CCGP 
and student outcomes?

252 eligible secondary 
schools
247 schools implementing 
CCGP
208 secondary schools 
received surveys and 175 
responded
Successes of 1998 study 
replicated
Students in higher 
implementing schools:
Take more high-level 
mathematics, language 
arts, and science classes
Score higher in every area 
of the standardized college 
aptitude test (ACT)
Students in higher and 
lower implementing 
schools are less likely to 
describe their program of 
study as general, 
improving from the 1998 
study levels of 49 percent 
and 58 percent to 38 
percent and 46 percent, 
respectively

Comprehensive 
Counseling and Guidance 
implementation continues 
as a cultural norm for 
secondary schools in 
Utah. 2016 ACT data 
indicates that in Utah 
secondary schools, only 
13% of students consider 
their program of study as 
general. ACT data was 
the source used for this 
outcome in the 1998 and 
2007 studies. Annual 
incentive funding for 
CCGP in the 2016–2017 
school year is $9.5 
million, an average of 
$33 per student per year

(continued)
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pilot program designed to increase participation 
of historically underserved students in Early 
College and honors programs.” Through the 
pilot program, “school counselors were trained 
in the importance of postsecondary education, 
labor market trends, what makes a student col-
lege and career ready, and how to analyze and 
disaggregate their school’s student data.” As a 
result of the pilot program, an additional 32 per-
cent of the students, helped by the counselors, 
chose to participate in Early College and honors 
programs. Subsequently, the Jordan School 
District (JSD) Board of Education made funding 
school counselors their number one priority for 
the 2010–2011 school year and funded all 14.5 
positions. In a district with 48 school counselors, 
this represents an increase of over 30 percent. 
During the 2011–2012 school year, JSD 
expanded this project district wide.

The summary of the TSCI document rein-
forces the connection between research, evalua-

tion, and policy that supports effective 
school-based counselor practice: “School dis-
tricts have a specific mission and, like any 
employer, they need to see how every position 
contributes to that mission. School counselors 
cannot expect their jobs to continue if they aren’t 
able to provide data that show how they contrib-
ute to college and career readiness. If counselors 
do make that case, armed with real evidence, 
their profession has the potential to endure and 
grow, even in hard economic times” (The 
Education Trust, 2011 p. 4).

The Jordan School District story has an inter-
esting corollary in school-based counseling-
related legislation passed by the 2015 Utah 
Legislature (personal communication Holly 
Todd, June 2016). House Bill 198 Strengthening 
College and Career Readiness sponsored by 
Representative Patrice Arent and Senator Stephen 
Urquhart (Utah State Legislature, 2015) requires 
the following three components to strengthen 

Table 2.3  (continued)

Date and event Research questions Outcomes Additional comments

2010 National Study of 
School Counseling 
Programs, including Utah, 
Connecticut, Missouri, 
Nebraska, Rhode Island, 
and Wisconsin (Carey and 
Harrington, 2010)

Do school counseling 
programs in high schools 
contribute significantly to 
students’ educational 
outcomes?
What aspects of school 
practice contribute most 
to students’ educational 
outcomes?
Based on these results, 
how might school 
counseling practice be 
improved?

Outcome and demographic 
data collected from 280 
secondary schools. Survey 
data from 161 school 
counselors and 128 
principals.
Effective school counseling 
programs and effective 
school counselor practice 
impact the following 
student outcomes:
More students achieving 
math proficiency
More students achieving 
reading proficiency
More students taking the 
standardized college 
aptitude test (ACT)
Higher graduation rates 
and career and technical 
education programs
More students participating 
in nontraditional career 
preparation programs (less 
than 25% of workers are 
the minority gender)

Additionally, improved 
counselor to student 
ratios had an impact on 
these student outcomes:
Lower discipline rates
Higher attendance rates 
(in Utah we now know 
that chronic 
absenteeism—defined as 
missing 10 percent or 
more of class time in an 
attendance period—
results in dropout rates 
two to seven times 
higher)
Length of time a CCGP 
has been implemented 
has an impact on these 
student outcome:
Higher attendance rates
Lower suspension rates
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school counselor preparation for preparing stu-
dents for college and careers:

	1.	 Course work provided by SREB through 
University of Utah and Utah State University 
focused on college readiness.

	2.	 USOE Updates and Essentials training 
focused on the Utah School Counseling 
Program with the emphasis on College and 
Career Readiness, using data to drive services 
and resources for students.

	3.	 Coursework provided by UEN through 
Southern Utah University focused on career 
readiness, with emphasis from business and 
industry.

In order to earn the certificate for the 
Strengthening College and Career Readiness 
Program, counselors must complete all three 
components. The coursework and cost for each 
participating school counselor is covered through 
the $600,000 in funding that supports the require-
ments of HB 198. Once all three components are 
complete, Utah School Counselors will have the 
certificate indicated on their state educator 
license. To our knowledge, Utah was the first to 
offer the additional certificate for school-based 
counselor licensing.

The goal for this professional development is 
to help school counselors work with students to 
increase preparation to enter the work force to 
boost Utah economy. The focus is on helping stu-
dents see the need to further their education in a 
variety of ways through certificate programs as 
well as college and university programs. Working 
with business and industry partners, students can 
complete their “1, 2, 4 or more” years of study in 
programs that prepare them to be ready to sustain 
a high wage/high demand profession.

The Utah School Counselor Association 
(USCA) was the driving force behind this legisla-
tion. USCA approached Representative Arent, 
asking for her support in creating legislation to 
increase the number of school counselors. While 
researching the proposed project for 
Representative Arent, the Association learned 
that they needed to change the approach. As 

noted in the TSCI document in the Jordan School 
District example, school counselors work hard, 
but sometimes their work does not meet the 
desired outcomes, or evidence is not available 
showing that work does meet the desired out-
comes. The Utah SCA determined that the best 
approach to improving school counselor ratios 
was to ask Representative Arent to promote pro-
fessional development for school counselors. 
USCA actively promoted HB 198, working with 
business and industry partners in Utah, Utah 
System of Higher Education, State School Board 
Association, State Superintendent Association, 
Parent Teacher Association (PTA), and counsel-
ors across the state. In a state which discourages 
any lobbying by public agency personnel such as 
state-level school counseling leaders, the state 
school counseling association fills this need by 
providing media interviews, public service 
announcements, and direct contact with support-
ive partners.

When Todd was asked “How did research or 
data projects support the effort?” She responded,

Representative Arent referred to research she had 
from Park City School District on the number of 
scholarships received when targeted information 
was provided to students. Her research lead us to 
believe if counselors had more information and 
time to work with students on college and career 
readiness, students would be better informed and 
prepared. (Personal Communication-Holly Todd, 
July 2016)

Todd further noted that,

One of the pieces of information that was fre-
quently sought [was] information on the ratios of 
counselors to students, and if that were lower, were 
students better prepared for college and career 
readiness? (personal communication, June 14, 
2016)

In both the Jordan School District and HB 198 
examples, improvements in CSCP came through 
the efforts of leadership outside of the state 
agency school counseling leadership. Creating, 
nurturing, and supporting strong partnerships at 
the local level and with leaders in the school 
counseling association were critical in improve-
ments for CSCPs. This provides further evidence 
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of the assertion (Carey, 2009) that “having an 
identified school counseling leader who is well-
placed in the state government, who has access to 
funds that can be used to support school counsel-
ing program development, who has sufficient 
time to provide school counseling leadership, and 
who can bring together ‘different constituencies 
to support school counseling, had a greater capac-
ity to promote school counseling model develop-
ment’” (p. 385).

�Summary

The following specific answers are provided to 
the questions posed in the introduction: What did 
state policy makers need to know from research/
evaluation in order to invest properly in the devel-
opment of school-based counseling? What spe-
cifically directed their decision-making? What 
confirmed the value of school-based counseling?

School-based school counseling leadership in 
Utah, with the support of stakeholders and the 
collaboration of a leadership advisory group, 
determined to adopt a CSCP model that included 
a strong emphasis on individual student planning 
processes. So specifically, the initial 1995 
(Kimball & Gardner) study sought to confirm that 
time and financial investment in both the Utah 
CSCP model and the individual student planning 
process were effective and supported the expan-
sion of incentive funding for the Utah CSCP. This 
confirmation was needed to satisfy the interests of 
parents in positive outcomes for students, to sat-
isfy the investment of CTE program funds to sup-
port CSCP implementation and positive outcomes, 
to satisfy the needs of school-based counselors 
that the intense work of CSCP implementation 
was worth the efforts, and to satisfy the Utah 
Legislature that their initial pilot funding was suc-
cessful and worthy of additional funding.

Additional statewide studies sought to con-
firm that the time and funding provided for 
expanded implementation of CSCP program 
expansion was effective and worth the invest-
ment. The Utah CSCP funding was predicated on 

meeting program standards, so additional studies 
sought confirmation that levels of program imple-
mentation had a positive effect on student out-
comes. The continued positive outcomes for 
students were confirmed by the research and 
evaluation in the studies from 1998, 1998 Study 
II, 2007, and 2010. The importance of levels of 
program implementation and the importance of 
school-based counselor to student ratios included 
in those studies have confirmed overall CSCP 
program outcomes for students and parents, for 
school counselors, for state and district leader-
ship, and for the Utah Legislature.

We posit that the following research/evalua-
tion needs for government policy makers were 
satisfied in the Utah case study:

•	 Governments enact laws and policies and cre-
ate institutions and agencies to promote its 
legitimate interests.

•	 Governments fund schemes, programs, and 
initiatives.

•	 Decision-makers need good information in 
order to know what to do and whether the 
actions they take to promote school-based 
counseling are achieving their intended 
efforts.

•	 Evaluation supports effective decision-making 
for school-based counseling programs.
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