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ABSTRACT
A VALIDITY STUDY OF THE AMERICAN SCHOOL COUNSELOR
ASSOCIATION (ASCA) NATIONAL MODEL
READINESS SELF-ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT
MAY 2007
WENDY MCGANNON, B.A., CASTLETON STATE COLLEGE
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTES AMHERT
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTES AMHERT
Directed by: Professor John Carey

School counseling has great potential to help students achieve to high standards in
the academic, career, and personal/social aspects of their lives (House & Martin, 1998).
With the advent of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) the role of the school counselor
is beginning to change. In response to the challenges and pressures to implement
standards-based educational programs, the American School Counselor Association
released ‘The ASCA National Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs”
(ASCA, 2003). The ASCA National Model was designed with an increased focus on
both accountability and the use of data to make decisions and to increase student
achievement. It is intended to ensure that all students are served by the school counseling
program by using student data to advocate for equity, to facilitate student improvement,
and to provide strategies for closing the achievement gap.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the psychometric properties of an
instrument designed to assess school districts’ readiness to implement the ASCA
National Model. Data were gathered from 693 respondents of a web-based version of

the ASCA National Model Readiness Self-Assessment Instrument. Confirmatory factor
analysis did not support the structure of the 7-factor model. Exploratory factor analysis
produced a 3-factor model which was supported by confirmatory factor analyses, after
creating variable parcels within each of the three factors. Based on the item loadings
within each factor, the factors were labeled in the following manner: factor one was
labeled School Counselor Characteristics, factor two was labeled District Conditions and
factor three was labeled School Counseling Program Supports. Cross-validation of this
model with an independent data sample of 363 respondents to the ASCA Readiness
Instrument provided additional evidence to support the three factor model.
The results of these analyses will be used to give school districts more concise
score report information about necessary changes to support implementation of the
ASCA National Model. These results provide evidence to support the interpretation of
the scores that will be obtained from the ASCA Readiness Instrument.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Purpose of the Research
The purpose of this research was to investigate the psychometric properties of a
school counseling instrument designed to assess school districts’ readiness to implement
the American School Counselor Association National Model: A Framework for School
Counseling Programs (ASCA, 2003). (The model will be discussed in more detail later
and will hereafter be referred to as the ASCA National Model). Validity evidence was
gathered by conducting a confirmatory factor analysis on the original seven-factor model
of the ASCA Readiness Instrument as it had been designed, by conducting exploratory
factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis on the newly identified model. Cross
validation of the final model also occurred in the form of a confirmatory factor analysis
with an independent data set. These analyses provide information related to the
underlying structure of the instrument, which provides evidential support related to the
interpretation of the scores obtained from the instrument.
Research Questions
The specific research questions answered by conducting this research were:
1. What is the validity evidence to support the interpretation of the scores produced
by the ASCA Readiness Instrument?
2. What is the underlying structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument?
3. How is the underlying structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument defined in
meaningful terms that are useful for school districts?
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Statement of the Problem
School counseling has great potential to help students achieve to high standards in
the academic, career, and personal/social aspects of their lives (House & Martin, 1998).
With the advent of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) the role of the school counselor
is beginning to change. The demands of the education reform movement are
necessitating more stringent accountability efforts from all school personnel. School
counselors are being asked to document the specific ways in which their work is
impacting students’ academic, career, and personal/social development.
Some of the key aspects of NCLB include an increased emphasis on quantitative
measures related to academic achievement, attendance rates, graduation rates, and issues
related to safety within schools. There are requirements to disaggregate outcome data in
all of these areas, to show where the gaps exist, and to demonstrate adequate yearly
progress in enhancing achievement and closing the gaps. There is also an increased focus
on accountability, which includes sanctions for schools that are not able to adequately
demonstrate accountability in the required areas.
Implementation of the changes related to standards-based reform requires a
collaborative effort between administrators, teachers, school counselors, and community
members. Systemic shifts in the organization and management of the school counseling
programs within individual school systems and at the district level seem to be an essential
aspect necessary to help this change to occur.
The ASCA National Model defines a school counseling program as one that is
comprehensive, preventative, and developmental ... (which) reflects a comprehensive
approach to program foundation, delivery, management, and accountability (ASCA,

2003). Under this model, the school counseling program becomes an integral part of the
education program and assists in supporting the changes mandated by the education
reform laws.
Under the ASCA National Model the foundation of the school counseling
program is designed to provide a description of what every student will know and be able
to do. This foundation includes a mission statement that is aligned with the mission
statement of the school, a written set of beliefs and principles designed to guide the
development, implementation and evaluation of the program, and specific standards and
competencies intended to address student development in the domains of academic,
career, and personal/social.
The foundation of the school counseling program is set up so that it leads to the
delivery and management systems of the program. The delivery system describes how
the program will be implemented and includes guidance curriculum, individual student
planning, responsive services to students, and overall system support that is designed to
help maintain and support the school counseling program. The management of the
program is designed to address the collaborative and specific systemic ways in which the
program will be implemented, including the use of action plans, data, management
agreements, and advisory councils.
The organizational and management shift to a school counseling program that is
data-driven requires counselors, administrators, school board members and other
stakeholders to re-evaluate the ways in which they think about the school counseling
program and its functions. Under the ASCA National Model, a data-driven program is
designed to be clearly aligned with the mandates of NCLB. Counselors become
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responsible for using data to make changes within the school systems that ensure every
student benefits from this program. This includes monitoring student progress (data) to
ensure all students are receiving what they need to succeed academically. School
counseling programs become responsible for collecting, analyzing, and interpreting
students’ achievement data as well as standards and competency-related data.
Consequently, there is the possibility that the data can be used to try to make the systemic
changes within the school districts that are necessary to close the achievement gap.
Under this model, school counselors would spend much more of their time focused on
direct services related to meeting the needs of all students.
The accountability system of the program is intended to address the ways in
which students are different as a result of the school counseling program. This question
would be addressed in the form of results reports based on several sources of data which
would be collected and analyzed by the school counselors. The school counseling
program can also be evaluated based on predetermined performance standards and a
program audit that demonstrates evidence of alignment of the program with the ASCA
National Model.
Most school counseling programs are not currently in a position to implement
these changes for a variety of reasons. Some of these reasons include the ways in which
the school counselors’ role and function are defined, a lack of understanding about the
expectations of the school counseling program, and a lack of communication and
collaboration between key stakeholders about the program. It is important to identify the
obstacles that exist within each school district so that the barriers may be addressed prior
to implementation of the ASCA National Model.
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The ASCA Readiness Instrument has been designed to identify the areas within
individual school districts where obstacles exist so that districts may take steps to make
changes in these areas. However, without validity evidence to support the interpretation
of the scores that are produced from the instrument, there can be little confidence that the
instrument is in fact helping to do what is was designed to do.
Rationale
Importance of the Problem
Assessing the validity of any survey instrument is a critically important task in the
field of education, as well as in other fields of research. The outcomes that are being
measured in an educational setting are often quite abstract constructs. Academic
achievement might be measured in terms of standardized test scores and classroom
grades, but outcomes such as self-esteem, career development knowledge and so on are
often much harder constructs to define and measure. When attempts are made to measure
these constructs with an instrument that does not have sound psychometric properties, the
scores that are produced cannot be interpreted in any meaningful (i.e., valid) way.
Validity has often been described as the degree to which a test or survey measures
what it is supposed to measure, however, validity is not a property of a survey or test. The
interpretation of the scores are validated, not the survey itself. According to Messick
(1989) “Validity is an integrated evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical
evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and. appropriateness of
inferences and actions based on test scores or other modes of assessment” (p. 13). The
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (1999) further define validity as the
degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretation of test scores entailed by
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the proposed uses of the tests. Validity is therefore the most fundamental consideration
in developing instruments and evaluating test scores.
An instrument that does not have strong evidence to support the interpretation of
the scores that are being utilized is relatively useless. This research was conducted to
provide some of this evidence (construct validity) for the ASCA Readiness Instrument.
Historical Information
An ongoing problem in the field of school counseling is a general lack of
understanding related to what it is that school counselors do, and school counselors'
changing job demands over time. School counselors (often referred to as guidance
counselors) have historically been trained as mental health providers and many
counseling programs are still currently operating under a Student Services Model. The
focus of counselors' work in this paradigm is academic and career planning and
placement, and crisis counseling. Under this model, counselors are spending the majority
of their time providing services to a small number of students who have the greatest
needs. They are providing individual counseling services to the neediest students and are
reacting to crisis situations as they arise.
There are two related problems that exist while school counselors are functioning
within this framework. One problem is that the role of the school counselors is defined in
such a way that they are not able to provide proactive services or address the needs of the
larger body of students. This problem is related to the larger issue of the organizational
structure and management of the school counseling program. Within the Student
Services Model, the school counseling program is organized in such a way that it is
impossible for counselors to utilize their skills in the most efficient and effective manner.
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Management issues also exacerbate the problem when counselors are expected to spend
much of their time completing clerical activities, monitor lunch rooms, and/or are not
allowed to implement school-wide preventative curricula and programs.
The Comprehensive Developmental Guidance (CDG) Program Model (Gysbers &
Henderson, 2000) emerged during the 1970's and emphasizes school counseling as a core
educational program rather than a set of ancillary support services. The CDG programs
are designed to promote student competence and to prevent problems. This model is
considered preventative and developmental, rather than one that provides remedial
services. Counselors implementing these programs are responsible for a guidance
curriculum based on student learning objectives and outcomes and the programs are
designed to serve all students well. The CDG curriculum structures student competencies
in Academic, Career, and Personal/Social domains, with grade-specific learning
outcomes for students PreK-12. The ASCA National Standards were developed to
standardize these learning objectives and outcomes.
These standards are statements of what all students should know and be able to do
as result of participating in CDG school counseling program. They help school
counseling programs to establish similar goals, expectations, support systems and
experiences for all students. They also serve as an organizational tool to identify and
prioritize the elements of an effective school counseling program to help enhance student
learning. The ASCA National Standards are summarized by content domain in Table 1
on the next page.
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Table 1. ASCA National Standard. (Campbell & Dahir, 1997)
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Standard B

Students will complete school with the academic
preparation essential to choose from a wide range of
substantial post-secondary options, including college.

Standard C

Students will understand the relationship of academics to
the world of work and to life at home and in the
community.

Standard A

Students will acquire the skills to investigate the world of
work in relation to knowledge of self and to make
informed career decision.

Standard B

Students will employ strategies to achieve future career
success and satisfaction.

Standard C

Students will understand the relationship between
personal qualities, education and training and the world
of work.

Standard A

Students will acquire the attitudes, knowledge and
interpersonal skills to help them understand and respect
self and others.

Standard B

Students will make decisions, set goals and take
necessary action to achieve goals.

Standard C

Students will understand safety and survival skills.
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Standard A

Students will acquire the attitudes, knowledge and skills
contributing to effective learning in school and across
the life span.
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In response to the challenges and pressures to implement standards-based educational
programs, the American School Counselor Association released “The ASCA National
Model: A Framework for School Counseling Programs” (ASCA, 2003). The ASCA
National Model is based on the comprehensive developmental guidance program model,
with an increased focus on both accountability and the use of data to make decisions and
to increase student achievement. The ASCA National Model states that school
counseling programs are focused on improving academic achievement and eliminating
the achievement gap. They operate from a mission that is connected with the school
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district's mission and state and national educational reform agendas. They operate from a
formal set of student learning objectives that are connected to the ASCA National
Standards, are aligned with state curriculum frameworks and district standards, are based
on measurable student learning outcomes, and they are data-driven and accountable for
student outcomes (ASCA, 2003).
The ASCA National Model encourages counselors to complete yearly results reports
with data about student change, to develop school counselor performance standards for
constructing job descriptions and annual performance evaluations, and to conduct
periodic program audits to ensure that the school counseling program is targeted at the
right goals and implementing interventions effectively.
There are several potential benefits to students by moving to a standards-based school
counseling model. The ASCA National Model is designed to ensure that all students are
served by the school counseling program. Student data is used to advocate for equity for
all students, to facilitate student improvement, and to provide strategies for closing the
achievement gap.
For those states have already adopted some version of a comprehensive
developmental guidance model, it will not be a significant transition to adopt the ASCA
National Model. Connecticut and Nebraska currently have State Models of School
Counseling in place which have many components similar to the ASCA National Model
(CSCA, 2000; NDOE, 2005). Massachusetts has also just developed a State Model based
on similar principles and components as those of the ASCA National Model (MASCA,
2005). For many states which may be operating from a 50-year-old student services
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model, the transition may be significant and time-consuming (Carey, Harrity, & Dimmitt,
2005).
Unless these changes occur in the field, however, school counselors risk being left out
of school reform and consequent marginalization. This is yet another reason why it may
be important to help school districts to assess their readiness to implement the ASCA
National Model in a meaningful way that will allow them to address the areas in which
they are not ‘'ready/’
There are many possible obstacles that are likely to be faced by those attempting to
transition to this new model. A school counselor survey that was conducted in Moreno
Valley, CA after implementation of the ASCA National Model revealed several obstacles
that had to be overcome prior to implementation of the model (ASCA, 2003). Some of
these included changing the overall philosophy and ideas of what counselors’ role should
be, learning the skills necessary to collect, analyze, and interpret data, and having the
confidence to advocate for the school counseling program. It appears reasonable to
assume that these and many other obstacles will need to be overcome before school
counseling programs will be able to successfully transition to a standards-based model of
school counseling.
Ultimately, there appear to be many benefits to helping districts transition to this
new model of school counseling. Students may benefit because the program is designed
to meet the needs of all students by monitoring student data and providing strategies for
closing the achievement gap, promoting rigorous academic curriculum for all students,
advocating for equity for all students, and supporting the development of skills to
increase student success. Parents may benefit in many ways as well. The program is
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designed to provide advocacy for all student in the areas of academic, career, and
personal/social domains while also supporting partnerships in students’ learning and
academic planning and connecting students to community and school-based services.
Teachers may benefit from the interdisciplinary team approach to address students’ needs
and educational goals, the collaborative efforts to support the learning environment, and
the school climate and achievement data that can be utilized as a result of the changes in
the school counseling program.
There may also be benefits to administrators, the school board, the school
counselors, and community members by helping districts to transition to the ASCA
National Model. Under this model, the school counseling program is designed to be
aligned with the schools’ academic mission and data is intended to be used in a variety of
ways that can ultimately impact school improvement, help districts to address the
mandates of NCLB, and provides information to the community. The school counselors’
role and responsibilities are clearly defined and school counselors are recognized as
leaders and advocates for change. There is collaboration and connection with businesses
and community members to support students’ career development and preparedness for
the workforce as well.
Alternatively, implementation of the ASCA National Model is likely to be viewed
by some (if not many) school counselors and administrators as less than beneficial.
School counselors have historically spent much of their time engaged in class scheduling
and in providing individual services and mental health support to students with the
greatest needs. While these activities would still continue if the ASCA National Model
were implemented in a district, counselors would spend significantly less time engaged in
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these activities because their role would be redefined to work more proactively with
larger numbers of (i.e., all) students. This is an enormous shift in the counseling
paradigm and it is likely that there will be counselors and administrators who may not
want to make these changes and/or do not believe it is in the best interest of the school
district to do so.
Research Approach
Description
Validity evidence was gathered by conducting confirmatory factor analyses on the
seven-factor model of the ASCA Readiness Instrument as it was originally designed and
on several alternate models of the instrument. Confirmatory factor analysis is a data
reduction technique used to determine if the number of factors (latent variables) and the
loadings of observed variables (indicators/items) on them conforms to what is expected
based on pre-established theory. Structural equation modeling was used to conduct these
analyses. Exploratory factor analysis was also used to identify an adequate model.
Expected Outcomes
The overarching outcome that was expected as a result of this research included
documentation of validity evidence to support the interpretation of the scores that are
produced by the ASCA Readiness Instrument. If the authors’ a priori model was
reasonably correct, it would be expected that each set of instrument items proposed to
measure a specific factor will have relatively high factor loadings on each of the pre¬
specified factors. This result would be evidence of convergent validity, meaning that the
items hypothesized to be related to one another and measuring a specific factor or latent
construct, were observed to be related to one another. There is “convergence” between

similar items that are proposing to measure each of the pre-specified constructs. The
scales are validated by demonstrating that the individual items within the instrument load
on the same factors as those originally proposed.
If the results of the confirmatory factor analysis do not produce a similar number
of factors as those predetermined by the ASCA Readiness Instrument (i.e., the readiness
indicators) the model would be respecified and subsequently retested. If the respecified
model still failed to produce an adequate fit to the data, exploratory techniques would be
employed to seek a sufficient model that could then be tested using confirmatory
methods. Cross validation of the final model would also occur to provide additional
validity evidence to support the model that was ultimately identified.
Another outcome that was expected from these analyses included the creation of a
parsimonious description of the underlying structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument
which would allow accurate score reports to be computed for each school district that
completed the online version of the survey. The scores would indicate which areas each
district needed to address before implementing the ASCA National Model.
Limitations
One of the main limitations of this research was related to the demographic
information that was collected. There are very few demographic questions asked of
respondents and information that was collected does not identify respondents in a manner
that would allow for a study of test-retest reliability of the instrument or for a study of
criterion-related validity.
Data for this study were gathered through a web-based survey. Information about
the survey had been sent to members of the Center for School Counseling Outcome
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Research listserve in the body of emails that also contained bi-monthly research briefs
and other news about the Center’s activities. Many members of this listserve were also
members of ASCA. Others have become members of the listserve as a result of
conference presentations, state associations, and from conducting website searches.
Online data collection provides numerous benefits and significant challenges
(Granello & Wheaton, 2004). The possible benefits of reduced response time, lowered
cost, ease of data entry, and access to potential respondents can be offset by the potential
disadvantages of a non-representative sample, technical difficulties, and measurement
errors.
At the very least, respondents to the ASCA Readiness Instrument are all
minimally competent in the use of computers, are reading their email, and are also
motivated and willing to complete an online survey. They may also be more motivated to
make changes in the field of school counseling if they are attending conferences and
seeking web-based information related to school counseling issues. Additionally, Web
users tend to be White, highly educated, and younger than 35 years of age, while those
less likely to use the internet are older, of lower income, and more likely to be Hispanic
or African American (Granello & Wheaton, 2004: Hayslett & Wildemuth, 2004). The
current data set does not allow for further exploration in any of these areas due to the
limited demographic questions that are presently requested of respondents. If additional
demographic questions are added to the online ASCA Readiness Instrument, some of
these questions may be tested in the future.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter outlines and reviews the available literature on numerous topics
related to this validity study of the ASCA Readiness Instrument. Specifically, the
following categories of information are reviewed; the laws and policies related to
education reform, the processes of school counseling program development, readiness
instruments and readiness to change, and literature related to internet research. Within
each of these broad categorical topics, numerous sub-topics are also reviewed and
subsequently discussed in further detail.
Education reform policy and practice have several components and have been
evolving for many years. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was an
original policy that directed education reform, and is the precursor to the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) legislation. Subsequently, NCLB policies have impacted decisions made
within school systems and have affected school counselors, school counseling programs,
and the overall systems that exist within the school setting. As a result of the many
changes that have occurred within schools as a result of the ESEA and NCLB, data-based
decision making has become an integral part of numerous school systems. The literature
related to this phenomenon is discussed and the shifts in the organization and
management of effective school counseling programs are also reviewed in detail.
A comprehensive review of the school counseling models that exist at this time as
well as a summary of research about the transformation that is occurring within select
schools that have determined it is in their best interest to respond to education reform
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initiatives are both relevant to this study. The program models and related literature that
will be reviewed includes the Student Services Model, the Comprehensive
Developmental Guidance Model, the ASCA National Model, and several of the
individual state models which use the ASCA National Model as a template for models
that relate more directly to state and local practices.
The literature related to the strengths and weaknesses of each of these models are
reviewed in terms of how students, families, teachers, administrations, and school
districts are impacted by implementation of the various models. A review of the pros and
cons related to the education reform laws and initiative will also be included in terms of
the ways in which school counseling programs may or may not benefit form the resultant
shifts of ESEA and NCLB.
A final section reviews the literature related to internet research. This
encompasses the literature that exists on web-based surveys, web-based research, and the
ways in which internet surveys and research compare to paper and pencil and/or mail
surveys.
Education Reform
When discussing the history of education reform, it is important to remember that
the government has had a long-standing involvement and interest in the operation of
public schools and the academic achievement of students. This dates back at least as far
as the Brown v. Board of Education Supreme Court decision in 1954. This landmark
decision outlawed racial segregation in public schools and determined the “separate but
equal doctrine" unconstitutional. “Where a State has undertaken to provide an
opportunity for an education in its public schools, such an opportunity is a right which
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must be made available to all on equal terms'’ (Brown v Board of Education, 1954).
Three years after this decision the Soviet Union beat the United States into space
with the launch of Sputnik. This resulted in the National Defense Education Act (NDEA)
of 1958, and the beginning of high-stakes testing (Johnson, 2004). NDEA provided
federal aide to schools and focused specifically on the advancement of education in
science, mathematics, and foreign language, though it also provided assistance in other
areas, which included technical education, geography, English as a second language,
school counseling and guidance, and monetary support for school libraries and
educational media centers. NDEA also provided federal support for the improvement
and change of elementary and secondary education while prohibiting federal supervision
or control over the curriculum and instruction that was implemented, the administration,
or any other staff within the school systems (Columbia Encyclopedia, 2001-05).
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
Less than ten years after the NDEA was implemented, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was passed by President Lyndon B. Johnson on April 9, 1965.
This single largest source of federal support for K-12 education was launched as part of
President Lyndon B. Johnson’s ‘War on Poverty’ and is considered the first and biggest
comprehensive federal education law that provides substantial monetary support for K-12
education (ESEA, 1965).
“In recognition of the special educational needs of low-income families and the
impact that concentrations of low-income families have on the ability of local educational
agencies to support adequate educational programs, the Congress hereby declares it to the
policy of the United States to provide financial assistance...to local education agencies
serving areas with concentrations of children from low-income families to expand and
improve their educational programs by various means (including preschool programs)
which contribute to meetings the special educational needs of educationally deprived
children” (Section 201, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1965).
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The ESEA began as a five-title Act which allocated substantial resources to meet
the needs of educationally deprived children, especially through programs which
provided additional support for low income students. Funding from ESEA was
sanctioned to improve educators’ professional development, provide instructional
materials and resources necessary for the support of educational programs, and to
increase parental involvement in the educational process.
The premise behind ESEA funding was the belief that children from low-income
homes required more educational services and support than children from affluent homes.
As part of the ESEA, Title I Funding allocated 1 billion dollars a year to schools with
high concentrations of low-income children. This was the beginning of the Head Start
Program (a preschool program designed to help ensure that disadvantaged children
achieved equal ‘readiness’ for the first grade), Bilingual Education, and many of the
guidance and school counseling programs that exist today.
The ESEA is revised every five to seven years and has been reauthorized eight
times since its inception in 1965. President Clinton reauthorized ESEA with the
Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA) of 1994. This Act included Title I, Safe and
Drug-Free Schools, Eisenhower Professional Development, Bilingual Education, Impact
Aid, charter schools, educational technology, and many other programs. The Act also
reauthorized the National Center for Educational Statistics.
The IASA was significant for several reasons. With this Act, Congress
established an ambitious agenda for systemic improvement in Title I schools. Under the
IASA, each state was expected to administer yearly criterion-referenced tests in Reading
and Math at three grade levels (for a total of six tests per student during their K-12
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education). Two provisions in this legislation also had significant implications for
schooling opportunities: (1) district-wide performance standards applied to all students
including those receiving Title I services; and (2) school wide initiatives were promoted
in Title I schools with at least 50 percent low-income students.
The IASA focused on changing the way education was delivered to students and
families. It encouraged comprehensive systemic school reform, improved instructional
and professional development aligned with high standards, strengthening accountability,
and promoting the coordination of resources to improve education for all children (IASA,
1994). These are the building blocks of many of the components of the current No Child
Left Behind Law that exists today (Education Trust, 2003). A comparison of the IASA
and NCLB is summarized in Table 2.
No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
On January 8, 2002 President Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
into law. NCLB is the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act and is also the most stringent in terms of accountability and testing
requirements. The Executive Summary of NCLB highlights four key topical areas,
which summarize the overarching ideas behind this piece of Legislation. These are: (1)
increased accountability for states, school districts, and individual schools, (2) additional
choices for parents and students, particularly those attending low-performing schools, (3)
greater flexibility for states and local educational agencies (LEAs) in using federal
education money, and (4) a stronger emphasis on reading, especial with younger children
(NCLB. 2001).
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Table 2. Summary of IASA and NCLB (Education Trust, 2003)
New Law (NCLB, 2001)

Old Law (IASA, 1994)
Standards

States required to adoptdefined standards, develop
assessments, and identify
schools in need of
improvement

Same.

Student data
collection

States and schools required to
collect data on achievement of
different groups of students by
poverty, race, limited-English
proficiency and disability
status
Required three times; once in
grades 3-5, once in grades 4-6,
and once in grades 10-12.
States set up their own
accountability systems. No
requirements to establish
timelines for full proficiency.
No requirements to focus on
closing the achievement gap.

Same.
But for the first time, states required to
publicly report achievement data by
different groups - known as
disaggregated data

Testing

Accountability

What happens
when schools
don’t meet
their goals

States were supposed to
develop systems for requiring
change in low-performing
schools, but little change
actually occurred.

Highly
Qualified
Teachers

Not covered.
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Beginning in 2005-2006, required each
year from grades 3-8 and once in grades
10-12.
Every state and school district is
responsible for ensuring that within 12
years all students will meet the state
standard for proficient in reading and
math. Schools must use disaggregated
data to ensure that ALL groups of
students are making adequate yearly
progress.
Local leaders choose what form change
should take, but real change must be
implemented. States, districts, and
schools are required to focus additional
attention and resources on schools
needing improvement. Parents have
options to transfer their children to
higher perforating schools or to receive
supplemental educational services paid
for with federal money.
Requires states to define a qualified
teacher and to ensure that low-income
and minority students are not taught
disproportionately by inexperienced,
unqualified, or out-of-field teachers.
States have until 2005-2006 to get all
teachers to standards.

The NCLB Legislation’s focus on accountability is being achieved through the
use of state-wide accountability systems in all public schools. These systems are based
on curriculum standards created by each state, which are assessed in the form of yearly
criterion-referenced tests in English/Language Arts (ELA) and Math. These tests are
administered yearly to all public school students in grades 3-8, and once in grades 10-12.
Annual state-wide progress objectives have also been established, requiring that all
students reach testing “proficiency” by the year 2014. According to the NCLB
guidelines, schools that do not meet the adequate yearly progress (AYP) for all sub¬
populations of students (i.e. poverty, race/ethnicity, disability, limited English
proficiency) within pre-determined timeframes will be subject to “corrective” actions.
States that exceed AYP objectives will be eligible for State Academic Achievement
Awards.
Data-Based Decision Making
A critical component of educational reform, and consequently of the ASCA
National Model, is the use of data to make decisions. Theoretically, the use of data-based
decision making helps educators more specifically define a problem, quantify the
outcomes that need to be changed, and find interventions and programs that have research
evidence to support their use (Dimmitt, Carey, & Hatch, 2007). The ASCA National
Model suggests using data to make decisions about where to focus school counseling
program efforts in order to be most effective and efficient, Data-based decision making
is a core part of the management system in the ASCA National Model, and as such is one
of the critical skills needed by school counselors in the current educational environment
(ASCA, 2003).
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Several models of educational data-based decision making exist, although all
models focus on the use of data to define problems, set goals, and identify interventions
and most models suggest working as a team. Johnson (2002) and Love (2004) both spell
out school-wide models which can be used for systemic efforts to increase the use of data
to make decisions about programs and interventions. Love (2004) identifies four
conditions that she considers necessary for school-wide data-based decision making to
occur: a collaborative culture in the school, collaborative structures such as teams,
widespread data literacy, and access to useful data. In other words, the system must
support data-based decision making practices and procedures.
In schools where school wide data-based decision making occurs, developing or
maintaining data-based decision making processes in the school counseling program will
be easier (Dimmitt, et al., 2007). In schools without the necessary conditions outlined
above or where there are not yet structures and policies in place that support data-based
decision making, it will be a greater challenge to implement these components of the
ASCA National Model into the school counseling program. School counselors in these
situations will have to help create collaborative cultures and structures, develop data
literacy, and value data within their own program and with their colleagues. It will be
more of a challenge to get the school level data needed and to demonstrate to colleagues
the value of data-based decision-making (Dimmitt, et al., 2007).
Reynolds and Hines (2001) propose a data-based decision making model which
originates in the school counseling program but that addresses school-wide reform. In
this model, school counselors lead an interdisciplinary team that identifies problems and
possible interventions for the school as a whole. School counselors are leaders and
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advocates in this model, although the interventions may be implemented by others in the
building.
Some data-based decision making models are specific to school counseling
programs (Dahir & Stone, 2003; Isaacs, 2003). They focus on using data easily
accessible to school counselors to make decisions about school counseling program
components such as guidance curriculum materials and group interventions. These
models are less broadly systemic, but more manageable in their scope, and are a good fit
with the basic data-based decision making recommendations in the ASCA National
Model.
Poynton and Carey (2006) have proposed an integrated model of school
counseling data-based decision making. They start with the understanding that the
leadership, collaboration, and teaming skills needed by school counselors will differ
depending on whether data-based decision making processes are school-wide or based in
the school counseling program. School counselors may be members of a data-based
decision making team, or they may need to initiate and facilitate the team. A data-based
decision making team may be composed of a wide range and number of school and
community members, or it may be a smaller group of school counselors and
representatives of key stakeholder groups such as administrators, teachers, parents and
students. Poynton and Carey (2006) suggest the following straight forward data-based
decision making process, which pulls from the various educational models identified
above: identify a question, develop a plan, execute the plan, answer the question, and
share the results if the question is answered or develop a new plan if the question is not
answered. They also reiterate that the enabling contextual conditions identified by Love
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(2004) still must exist in order for the process to occur.
Poynton and Carey (2006) point out that in order for school counselors to conduct
and implement data based decision making, they need to know how to disaggregate data,
they need to have some evaluation skills, and they need to have access to meaningful
data. Schools vary widely regarding the data they collect, the accuracy with which they
gather it, and the ways that they organize and disseminate that data. Some schools may
gather very little data, while others may gather quite a bit but may not use it effectively.
Having a concrete process for using data to make decisions is only one part of the
equation.
Organization and Management of Schools
In the United States much of the decision-making authority for public education has
been at the local level, although education reform efforts at the national level have made
efforts to shift the locus of control. Superintendents, school boards and principals, as
well as parents and other community members, have tremendous influence over the
funding, staffing, curriculum and programs in each school and district. One of the
reasons for the wide variation in school counseling role and function is this local control
(Mitcham-Smith, 2005)
This tension between national mandates and local control, between the public's
need to know and schools’ need to examine practices in a self-determined way, has
existed in all educational reform efforts (Rallis & MacMullan, 2000). Most
accountability approaches such as ESEA and NCLB have focused on the external and
public aspects of practice and accountability rather than on the internal school-based
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capacity to carry out new practices and to measure related outcomes related to
accountability (Rallis & MacMullan, 2000).
Theoretically, accountability demands lead to higher student achievement, but if the
local capacity to implement best practices is not present, reform efforts cannot be fully
put into practice. Local capacity is built through the effective organization and
management of schools, which consists of multiple factors and conditions. There need to
be policies that develop the skills that are essential to school improvement, that foster
leadership, that support collaboration, and that encourage self-derived accountability
(Newmann, King, & Rigdon, 1997; Rallis & MacMullan, 2000). Teachers and student
support personnel need to have the ability to develop as professionals and to be supported
in continuous improvement efforts. Schools need time and money in order to develop
systems that can sustain the practices and conditions that lead to success (Newmann,
King, & Rigdon, 1997).
Studies about which factors promote or impede successful educational reform
efforts have identified the importance of effective leadership, values and skills of teachers
and administrators, financial resources, professional development, time to plan and
develop new programs, and previous school and district experiences with changing
practice (Bend, Nataraj-Kirby, Naftel, & McKelvey, 2001; Bodilly, 1998; Fullan, 1991;
Grissmer & Flanagan, 1998; Keltner, 1998; Sastry, 1997). Qualitative research has found
that education reform efforts are more likely to be successful in districts that do not have
budget crises, and that do have stable district leadership, leadership that values effort, and
a history of trust among key stakeholders (Berends, 1999; Bodilly, 1998; Rallis &
MacMullan, 2000). Distributed leadership practices and the development of communities
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of learning can improve internal capacity, increase the sense of connectedness within
schools, and improve teaching (Elmore, 2003; Marks & Printy, 2003; O’Day, 2004;
Rallis & MacMullan, 2000).
A slightly different focus occurs in studies about the general characteristics of
schools that are able to improve student achievement (regardless of whether they are
implementing educational reform). Schools that are student-centered promote
achievement by supporting student engagement, motivation, and empowerment (Borman,
Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003; Elias, Arnold, & Hyssey, 2003). Educational
programs based on practices that are evidence-based and well researched are also more
likely to be successful in promoting general student achievement (Borman, et al., 2003).
Educational reform can occur at the national, state, district, school, or program
level within a school. In school counseling, there are shifts occurring at all of these levels,
and the findings for educational reform in general can mostly be applied directly to the
efforts to make school counseling programs more accountable, more evidence-based,
more clearly impactful on student achievement outcomes, and more systematic in their
delivery and organization. Part of the reform efforts in school counseling lie in
demonstrating that school counseling programs can be central to overall education and
school reform efforts, since school counseling is well placed to impact key educational
outcomes such as rigorous course-taking, graduation rates, career plans, and college
applications and enrollment (Bemak, 2000; Green & Keys, 2001). The Education Trust
has made the point that school counselors are crucial to efforts to diminish achievement
gaps given their role in supporting and providing services for at-risk students (Martin,
2002; Perusse & Goodenough, 2001).
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Fitch and Marshall (2004) studied the relationship between student achievement
(as measured by reading and math scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills) and
school counselor activities and practices. In schools with higher test scores, counselors
spent more time on program management, evaluation, research, program coordination,
and tasks related to professional standards (Fitch & Marshall, 2004). Caution must be
taken in interpreting these results however, given that the data is self-report and that the
study did not consider level of school resources. More resourced schools may have more
counselors, which may allow for more time spent on '‘non-crisis” program components.
School Counseling Program Development
In the broadest sense, the economic transition from an agrarian culture where
most work was done on farms to an industrial culture where work was increasingly done
away from the home, prompted the start of career and vocational advising, which led to
the field of guidance counseling (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996; Paisley & Hayes, 2003).
In the early 20th century, the components of educational guidance and mental health
counseling were incorporated into the field, connected to relevant changes in education
and the emerging fields of psychology and psychotherapy. In 1946 the first federal funds
were dedicated to guidance programs, and the first guidelines for the training of guidance
counselors were published in 1950. The National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of
1958 provided funds for preparing secondary school counselors and for K-12 guidance
programs. Social changes subsequent to World War II such as the entry of GI’s into
college and the work force, the increased use of standardized testing for college entrance,
and continued changes in the w'orld of work all created a greater need for guidance
counseling. The launching of Sputnik in 1957 is widely pointed to as an influential event
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in the history of school counseling, as it forced American schools to evaluate math and
science educational efforts and to improve college-going rates (Baruth & Robinson,
1987; Dahir, 2004; Gysbers & Henderson, 1996).
Student Services Model
By the 1960’s, guidance was understood to be a set of services under a larger set
of pupil personnel services, which included school psychology, school social work,
school attendance, and health services. Services to be provided for students by guidance
counselors included orientation, appraisal, counseling, consultation, information,
placement, and follow-up (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). The concept of the school
counseling program as a set of activities, linked to educational outcomes but not
necessarily directly educational in nature, with a primary focus on mental health and
crisis counseling, is derived from these models.
Comprehensive Developmental Guidance
During the 1960's school counseling was focused on both career guidance and
mental health counseling (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). In part due to findings emerging
from psychology about individual development, there was a shift toward providing
counseling that had a developmental and preventative focus (Green & Keys, 2001). This
also led to increased attention paid to elementary school counseling, which prior to that
time had not been very common (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). At the same time, the
cultural value and interest in psychotherapy and counseling was increasing, and
counselors in schools were encouraged to engage in individual and group counseling and
consultation with teachers and parents (Roeber, 1963).
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These various ideas about what school counseling could be led to considerable
discussion in the field about the role and function of school counselors, and eventually
led to the establishment of the idea of comprehensive developmental guidance programs,
which sought to unite the various ways in which school counselors were being utilized in
schools. The comprehensive developmental guidance model addressed concerns about
accountability, about access to career services, about serving all students, and about
systematic approaches to program development and delivery (Gysbers & Henderson,
1996).
During the 1970‘s there were various efforts across the country to define what a
comprehensive developmental guidance program looked like, and to identify- program
components and practices (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). In 1981, Gysbers and Moore
identified both a theoretical base and a concrete program guideline for comprehensive
developmental models that served as the basis for future writing about this model. The
key components of this model are that the program is systematically delivered in a
planful way, to all students. The focus is on supporting the developmental competence of
students through career, academic and social/emotional program components. The four
primary areas of the program are Guidance Curriculum (classroom presentations and
structured groups), Individual Planning (advising, assessment, placement), Responsive
Services (individual and group counseling, consultation, referral), and System Support
(management activities, consultation, community outreach, public relations) (Gysbers &
Henderson, 1996).
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Transforming School Counselor Initiative (TSCI)
The Education Trust, a non-partisan educational think tank based in Washington
DC, developed the “Transforming the School Counselor Initiative”. TSCI is primarily
concerned with the preparation of school counselors through reformed counselor
education and a new vision for the direction of the profession (Paisley & Hayes, 2003).
TSCI calls for counselors to provide counseling, consulting, leadership and advocacy
with the primary goal of achieving academic success for all students (Sears & HaagGranello, 2002). TSCI is focused on preparing school counselors to close achievement
gaps by addressing issues of social justice and equity that affect underrepresented
students and students of color.
The ASCA National Model (2003) was expressly designed to integrate the
comprehensive developmental model programs most school counselors have been
implementing with some of the new vision expressed in TSCI. The National Model
essentially has the same components as the comprehensive development school
counseling model, with the TSCI focus on the use of data, advocacy, leadership, and on
accountability. These changes are directly related to the educational reform efforts
identified earlier, which have put all education professionals under increased scrutiny
regarding outcomes, and professional school counselors are increasingly articulating how
their role is contributing to the academic success of all students (Dahir, 2004; Dahir &
Stone, 2003; Myrick, 2003; Paisley & McMahon, 2001).
State and National Models
Many states have adopted a state-specific version of the ASCA National Model,
with varying degrees of state department of education mandate and financial support.
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Regardless of the external directives, however, it is likely that, as with any educational
reform effort, the ASCA National Model will be implemented district by district and
school by school. Several things seem likely to impact the probability that the ASCA
National Model will be implemented in a specific school or district. Local decision¬
makers will need to believe that adopting it will lead to valued outcomes, particularly
student achievement. Stakeholders will need information about the hoped for impact of
the ASCA National Model, so that they can understand its potential benefits.
The research about education reform is clear that change takes much longer and is
more difficult without linked resources in terms of time (to learn the new practices, to put
new practices into place, and to educate colleagues about the changes) and money (for
professional development, for new curriculum). For this reason, state models of school
counseling seem more likely to be implemented if state departments of education link
these models to the ASCA National Model and provide resources for those moving to the
new model. Without related resources, local decision makers may see little reason for
changing school counseling models, even with state mandate.
Strengths and Limitations of the ASCA National Model
There are many reasons why the ASCA National Model can benefit the school
counseling profession, school counselors, students, and the rest of the school community.
Most importantly, there is an increased focus on meeting the needs of all students in the
school more effectively. Within this model, school data is used to advocate for equity of
access for all students, to close achievement gaps, and to ensure student success (ASCA,
2003). Additionally, because many states already have some version of a comprehensive
developmental guidance model already in place, it should not be a significant transition to
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the National Model. Importantly, unless school counselors are a part of education reform
efforts at the school and district level, they will be left out of the equation for improving
education and risk marginalization and loss of positions.
The ASCA National Model has some considerable limitations however. Like
many educational models, it is based on widely used practices and is theoretically linked
to the historical models in the field such as comprehensive developmental guidance, but
there is not research evidence that implementing the ASCA National Model will improve
student outcomes. Thus it cannot claim to be evidence-based and it has not been proven
better than previous models. Another limitation is that it was developed in districts and
states (California and Arizona) with large caseloads and central control of educational
practices. These circumstances are not present in every state or district, and therefore the
model may not be a good fit with smaller states with local control. For similar reasons
the ASCA National Model presumes a centralized school counseling program with a
guidance director, which again is not the case in smaller districts.
One large assumption of the ASCA National Model and perhaps even of
educational models in general, is that it assumes that a formal written program will lead
to better practices. Certainly there are many excellent school counseling departments
who are working without a formalized or even articulated program (Militello, Carey,
Dimmitt, & Schwied, 2006).
Another challenge of the ASCA National Model is that it assumes a high level of
school counselor understanding of educational data, knowledge about evaluation, and
ability to access research. The ASCA National Model calls for extensive data use, but
specific information about data analysis and the practical and ethical uses of data is not
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included, or is poorly delineated and articulated. To use data, evaluation, and research as
outlined in the ASCA National Model will require most school counselors to engage in
considerable professional development and training. The ASCA National Model also
assumes that school counselors have experience teaching, and a considerable part of the
Delivery System is classroom interventions. In some states, school counselors must have
experience teaching in order to be certified, but this is certainly not true everywhere. In
order to successfully implement this model, many counselors will have to expand their
skill set considerably.
A last limitation of the ASCA National Model is that it is based on the ASCA
National Standards (Campbell & Dahir, 1997), which have proven challenging to
measure and are not strong enough to be used as national curriculum standards (Poynton
& Carey, 2006). In order to justify student time away from academic standards, school
counseling needs measurable, evidence-based curriculum standards that are directly
related to outcomes that have been demonstrated to impact on student achievement
(Dimmitt et al., 2007).
Measuring Readiness to Change
Readiness to change can be measured in a number of ways. In their summary of
the key constructs consistent across readiness instruments. Holt, et al. (2004) identified
four perspectives about change that have been measured; (1) the individual, (2) the
organizational culture and climate, (3) the specific change, and (4) the process of change.
Of the 30 instruments that they reviewed, none utilized all four perspectives, and there
was little data about the psychometric properties of any of the instruments. In general,
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individual and context variables have been found to have the biggest impact on readiness
to change and these factors have been the most widely studied (Holt, et ah, 2004).
Individual factors that can impact readiness to change include concrete factors
such as skills and knowledge (Reineck, et al, 2001). They also include affective factors
such as attitudes, perceptions, and concerns (Aneke & Finch, 1997; Armenakis &
Bedeian, 1999; Holt, et al., 2004), and beliefs about the degree of control individuals
have over the change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000). Context factors include training and
social supports (Wanberg & Banas, 2000), communication patterns in the system (Miller
et al., 1994), and organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986).
According to Holt et al.’s (2004) framework, measures of specific change include
the perceived appropriateness of the change, and personal attraction to and value for the
change that is being proposed. Thus, even if individual and organizational factors are
positively disposed toward change, the specific change being proposed might not be
valued, thereby inhibiting the chance of successful change. The fourth perspective in
their model, the process of change, consists of measures about the support from
management, degree of participation required (Wanberg & Banas, 2000), and quality of
information provided about the change (Miller, et al., 1994).
Several studies of educational change have identified individual and social
context factors for success. Qualitative studies by Bodilly (1998) and Berends et al.
(1999) found that educational systems that had stable leadership at the district level, that
had leadership that rewarded effort, provided financial support, and had a history of trust
between school and district administrators, were more able to implement educational
innovation than districts that did not have these context factors in place. Other context
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factors that supported educational change included the availability of support materials,
the amount of professional development that was offered, and time available to make the
requested changes (Berends, et al., 2001). Teacher characteristics such as commitment to
change, experience with previous change efforts, attitudes toward the proposed change,
and a predisposition toward the value of innovation all increased the likelihood of
successful school reform efforts (Berends, et al., 2001).
One measure of reaction to change in educational practices is the Stages of
Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977). The SoCQ suggests
that there is a developmental progression of stages of concern about systemic change.
These include awareness, desiring information, concern about personal impact, concern
about management of change, curiosity about consequences of change, desire for
collaboration, and refocusing on student outcomes. The SoCQ acknowledges that
educational change is an ongoing process that takes time and effort in order to be
successful ((Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977).
Assessing Readiness to Change in School Counseling
Within school counseling, Gysbers and Henderson (1996) have provided general
information about the counselor and program factors that support implementation of new
program components. They suggest that counselor factors include commitment to
improvement, willingness to change, and openness to feedback. System factors include
support for the program at both the school and the district level, funding for professional
development, the involvement of all counselors in the program, school-wide
understanding of the value of the school counseling program, time for planning program
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change and evaluation of outcomes, and concrete plans for program changes (Gysbers &
Henderson, 1996).
In a study focusing on counselor factors related to program change, Sink and
Yillik-Downer (2001) evaluated counselor concerns and perceptions about their
programs. This study used the SoCQ and a measure of school counselors’ perceptions of
the stages of program development (the Perceptions of Comprehensive Guidance and
Counseling Inventory, see Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). Sink and Yillik-Downer (2001)
found that counselors in the earlier phases of program change expressed more concerns
about how to meet the new demands being placed on them, more concern about
developing skills they did not yet have, and more doubt about the improvements that
could be achieved through the proposed changes. High school counselors in this study
were much more likely than elementary counselors to perform non-counseling duties
such as filing and test administration, which was an additional factor in concerns about
program changes. The authors suggest that their findings indicate that school counselors
need specific information about the intended outcomes of any change efforts, and direct
support and training related to the new tasks and roles that are being developed.
A study of school counselor readiness to move to comprehensive school
counseling programs in Canada was conducted by Lehr and Sumarah (2002). They
assessed counselors’ perceptions about what supports and what hinders successful
implementation of new programs and found that school counselors felt more ready to
implement new programs when they were supported by others in the building, when they
had adequate time and resources to make the changes, when there was strong leadership
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during the change effort, and when those involved were committed to the changes being
made (Lehr & Sumarah, 2002).
At the state level, Mathieson (2005) measured necessary preconditions for
implementing the Arizona Comprehensive Competency Based Guidance Model, which
was a precursor to the ASCA National Model. Mathieson’s measure has 6 subscales that
he labeled program support, facilities, collaboration, program/counselor expectations,
technology use, and cultural competence. In a small study using this measure he found
that only program/counselor expectations was significantly correlated with the level of
implementation of the state model (Mathieson, 2005).
Internet Research Studies
All data that were used to evaluate the validity of the scores produced by the
ASCA Readiness Instrument were gathered via a web-based version of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument. The following section outlines some of the literature related to
internet research studies.
The use of the internet to generate research data can be both a benefit and a
challenge. Prior to the internet, data were always gathered through personal contact, mail
or phone contact. Email began to be used in the 1980s, but when the World Wide Web
(Web) became widely accessible to researchers in the early 1990’s, it began to replace
email as the preferred mode of electronic data collection (Buchanan & Smith, 1999;
Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). Web-based surveys often take less time to disseminate, are
less expensive, make data entry easier, have more flexible formats, and allow for simple
follow up (Granello & Wheaton, 2004). The Web is preferable to email for many
researchers because it is simple to implement, it doesn’t require access to email
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addresses, it has better interface with respondents, and it allows for multimedia and
interactive surveys (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). However, electronic survey methods,
whether web-based or email, have been found to be problematic in some key domains.
Data Quality
In order for survey information to be useful, it needs to accurately represent the
population being surveyed, and a consistent criticism of web-based studies is that the
representativeness of the samples in these studies is not as strong as in well designed
paper-based studies (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002; Granello & Wheaton, 2004). Web users
tend to be White, highly educated, and younger than 35 years old, while those least likely
to use the internet are older, of lower income, and more likely to be Hispanic or AfricanAmerican (Granello & Wheaton, 2004; Hayslett & Wildemuth, 2004). Gender
differences vary by age (Hayslett & Wildemuth, 2004).
Dillman (2000) suggests that internet surveys of certain populations only
(professors, federal employees, workers in businesses with total access to the Web, etc.)
can be representative, and that email or web-based surveys of the general population are
not representative, and may always be subject to biases based on usage rates, comfort
with technology, and knowledge of use, even if the biggest challenge of access is met.
Non-response rates to items or sections of surveys are lower for surveys
administered in person, although a higher rate of socially desirable answers are also
obtained in this method (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). A related issue is that findings are
not always consistent. In general, web-based surveys have higher rates of missing items
but seem to have more accurate responses to sensitive questions (Fricker & Schonlau,
2002; Hayslett & Wildemuth, 2004). Respondents in several research studies have been
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found to provide longer answers on open-ended survey questions (Kwak & Radler,

2002).
Response Rate
Since the 1950’s response rates for traditional survey methods (individual contact
or phone contact, primarily) have been steadily declining, for many reasons, so
researchers are particularly interested in finding non-intrusive methods of generating a
reasonable rate of survey responses in the general population (Krosnick, 1999).
Aside from issues of representativeness of the sample, it is a common assumption
that internet surveys are less expensive, faster, and have higher yield rates than other
survey modes, but research has shown a more complicated picture (Granello & Wheaton,
2004; Honaker & Fowler, 1990; Webster & Compeau, 1996). The average response rate
for traditional paper-based mail surveys in published research studies is approximately
56% (Baruch, 1999), although the actual response rate is believed to be lower, since
studies with very low response rates are unlikely to be published, and returns of 40% to
50% are more common than is evident in the research literature (Kerlinger, 1986).
Survey design factors such as university sponsorship, pre-notification, follow-up, and
salience can increase paper-based response rates to a general rate of 70% however
(Dillman, 2000).
Cook, Heath and Thompson (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of response rates
for web or internet-based surveys using a total of 68 studies and found a mean response
rate of 39.6% (SD=19.6%). For surveys with no missing data the mean response rate was
34.6% (SD=15.7%). They found that the number of contacts with respondents, the use of
a personalized cover letter, and pre-notification were the primary factors affecting
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response rates in the research studies they used. Interestingly, the use of incentives, the
salience of the survey content, the survey length, and the educational level of respondents
were not found to be factors that significantly influenced internet-based survey response
rates (Cook et al., 2000).
Flicker and Schonlau (2002) summarized studies where a web-based response
was the only option, and found response rates of between 8% and 44%. Factors
influencing these responses included the nature of the sample (students, university
faculty, computer purchasers) and whether or not there was prior phone agreement to
participate in the web survey.
In studies where respondents were allowed to choose between mail and internet
surveys, most people still chose mail, and in studies using both domains the response rate
was considerably higher than in web-only surveys (between 37% and 78%) (Flicker &
Schonlau, 2002). In studies specifically comparing response rates for mail, web, and/or
email survey responses internet-based response rates are not as high as mail response
rates, and in fact seem to be declining over time (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). Web
response rates in the studies summarized by Fricker and Schonlau (2002) ranged between
19% and 63%, email response rates ranged between 6% and 68%, and mail response rates
ranged between 27% and 78%.
Only one study in Fricker and Schonlau's (2002) summary of literature found
email response rates higher than mail rates (Parker, 1992) but the authors attribute this to
the fact that the AT&T employees who were the respondents received a lot of junk mail
but little electronic junk mail at that time (prior to the era of spam and spam blockers).
Comparisons of web-based surveys response rates with mail and email response rates
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show more variability, depending on sample characteristics, the use of incentives, and
whether respondents were solicited randomly or by email. In the use of Web-based
surveys, leaving a survey in the field for longer amounts of time generates higher
response rates (Flicker & Schonlau, 2002).

41

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides an outline of the processes involved in developing the
ASCA Readiness Instrument items and the readiness-indicators (hereafter referred to as
factors or constructs). A summary of the procedures used to establish the content
validity of the items is reviewed and the final version of the ASCA Readiness
Instrument is described. This chapter also includes a description of the participants of
the study, the procedures uses to gather the data for the analyses, a description of the
specific data analysis techniques that were utilized, and the procedures employed to
conduct each of the analyses. Each of the data analysis techniques is also reviewed in
terms of its purpose and required steps used to conduct the analyses. This included both
confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses.
Instrument Development
The development of the ASCA Readiness Instrument included an iterative
process of review and revisions based on numerous factors and considerations. This
process began with an extensive review of the relevant literature. Before the instrument
items were written, the authors (Carey, Harrity, & Dimmitt, 2005) reviewed the
literature on implementing comprehensive guidance programs (Gysbers, 1990; Gysbers
& Henderson, 2000; Gysbers, Hughey, Starr, & Lapan, 1992; Hargens & Gysbers,
1984; Lehr & Sumarah, 2002; cited in Carey et. al., 2005). This information provided
the foundation for understanding relevant factors necessary for successful transitions to
a new school counseling program.
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The ASCA National Model (ASCA, 2003) was reviewed to identify the
necessary skills school counselors need to possess before being able to complete certain
aspects of their newly defined role within a school. Subject matter experts were also
consulted. These experts included the authors or the ASCA National Model multiple
school counselors familiar with the National Model contents, and several school
counselors in the process of implementing the National Model in their school districts.
The (primary) author of the ASCA Readiness Instrument (John Carey) also used his
professional experiences evaluating school counseling programs and helping schools
transition to comprehensive counseling models to identify logical conditions needed for
successful program implementation.
After an inclusive review of the relevant factors, seven readiness constructs were
identified. The author wrote the individual items relevant to each of the readiness
constructs based on the information previously reviewed through the process of
consulting with subject matter experts, reviewing relevant literature, and using his own
expertise related to school counseling program evaluation, state and national models of
school counseling/and school counseling program implementation at the district level.
Content Validity
After developing the preliminary version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument,
the author spent 3 days observing the implementation of the ASCA National Model.
This occurred in the school district of one of the co-authors of the ASCA National
Model (Tucson, AZ). The author of the ASCA Readiness Instrument consulted further
with this author of the ASCA National Model, who was also the district guidance
director (Judy Bowers). Consultation with this subject matter expert allowed the author
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of the ASCA Readiness Instrument to gather crucial input about the instrument from
someone who was considered a subject matter expert related to the ASCA National
Model and also a subject matter expert as a district guidance director. Discussions with
this expert included the review and revision of item wording on the ASCA Readiness
Instrument and the inclusion of relevant items into each of the readiness construct
sections.
The author of the ASCA Readiness Instrument also interviewed several of the
counselors in this district to gain additional input from subject matter experts who were
working as school counselors and were implementing the ASCA National Model
directly. These school counselors also reviewed the wording of the ASCA Readiness
Instrument items and provided feedback related to item content, the readiness
constructs, and the composition of the instrument overall. Consequently, items were
revised once again based on the feedback provided by these school counselor subject
matter experts who were providing direct implementation services within their school
districts.
The revised version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument was subsequently
reviewed by both authors of the ASCA National Model (Judy Bowers and Trish Hatch)
and also by 20 school counselors attending the 2003 Massachusetts School Counselor
Association annual conference. The school counselors were asked to provide feedback
regarding the instrument’s clarity, readability, logical consistency, and perceived
usefulness. Once again, revisions were made to the existing items based on the input
received by these additional subject matter experts.
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This version of the instrument was then field tested during consultations with
three New England school districts attempting to implement the ASCA National Model.
Information was gathered from these school districts about the effectiveness of the
instrument in identifying challenges to implementation of the model and developing
action plans. This information provided further understanding of the effectual use of
the instrument.
The ASCA Readiness Instrument was designed for assessment of a district's
readiness to implement the ASCA National Model, rather than an individual school’s
readiness to do so. This is due to the fact that the ASCA National Model is designed for
implementation at a district level.
The language used in the ASCA Readiness Instrument was developed so that
technical terms related to the specific field of school counseling were minimized. This
was done to ensure that members of the school community who may not have specific
knowledge of the language used in the school counseling profession (e.g., school board
members, superintendents, etc.) can also understand and complete the ASCA Readiness
Instrument. The three-point rating scale was also developed for simplicity and
efficiency. Though this limits the variance in the ratings, it makes comparison of
responses across districts easier to assimilate and allows overall consensus on the
change processes which are needed to take the next steps to ASCA National Model
implementation.
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Instrument
The final version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument (Appendix A) contains 63
items that are clustered into seven factors1 based upon initial perceived similarity of
items. These constructs are Community Support, Leadership, Guidance Curriculum,
Staffing/Time Use, School Counselors' Beliefs and Attitudes, School Counselors' Skills,
and District Resources. Each of the seven factors is described briefly.
There are 11 items related to Community Support. These items reflect the
knowledge members of the school and local community have about the school
counseling program and the value that is placed on the program. There are also 11
items related to Leadership. These items include the knowledge, skills, beliefs, and
availability of those in charge of the school counseling programs, including guidance
directors, principals, and superintendents. The four Guidance Curriculum items assess
the National Standards-based curriculum that exists and/or is used within a school
counseling program and the degree to which curriculum is integrated with state and
district standards. The five items related to Staffing/Time Use include school counselor
work loads and time use issues. The eight School Counselors' Beliefs and Attitudes
items reflect the degree to which there is congruence between school counselors’ beliefs
and attitudes and the goals and modes of practice suggested by the ASCA National
Model. There are 13 items related to School Counselors' Skills which measure the
skills counselors need to have to complete activities related to the ASCA National
Model. And finally, the 11 District Resources items assess the districts’ ability to
provide resources, materials and support necessary for ASCA National Model
implementation.
1 The factors are defined as "clusters" in the appendix.
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Each item is scored with a rating scale containing 3 response choices.
Participants are asked to document whether each statement is "Like My District"
"Somewhat Like My District" or "Not Like My District."
Participants
Data were gathered from 693 respondents who completed the online version of
the ASCA Readiness Instrument during the time period of January 21, 2005 through
April 19, 2006. Demographic information that was gathered on these participants
included respondents’ occupational role, the type of school setting they work in, the
location of their school district, and approximate enrollment for the district.
Responses were considered valid based on two criteria. The first was whether or
not a respondent had completed the survey previously. If the answer to this question
was “yes”, the responses of that participant were deleted from the final data set to avoid
duplication of the data. Additionally, two other variables were included to help identify
invalid responses from participants. One was the ISP address of the computer a
respondent was using. The other was a date and time stamp that recorded the time a
respondent submitted their data. Respondents currently receive a summary score report
of their data which indicates the areas they need to address prior to implementation of
the ASCA National Model in their district. There are occasions when respondents
submit their data more than once in an attempt to receive their data report, presumably
because they do not realize that it has already been sent to them or if there is an error or
delay in their receipt of the analysis report. In cases were there were more than one
response from the same computer, on the same date, and within thirty seconds or less of
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the previous response, the data was checked for duplication and was deleted from the
final data set. The occupational roles of respondents are summarized in Table 3.
Table 3. Respondents’ Occupational Role
N

Percent

Elementary School Counselor

196

28%

High School Counselor

187

27%

Middle School Counselor

114

16%

Teacher

45

6%

College Student/Intem

32

5%

Other

32

5%

District Guidance Director/Supervisor

29

4%

High School Guidance Director/Supervisor

23

3%

Building Administrator/Principal

18

3%

Central Administrator /Superintendent

13

2%

4
693

1%
100%

Community Member/Parent
Total

Approximately three fourths (71%) of the respondents reported they are school
counselors (n=497). Of those working as school counselors, 28% (n=196) were
elementary school counselors, 27% (n=187) were high school counselors, and 16%
(n=l 14) were middle school counselors. Six percent (n=45) repotted they were
working as teachers and 5% (n=32) were college students/interns. Another 5% defined
their role as “other”. Four percent of the respondents indicated they were working as
district guidance directors/supervisors (n=29). The remaining 9% of respondents
included high school guidance directors/supervisors, building administrators/principals,
central administrators/superintendents, and community members/parents.
When asked about the setting respondents work in, 94% reported they were in a
public school district (N=648). Four percent reported they work in a private/charter
setting (N=27), and the final 2% reported they work in an “other” setting or they do not
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work in a school setting (n=9 and n=8 respectively). The types of school districts
represented are summarized in Figure 1. District types included suburban (43%,
n=298), rural (32%, n=221), and urban (24%, n=168). One percent of respondents
indicated they do not work in a school (n=6).

Suburban

Rural

Urban

Do not work in a
school

Figure 1. Types of School Districts

The final demographic question asked respondents the approximate enrollment
for their district. This information is summarized in Table 4.
Table 4: District Enrollment
N
Less than 1000
Between 1000 and 2000
Between 2000 and 3000
Between 3000 and 5000
Between 5000 and 10,000
Between 10,000 and 20,000
Between 20,000 and 50,000
Greater than 50,000
Total

95
118
82
70
108
82
99
39
693

Percent

Cum %

14%
17%
12%
10%
16%
12%
14%
6%
100%

14%
31%
43%
53%
68%
80%
94%
100%

Approximately half of the districts (53%) were relatively small, with total
student enrollment between 1,000 to 5,000 students. Twenty-eight percent of the
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districts were of moderate size (between 5,000 to 20,000 students), about 14% were
large districts (between 20,000 to 50,000 students) and another 6% were very large
districts, with student enrollment over 50,000.
Procedures
Data were collected via a web-based version of the ASCA National Model
Readiness Instrument. This version of the survey contains the same questions as the
paper version of the survey and respondents rated items using the same 3-point rating
scale. The only difference in the two surveys was the addition of one question on the
web-based version. This question asked respondents if they had ever completed the
survey previously and is answered by selecting a response of yes or no. As mentioned
previously, survey results provided by respondents who answered yes to this question
were subsequently omitted from the final data analysis. The survey is accessible to
anyone who has online access and can use a computer.
There were several ways that individuals may have become aware of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument. Members of the Center for School Counseling Outcome
Research listserve were sent quarterly research briefs, which made reference to the
ASCA Readiness Instrument and there is also a link to the Instrument directly from the
Center for School Counseling Outcome Research home page (CSCOR, 2005).
Additional ways participants may have become aware of the online version of the
ASCA Readiness Instrument is from readina an article about the Instrument that was
published in the Professional School Counseling journal (Carey, Harrity, & Dimmitt,
2005), by conducting an internet search, or through professional development
workshops, trainings, and conference presentations.
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Data Analysis
These data were analyzed by conducting confirmatory and exploratory factor
analyses. Rationale for the use of each data analysis technique is reviewed in terms of
its purpose and the required steps used to conduct each of the analyses.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the seven-factor structure
proposed by the author of the ASCA Readiness Instrument. SEM encourages
confirmatory analysis to test existing theory rather than exploratory analysis, which is
often used for theory development. The terms confirmatory factor analysis and
structural equation modeling are often used interchangeably from this point forward.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to analyze a priori measurement
models in which both the number of factors and their correspondence to the indicators
are explicitly specified (Kline, 2005). If the researcher’s a priori model is reasonably
correct, it would be expected that the instrument items (indicators) proposed to measure
a common underlying factor (latent variable) will all have relatively high standardized
loadings on that factor (e.g., >.6). This result indicates convergent validity, which is
evidence that the items that theoretically should be related to each other are, in fact,
observed to be related to each other. There is a correspondence or convergence between
similar items that are proposing to measure a specific factor. Additionally, it is
expected that the estimated correlations between the factors (latent variables) are not
excessively high (e.g., they are not >.85 and/or not higher than the standardized item
loadings on each factor). When the estimated correlations between the factors are not
excessively high and are lower than the standardized item loadings on each factor, this
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result indicates discriminant validity, which is evidence that the factors are different
from one another.
In practice, much SEM research combines confirmatory and exploratory
techniques (PA765, 2007). A model is tested using SEM procedures, found to be
deficient, and an alternative model is then tested based on changes suggested by SEM
modification indices. Joreskog (1993) refers to this as the model generating approach.
The altered model is re-tested with the same data. The goal is to find a model that
makes theoretical sense and also has reasonable statistical correspondence to the data.
A problem with this approach however, is that the new model being confirmed is a post
hoc model that may not fit a new set of data. This issue can be addressed by cross
validating the model with a new set of data.
An exploratory factor analysis was also conducted to identify the factor structure
underlying the ASCA Readiness Instrument. This analysis becomes necessary when
SEM procedures do not support the a priori measurement model and model
respecification fails to provide adequate ‘fit’ of the data to the newly specified model,
however the results of these exploratory procedures are immensely subject to
capitalization on chance. The results of the exploratory factor analyses were used to
conduct a confirmatory factor analysis of the newly ‘discovered’ model.

These results

were also cross validated with a second, independent data sample.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
The purpose of confirmatory factor analysis is to determine if the number of
factors and the loadings of measured (indicator) variables on them (e.g., instrument
items) conform to what is expected based on pre-existing theory. There are essentially
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six iterative steps that are used to conduct SEM. The steps are iterative because
problems that arise at any given step often require a return to an earlier step.
The first step in the process requires that a model be specified. This can be done
in the form of a drawing or diagram of the model using a set of (relatively) standardized
symbols to indicate parameters that will be estimated. Model specification can also
occur in the form of tables that define the model parameters that will be estimated. In
either case, the parameter estimates correspond to presumed relations among the
variables that the computer will estimate with sample data.
Step two requires a determination of whether or not the model is identified.
This means that it is theoretically possible for the computer program conducting the
analysis to calculate a unique estimate of every parameter specified in the model.
Step three involves defining the constructs represented in the model and
collecting and preparing the data for analysis. The fourth step is to complete the
analysis. This step requires evaluating the ‘fit’ of the model to the data, interpreting the
parameter estimates, and considering equivalent models.
Step five involves respecifying the model if the original model does not
adequately fit the data. This process should be guided by both the researcher’s
expertise and theory related to the model as well as the statistics provided by the
original analysis. Step six occurs once an acceptable model has been obtained. This
step involves writing up a complete and accurate description of the analysis results,
guided by published recommended procedures (e.g., Hoyle & Panter, 1995; McDonald
& Ho, 2002).
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There are two additional steps that can be added to the six just described to
produce additional support for the analyses. The first involves replicating the results
with a different data set, though this is seldom done with SEM analyses, possibly due to
the need for large sample sizes to conduct the analyses. Kline (2005) suggests that
unless a structural equation model is replicated however, it is nothing more than a
statistical exercise. The final additional step that can be conducted involves applying
the results of SEM analyses (e.g., for policy or relevant prediction studies). According
to Kaplan (2000, cited in Kline, 2005) this is very rarely done, despite more than 30
years of SEM applications.
SEM uses covariances as the basic statistic to conduct the analysis. A
covariance represents the degree of relationship between two variables and their
standard deviations (i.e., their degree of variability). Covariances can also be thought of
as unstandardized correlations because they have no upper or lower bounds. To say that
the covariance is the basic statistic of SEM means the goals of the SEM analyses are to
understand the correlations among a set of variables and to explain the maximum
amount of their variability with the pre-specified model (Kline, 2005).
The more complicated the model is (meaning the more parameters that will be
estimated) the larger the sample size requirement becomes. According to Kline (2005)
a desired goal is to have the ratio of the number of cases (e.g., survey respondents)to the
number of free parameters be at least 10:1, which was the case with the initial analysis
conducted on the ASCA Readiness Instrument.
There are several ways to assess whether data adequately fit a proposed
structural equation model, though fit criteria can often be summarized in terms of two
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characteristics related to the model. These include absolute fit and incremental fit. An
absolute fit index assesses how well an a priori model reproduces the same data. This
means that an absolute fit index estimates the proportion of variability in the sample
covariance matrix that is explained by the model.

Absolute fit can be thought of as a

‘badness of fit’ indicator in which values close to zero are desired. The further values
get from zero, the further the estimated covariance values are from the actual values,
indicating poor fit of the data to the proposed model.
Incremental fit, on the other hand, assesses the degree to which the specified
model is better than an alternative model in reproducing the observed covariance.
These indices are often thought of as ‘goodness of fit’ indices and higher values are an
indication that the proposed model provides better fit to the data than an alternate model
in reproducing the observed covariance.
There is little consensus concerning the best index of overall fit for evaluating
structural equation models (Hoyle & Panter, 1995) and there are many fit indices
available making it difficult to decide which indexes should be reported. There are also
several limitations of fit indices in SEM. The values of many fit indexes represent the
overall fit of a model, which means there could be some parts of the model that fits
poorly even though the overall fit is adequate. Each single index only reflects a
particular aspect of model fit, so there is not one index that can be uniformly reported as
the ‘gold standard' of model fit. As with all statistical tests of significance, fit indexes
do not indicate that results are meaningful, even if the model provides good fit to the
data.
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The model chi-square is almost always reported even though it is impacted by
sample size, meaning a large sample which is required for SEM will often produce a
significant result. Model chi-square is a badness of fit index, meaning the higher the
value, the worse the data corresponds to the model. Most applications of SEM require a
large sample size (e.g. n > 200). Due to the large sample size requirement, statistical
tests can become less important due to the fact that given a large enough sample size; all
results may be statistically significant, though not necessarily meaningful. This is often
the case with the model chi-square statistic.
The Steiger-Lind Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Steiger,
1990) is an absolute fit statistic that is often reported along with the model chi-square
(Hoyle & Panter, ). RMSEA is a parsimony-adjusted index, which means that it has a
built in formula to correct for model complexity. If there are two models that both
explain the same data equally well, the simpler model will be preferred. The RMSEA
also approximates a noncentral chi-square distribution, which means that fit of the
researcher’s model in the population is not assumed to be perfect. RMSEA is another
‘badness of fit’ index so values closer to zero indicate better fit. Generally, RMSEA <
.05 indicates good fit of the model to the data, values > .05 and < .08 suggest adequate
fit and values > .10 suggest poor fit (Brown & Cudeck, 1993).
The third fit index that will be reported is the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI)
which was the first standardized fit index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1981). The GFI is a
sample based index that is similar to R2. Desired cutoff values for this index are >_.95
and values can fall outside the range of 0-1. Marsh, Balia, and McDonald (1988)
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looked at the effect of sample size on more than 30 fit indices and found that the GFI
performed better than any of the other stand alone indexes.
Incremental indices have been categorized as Type-2 and Type-3 indexes. One
type-2 indexes includes the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) which is analogous to the Non
Normed Fit Index (NNFI) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973; Bentler & Bonnet (1980). These
indices compare the lack of fit of a target model to the lack of fit of a baseline model
and estimates improvement per degree of freedom of the target model over the baseline.
The Incremental Fit Index (IFI) (Bolen, 1989a) is another such index which has
reportedly been found to be a more consistent estimator than the TLI/NNFI.
A Type-3 Index that was used included the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
(Bentler, 1990). This index assesses the reduction in the lack of fit of the noncentral
chi-square of a target model to a baseline model. The CFI is somewhat preferred over
other indices because of its 0-1 range, small sampling variability, and though there is
some downward bias in the estimations, there is less than that produced by the NFI
(Bentler, 1980; Hoyle & Panter, 1995).
The following absolute and incremental fit indices were used to assess the fit of
each structural equation model that was analyzed (Table 5). The decision to use these
particular indices was based on a review of relevant literature and recommendations
made therein (Bentler, 1990; Hoyle & Panter, 1995; Marsh et. al., 1988; McDonald &
Ho, 2002). The table also provides the desired cutoff value for each index.
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Table 5. Fit Indices to Assess Model Fit
Desired cutoff values

Absolute Fit Indices
Chi-square

->
X

p< .05

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

RMSEA

p< .08

Goodness-of-Fit Index

GFI

p> .95

Incremental Fit Indices

Desired cutoff values

Tucker and Lewis Non-Normed Fit Index

NNFI

p> .95

Incremental Fit Index

EFI

P> -95

Comparative Fit Index

CFI

P_> -95

Exploratory Factor Analysis
The purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to identify the factor structure
underlying a set of data (Hatcher, 1994). Exploratory techniques become necessary
when confirmatory methods fail to produce a priori models that provide adequate fit to
the data. Exploratory factor analysis was used to help explain the relationship between
the observed variables (items) through the creation of a smaller number of latent or
unobservable variables (factors).
The following steps are included in conducting an exploratory factor analysis.
Step one involves the initial extraction of factors, which includes identification of an
extraction method. For these analyses, principal axis factoring (also referred to as
common factor analysis) was used as the extraction method. The number of factors
extracted will be equal to number of variables that are being analyzed and the first
factor will often account for a large amount of the common variance, while each
subsequent factor will account for progressively smaller amounts of variance. At this
step, each of the extracted factors will account for the maximum amount of variance
that has not been accounted for by other (previously extracted) factors and each factor
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will be uncorrelated with all other factors. It is not until (promax) rotation occurs that
the factors are allowed to correlate with one another.
Step two of the process involves determining the appropriate number of
meaningful factors that should be retained for rotation and interpretation. Several
criteria can be used to make this determination. The scree test (Catell, 1966) is often
used to help make this determination. The scree plot is a pictorial representation of the
eigenvalues associated with each factor. The numbers on the horizontal axis represent
the number of factors and the numbers on the vertical axis represent the eigenvalues. A
decision regarding the number of factors to retain is made by looking for a break
between the factors with relatively large eigenvalues and with those with smaller
eigenvalues. The factors before the ‘break’ are assumed to be meaningful and are
retained for rotation.
A second criterion that was considered to determine the number of factors to
retain included looking at the proportion of variance accounted for by each of the
factors. The third criterion involved assessing the interpretability of the factors. This
means that the factors will be retained based on the meaningfulness of the interpretation
and in consideration of the following guidelines: 1) ensuring that there are at least three
variables (items) with significant loadings on each factor, 2) the variables loading on
each factor share some conceptual meaning, 3) the variables that load on different
factors seem to be measuring different constructs, and 4) the rotated factor pattern
produces a simple structure, meaning that most of the item have relatively high loadings
on one factor and very low (near zero) loadings on the other factors.
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Step three involves rotating the initial factor solution. Rotation is conducted for
ease of interpretation and also to allow for correlation of factors. Unrotated factor
patterns are often difficult to interpret. Promax rotation is a specific type of oblique
rotation that is used when factors are correlated with one another.
Step four involves interpreting the rotated solution. Before interpreting the
meaning of the retained factors, a review of the inter-factor correlations should be
considered. This matrix provides the correlations (or degree of relationship) between
each of the factors. Interpreting each of the factors is completed by looking at all of the
variables (survey items) that have high loadings on each factor. High loadings are an
indication that the item is ‘measuring’ the factor that it is loading on. By reviewing all
of the items that load on a particular factor and determining what the items have in
common, a decision can be made regarding an appropriate label or name for the factor.
Interpretation of an oblique rotation solution is somewhat more complicated
than a solution that was rotated with an orthogonal rotation. With oblique rotation, it is
necessary to consider the rotated factor pattern and the rotated factor structure matrices
in order to gain a more complete understanding of the results. In the factor pattern
matrix the observed variables (items) are assumed to be linear combinations of the
common factors and the factor loadings are standardized regression coefficients for
predicting the variables from the factors. A review of this matrix is useful in
determining appropriate labels for each of the constructs by looking at the loadings of
each item on specific factors, determining what construct the set of items seem to be
measuring, and labeling each factor based on these determinations, as stated previously.
The factor structure matrix provides the correlations between each item and the factors.
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This matrix allows a review of the big picture of the bivariate relationship between
items and factors after a review of the factor pattern matrix has occurred.
As was stated previously, these exploratory procedures are subject to capitalize
on chance. The results of the exploratory analysis were subsequently subjected to
further confirmatory analyses. A second independent data set was used to cross validate
the results of the preliminary analyses.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Seven-Factor Model
In order to test the construct validity of the ASCA Readiness Instrument as it was
designed, a confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the fit of the seven-factor model.
(The conceptual model is provided in Appendix B.) Data collected from 693 respondents
of the online version of the survey were entered into PRELIS (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1993c), which converted the raw data file into a polychoric correlation (which is provided
in Appendix C). Though a covariance matrix is most often used with SEM analyses, a
polychoric correlation matrix was used because the survey data were ordinal. The
polychoric correlation matrix was imported into the LISREL software program (Joreskog
& Sorbom, 1993b) and the model was specified so that each item was allowed to load on
only one factor as originally hypothesized by the authors of the instrument. Error terms
were assumed to be uncorrelated. Maximum likelihood estimates were derived from the
polychoric correlation matrix and there were no missing data values.
The adequacy of model fit was judged by the fit indices described previously and
included the yj1, RMSEA, GFI, NNFI, IFI, and CFI. The intercorrelations among the
factors were also examined to determine whether the items were measuring seven distinct
factors as hypothesized by the authors of the instrument.
Table 6 provides a summary of the standardized factor loading of each item on the
factor it was designed to measure. Overall, factor loadings ranged from .43 to .91. Most
of the 63 factor loadings were above .60, with the exception of CS11, ST4, S8, S9, and
S10. The factor loadings are plausible in general and in most cases provide some
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evidential support of convergent validity of each set of items loading on the designated
factors. Community Support item loadings ranged from .66 to .81 with one low loading
of .50 for CS11. Leadership item loadings ranged from .65 to .82 with more than half of
the item loadings > .70. The four Guidance Curriculum item loadings were very high
(.87 to .90) and four of the five Staffing/Time Use item loadings were > .77, though ST4
had a loading of .43. School Counselor Beliefs and Attitudes item loadings were all high
(.73 to .84) though Skill item loadings were more diverse. Four of these item loadings
were <.60 and ranged from .47 to .58. The other seven item loadings ranged from .72 to
.84. The final factor of District Resources had all 11 item loadings >.64 with four item
loadings > .80.
Table 6. Seven-Factor Model: Standardized Factor Loadings (Standard Errors)
Community
Support
CSl

0.66 (.04)

CS2

0.66 (.04)

CS3
CS4

0.79 (.03)

CS5

0.81 (.03)
0.76 (.04)

CS6

0.68 (.04)

CS7

0.66 (.04)

CS8

0.72 (.04)

CS9

0.76 (.04)

CS10

0.74 (.04)

CS11

0.50 (.04)

Leadership

LI

0.73 (.04)

L2

0.73 (.04)

L3

0.68 (.04)

L4

0.82 (.03)

L5
L6

0.69 (.04)
0.74 (.04)

L7

0.75 (.04)

L8

0.67 (.04)

L9

0.66 (.04)

L10

0.65 (.04)
0.70 (.04)

Lit

Guidance
Curriculum

GC1

0.90 (.03)

GC2

0.90 (.03)

GC3

0.91 (.03)

GC4

0.87 (.03)

Staffing /
Time Use
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SC Beliefs &
Attitudes

SC Skills

District
Resources

STl

Staffing /
Time Use
0.79 (.04)

ST2

0.84 (.03)

ST3
ST4

0.77 (.04)

Community
Support

Leadership

Guidance
Curriculum

SC Beliefs &
Attitudes

SC Skills

District
Resources

0.43 (.04)
0.77 (.04)

ST5
BA1
BA2

0.82 (.03)

BA3
BA4

0.78 (.03)
0.82 (.03)

BA5

0.78 (.03)

BA6

0.73 (.04)

BA7

0.84 (.03)

BA8

0.84 (.03)

0.82 (.03)

SI

0.76 (.04)

S2

0.79 (.03)

S3

0.81 (.03)

S4

0.84 (.03)

S5

0.75 (.04)

S6

0.73 (.04)

S7

0.72 (.04)

S8

0.54 (.04)

S9

0.53 (.04)

S10

0.47 (.04)

Sll

0.58 (.04)

S12

0.73 (.04)

S13

0.73 (.04)

DR1

0.70 (.04)

DR2
DR3

0.64 (.04)

DR4

0.73 (.04)

DR5
DR6

0.73 (.04)

DR7

0.72 (.04)

DR8

0.88 (.03)

DR9

0.89 (.03)

DR 10

0.87 (.03)

0.71 (.04)

0.73 (.04)

DR11
0.81 (.03)
Highlighted numbers indicate factor loadings <.60. See Appendix A for a full description of survey items.

Table 7 includes the correlations between all of the latent variables and allows an
examination of the relationship between the factors. These correlations should less than
the factor loadings, providing support of divergent validity if this is the case. This means
that the factors are distinct from one another and are measuring different constructs.
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The correlation between S (School Counselors Skills) and BA (School
Counselors’ Beliefs and Attitude) was somewhat high (.84) in relation to the factor
loadings for school counselor Skills and school counselor Beliefs and Attitudes. The
Beliefs and Attitudes factor loadings ranged from .73 to .84 and the SC Skills factor
loadings ranged from .47 to .84. Six of the eight SC Beliefs and Attitudes loadings were
lower than .84 and 12 of the 13 SC Skills factor loadings were lower than .84. Because
the Skills and Beliefs and Attitude factors are so highly correlated, this finding would
suggest that these two factors are measuring a similar construct, rather than two separate
constructs. In contrast, the correlation between BA and DR (District Resources) is much
lower (.43) suggesting a moderate correlation (degree of relationship) between two
different constructs.
The correlation between CS (Community Support) and L (Leadership) is
somewhat high (.75) as is the correlation between L and DR (.75), again suggesting that
these constructs are not completely distinct or different from one another.
Table 7. Seven-Factor Model: Correlation Coefficients
CS

L

ST

GC

BA

CS

1.00

L

0.75
(0.02)

1.00

GC

0.61
(0.03)

0.60
(0.03)

1.00

ST

0.69
(0.03)

0.71
(0.02)

0.63
(0.03)

1.00

BA

0.62
(0.03)

0.50
(0.03)

0.58
(0.03)

0.50
(0.03)

1.00

S

0.66
(0.03)

0.59
(0.03)

0.63
(0.03)

0.57
(0.03)

0.84
(0.03)

S

DR

1.00

0.58
0.75
0.70
0.58
0.42
0.57
DR
(0.03)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.03)
1.00
Correlation coefficients between factors (standard errors). CS=Community Support, L=Leadership,
GC=Guidance Curriculum, ST=Staffing/Time Use, BA=School Counselors' Beliefs & Attitudes, S=School
Counselors' Skills, DR=District Resources.
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Table 8 includes the proportion of unique variance (measurement error) attributed
to each observed variable (survey item). A review of this matrix indicated that many of
these estimates were relatively high suggesting poor predictive power of some loadings to
the construct they were supposed to be measuring.
Table 8. Seven-Factor Model: Unique Variance Estimates
CS1
0.66

CS2
0.66

CS3
0.48

CS4
0.44

CS5
0.53

CS6
0.53

CS7
0.66

CS8
0.58

CS9
0.52

CS10
0.55

CS11
0.85

Li
0.57

L2
0.57

L3
0.64

L4
0.42

L5
0.62

L6
0.55

L7
0.54

L8
0.65

L9
0.66

L10
0.67

LI 1
0.61

GC1
0.29

GC2
0.30

GC3
0.28

GC4
0.35

ST1
0.48

ST2
0.39

ST3
0.51

ST4
0.91

ST5
0.51

BA1
0.43

BA2
0.43

BA3
0.49

BA4
0.43

BA5
0.49

BA6
0.57

BA7
0.40

BA8
0.40

SI
0.52

S2
0.47

S3
0.44

S4
0.40

S5
0.54

S6
0.57

S7
0.59

S8
0.81

S9
0.82

S10
0.88

Sll
0.76

S12
0.57

S13
0.56

DR1
0.60

DR2
0.69

DR3
0.60

DR4
0.56

DR5
0.57

DR6
0.56

DR7
0.59

DR
0.32

DR9
0.31

DR10
0.34

DR11
0.44

See Appendix A for a full description of survey items.

A review of the fit indices for this model resulted in concluding that the model fit
poorly (x?869 = 13450.15, pc.OOl, RMSEA=0.11, GFI=0.57, NNFI=0.65, CFI=0.67, and
IFI=0.67). Though thex2 was significant, this is often the case with large sample
analyses so it is not incredibly meaningful on its own. The RMSEA was higher than the
desired cutoff and the remainder of the indices were well below desired cutoff levels.
Based on the poor fit of this model to the data, a decision was made to respecify the
model.
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Respecification of the 7-Factor Model
Respecification of the model occurred by examining the standardized residuals
and looking for relationships among high residuals, by reviewing the factor loadings, and
by reviewing the modification indices related to the factor loadings. The standardized
residuals for the seven-factor model ranged from -9.63 to 21.22. These residuals were
extremely large and were too numerous to report. The highest standardized residuals
however (i.e. >20) were reported for items L2 and LI (items related to superintendents’
beliefs in the importance of the school counseling program), and for items L6 and L5
(items related to district school counseling leaders’ abilities to make systemic changes).
Other standardized residuals that were very high (i.e. > 15 < 20) included: CS2 and CS1
(school board items), L4 and L3, L6 and L3 (district school counseling leadership items),
DR4 and DR3, DR5 and DR3, and DR5 and DR4 (school counselor performance review
items). The low factor loadings on CS11, ST4, and S8 - SI 1 were also considered when
a review of the modification indices for the factor loadings and the expected changes if
additional paths were added to the model were made.
Based on the above data considerations and existing theory related to the model,
the following changes were made. The respecified model included all of the original
model parameters plus the addition of paths which were added from the leadership factor
(L) to items CS1 and CS2 and from the district resources factors (DR) to items L3, L5,
and L6. This means that five additional parameters were estimated in this model.
Standardized factor loading estimates for the respecified model are provided in Table 9.
Respecification of the model with the additional paths did not seem to produce
any dramatic improvements in terms of the lambda estimates. The factor loadings
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produced by the additional paths were interpreted similarly to partial correlations. A
review of these estimates indicated that the variables were similar enough in nature that
in every case, one of the variables included most of the predictive power. The single
paths to CS1 and CS2 from the Community Support factor were both equal to .66 in the
original model and the low estimate of CS11 remained low in both the original and the
respecified model. Similarly, the additional paths to L3, L5, and L6 from the District
Resources factor did not seem to alter the model in any dramatic way. The original
estimates were .68, .69, and .74 respectively. The additional paths produced loading
estimates which were slightly higher for the paths from District Resources and resulted in
an estimation of approximately 0.0 for the Leadership factor. The low ST4 estimate
remained low as did the low Skills items (S8, S9, S10, and Sll).
Table 9. Respecified Seven-Factor Model: Standardized Factor Loadings (SE)

CSl

Community
Support
0.05 (.04)

Leadership
0.76 (.05)

CS2

0.08 (.05)

0.71 (.05)

CS3
CS4

0.80 (.03)

CS5

0.78 (.03)

CS6

0.70 (.04)

CS7

0.67 (.04)

CS8
CS9

0.73 (.04)

CS10

0.73 (.04)

CS11

0.48 (.04)

LI

Guidance
Curriculum

Staffing /
Time Use

SC Beliefs &
Attitudes

SC Skills

District
Resources

0.83 (.03)

0.78 (.04)

L2

0.84 (.03)
0.83 (.03)

L3

0.04 (.04)

L4

0.80 (.03)

L5

-0.01 (.04)

0.83 (.04)

L6

0.82 (.04)

L7

0.05 (.03)
0.75 (.04)

L8

0.70 (.04)

L9

0.66 (.04)

L10
Lit

0.67 (.04)

GC1

0.76 (.04)

0.68 (.04)
0.90 (.03)

__
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GC2

0.90 (.03)

GC3
GC4

0.90 (.03)
0.87 (.03)

ST1

0.79 (.04)

ST2

0.85 (.03)

ST3

0.77 (.04)

ST4

0.43 (.04)

ST5

0.77 (.04)

BA1

0.82 (.03)

BA2

0.82 (.03)

BA3
BA4

0.78 (.03)
0.82 (.03)

BAS

0.78 (.03)

BA6

0.73 (.04)

BA7

0.83 (.03)

BA8

0.84 (.03)

SI

0.76 (.04)

S2

0.79 (.03)

S3

0.81 (.03)

S4

0.84 (.03)

S5

0.75 (.04)

S6

0.73 (.04)

S7

0.71 (.04)

S8

0.54 (.04)

S9

0.53 (.04)

S10

0.47 (.04)

Sll

0.58 (.04)

S12

0.72 (.04)

S13

0.73 (.04)

DR1

0.67 (.04)

DR2

0.61 (.04)

DR3

0.65 (.04)

DR4

0.68 (.04)

DR5

0.68 (.04)

DR6

0.71 (.04)

DR7

0.69 (.04)

DR8

0.89 (.03)

DR9

0.90 (.03)

DR 10

0.89 (.03)

DR11

0.85 (.03)

Highlighted numbers indicate factor loadings <0.60. See appendix A for full item descriptions.

The correlations between factors were relatively similar as those produced from
the analysis of the original 7-factor model and are provided in Table 10. The correlation
between S and BA remained high (.84) suggesting a lack of divergent validity between
these two factors. The correlation between CS and L was somewhat lower than it was in
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the original model (.69 versus .75) and the correlation between L and DR was a bit lower
as well (.61 versus .75) providing some very minor improvements to the divergent
validity of these factors.
Table 10. Respecified Seven-Factor Model: Correlation Coefficients
CS

L

GC

ST

S

BA

cs

1.00

L

0.69
(0.02)

1.00

GC

0.60
(0.03)

0.51
(0.03)

1.00

ST

0.67
(0.03)

0.69
(0.03)

0.63
(0.03)

1.00

BA

0.63
(0.03)

0.46
(0.03)

0.58
(0.03)

0.50
(0.03)

1.00

S

0.66
(0.03)

0.54
(0.03)

0.63
(0.03)

0.57
(0.03)

0.84
(0.01)

1.00

0.54
0.40
0.54
0.69
0.55
0.61
(0.02)
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.03)
DR
(0.03)
(0.03)
Correlation coefficients between factors (standard errors). CS=Community Support. L=Leadership,
GC=Guidance Curriculum, ST=Staffing/Time Use, BA=School Counselors' Beliefs & Attitudes, S=School
Counselors' Skills, DR=District Resources.

Most of the unique variance estimates were also consistent with those produced
from the original seven-factor model analysis and much was left unexplained (i.e., there
were many estimates that were higher than expected if the model were to have fit the data
well). See Appendix D for a review of the unique variances.
Table 11 provides a comparison of the fit indices produced by the original sevenfactor model with the indices produced by the respecified seven-factor model. Based on
the fit indices reported here, there is some minor indication that the respecified model fit
the data somewhat better than the original model. However, most of the indices did not
meet the desired cutoff values to signify adequate fit. Based on this information, coupled
with the problems previously discussed related to the model parameter estimates, it was
concluded that this model did not adequately fit the data. Though additional
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respecification could have occurred at this stage a decision was made to conduct an
exploratory factor analysis instead.
Table 11, Comparison of Fit Indices for Seven-Factor Models
Model
seven-factor
(original)
seven-factor
(respecified)

1

__

r

df

RMSEA

GFI

NNFI

CFI

IFI

16178.96

1869

.110

.57

.65

.67

.67

14018.68

1864

.097

.61

.69

.70

.70

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify the underlying factor
structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument. The results of this analysis provided
preliminary evidence that suggested which items were measuring each of the factors.
Though this procedure capitalized on chance, it provided a foundation for further
confirmatory factor analyses.
The polychoric correlation matrix" was imported into the SAS software program
(SAS/STAT, 1989). Principal axis factoring was used as the extraction method followed
by a promax (oblique) rotation. The criteria used to determine the final number of factors
to retain included a review of the scree plot, a review of the proportion of variance
explained by each factor, and consideration of the interpretability of the final solution.
The criteria used to determine how many factors to retain when reviewing a scree
plot (Cattell, 1958) included looking for an ‘elbow’ in the plot (Figure 2). This occurred
at factor four in this case.

Based on this criterion, three factors were retained, as the

factor ‘at the elbow’ is not included. A review of the variance explained by each factor
indicated that 54% of the variance in the data could be explained by the first three factors,

2 This is the same data matrix used for all initial (versus cross-validation) data analyses.
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which had eigenvalues of 24.82, 5.46, and 3.85 respectively. Thirty-nine percent of the
variance was explained by the first factor, and an additional 9% and 6% were explained
by factors two and three, respectively.

The proportion of variance explained by

including additional factors was negligible (i.e. increased by 3% or less as each additional
factor was included).

Scree Plot

0
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4

6

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50 52 54 56 58 60 62

Factor

Figure 2. Scree Plot

The next set of criteria that was used to determine whether the three-factor
solution was appropriate included a review of the factor pattern and factor structure
matrices. Survey items and corresponding factor loadings are presented in Table 12. In
interpreting the rotated factor pattern matrix, an item was said to load on a given factor if
the factor loading was .40 or higher on that factor and lower than .40 on other factors.
The exception to this rule was made for item CS11 which had a loading of .38 on factor
three and was lower on other factors, and for items S10, which had loadings of .39 on
factor one. ST4 did not have a very high loading on any of the factors (0.0 on factor 1,
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.24 on factor 2, and .21 on factor 3). This item also had low correlations with each of the
factors (.20, .35, and .33 respectively). This item was related to the amount of time
school counselors spend responding to emergencies, crises, and mental health activities.
Due to the overall low loadings and low correlation a decision based on theory was made
to leave the item with the other ST (Staffing/Time Use) items due to its content.
Table 12. Factor Pattern and Factor Structure Matrices
Factor Pattern Matrix (Standardized
Regression Coefficients)
Factor Structure Matrix (Correlations)
Item
Factorl Facto r2 Factor3
Item
Factorl Factor2 Factor3
CS1
-0.147
0.088
CS1
0.805
0.273
0.429
0.779
CS2
-0.125
0.173
CS2
0.288
0.713
0.741
0.479
CS3
0.204
0.037
CS3
0.544
0.479
0.396
0.660
CS4
0.233
CS4
0.516
-0.009
0.603
0.390
0.709
CS5
0.350
-0.125
CS5
0.553
0.536
0.291
0.640
CS6
0.276
-0.077
CS6
0.495
0.525
0.303
0.619
CS7
0.249
0.112
CS7
0.406
0.489
0.419
0.580
CS8
0.236
-0.013
CS8
0.502
0.570
0.372
0.676
0.361
0.570
CS9
0.333
-0.069
0.500
CS9
0.637
0.212
CS10
0.199
0.427
0.491
CS10
0.510
0.628
CS11
-0.010
0.188
CS11
0.251
0.376
0.383
0.473
-0.227
0.047
LI
0.208
LI
0.871
0.389
0.787
L2
-0.147
L2
0.263
0.039
0.825
0.391
0.775
0.152
0.172
L3
0.441
L3
-0.236
0.777
0.799
L4
L4
0.342
-0.119
0.333
0.617
0.649
0.763
0.074
0.274
L5
L5
-0.103
0.809
0.433
0.815
0.130
L6
0.335
0.826
L6
-0.056
0.496
0.784
L7
0.184
0.083
0.511
0.468
0.743
L7
0.614
0.694
L8
0.467
0.355
0.185
-0.035
L8
0.623
0.324
0.021
L9
0.337
0.025
0.610
0.633
L9
L10
0.376
0.333
0.661
-0.018
L10
0.083
0.630
LI 1
0.408
0.456
0.700
0.068
0.124
0.606
LI 1
-0.027
GC1
0.570
0.719
0.429
0.334
GC1
0.593
GC2
0.522
0.065
0.650
0.449
0.282
GC2
0.499
0.584
0.672
0.504
0.105
GC3
0.333
0.480
GC3
0.056
GC4
0.574
0.713
0.483
0.316
GC4
0.552
0.398
ST1
0.487
0.668
0.060
0.190
0.544
ST1
ST2
0.478
0.037
0.391
0.532
0.649
0.209
ST2
ST3
0.493
0.464
0.424
0.610
0.157
0.225
ST3
0.212
ST4
0.203
0.345
0.332
0.237
0.002
ST4
0.330
ST5
0.376
0.674
0.051
0.649
-0.001
ST5
0.788
BA1
-0.224
0.089
0.172
0.376
0.840
BA1
0.762
-0.095
BA2
0.402
0.330
0.135
BA2
0.751
0.769
0.244
0.131
-0.143
BA3
0.425
0.766
BA3
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Item

Factorl
0.810
0.776
0.628
0.782
0.827
0.729
0.767
0.744
0.746
0.760
0.658
0.561
0.431
0.425
0.386

Factor2

Factor3

Item

BA4
BA4
0.030
-0.035
0.094
BA5
-0.113
BA5
BA6
BA6
0.257
-0.046
BA7
-0.118
0.148
BA7
BA8
-0.225
0.197
BA8
-0.094
SI
SI
0.143
S2
-0.065
0.090
S2
S3
0.183
-0.106
S3
S4
0.235
-0.118
S4
-0.084
S5
0.109
S5
0.292
S6
-0.200
S6
S7
0.378
S7
-0.142
0.046
S8
0.143
S8
0.157
S9
0.012
S9
0.021
S10
0.146
S10
Sll
0.329
0.056
0.407
Sll
S12
0.536
0.109
0.252
S12
S13
0.271
S13
0.579
-0.002
DR1
0.694
-0.037
DR1
0.135
DR2
-0.007
DR2
0.128
0.596
0.109
-0.052
DR3
DR3
0.681
DR4
0.107
-0.074
DR4
0.723
DR5
0.076
0.008
DR5
0.697
DR6
0.055
0.187
DR6
0.609
DR7
0.047
0.316
0.495
DR7
DR8
-0.038
0.883
0.023
DR8
DR9
-0.054
0.912
-0.002
DR9
DR10
-0.014
0.070
DR10
0.821
DR11
-0.062
0.771
0.119
DR11
See Appendix A for a full description of survey items.

Factorl

Factor2

Factor3

0.806
0.761
0.714
0.803
0.826
0.758
0.783
0.770
0.788
0.777
0.685
0.652
0.513
0.505
0.465
0.547
0.702
0.692
0.409
0.303
0.370
0.375
0.372
0.400
0.404
0.343
0.327
0.363
0.317

0.351
0.363
0.497
0.284
0.220
0.284
0.302
0.442
0.488
0.290
0.468
0.542
0.346
0.269
0.256
0.398
0.460
0.512
0.732
0.657
0.701
0.731
0.733
0.726
0.673
0.878
0.888
0.850
0.805

0.366
0.303
0.382
0.461
0.478
0.444
0.423
0.340
0.355
0.429
0.260
0.315
0.323
0.365
0.341
0.592
0.562
0.409
0.376
0.423
0.341
0.339
0.394
0.519
0.586
0.448
0.430
0.475
0.476

Factor one included all items related to school counselors’ beliefs and attitudes
(BA1 - BA8) and school counselors’ skills (S1-S10, S12 and SI 3). The eight belief
and attitudes items are measuring school counselors’ overall belief in and support for
several aspects of the ASCA National Model. These items include statements about
school counselors’ openness to change and willingness to learn new skills. They believe
it’s important to implement the ASCA National Model; which includes a belief that
school counselors should be responsible for helping all students achieve academically
and that the counselors work from a mission statement aligned with the mission of the
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school, act as advocates for underserved students, can collect outcome data to modify
interventions and demonstrate how students are different as a result of the guidance
interventions.
The skills items include school counselors’ abilities to understand and follow
through in implementing many of the beliefs and attitudes they have. These include
statements about counselors’ competence to implement interventions, abilities to
understand student and system related factors that impact academic achievement, identify
evidence-based practices and work collaboratively with other school leaders to identify
and solve problem at the individual and systemic levels. They also include items about
school counselors abilities to act as leaders and advocates for students, establishing goals
and benchmarks and communicating collaboratively with all members of the school
community. Many of these skill items are similar to beliefs and attitudes items so it is not
surprising that they have loaded on the same factor.
These items seem to be measuring school counselors’ beliefs, attitudes, and skills.
Factor one was therefore labeled ‘School Counselor Characteristics’.
Factor two included L3, L5, and L6 (which were the leadership items related to
district-level school counseling leadership). This factor also included all of the guidance
curriculum items (GC1 - GC4) and all of the district resource items (DR1 - DR11). The
guidance curriculum items are all related to the idea that school counseling program is
operating from a set of student learning objectives that have measurable outcomes that
are grouped by grade or cluster and are connected to the ASCA National Standards and
district academic curricula.
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All 11 district resources items had high loadings on factor two and were highly
correlated with factor two. Only DR6 also correlated with factor 3. These items included
district level supports in place to allow school counseling programs to implement the
ASCA National Model. They included statements related to the availability of
instruments to measure student changes in various domains and access to district level
data about students, performance evaluations that are based on access to regular
supervision, meaningful professional development, and performance standards. Several
of the items were related to the district level school counseling leaders’ implementation
of various system to facilitate changes in the school, including monitoring outcomes and
improving programs, evaluating entire counseling programs, coordinating activities, and
communicating information across school counseling programs. These district leadership
items are consistent with items L3, L5, and L6 which included that a district has a full
time district level school counseling leader available to support the school counseling
program, is respected by the stakeholders in the school, and has knowledge of the skills
needed to assist with standards based reform and connecting school counseling activities
with student learning objectives.
These items seem to be measuring the district level supports and conditions
necessary for effective transition to the ASCA National Model. Factor two was therefore
labeled 'District Conditions’.
Factor three included all community support items (CS1 - CS11). It also included
the following leadership items: LI, L2, L4 (items related to superintendent leadership),
and L7-L11 (items related to principal leadership). Four of the five staffing/time use
items also loaded on factor three (ST1-ST3, and ST5).
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The community support items included: recognition of the school counseling
program as an important part of the school system that can impact closing the
achievement gap (by the school board), a belief in the programs’ ability to help all
students and overall support of the program (by parents), appreciation of the importance
of the program, willingness to collaborate with counselors to meet counseling program
goals and objectives, recognition of counselors’ expertise related to issues that impact
teaching and learning (by teachers), a belief in the benefits of the program as an
important resource (by students) and understanding and support of the program by
influential business and community members.
These items are consistent with the leadership items that had high loadings on this
factor. LI, L2, and L4 include superintendents’ belief in the school counseling program
as an essential part of the districts’ educational mission, a belief that the program can
support academic achievement, and a willingness to commit resources to the program.
L7-L11 included the principals' beliefs that school counselors should be engaged in
preventative, developmental activities and in helping students achieve academically.
Additionally, that principals would be willing to redefine the school counselors’ activities
and creating yearly plans to work with counselors. The ST1-ST3, and ST5 were all items
related to the ways that counselors are spending their time and included wording related
to spending time in preventative, development tasks that benefited all students.
These items seem to be measuring the various supports of school counseling
programs that exist within and outside of the school system. Factor three was therefore
labeled 'School Counseling Program Supports’.
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The inter-factor correlations are presented in the table below and show that each
of the three factors is moderately correlated with the other factors
Table 13. Correlation Coefficients for Three-Factor Exploratory Factor Analysis
Factors
1
2
3

1
1.00
0.42
0.47

2

3

1.00
0.50

1.00

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the 3-Factor Model
Based on the results of the exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor
analysis was used to test the fit of the three-factor model. The polychoric correlation
matrix was used for the analysis (provided in Appendix C) and maximum likelihood was
the estimation method used. Each item was allowed to load on only one factor as
determined by the exploratory factor analysis results. Table 14 provides a summary of
the standardized factor loadings based on the confirmatory factor analysis. Factor one
loadings ranged from .44 to .81 and were somewhat low for items S8 through S10, which
ranged from .44 to .51. This finding was consistent with the lower factor loadings
produced by the exploratory factor analysis as well, which ranged from .33 to .43. All of
the factor two loadings were > .60 and ranged from .61 to .88. Factor three loadings
ranged from .35 (for item ST4) to .75. CS11 had a lower rating of .48, though all other
loadings were within reasonable range.
Table 14. Three-Factor Model: Standardized Factor Loadings
Factor 1
Factor 2
CS1
CS2
CS3
CS4
CS5
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(Standard Errors)
Factor 3
0.72 (.04)
0.71 (.04)
0.68 (.04)
0.72 (.04)
0.66 (.04)

Factor 1

CS6
CS7
CSS
CS9
CS10
CS11
LI
L2
L3
L4
L5
L6
L7
L8
L9
LIO
LI 1
GC1
GC2
GC3
GC4
ST1
ST2
ST3
ST4
ST5
BA1
BA2
BA3
BA4
BA5
BA6
BA7
BA8
SI
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
SIO
Sll
S12

Factor 2

Factor 3

0.64
0.60
0.70
0.67
0.68

(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
0.48 (.04)
0.71 (.04)
0.71 (.04)
0.76 (.03)
0.75 (.04)
0.81 (.03)
0.84 (.03)
0.75 (.03)
0.68 (.04)
0.61 (.04)
0.63 (.04)
0.70 (.04)
0.71
0.67
0.70
0.72

(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
0.67 (.04)
0.66 (.04)
0.65 (.04)
0.35 (.04)
0.64 (.04)

0.76 (.03)
0.75 (.04)
0.75 (.04)
0.79 (.03)
0.74 (.04)
0.72 (.04)
0.80 (.03)
0.81 (.03)
0.76 (.03)
0.78 (.03)
0.78 (.03)
0.79 (.03)
0.77 (.03)
0.68 (.04)
0.66 (.04)
0.51 (.04)
0.50 (.04)
0.44 (.04)
0.63 (.04)
0.71 (.04)
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Factor 1

S13
DR1
DR2
DR3
DR4
DR5
DR6
DR7
DR8
DR9
DR10
DR11

Factor 3

Factor 2

0.69 (.04)
0.69 (.04)
0.61 (.04)
0.65 (.04)
0.68 (.04)
0.69 (.04)
0.71 (.04)
0.70 (.04)
0.87 (.03)
0.88 (.03)
0.87 (.03)
0.83 (.03)
Correlations between the factors (Table 15) were reasonable though slightly high,

especially for correlations between factors one and three (.67) and between factors two
and three (.69). Four of the 20 loadings on factor one were less than .67 and seven of the
25 loading on factor three were less than .67. Similarly, five of the 20 factor one loadings
and four of the 18 factor two loadings were less than .69.
Table 15. Three-Factor Model: Correlation Coefficients
FACTOR 1
FACTOR I

1.00

FACTOR 2

0.55
(0.03)

FACTOR 2

FACTOR 3

1.00

0.67
0.69
FACTOR 3
(0.02)
(0.02)
Correlations among factors (standard errors)

1.00

The same was true for the unique variances. There were several estimates that
were relatively to very high. These included CS11 (.87), ST4 (.98), ST8 (.84), ST9 (.85),
ST10 (.90), and ST11 (.78).
Table 16. Three-Factor Model: Unique Variance Estimates
CS1
.57

CS2
0.60

CS3
0.63

CS4
0.58

CS5
0.67

CS6
0.70

CS7
0.71

CS8
0.63

CS9
0.65

CS10
0.64

CS11

LI
0.60

L2
0.59

L3
0.52

L4
0.54

L5
0.44

L6
0.39

L7
0.53

0.87
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L8
0.64

L9
0.70

L10
0.61

LI 1
0.61

GC1
0.59

GC2
0.65

GC3
0.61

GC4
0.58

ST1
0.64

ST2
0.67

ST3
0.68

ST4
0.98

ST5
0.69

BA1
0.53

BA2
0.54

BA3
0.54

BA4
0.48

BA5
0.55

BA6
0.58

BA7
0.45

BA8
0.44

Si
0.52

S2
0.50

S3
0.50

S4
0.47

S5
0.51

S6
0.64

S7
0.67

S8

S9

S10

Sll

0.84

0.85

0.90

0.78

S12
0.58

S13
0.62

DR1
0.62

DR2
0.73

DR3
0.67

DR4
0.63

DR5
0.63

DR6
0.59

DR7
0.61

DR
0.35

DR9
0.33

DR 10
0.34

DR11
0.42

The fit indices for this analysis included xf887 = 15180.01, p<.001, RMSEA=0.11,
GFI=0.054, NNFI=0.61, CFI=0.62, and IFI=0.62. Though the x2 was significant, this
finding must be interpreted with caution as most large sample analyses will produce a
significant x2 even if the rest of the model does not fit the data adequately, which
appears to be the case here. The RMSEA is higher than the desired cut off and the rest of
the fit indices are below desired levels. These indices suggested that the three factor
model did not fit the data adequately. Additionally, as was the case in previous analyses,
standardized residuals were very large and ranged from 9.33 to 20.72.
Respecification of the 3-Factor Model
Though the three-factor model did not fit the data adequately, this may have been
the result of the large number of items loading onto each factor. To test this theory, the
three-factor model was respecifed using the measurement practice of parceling, which is
a technique most commonly used in multivariate approaches to psychometrics,
particularly with latent-variable analysis techniques such as exploratory factor analysis or
SEM (Little, et. al., 2002). A parcel can be defined as an aggregate or composite of the
sum (or average) of two or more responses. In this case, the items within each factor
were subdivided into approximately equal ‘parcels’ to create 3 valuables per factor. This
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was accomplished in the following manner. The item polyserial correlations were
computer for the 20 variables in factor one. The items were then rank ordered from
highest to lowest based on the corrected item-total statistics. The 20 items were then sub¬
divided into three approximately equal variable sets based on the correlation values for
each item. These same steps were replicated for the 18 items in factor two and the 25
items in factor three. Table 18 on the next page provides the specific breakdown of each
set of variables within each factor. The correlation value for each item is also included.
Based on the item analysis and subsequent creation of variable parcels within
each of the three factors, confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the newly revised
model. The covariance matrix in Table 17 was used to run the revised CFA model.
Maximum likelihood was the estimation method used.
Table 17. Covariance Matrix for CFA of Respecified Three-Factor Model (Parceled
Variables based on Item-Analysis)
9.477
7.640
7.116
5.338
4.601
5.866
6.271
6.407
6.912

8.357
6.403
4.738
4.209
5.025
5.779
6.124
6.323

7.940
4.590
3.810
4.840
5.077
5.396
5.613

11.242
10.356 11.987
9.637 8.980 11.677
7.788 7.308 7.381 14.082
6.935 6.051 6.800 10.604 12.838
8.125 7.553 8.281 12.031 11.544 15.524

The diagram provided in Figure 3 includes the parameter estimates for this model.
The factor loadings were all very high in this model. Factor one estimates ranged from
.87 to .95, factor two estimates ranged from .85 to .99, and factor three estimates ranged
from .89 to .92. Since these are all standardized loadings, they may be thought of as
correlations, indicating evidence of convergent validity due to the very high levels of
relationship between each factor and the breakdown of the variable parcels created to
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Table 18. Respecified Three-Factor Model: Variable Parcels

Variable 1
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measure the factors. A review of the inter-factor correlations showed moderate
relationships between factors one, two and three (.55, .68, and .67, respectively). All of
the correlations between factors were lower than the factor loadings. This finding
provided support of divergent validity between the factors, meaning that this finding is
evidence that these three factors are measuring distinctly different constructs. The unique
variance (error variance terms for each variable) range from .02 to .27. This finding also
indicated a much better fit of the data to this model than previous models.

Figure 3. Three-Factor Model with Variable Parcels based on Item Analysis
The fit indices for this model included the

x\a

=117.72, p<.001, RMSEA=.075,

GFI=.96, NNFI=.98, CFI=.98, and IFI=.98. The RMSEA is below the desired cutoff of
.08 to indicate adequate fit and all other fit indices are also within acceptable limits.
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Based on the parameter estimates and the goodness of fit indices it was concluded that
this model provided adequate fit to the data.
Scale reliability was assessed by calculating coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951).
Reliability estimates were .924 for factor one (School Counselor Characteristics) .936 for
factor two (District Conditions) and .927 for factor three (School Counseling Program
Supports).
Testing the Three-Factor Model Using Alternate Parcels
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the three-factor model using
variable parcels that were created based on random assignment. Rather than rank
ordering the 20 variables in factor one into three approximately equivalent groups, the
variables were randomly assigned to one of three groups. Random assignment occurred
in the form of putting the first item in factor one into variable one, the second item in
factor one into variable two, the third item in factor one into variable three, and so on
until all items in factor one were assigned to one of the three variables. The same process
was completed for the 18 variables in factor two and the 25 variables in factor three. The
specific breakdown of items in each factor is provided in Appendix E. The covariance
matrix provided in Table 18 was used to test this model. Maximum likelihood estimation
was the method used to conduct the analysis.
Parameter estimates for this model are presented in the diagram in Figure 4 on the
next page. These estimates were very similar to those produced by the previous model
The factor loadings ranged from .86 to .98 and the factor correlations ranged from .59 to
.69. The fit indices for this model included the %22S= 155.60, p<.001, RMSEA=.089.
GFI=.95, NNFI=.97, CFI=.98, and IFI=.98. The RMSEA is slightly higher than the
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Table 19. Covariance Matrix for CFA of Three-Factor Model (Parceled Variables based
on Random Assignment)
8.405
6.659 8.046
6.237 6.601 7.643
3.581 4.505 4.578
4.000 4.908 5.076
4.392 5.395 5.456
6.153 6.114 5.998
6.441 6.545 6.244
4.862 4.704 4.778

10.155
9.560 11.081
9.521 10.612 11.514
7.535 8.230 8.616 17.397
6.837 7.454 7.848 12.847 13.351
6.116 6.621 6.966 11.673 9.780 11.437

desired cutoff though all other fit indices are within acceptable limits. Based on the
parameter estimates and the goodness of fit indices it was concluded that this model also
provides adequate, though slightly worse fit to the data than the first model.

Figure 4. Three-Factor Model with Variable Parcels based on Random Assignment
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Cross Validation of Results
A second sample of respondents to the online version of the ASCA Readiness
Instrument was tested to cross validate the results of the 3 factor model which produced
adequate fit to the data. The three-factor model with nine variable parcels based on item
analysis was selected as the model to cross-validate as this model was found to have the
best fit of all models previously tested.
This second data sample included 363 participants who responded to the ASCA
Readiness Instrument during the timeframe of April 20, 2006 through March 12, 2007.
Demographics of this sample were comparable to the original 693 participants. The
covariance matrix used to conduct the analysis is provided in Table 20. Again, maximum
likelihood was the estimation method for this analysis.
Table 20. Covariance Matrix for Cross-Validation of Three-Factor Model
8.549
6.795
6.340
4.592
4.470
5.273
4.730
5.368
5.326

8.252
5.971
4.222
3.955
5.014
5.071
5.711
5.629

7.775
4.298
3.984
5.013
4.434
4.754
4.986

10.268
8.843 10.251
8.550 7.726 10.713
7.155 6.455 6.809 12.864
6.227 5.345 6.213 9.557 12.085
6.940 5.884 7.382 10.252 10.071 12.972

The standardized factor loadings for factor one ranged from .85 to .91. Factor
two loadings ranged from .85 to .96 and factor three loadings ranged from .87 to .91.
This range of factor loadings provides support of convergent validity for each of these
factors. Factor correlations ranged from .58 to .70, which demonstrate a moderate degree
of relationship between the factors while still providing evidence of divergent validity.
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The fit indices for this model included X:4 = 91.18, pc.OOl, RMSEA=.088,
GF=.95, NNFI=.97, CFI=.98, and LFI=.95. As was the case with the previous threefactor models, the

x

was significant at p<.05 and the RMSEA was slightly higher than

the desired cutoff value. All other fit indices were within the desired range however,
which indicated that there was adequate fit of this model to the second data set.

Figure 5. Cross Validation Results of Three-Factor Model

Reliability estimates were computed for each of the three factors, again using
Cronbach’s alpha to examine internal consistency of each factor. The reliability estimate
were .920, .925, and .919 for factors one, two, and three respectively. All of these
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reliability estimates are very high, again providing some evidence to support the internal
consistency of these scales.
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis conducted on this second
independent set of data provide additional evidence to support the structure of this threefactor model as it had been defined. All parameter estimates are within desired range, the
fit indices indicate adequate fit of the data to the model, and the internal consistency of
each of the scales is within reasonable range.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Summary of Findings and Conclusions
The purpose of this research was to examine the psychometric properties of a
school counseling instrument which was designed to assess school districts’ readiness to
implement the ASCA National Model. Specifically, the questions to be answered by this
research included: 1) What is the validity evidence to support the interpretation of the
scores produced by the ASCA Readiness Instrument? 2) What is the underlying structure
of the ASCA Readiness Instrument? and 3) How is the underlying structure of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument defined in meaningful terms that are subsequently useful for school
districts’ use?
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the seven-factor model of the
ASCA Readiness Instrument as it was designed. The results of this analysis did not
support this structure of the model. The model was respecified based on data
considerations related to the original analysis and based on theory related to the
researcher’s expertise. A second confirmatory factor analysis was conducted but the
model again failed to provide adequate fit to the data. Exploratory procedures were
subsequently conducted and the results of this analysis produced a three factor model.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used on this three factor model, but again the model did
not provide adequate fit to the data. Due to the large number of variables (items) loading
on each factor, a decision was made to create variable parcels within each factor. The
parcels were created by rank ordering items into three approximately equal variable
groups based on corrected item-total statistics. Confirmatory factor analysis was
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conducted on this newly defined three factor model which resulted in reasonable fit of the
data to the model. These results were cross validated with a second independent data set
and the data from this second sample also provided adequate fit to the model.
The three factors that were identified through these analyses include 1) School
Counselor Characteristics, 2) District Conditions, and 3) School Counseling Program
Supports. Personnel within school districts who complete the online version of the
ASCA Readiness Instrument currently receive a ‘score report’ based on a cluster analysis
conducted on a small sample (n=55) of school counselors attending a Summer Institute at
the University of Massachusetts Amherst several years ago. They will now be able to
receive score reports based on these three newly identified factors which are supported by
evidence related to the interpretation of the scores.
Seven-Factor Model
A confirmatory factor analysis of the seven-factor model was conducted to test
the construct validity of the ASCA Readiness Instrument as it was originally designed.
Structural equation modeling was used to test the fit of the model to a data set of 693
respondents to the ASCA Readiness Instrument. A review of the factor loadings on each
of the original seven factors produced very plausible parameter estimates and reasonably
good indications of convergent validity. Ten of the 11 items proposed to measure
Community Support all had factor loading of .60 or higher. The items proposed to
measure Leadership and Guidance Curriculum seemed to be measuring these constructs
based on the factor loadings of these items onto each respective factor. All of the
Leadership and Guidance Curriculum factor loadings were above .60 and several were as
high as .90. Four of five Staffing/Time Use items had high loadings (>.77), though one
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item had a factor loading of .43 indicating that this item may not have been measuring
this factor as well as other items. All items proposed to measure School Counselors
Beliefs and Attitudes and District Resources had moderate to high factor loadings on
these constructs. These factor loadings ranged from .64 to .89. Nine of the 13 School
Counselor Skills items also seemed to be measuring this construct well with factor
loadings >.72, though the remaining four items provided less optimal loadings (.47 to
.57).
If the determination of model fit were based solely on a review of item factor
loadings onto proposed constructs, then it could be said that this model provided
reasonable fit as it was designed. This is not the only determination however, and a
review of the factor correlations and the model goodness-of-fit indices indicated a poor
fit of this model to the data.
The correlations between several of the factors were higher than the many of the
factor loadings. This finding indicated a lack of discriminant validity. This means that
the factors did not appear to be measuring distinctly different constructs due to the high
correlations between factors. Additionally, there were several items which resulted in
very high levels of unique variance (measurement error) and none of the goodness-of-fit
indices met the desired cutoff values. The only exception was the chi-square index,
though it should also be noted that large samples required to conduct structural equation
modeling often result in a significant finding for the chi-square.
After determining that the seven-factor model did not provide reasonable fit to the
data a review of the modification indices produced from this analysis occurred. This
included an examination of the standardized residuals, looking for possible relationships
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between high residuals, reviewing factor loadings, and reviewing the modification indices
related to these loadings. Minor modifications were made to the model based on a review
of the various modification indices and based on considerations of the theory related to
the structure of the instrument in terms of item content and possible clustering.
The seven-factor model was respecified by adding five additional paths to the
original model. These included paths from the Leadership factor to items CS1 and CS2
(school board items) and paths from the District Resources factor to L3, L5, and L6
(district school counseling leader items). This newly specified model was retested,
though again, the model did not provide adequate fit to the data. Factor loadings did not
change significantly, factor correlations were also similar to those produced from the
original model, the standardized residuals remained extremely high, and none of the
goodness-of-fit indices (except the chi-square again) met the desired cut off values.
As a result of these analyses, it was concluded that the construct validity of the
seven factor model was not supported. This means that evidence was not produced to
support the interpretation of scores produced from the seven factor structure of the model
as it has been designed.
Though the structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument was not supported, it
should be noted that the author of the instrument took several steps to establish the
content validity of the instrument items. As was stated earlier, an extensive review of the
relevant literature related to implementing comprehensive guidance programs occurred
(Gysbers, 1990; Gysbers & Henderson, 2000; Gysbers, Hughey, Starr, & Lapan, 1992;
Hargens & Gysbers, 1984; Lehr & Sumarah, 2002; cited in Carey, Harrity, & Dimmitt,
2005) which provided the foundation for understanding relevant factors necessary for
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successful transitions to a new school counseling program. The ASCA National Model
(ASCA, 2003) was also reviewed to identify the necessary skills school counselor would
need to have before being able to complete certain aspects of their newly defined role
within a school.
The ASCA Readiness Instrument was created through an iterative process of
review and revisions. Subject matter experts were consulted and provided feedback
related to the structure and content of the instrument. This included the authors of the
ASCA National Model, multiple school counselors familiar with the ASCA National
Model contents, and several school counselors in the process of implementing the ASCA
National Model in their school districts. The author of the ASCA Readiness Instrument
also used his professional experiences evaluating school counseling programs and
helping schools transition to comprehensive counseling models to identify logical
conditions needed for successful program implementation. The instrument was also field
tested during consultations with three New England school districts beginning to
implement the ASCA National Model so that further information could be gathered about
the effectiveness of the instrument in identifying challenges to implementation of the
model.
Three-Factor Model
Though some content validity had been established, construct validity related to
the underlying structure of the ASCA Readiness Instrument was still needed. An
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine the underlying structure of the
ASCA Readiness Instrument. Based on a review of several criteria, the results of this
analysis produced a three-factor solution. The first of these criteria included an
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examination of the scree plot (Cattell, 1951), which produced an ‘elbow’ in the plot at
factor four. Secondly, it was determined that 54% of the variance in the data was
explained by the first three factors. This included 39% of the variance explained by
factor one, 9% by factor two, and 6% by factor three. The proportion of variance
explained by including additional factors was determined to be negligible as each factor
contributed 3% or less to the total variance explained.
The final criterion that was utilized in determining the appropriateness of
retaining the three factor solution was an extensive review of the factor pattern and factor
structure matrices. Because factors were correlated with one another, an oblique promax
rotation was conducted prior to interpretation of the factor pattern matrix. In almost
every case each item loaded on only one factor and the majority of factor loadings were
.40 or higher. The exceptions to the above statement included item ST4 which did not
load very well on any of the factors. This item resulted in a loading of approximately
zero on factor one and of less than .25 on factors two and three. Because other ST
(staffing/time use) items loaded onto factor three and theory indicated that this item
should be retained with seemingly similar items, this item was loaded onto factor three.
There were two additional items that had factor loadings less than .40 but the
difference between these loadings and the desired loading of .40 was negligible (i.e., .38
for CS11 and .39 for SI0). These items each had loadings close to zero on one factor and
loadings less than .20 on the other factor. CS11 was loaded on factor three with all other
CS (community support) items and S10 was loaded on factor one with 12 of the other 13
S (school counselor skills) items. These decisions were made based on both data
considerations and on the theory proposed by the authors of the instrument.
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Factor one included all items related to school counselors’ Beliefs and Attitudes
and also included 12 of the 13 school counselor Skills items. This factor was labeled
School Counselor Characteristics because these items included multiple statements about
the personal qualities school counselors might possess that would increase the likelihood
of successful implementation of the ASCA National Model. These qualities included
both beliefs that counselors held and skills they were utilizing or willing to learn and
apply in the future. A belief in the importance of adopting the ASCA National Model
and a willingness to devote the time to learn new skills that would give them the
knowledge and expertise to successfully implement the various components of the model
were included. These qualities also incorporated a belief that it is the school counselors’
responsibility to help all students to achieve academically, to advocate for underserved
students, to use data, and demonstrate how students are different as a result of guidance
interventions.
Without these belief systems in place it would not be likely that school counselors
would incorporate the related skill sets to implement the ASCA National Model. These
include abilities such as using standards-based education and evidence-based practices, to
understand the necessary individual and systemic factors related to student achievement
and ways that counseling interventions have the potential to address these areas, having
competence in a wide range of interventions, and knowing how to be school leaders and
effective advocates for the students they serve. Other skills include the ability to use
technology in a variety of capacities that would allow school counselors to access and use
student data effectively and efficiently, to establish goals and benchmarks, to document
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their impact on students, and to communicate with school and community members
successfully.
Factor two included all items related to District Resources, the four Guidance
Curriculum items, and three of the 11 Leadership items. This factor was named District
Conditions because these items included statements about the various conditions that
were needed within a district in order to facilitate implementation of the ASCA National
Model. These conditions included having a full-time, district level leader who is
responsible for coordinating school counseling program activities, assessing outcomes,
evaluating and improving programs, and effectively communicating and sharing
information across the districts’ school counseling programs. The district school
counseling leader is respected by the superintendent, principals, and school counselors,
understands standards-based reform and is able to facilitate and coordinate systemic
changes in the school counseling program.
These conditions also included having systems in place that ensure the school
counseling program is operating from a set of student learning objectives that have
measurable outcomes which are grouped by grade, grounded in the ASCA National
Model, and connected to the district’s academic curricula. There are specific instruments
that have been developed or are available to measure student outcomes and institutional
data is shared with the school counseling program, which facilitates student monitoring
and preemptive problem solving. School counselors are provided with supervision and
professional development to learn how to successfully implement the ASCA National
Model. The district also has a school counseling performance evaluation system in place
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that is based on professional standards, connected to meaningful professional
development, and evaluates school counselors in a broad range of activities.
Factor three included the Community Support items, the Staffing/Time Use items,
and all Leadership items, excluding those just mentioned related to the districts’ school
counseling program leaders. This factor was named School Counseling Program
Supports because these items included the statements about the various internal and
external school counseling program supports that were likely to be needed in order to
facilitate implementation of the ASCA National Model. These included recognition by
the school board that the school counseling program is an important part of students’
education, the school boards’ belief that the program can help to close the achievement
gap, parental understanding of and support for the program and a belief that the program
can help children from all backgrounds. Additionally, appreciation for the importance of
the program by teachers, a willingness of teachers to collaborate with school counselors
to meet program goals and objectives, and recognition by teachers of the expertise that
school counselors have related to issues that impact teaching and learning. Other
supports include students’ beliefs that the school counseling program is an important
resource and an understanding of and support of the program by influential business and
community leaders.
The ways in which school counselors use their time was a key program
component that would allow or inhibit implementation of the ASCA National Model.
Primarily, these items indicate that the school counselors’ workload is consistent with the
ASCA National Standards, that school counselors are spending most of their time
engaged in activities that are directly benefiting students and less time on clerical tasks.
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They are also spending more time in activities that promote development and prevent
problems and less time responding to emergencies and mental health needs of a small
number of students.
The support items related to principal leadership also dictated how school
counselors would spend their time. These items included principals’ beliefs that school
counselors should be engaged in preventative, developmental programs and helping
students to achieve academically, and willingness on the part of principals to redefine the
school counselors’ role and create yearly plans.
Final supports of the school counseling program include the superintendent’s
belief in the program as an important component of the district’s educational mission, a
belief that the school counseling program can help to support students’ academic
achievement, and the superintendent’s willingness to commit the resources necessary to
support the school counseling program.
Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was used to compute reliability estimates for
each of the three factors. The estimate for factor one was .924, factor two was .936, and
factor three was .927. These high reliability estimates provide some additional evidence
to support the internal consistency of these scales, though it should also be noted that
reliability estimates are invariably impacted by scale length and by the interrelatedness of
the items within the scale (Clark & Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993; Streiner, 2003). This
means, the more items that are added to a scale and the more highly related the items are,
the higher the reliability estimates are going to be.
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Cross Validation of Results
Structural equation modeling was used to cross validate the results of the threefactor model using a second independent data set of 363 respondents to the ASCA
Readiness Survey. The standardized factor loadings produced from this analysis ranged
from .85 to .96, providing additional convergent validity for the three factor model. The
item correlations ranged from .58 to .70, which provided further evidence of discriminant
validity of these three factors as the range of these correlations was reasonably high yet
lower than the item factor loadings. The unique variances produced from this model
ranged from .07 to .28, which suggested that measurement errors were not excessively
high. Finally, the goodness-of-fit indices provided overall support for the adequacy of
the model. The RMSEA was equal to .088 which was slightly higher than the desired cut
off value but all other fit indices were within desired range. Reliability estimates were
again computed for each of the three factors using coefficient alpha. Estimates of
internal consistency for this model ranged from .919 to .925.
Discussion
Over the last ten years there has been increasing amounts of federal legislation
related to K-12 school reform and educational accountability (IASA, 1994; NCLB,
2001). The American School Counseling Association (ASCA) has addressed these
challenges with the ASCA National Model (ASCA, 2003), a manualized program guide
that identifies standards-based, data-driven practices for the field.
Historically, school counseling practice has varied widely from school to school,
as well as from state to state (Martin, 2002). Some schools have a student services
model, which originated almost half a century ago. In these sites, school counselors
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provide a range of services, which may not be coordinated into a program per se. Crisis
management, mental health counseling, academic advising, and career counseling are the
primary school counselor activities in this model, with little direct focus on academic
outcomes and minimal use of school data to guide practice (Gysbers & Henderson,
1996). Some schools operate from the comprehensive developmental guidance model,
which was developed in the 1970's in an effort to integrate the ways that school
counselors were functioning in schools (Gysbers & Henderson, 1996). Under this model,
school counseling is an identified program, systematically delivered in a planful way to
all students through guidance curriculum, individual planning, responsive services, and
system support.
Because of the current educational climate, school counselors need to practice in
different ways, if they have not made that shift already. Using data to make decisions
(Poynton & Carey, 2006), providing intervention and program evaluation results which
demonstrate impact on key student academic outcomes (Elmore, 2003; Paisley & Hayes,
2003), and communicating these results to stakeholders (ASCA, 2003) are just some of
the new modes of practice that school counselors need in order to operate effectively
within standards-based education. There seems to be movement within the field of
school counseling to meet these demands, both in order to demonstrate the effectiveness
of school counseling (Dimmitt et al., 2007) and to avoid becoming redundant in the
current educational climate (Bemak, 2000). School counseling programs across the
country are finding it necessary to make changes, sometimes significantly so. For these
reasons the ASCA National Model is a key policy for the profession, and the ASCA
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National Model Readiness Instrument is a valuable professional development assessment
instrument.
Given the range of starting points in the field, moving toward implementation of
the ASCA National Model will mean different things for different schools. Some school
systems may be able to make this shift with very little effort if the school counseling
program has already been operating from a comprehensive, developmental framework
and the school counseling program is valued and supported by school principals,
superintendents, and other key school community stakeholders. The shifts necessary to
move towards implementation of the ASCA National Model will be much more difficult
for school counseling programs that are still operating under the student services model
and/or for programs that are marginalized by principals and other school staff. There
may also be school systems in which the school counselors, principals, and other key
staff do not believe that it is in their best interest of the school counseling program or the
students being served by the program to make the shift to this new paradigm. In this
case, implementation of the ASCA National Model is not likely to occur at all.
The ASCA Readiness Instrument was designed to measure what components of
the ASCA National Model are in place in a district, and what kinds of changes may be
necessary in order to move toward implementation. This study demonstrates that the
ASCA Readiness Instrument is best thought of as measuring three general sets of
conditions that support ASCA National Model implementation; School Counselor
Characteristics, District Conditions, and School Counseling Program Supports.
The three factor model provides an efficient way for practicing school counselors
to think about transitioning to the ASCA National Model, and for identifying the places

104

where change will need to occur. The clear definition of the factors in the instrument will
allow for more accurate feedback to those completing the instrument, and will provide
more useful information about where to direct future efforts towards program
improvement. For example, a school district may receive a high score on factor one
(school counseling characteristics) and on factors three (school counseling program
supports) but a low score on factor two (district conditions). This would indicated that
the school counselors believe in the importance of making the shift to the ASCA National
Model and have many of the skills necessary to make this shift. The school counseling
program is also being supported by important school staff and community members;
however conditions within the district conditions may not be conducive to making the
shift to the new model.
In this example, the school counseling programs may not have a district level
school counseling leader (or there may be a leader in place though there are issues related
to the competence of the leader). The school counseling program may not be operating
from a set of student learning objectives that have measurable outcomes that are grouped
by grade, are connected to the district’s academic curricula, and are grounded in the
ASCA National Standards, and/or there may be issues related to adequate professional
development and performance evaluations for school counselors. Whatever factor(s) a
district receives a score low on, this score provides information related to the specific
areas within the program and/or district that may need to be examined and altered before
successful implementation of the ASCA National Model may occur.
To date, more than 1,000 people have completed the web-based version of the
ASCA Readiness Instrument, suggesting that it is being widely used by practitioners in
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the field. Providing districts with more accurate feedback is crucial and valuable to the
profession.
Strengths of the Study
Several comprehensive analyses were conducted during the course of this
research. As a result, a three factor model of the ASCA Readiness Instrument was
identified that will be used to provide school districts with information about their
‘readiness' to implement the ASCA National Model. This study has examined the
psychometric properties of the online version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument and has
produced validity evidence to support the interpretation of the scores produced by the
instrument. This study has also clearly defined the underlying structure of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument and has defined this structure in meaningful terms that will be
useful for school districts’ use. Previously, there was no substantial evidence to support
the interpretation of the scores being presented to districts completing the online version
of the instrument.
Limitations of the Study
One of the limitations of this study is related to the demographic information that
was collected from respondents. There were very few demographic questions that were
asked and there is no way to identify respondents in a manner that might allow for a
study of test-retest reliability. The only reliability evidence that currently exists was
provided by estimating the internal consistency of the three factors using coefficient
alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Cronbach’s alpha is one of the most widely used indexes of the
reliability of a scale (Streiner, 2003) and is one of the most important and pervasive
statistics in research involving test construction and use (Cortina, 1993). However, it is
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not without limitations and should be used with some degree of caution. Though high
levels of alpha are often used to demonstrate the internal consistency of scales, it must be
noted that these values are impacted by the length of the scales and the correlations
among items (e.g., longer scales will produce higher estimates given the same inter-item
correlations; Streiner, 2003). Another concern is that internal consistency (which refers
to the inter-relatedness of a set of items) is a necessary but not sufficient condition to
demonstrate the homogeneity of a scale because a set of items can be relatively
interrelated and still be multidimensional (Clark & Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993;
Streiner, 2003). Conducting a study of test-retest reliability could provide additional
reliability evidence to support the interpretation of the scores produced by the ASCA
Readiness Instrument.
Another limitation of this study is related to the lack of alternate model testing.
Most of this research involved the exploration of the underlying structure of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument and finding a model that adequately fit the data. Once this
occurred, further research focused on cross validating these results, rather than exploring
alternate models that might also fit the data. The findings from the cross validation study
did provide additional evidence to support the initial model, however an alternate model
could presumably exist that may also fit this data as well, and possibly even better than
the current model that was identified and cross validated.
The limitations regarding the availability of more comprehensive demographic
information is also related to a final shortcoming of the study. All of the data was
collected through a web-based version of the survey. The possible benefits of online data
collection are coupled with the potential disadvantage of a non-representative sample.
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Web users tend to be White, highly educated and younger than 35 years of age (Granello
& Wheaton, 2004; Hayslett & Wildemuth, 2004). Respondents to the ASCA Readiness
Instrument are all minimally competent in the use of computers and are also motivated
and willing to complete an online survey. They may also be more motivated to make
changes in the field of school counseling if they are attending conferences and seeking
web-based information related to school counseling issues. The current data set does not
allow for further exploration in any of these areas due to the limited demographic
questions that are presently requested of respondents. If additional demographic
questions are added to the online ASCA Readiness Instrument, some of these questions
may be tested in the future.
Implications for Practice
The main implication of this research study for practice in the field of school
counseling will be the generation of new score reports that will be delivered to
respondents who complete the online version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument. At the
present time, these score reports are being produced based on the results of a hierarchical
cluster analysis that was conducted on a sample of 55 participants who attended a school
counseling summer institute at the University of Massachusetts in 2003.
At that time, the ASCA Readiness Instrument had just been written and had not
yet been widely disseminated. Respondents to the survey had some knowledge of the
ASCA National Model but most districts would not have had time to begin
implementation of the Model in their school districts. The results of the initial score
report ‘clusters’ and clustering solutions are provided in Appendix F. The dendogram
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was reviewed and nine clustering solutions were identified that were used to provide
score reports to districts.
Every respondent to the ASCA Readiness Survey currently receives a score report
which includes a score for each of the nine clusters, an explanation of what the score
means, and recommendations for ‘possible areas for professional development’. For
example, there are 14 possible points that a respondent could receive for cluster one
(which is currently labeled School Counseling Leadership on a District Level). If a
respondent received a low score on cluster one, they would receive the numeric score
value (e.g., “Your score on this scale is 2 out of 14 total possible points.”), a description
of what that score means (e.g., “Your score indicates that you may not have a K-12
school counseling leader in your district. Before you can begin implementation of the
ASCA National Model, you need to develop a leadership system that is unified across
grade levels.”) and finally, they would receive recommendations for possible areas of
professional development (e.g., “Aligning the school counseling program with Academic
Achievement, Developing vision, mission, and goal statement, School counseling
program evaluation and other data-use activities”). Similar information is currently being
generated for each of the nine clusters that exist.
As a result of this research study, new score reports will be created based on the
three factor model that was identified. Respondents to the survey will continue to receive
score reports that are fundamentally in the same format as the information they receive
now, though the results will be specified slightly differently. Instead of receiving scores
for nine different clusters, respondents will receive scores for three different factors.
Each factor will be labeled as previously discussed (i.e. School Counselor Characteristics,
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District Conditions, and School Counseling Program Supports) and each set of scores
will include a brief description of the types of items that define the specific factor.
Respondents will receive a numeric rating value for each factor which allows them to
have some sense of their district’s ‘readiness’ to implement the ASCA National Model
based on the specific factor, and they will also receive a set of suggestions related to the
possible changes within the district that are likely to help with implementation of the
ASCA National Model.
For example, a respondent may complete the survey and receive a high score on
factor one but low scores on factors two and three. The score report generated for this
respondent would include three separate sections, each corresponding to one of the
factors. If the respondent were reviewing the score for factor two, they would find a
description of the items that were used to define District Conditions (e.g., “Factor two
includes all items related to District Resources, the four Guidance Curriculum items, and
Leadership items three, five, and six.”) Respondents would receive a total score for
factor two in relation to the total possible score (e.g., “Your score for this factor was 20
out of a possible 54 points.”)
An explanation related to the meaning of the score would follow (e.g., “Your
score indicates that your school counseling program may need additional district level
support in each of the following areas: (1) a full-time district-level school counseling
leader, (2) guidance curriculum that supports the ASCA National Model, (3) access to
student outcome data which facilitates student monitoring and preemptive problem
solving, (4) adequate school counselor supervision and/or professional development to
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learn how to successfully implement the ASCA National Model, and (5) school
counseling performance evaluations'’).
The final information related to the factor two score report would include a
section of recommendations related to the steps that could be taken to make changes
within the district and possible areas for professional development (e.g., “Advocate for
district-level school counseling leader, develop guidance curriculum in alignment with
ASCA National Model and district standards, learn how to access and utilize student
outcome data effectively, incorporate regular supervision and performance evaluations
into the school counseling program, utilize professional development at all stages as
needed”).
This type of information will be provided for each of the three factors. In this
way, districts will have specific information related to the areas within their school
counseling programs that they are more and less ready to implement the ASCA National
Model. They will also be able to know what changes are likely to help facilitate
implementation of the ASCA National Model and they can use this information to decide
what can realistically be done within their districts.
Implications for Future Research
There are several possible studies that might be conducted in the future that would
certainly add to the available body of evidence to support the scores produced from the
ASCA Readiness Instrument. One such study that was mentioned previously would
include a study of test-retest reliability. Due to some of the limitations related to
coefficient alpha, it would be useful to have some additional reliability evidence to
support the interpretation of the scores produced by the ASCA Readiness Instrument.
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It would also be informative to conduct a study to test whether districts
implementing the ASCA National Model are scoring significantly higher than districts
that are not ready to implement the Model. Additionally, an examination of the ASCA
Readiness Instruments’ ability to accurately measure the challenges related to
implementation of the ASCA National Model on a more concrete level would provide
valuable information related to the validity of the scores that are produced. Such a study
would need to assess the specific problems that actually occur at the district level when
the ASCA National Model is implemented, and look at whether the ASCA Readiness
Instrument successfully identifies and measures these problem areas. This might be done
with a study that compared a district with strengths only in one factor area such as School
Counselor Characteristics with a district that had strengths in another factor area such as
District Conditions. Identifying the concrete manifestations of these factors, such as
budgets, information about stakeholder value for the school counseling program, and the
presence of a guidance curriculum, and then determining whether scores on the ASCA
Readiness Instrument accurately identify these factors, would provide valuable validity
data.
Other studies might include testing one or more alternate a priori models of the
instrument which are based on theory and/or experimenting with the length of the ASCA
Readiness Instrument. The ASCA Readiness Instrument is a relatively long survey (i.e.
63 items). It may be interesting to examine some of the inter-item correlations and test
whether it would be possible to shorten the survey by deleting some of the highly
correlated items that might be somewhat redundant. The shorter version of the survey
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could then be tested to see if it still fits the three factor model and/or an alternate a priori
model.
A final study might include an exploration related to the possibility of a mode
effect. This study might be conducted if a research study were to compare a group of
respondents completing the web-based versus a paper and pencil version of the survey.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the psychometric properties of an
instrument designed to assess school districts’ readiness to implement the ASCA
National Model. Confirmatory factor analysis conducted on a sample of 693 respondents
of a web-based version of the ASCA Readiness Instrument did not support the structure
of the seven-factor model. Exploratory factor analysis produced a three-factor model
which was supported by confirmatory factor analyses after parceling variables within
each factor. Cross-validation of this model with an independent data sample of 363
respondents to the ASCA Readiness Instrument provided additional evidence to support
the three factor model.
The three factors were labeled School Counselor Characteristics, District
Conditions, and School Counseling Program Supports. The results of these analyses will
be used to give school districts more concise score report information about necessary
changes to support implementation of the ASCA National Model. These results provide
evidence to support the interpretation of the scores that will be obtained from the ASCA
Readiness Instrument.
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APPENDIX A
ASCA NATIONAL MODEL READINESS SELF-ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT
Cluster

Item

Community Support

1. The school board recognizes that school counseling is an important
component of all students' public education.
2. The school board believes that school counselors can play an influential
role in closing the achievement gap.
3. Parents understand the intended benefits of the school counseling program.
4. Parents support the school counseling program.
5. Students believe that the school counseling program is an important
resource.
6. Teachers at all levels appreciate the importance of the school counseling
program.
7. Teachers at all levels collaborate with school counselors in meeting
school counseling program goals and objectives.
8. School counselors are recognized by teachers for their expertise in issues
that impact learning and teaching.
9. Parents from all racial/ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds believe that
school counseling can be an important source of help for all students.
10. Influential business and community leaders are familiar with and support
the school counseling program.
11. Community leaders would be eager to be active participants on a school
counseling advisory board.

Leadership

1. The superintendent believes that the school counseling program is an
essential component of the district’s educational mission.
2. The superintendent believes that the school counseling program can
help support students’ academic achievement.
3. The school counseling program has a full-time, district-level leader or
director who is respected by the superintendent, principals and school
counselors.
4. The superintendent commits resources to support school counseling
program development.
5. The district's school counseling program director knows the principles of
standards-based reform and can communicate the relationships between
school counseling activities and student learning outcomes.
6. The district's school counseling program director knows how to initiate and
coordinate systemic change in the School Counseling Program.

114

Cluster

Item
7. The majority of principals believe that school counselors ought to be
engaged in developmental and preventative activities.
8. The majority of principals believe that school counselors ought to be
involved in helping students achieve academically.
9. The majority of principals would be receptive to redefining school
counselor activities.
10. The majority of principals would be receptive to creating yearly plans with
school counselors.
11. The majority of principals would be willing to commit resources to a
alleviate school counselors from routine clerical/administrative duties so
that they can devote at least 80% of their time to activities that directly
benefit students.

Guidance Curriculum

1. The school counseling program operates from a set of student learning
objectives that have measurable student outcomes.
2. The school counseling program operates from a set of student learning
objectives that are grouped by grade or grade cluster.
3. The school counseling program operates from a set of student
learning objectives that are grounded in the ASCA National Standards,
state and district standards, and local norms.
4. The school counseling program operates from a set of student
learning objectives that are connected to the district's academic curricula.

Staffing/Time Use

1. The school counselor workload is consistent with the needs of a National
Model Program
2. School counselors spend at least 80% of their time in activities that directly
benefit students.
3. School counselors spend at least 25% of their time in educational activities
that promote student development and prevent problems.
4. School counselors spend less that 30% of their time delivering mental
health counseling and responding to crises and emergencies.
5. School counselors do not spend an inordinate amount of time on routine
clerical tasks.

School Counselors’
Beliefs and Attitudes

1. In general, school counselors are open to change.
2. In general, school counselors believe that it is important to adopt the
ASCA National Model.
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Cluster

Item
3. In general, school counselors believe that they should be responsible for
helping all students achieve academically.
4. In general, school counselors believe that it is important to demonstrate
how students are different as a consequence of school counseling
interventions.
5. In general, school counselors believe that it is important to collect
outcome data in order to be able to modify interventions.
6. In general, school counselors agree on a mission statement that establishes
the school counseling program as an essential educational program that is
designed to serve all students.
7. In general, school counselors are willing to devote the time to learn new
skills.
8. In general, school counselors believe that it is important that they serve as
advocates for underserved students.

School Counselors*
Skills

1. School counselors are competent in a wide range of interventions
(systemic, classroom, group and individual levels).
2. School counselors understand the individual and systemic factors that are
associated with poor academic achievement and the achievement gap.
3. School counselors are familial* with the principles of standards-base
educational reform and can identify the relationships between school
counseling activities and student performance.
4. School counselors can identify evidence-based interventions that enhance
academic achievement, career development and personal/social
development.
5. School counselors know how to be effective advocates for underserved
students.
6. School counselors can measure how students are different as a consequence
of their interventions.
7. School counselors can use institutional data (e.g. achievement, attendance,
school climate surveys) to describe current problems and set goals.
8. School counselors use technology effectively to access needed student data.
9. School counselors use technology effectively to accomplish routine clerical
tasks efficiently.
10. School counselors use technology effectively to communicate with
students, parents and colleagues.
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Cluster

Item
11. School counselors are recognized as leaders in their schools.
12. School counselors can establish goals and benchmarks for school
counseling in their own schools.
13. School counselors can document their impact on students for principals,
school committees, and the community.
14. School counselors can query student information systems for needed
information.

District Resources

1. The district’s school counseling program has developed or adopted a
set of instruments, referenced to the student learning objectives, to measure
student change in academic development, career development, and
personal/ social domains.
2. The district provides school counselors with regular institutional data
reports (disaggregated student achievement, attendance, and school climate
data) in user-friendly form in order to facilitate monitoring students and
defining problems.
3. The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that
evaluates counselor effectiveness in a broad range of activities (e.g. whole
school, classroom guidance, small group, and individual counseling).
4. The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that is
based upon professional performance standards.
5. The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that is
connected to meaningful professional development.
6. The district has a system for ensuring that all school counselors have access
to developmental supervision to improve practice.
7. The district is committed to providing professional development to help
school counselors develop skills necessary for the implementation of the
ASCA National Model.
8. The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
for monitoring the ongoing outcomes and continuously improving
programs in each school.
9. The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
for periodic program evaluation for the entire school counseling program.
10. The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
for coordinating school counseling program activities (e.g. master
calendars).
11. The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
ensuring good communication and information sharing across the school
counseling program.
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APPENDIX B
SEVEN-FACTOR CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The correlations between all constructs (ovals) and the unique error variance of all items (squares) will be estimated.
(Double headed arrows were not drawn between all constructs due to the existing complexity of the drawing.)
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APPENDIX C
POLYCHORIC CORRELATION MATRIX
1.00
0.87 1.00
0.50 0.52 1.00
0.49 0.44 0.82 1.00
0.38 0.37 0.65 0.69 1.00
0.40 0.36 0.47 0.53 0.58 1.00
0.38 0.37 0.46 0.42 0.46 0.66 1.00
0.42 0.40 0.46 0.54 0.57 0.68 0.69 1.00
0.42 0.42 0.62 0.65 0.63 0.53 0.50 0.61 1.00
0.49 0.57 0.61 0.57 0.55 0.39 0.51 0.44 0.56
0.36 0.40 0.36 0.46 0.33 0.19 0.24 0.23 0.33
0.74 0.68 0.39 0.43 0.40 0.35 0.31 0.44 0.35
0.69 0.70 0.38 0.44 0.42 0.38 0.36 0.46 0.39
0.38 0.39 0.31 0.33 0.18 0.19 0.31 0.30 0.21

1.00
0.66
0.43
0.42
0.37

1.00
0.34 1.00
0.31 0.95 1.00
0.32 0.41 0.39 1.00

1.00
0.35 1.00
0.32 0.83 1.00
0.38 0.80 0.82 1.00
0.38 0.77 0.77 0.79 1.00
0.53 0.46 0.45 0.52 0.46 1.00
0.57 0.43 0.45 0.49 0.43 0.68 1.00
0.49 0.48 0.50 0.51 0.49 0.54 0.66 1.00
0.20 0.20 0.18 0.24 0.14 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.17 0.30 0.22 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.30 0.25 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.24 0.16
0.24 0.27 0.31 0.30 0.33 0.31 0.30 0.43 1.00
0.65 0.34 0.34 0.38 0.33 0.62 0.69 0.56 0.33 1.00
0.37 0.36 0.38 0.38 0.35 0.31 0.40 0.36 0.12 0.31 1.00
0.34 0.52 0.46 0.58 0.49 0.33 0.26 0.32 0.14 0.24 0.74 1.00
0.30 0.36 0.38 0.45 0.46 0.32 0.37 0.32 0.14 0.23 0.63 0.65 1.00
0.34 0.43 0.36 0.42 0.43 0.33 0.32 0.37 0.14 0.22 0.65 0.67 0.67 1.00
0.34 0.43 0.34 0.39 0.39 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.16 0.18 0.59 0.72 0.57 0.78 1.00
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0.34 0.53 0.49 0.58 0.44 0.36 0.38 0.39 0.18 0.25 0.51 0.64 0.55 0.60 0.63 1.00
0.35 0.39 0.38 0.44 0.36 0.31 0.40 0.37 0.12 0.30 0.75 0.66 0.61 0.60 0.60 0.61 1.00

1.00

0.63 1.00
0.19 0.22
0.71 0.55 1.00

0.65 0.46 0.65 1.00

0.37 0.36 0.36 0.55 1.00

0.39 0.33 0.30 0.39 0.73 1.00

0.35 0.25 0.27 0.33 0.54 0.71 1.00

0.35 0.42 0.36 0.35 0.32 0.40 0.42 1.00

0.53 0.55 0.48 0.51 0.38 0.35 0.33 0.60 1.00

0.60 0.45 0.66 0.62 0.38 0.39 0.33 0.52 0.69 1.00

0.45 0.26 0.48 0.49 0.25 0.16 0.21 0.34 0.42 0.53 1.00

0.29 0.23 0.32 0.53 0.41 0.26 0.28 0.39 0.41 0.41 0.66 1.00

0.39 0.30 0.34 0.40 0.28 0.24 0.22 0.35 0.30 0.34 0.50 0.47 1.00

0.39 0.28 0.33 0.40 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.31 0.30 0.33 0.53 0.46 0.92 1.00
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0.38 0.29 0.37 0.40 0.34 0.31 0.31 0.34 0.30 0.33 0.47 0.45 0.84 0.86 1.00

0.45 0.57 0.50 0.51 0.55 0.42 0.35 0.36 0.24 0.33 0.16 0.34 0.22 0.34 0.31 0.38 0.22 0.14 0.24 0.29 0.37

1.00

.87 1.00
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APPENDIX D
UNIQUE VARIANCE ESTIMATES FOR SEVEN-FACTOR RESPECIFIED MODEL
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CS5
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CS6
0.62

CS7
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CS8
0.57

CS9
0.49
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0.87
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0.40
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ST4
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ST5
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BA8
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Si
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S6
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S7
0.59

S8
0.81

S9
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S12
0.57

S13
0.56

DR1
0.65

DR2
0.73

DR3
0.68
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DR5
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DR6
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DR7
0.62

DR
0.32

DR9
0.30

DR10
0.31
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0.38
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APPENDIX E
THREE-FACTOR MODEL: VARIABLE PARCELS BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
FACTOR 1
Variable 1
BA1: In general, school counselors are open to change.
BA4: In general, school counselors believe that it is important to demonstrate how
students are different as a conseguence of school counseling interventions.
BA7: In general, school counselors are willing to devote the time to learn new skills.
S10: School counselors use technology effectively to communicate with students,
parents, and colleagues.
S2: School counselors understand the individual and systemic factors that are
associated with poor academic achievement and the achievement gap.
S5: School counselors know how to be effective advocates for underserved
students.
S8: School counselors use technology effectively to access needed student data.
Variable 2
BA2: In general, school counselors believe that it is important to adopt the ASCA
National Model.
BA5: In general, school counselors believe that it is important to collect outcome
data in order to be able to modify interventions.
SI2: School counselors can establish goals and benchmarks for school counseling
in their own schools.
S3: School counselors are familiar with the principles of standards-based
educational reform and can identify the relationships between school counseling
activities and student performance.
S6: School counselors can measure how students are different as a consequence
of their interventions.
S9: School counselors use technology effectively to accomplish routine clerical
tasks efficiently.
Variable 3
BA3: In general, school counselors believe that they should be responsible for
helping all students achieve academically.
BA6: In general, school counselors agree on a mission statement that establishes
the school counseling program as an essential educational program that is
designed to serve all students.
SI: School counselors are competent in a wide range of interventions.
SI 3: School counselors can document their impact on students for principals,
school committees, and the community.
S4: School counselors can identify evidence-based interventions that enhance
academic achievement, career development, and personal/social development.
S7: School counselors can use institutional data (e.g., achievement, attendance,
school climate surveys) to describe current problems and set goals.
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correlation
0.62
0.66
0.66
0.40
0.63
0.66
0.47

0.63
0.64
0.61

0.67
0.59
0.45

0.58

0.60
0.60
0.60
0.69
0.59

FACTOR 2

correlation

Variable 4
DR1: The district's school counseling program has developed or adopted a set of
instruments, referenced to the student
learning objectives, to measure student
change in academic development, career development, and personal/social
domains.

0.60

DR2: The district provides school counselors with regular institutional data reports
(disaggregated student
achievement, attendance, and school climate data) in
user-friendly form in order to facilitate monitoring students
and defining problems.

0.52

DR5: The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that is
connected to meaningful professional
development.
DR8: The district school counseling program director has implemented a system for
monitoring the ongoing outcomes
and continuously improving programs in each
school.

0.73

GC2: The SC program operates from a set of student learning objectives that are
grouped by grade or cluster.

0.59

L3: The SC program has a full-time, district level leader who is respected by ther
superintendent, principals, and SCs.

0.64

0.63

Variable 5
DR10: The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
for coordinating school counseling
program activities (e.g., master calendars).

0.74

DR3: The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that
evaluates counselor effectiveness in a broad range of activities (e.g., whole school,
classroom guidance, small group, and individual counseling).

0.59

DR6: The district has a system for ensuring that all school counselors have access
to developmental supervision to
improve practice.

0.63

DR9: District school counseling program director has implemented a system for
periodic program evaluation for the
entire school counseling program.

0.73

GC3: The SC program operates from a set of student learning objectives grounded
in the ASCA National Standards and local norms.

0.63

L5: The district's SC leader knows the principles of standards-based reform and
can communicate the relationship bet SC activities and student learning objectives.

0.68

Variable 6
DR11: The district school counseling program director has implemented a system
ensuring good communication and
information sharing across the school
counseling program.

0.70

DR4: The district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that is
based upon professional performance standards.
DR7: The district is committed to providing professional development to help school
counselors develop skills
necessary for the implementation of the ASCA National
Model.

0.60

GC1: The SC program operates from a set of student learning objectives that have
measurable student outcomes.

0.64

GC4: The SC program operates from a set of student learning objectives connected
to the district's academic curricula.

0.65

L6: The district's SC leader knows how to initiate and coordinate systemic change
in the SC program.

0.71
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0.62

FACTOR 3

correlation

Variable 7
CS1: The school board recognized that SC is an important component of all
students' public education.
CS2: The school board believes SCs can play an influential role in closing the
achievement gap.
CS5: Students believe the SC program is an important resource.
CS8: SCs are recognized by teachers for their expertise in issues that have an
impact on teaching and learning.
L10: The majority of principals would be receptive to creating yearly plans with SCs.
L4: The superintendent commits resources to support the SC program
development.
L9: The majority of principals would be receptive to redefining SC activities.
ST2: School counselors spend at least 80% of their time in activities that directly
benefit students.
ST5. School counselors do not spend an inordinate amount of time on routine
clerical tasks.

0.62
0.61
0.54
0.60
0.54
0.65
0.52
0.58
0.57

Variable 8
CS10: Influential business and community leaders are familiar with adn support the
SC program.
CS3: Parents understant the intended benefits of the SC program.
CS6: Teachers at all leverls appreciate the importance of the SC program.

0.56
0.58
0.54

CS9: Parents from all racial/ethnic and SES backgrounds believe school counseling
can be an important source of help for all children.

0.56

L11: The majority of principals would be willing to commit resources to alleviate
SCs from routine clerical/admin duties so they can devote at least 80% of their time
to activities that directly benefit students.

0.60

L7: The majority of principals believe SCs ought to be engaged in developmental
and preventative activities.
S11: School counselors are recognized as leaders in their schools.

0.65
0.53

ST3: School counselors spend at least 25% of their time in educational activities
that promote student development and prevent problems.

0.57

Variable 9
CS11: Community leaders would be eager to be active participants on a SC
advisory board.
CS4: Parents support the SC program.
CS7: Teachers at all levels collaborate with Scs in meeting SC program goals and
objectives.

0.40
0.62
0.53

LI: The superintendent believes the SC program is an essential component of the
districts; educational mission.

0.60

L2: The superintendent believes the SC program can help support students'
academic achievement.

0.59

L8: The majority of principals believe SCs ought to be engaged in helping students
achieve academically.
ST1: The school counselor workload is consistent with the needs of a National
Model program.

0.58

ST4: School counselors spend less than 30% of their time delivering mental health
counseling and responding to crises and emergencies.

0.30 |
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APPENDIX F
DENDOGRAM AND CLUSTERING SOLUTION FROM 2003 PAPER AND PENCIL
ADMINISTRATION OF THE ASCA READINESS INSTRUMENT
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CLUSTER 1 - school counseling leadership on a district-level
LEAD3 - The school counseling program has a full time, district level leader who is respected by the
superintendent, principals, and school counselors
LEAD5 - The district’s school counseling leader knows the principals of standards-based reform and can
communicate the relationships between school counseling activities and student learning outcomes
LEAD6 - The district’s school counseling leader knows how to initiate and coordinate systemic change in
the school counseling program
DISRES8 - The district school counseling leader has implemented a system for monitoring the ongoing
outcomes and continuously improving programs in each school
DISRES9 - The district school counseling leader has implemented a system for periodic program
evaluation for the entire school counseling program
DISRES10 - The district school counseling leader has implemented a system for coordinating school
counseling program activities
DISRES11 - The district school counseling leader has implemented a system ensuring good
communication and information sharing across the school counseling program.

CLUSTER 2 - school and community leaders’ recognition of SCP
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LEAD1 - The superintendent believes the school counseling program is an essential component of the
districts educational mission
LEAD2 - the superintendent believes the school counseling program can help support students academic
achievement
LEAD4 - the superintendent commits resources to support school counseling program development
COMSUP1 - The school board recognizes that school counseling is an important component of all students
public education
COMSUP2 - The school board believes school counselors can play an influential role in closing the
achievement gap
COMSUPIO - Influential business and community leaders are familiar with and support the school
counseling program
COMSUP11 - community leaders would be eager to be active participants on a school counseling advisory
board
SCSKIL11 - school counselors are recognized as leaders in their schools
CLUSTER 3 - ASCA NM implementation facilitators (district level)
STAFTIM1 - School counselor workload is consistent with needs of an ASCA National Model program
STAFTIM2 - school counselors spend at least 80 % of their time in activities that directly benefit students
DISRES2 - the district provides school counselors with regular institutional data reports in user friendly
form in order to facilitate monitoring students and defining problems
DISRES6 - The district has a system for ensuring all school counselors have access to developmental
supervision and practice
DISRES7 - the district is committed to providing professional development to help school counselors
develop skills necessary for the implementation of the ASCA National Model
SCSKIL6 - school counselors can measure how students are difference as a consequence of their
interventions
SCSKIL7 - school counselors can use institutional data to describe current problems and set goals
CLUSTER 4 - SCP policies and procedures
GC1 - The school counseling program operates from a set of student learning objectives that have
measurable student outcomes
GC2 - the school counseling program operates from a set of student learning objectives that are grouped by
grade or grade cluster
GC3 - the school counseling program operates from a set of student learning objectives grounded in both
the ASCA National Standards and local norms
GC4 - the school counseling program operates from a set of student learning objectives connected to the
districts academic curricula
DISRES1 - the districts school counseling program has developed or adopted a set of instruments,
referenced to the student learning objectives, to measure student change in academic development, career
development, and personal/social domains
DISRES3 - the district has a school counselor performance evaluation system that evaluates counselor
effectiveness in a broad range of activities
DISRES4 - the district has a school counselor performance evaluations system based upon professional
performance standards
DISRES5 - the district has a school counselor performance evaluation system connected to meaningful
professional development
CLUSTER 5 - ASCA NM requisite skills and attitudes
SCBNA2 - in general, school counselors believe it is important to adopt the ASCA National Model
SCBNA5 - in general, school counselors believe it is important to collect outcome data in order to be able
to modify interventions
SCSKIL1 - school counselors are competent in a wide range of interventions
SCSKIL2 - school counselors understand the individual and systemic factors associated with poor
academic achievement and the achievement gap
SCSKIL3 - school counselors are familiar with the principles of standards-based educational reform and
can identify the relationships between school counseling activities and student performance
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SCSKIL4 - school counselors can identify evidence-based interventions that enhance academic
achievement, career development and personal/social development
SCSKIL5 - school counselors know how to be effective advocates for underserved students
CLUSTER 6 - ASCA NM implementation barriers - attitudinal and temporal
SCBNA1 - in general, school counselors are open to change
SCBNA4 - in general, school counselors believe it is important to demonstrate how students are different
as a consequence of guidance interventions
SCBNA7 - in general, school counselors are willing to devote the time to learn new skills
STAFTIM3 - school counselors spend at least 25% of their time in educational activities that promote
student development and prevent problems
STAFTIM4 - school counselors spend less than 30 % of their time responding to crises, emergencies, and
delivering mental health counseling
STAFTIM5 - school counselors do not spend an inordinate amount of time on routine clerical tasks
CLUSTER 7 - SC skills and attitudes and perception of principal’s beliefs in ASCA NM type program
SCSKIL12 - school counselors can establish goals and benchmarks for school counseling in their own
schools
SCSKIL13 - school counselors can document their impact on students for principals, school committees,
and the community
SCBNA3 - in general, school counselors believe they should be responsible for helping all students
achieve academically
SCBNA6 - in general, school counselors agree on a mission statement that establishes the school
counseling program as an essential educational program that is designed to serve all students
SCBNA8 - in general, school counselors believe it is important that they serve as advocates for
underserved students
LEAD7 - the majority of principals believe school counselors ought to be engaged in developmental and
preventative activities
LEAD8 - the majority of principals believe school counselors ought to be involved in helping students
achieve academically
CLUSTER 8 - technology use. administrative support for ASCA NM SCP
LEAD9 - the majority of principals would be receptive to redefining school counselor activities
LEAD 10 - the majority of principals would be receptive to creating yearly plans with school counselors
LEAD 11 - the majority of principals would be willing to commit resources to alleviate school counselors
from routine clerical/administrative duties so they can devote at least 80 % of their time to activities
directly benefiting students
SCSK1L5 - school counselors know how to be effective advocates for underserved students
SCSKIL8 - school counselors use technology to effectively access needed student data
SCSKIL9 - school counselors use technology effectively to accomplish routine clerical tasks effectively
SCSKIL10 - school counselors use technology effectively to communicate with students, parent and
colleagues
CLUSTER 9 - support and respect of SCP stakeholders
COMSUP3 - parents understand the intended benefits of the school counseling program
COMSUP4 - parents support the school counseling program
COMSUP5 - students believe the school counseling program is an important resource
COMSUP6 - teachers at all levels appreciate the importance of the school counseling program
COMSUP7 - teachers at all levels collaborate with school counselors in meeting school counseling
program goals and objectives
COMSUP8 - school counselors are recognized by teachers for their expertise in issues that have an impact
on teaching and learning
COMSUP9 - parents from all racial/ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds believe school counseling can
be an important source of help for all children
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APPENDIX G
SAMPLE SCORE REPORT BASED ON THE 2003 DATA ANALYSIS

Are You Ready for the ASCA National Model?
Your Total Score on the Readiness Instrument is 46 out of 126 possible points
The current National Average is 59
We hope you find the suggestions below useful to help you implement the ASCA
National Model. Our suggestions below are based on our cluster analysis of a sample of
school counselors and administrators from across the United States who completed this
survey. Any suggestions, comments or feedback should be directed to The Center for
School Counseling Outcome Research at outcome-research@educ.umass.edu.

CLUSTER ONE: School Counseling Leadership on a District Level
The questions making up this cluster are: Leadership 3, 5 and 6, and District Resources 8,
9, 10, and 11.
Your score on this scale is 2 out of 14 total possible points.
Your score indicates that you may not have a K-12 counseling leader in your district.
Before you can implement the ASCA National Model, you need to develop a leadership
system that is unified across grade levels. In large districts, this may involve identifying
someone at the central office who can lead the school counseling program. In smaller
districts, this may mean starting a 'grass roots' effort to develop a K-12 counseling
program.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Aligning the school counseling program with Academic Achievement
Developing vision, mission, and goal statements
School Counseling program evaluation and other data-use activities

CLUSTER TWO: School and Community Leaders' Recognition of the School
Counseling Program
The questions making up this cluster are: Leadership 1, 2, and 4, Community Support 1,
2, 10, and 11, and School Counselors' Skills 11.
Your score on this scale is 4 out of 16 total possible points.

130

Your score indicates that school counseling services are not recognized as an integral part
of the district's mission by school administrators and community leaders. Implementing
the ASCA National Model requires that support be garnered from these groups to enlist
their help in aligning the school counseling program with the district's core mission.
Public relations work should be started with the school board, administrators, parents,
and the community on the potential effects of the school counseling program on student
achievement and success.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Aligning the school counseling program with Academic Achievement
Developing vision, mission, and goal statements
Public relations in school counseling
Initiating a school counseling advisory council
Conducting needs assessment activities to identify stakeholder perceptions

CLUSTER THREE: Building Administrator Support for ASCA National Model
Activities
The questions making up this cluster are: Leadership 9, 10, and 11.
Your score on this scale is 2 out of 6 total possible points.
Your score indicates that principals in your district would not be receptive at this time to
aligning the school counseling program with the ASCA National Model. You need to
first engage the leadership in your district in conversations regarding the current role of
school counselors, and gain support for aligning the school counseling program with
achievement-oriented goals.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Aligning the school counseling program with Academic Achievement
Refining and/or developing vision, mission, and goal statements
Public relations methods for increasing building administrator awareness of
comprehensive school counseling programs (ASCA PowerPoint)
Identifying evidence-based practices in school counseling to assure effective
interventions are being implemented

CLUSTER FOUR: ASCA National Model Implementation Facilitators
The questions making up this cluster are: Staffing/Time Use 1 and 2, District Resources
2, 6, and 7, and School Counselors' Skills 6 and 7.
Your score on this scale is 2 out of 14 total possible points.
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Your score indicates that your program is currently operating from a responsive services
model and is probably not providing services that benefit all students. Implementing the
ASCA National Model will require school staff, administrators, and counselors
themselves to re-evaluate what types of services school counselors provide, and engage
in more data-use activities. A move to more classroom-based and group activities as well
as a reduction in inappropriate 'add on' responsibilities may also be needed. You will
need district leadership and support to enact this change.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Data-based planning and decision-making
Data analysis techniques and technology tools to assist with analyses
Comprehensive developmental school counseling program development

CLUSTER FIVE: School Counseling Policies and Procedures
The questions making up this cluster are: Guidance Curriculum 1-4, and District
Resources 1, 3, 4, and 5.
Your score on this scale is 4 out of 16 total possible points.
Your score indicates that your program is not well organized around stated learning
objectives and probably does not have an appropriate mechanism for evaluating school
counselor performance. Implementing the ASCA National Model requires that your
program be organized around measurable student learning objectives, and that counselor
performance is assessed appropriately by district administrators. You may need to
establish a task force to develop K-12 learning objectives for the school counseling
program

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Developing vision, mission, and goal statements
Aligning the school counseling curriculum with student learning objectives such as the
ASCA National Standards
Developing appropriate methods for evaluating school counselor performance
Developing K-12 student learning objectives
Data-based planning and decision-making, school counseling program evaluation, and
data analysis techniques

CLUSTER SIX: School Counselor Advocacy Skills, Beliefs, and Attitudes
The questions making up this cluster are: School Counselors' Beliefs and Attitudes 2 and
5, and School Counselor Skills 1-5.
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Your score on this scale is 6 out of 14 total possible points.
Your score indicates that your program is probably in transition, moving from a
responsive services model to a more comprehensive developmental model. You probably
provide a handful of systemic interventions, but still spend a significant amount of time
responding to crises. For specific areas in need of improvement on this cluster, please
look at the individual items.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Models of standards-based education in school counseling
Education Trust training on advocacy in school counseling
Methods for demonstrating school counseling program accountability
The relationship between student advocacy and school counseling in the context of
educational reform
Data-based planning and decision-making; school counseling program evaluation, and
data analysis techniques

CLUSTER SEVEN: ASCA National Model Implementation Barriers ■ Attitudinal
and Time Use
The questions making up this cluster are: School Counselors' Beliefs and Attitudes 1, 4,
and 7, and Staff Time Use 3, 4, and 5.
Your score on this scale is 3 out of 12 total possible points.
Your score indicates that you are probably operating from a responsive services model,
and are not engaged in many comprehensive developmental activities that enhance the
academic achievement of all students. Implementing the ASCA National Model requires
that school counselors be freed from many routine clerical tasks and spend less time
engaging in crisis response / mental health activities. It also requires willingness school
counselors to significantly change how they view their role in the school. A frank
discussion regarding the costs and benefits of change is in order.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
ASCA National Model awareness
Standards-based education in an age of accountability
The relationship between student advocacy and school counseling in the context of
educational reform (Education Trust Training)
Data-based planning and decision-making, school counseling program evaluation, and
data analysis techniques
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CLUSTER EIGHT: Comprehensive Developmental Focus
The questions making up this cluster are: Leadership 7, 8, and 9, School Counselors'
Beliefs and Attitudes 3, 6, and 8,and School Counselor Skills 11 and 12.
Your score on this scale is 10 out of 14 total possible points.
Your score indicates that your program has some of the program elements necessary for
implementing the National Model. To be ready for the National Model, take a look at the
specific items of this cluster for specific ideas on where attention is needed. Alll
counselors may not see the need for change or have the skills to implement a
comprehensive development school counseling program.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Aligning the school counseling program with Academic Achievement
Refining and/or developing vision, mission, and goal statements
Identifying Evidence-Based Practices to assure effective interventions are being
implemented
School Counseling program evaluation and other data-use activities
Data-based planning and decision-making and data analysis techniques

CLUSTER NINE: Support and Respect of School Counseling Program
Stakeholders
The questions making up this cluster are: Community Suppoit 3 - 9.
Your score on this scale is 7 out of 14 total possible points.
Your score indicates that you have some suppoit from students, parents, and teachers, but
perhaps have not clearly articulated your mission and goals to each of these student
groups. Review the individual items of this cluster for ideas on where attention is needed.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Aligning the school counseling program with Academic Achievement
Refining and/or developing vision, mission, and goal statements
Identifying Evidence-Based Practices to assure effective interventions are being
implemented
Needs assessment activities to solicit community feedback
Using technology to communicate with stakeholders
Data-based planning and decision-making, and data analysis techniques
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