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Abstract 

Clinical supervisors and faculty within counseling programs have ethical, legal, and 

professional obligations to ensure students possess comprehensive knowledge of core 

counseling components. This survey research study examined the types of comprehensive 

exams used by counselor education programs as well as their remediation and dismissal 

procedures when students do not pass comprehensive exams. Results show statistically 

significant differences with programs accredited by the Council for Accreditation of 

Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) requiring multiple- choice 

exams. Recommendations for clinical supervisors and counseling faculty are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Clinical supervisors and faculty within counseling programs have ethical, legal, and 

professional obligations to ensure students possess comprehensive knowledge of core 

counseling components (Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational 

Programs [CACREP], 2009; Remley & Herlihy, 2009). Counseling programs often use 

comprehensive exams to assess academic knowledge of their students. The 2009 Council for 

Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) standards 

require that “the program faculty conduct a systematic develop- mental assessment of each 

student’s progress throughout the program, including consideration of the student’s 

academic performance” (CACREP, 2009, p. 4). The eight core areas in which students 

should be assessed include the following: 

1. professional orientation and ethical practice, 

2. social and cultural diversity, 

3. human growth and development, 

4. career development, 

5. helping relationships, 

6. group work, 

7. assessment, and 

8. research and program evaluation (CACREP, 2009). 

Although CACREP does not specify how this assessment should be performed, common 

options for summative evaluation include a portfolio of students’ work (Engels et al., 2010; 

Schweiger, Henderson, Clawson, Collins, & Nuckolls, 2007), a nonstandardized exam 

written by local faculty (e.g., essay exams), and/or a standardized comprehensive exam 
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(e.g., National Counselor Exam [NCE]/Counselor Preparation Comprehensive Exam 

[CPCE]). It should be noted that the NCE/CPCE is a comprehensive exam that can serve as 

an exit exam for master’s-level students, and is different from the NCE that graduates take 

at a later date, usually after earning the required supervised hours. 

A review of the literature on the prevalence of the types of comprehensive exams and 

passing criteria that clinical supervisors and faculty in counseling programs (henceforth 

counseling faculty) use is sparse. The only study identified was by Adams (2006). She 

found that students from CACREP programs scored significantly higher (p < .001) than 

students from non-CACREP programs on NCE results over a five-year period. She 

recommended discovering if evaluation methods are related to CACREP standards and 

clarifying the accountability standards in each counseling program. “It is important to 

continue to investigate measurable performance outcomes in order to standardize the scope 

of practice, establish appropriate licensure portability, and gain recognition of counseling as 

a profession in the marketplace” (Adams, 2006, p. 70). Identification of which evaluation 

methods CACREP and non-CACREP programs use will help in this endeavor. In addition, 

identifying which comprehensive exam is most prevalent will help counseling faculty 

ascertain the standard of practice. Through this knowledge, counseling faculty can fulfill 

recommendations from the American Counseling Association’s (ACA) Counselor Code of 

Ethics to follow the standard of practice when developing assessment and remediation 

procedures (ACA, 2005). 

In addition to knowing which type of comprehensive exam is most prevalent among 

CACREP and non-CACREP programs, it is also important for counseling faculty to know 

remediation and dismissal procedures when students do not pass comprehensive exams. Yet, 
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historically, up to 45% of counseling pro- grams reported not having written policies or 

procedures for students with problems (Olkin & Gaughen, 1991). When these procedures 

are nonexistent, unclear, and cannot be justified based on standard practices, counseling 

faculty can face costly and time-consuming grievances or legal challenges from students 

who fail their comprehensive exams (Foster & McAdams, 2009; Gaubatz & Vera, 2006; 

McAdams & Foster, 2007). Well-established procedures may help counseling faculty 

prevail in grievances and legal actions filed by students against a program (McAdams, 

Foster, & Ward, 2007). 

General remediation procedures have been recommended by other counseling  

faculty. When an academically impaired student is identified, Forrest, Elman, and Gizara 

(1999) suggested establishing a remediation plan that contains the following elements: “(a) 

identify and describe deficiencies that are directly tied to the program’s evaluation criteria; 

(b) identify specific goals or changes that need to be made by the trainee; (c) identify 

possible methods for meeting those goals; (d) establish criteria for judging whether 

remediation has been successful; and (e) determine a timeline for reevaluation” (p. 650). 

Bemak, Epp, and Keys (1999) emphasized establishing clear communication with students 

needing remediation through the following five steps: “(a) clarification and communication 

of expectations, (b) consensual agreement on policies and procedures, (c) identifying 

concerns, (d) feedback and recommendation with the counselor trainee, and (e) monitoring 

and evaluating progress” (pp. 24–28). McAdams and Foster (2007) expanded remediation 

guidelines by highlighting the need for due process including (1) substantive due process 

with appropriate justification that is relevant and comparable; (2) procedural due process 

with clear expectations and adequate notification, response, and recourse; and (3) just and 
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fair remediation that is consistent with accepted practice. 

These remediation procedures and guidelines imply that counseling faculty need 

knowledge of common practices for comprehensive exam procedures as well as clearly 

written policies on comprehensive exam procedures for remediation and dismissal. 

However, to date, there is no published research literature on how counseling programs 

handle students who do not pass comprehensive exams. In fact, Forrest and colleagues 

(1999) reported that “little empirical information is available about the criteria programs 

used to evaluate students’ progress in training” (p. 640). They recommended research on 

programs’ criteria and remediation of trainees. 

The purpose of this research study is to determine the types of comprehensive exams 

that counseling faculty in counselor education programs use and their remediation and 

dismissal procedures when students do not pass comprehensive exams. Since other 

researchers (Adams, 2006; Schmidt, 1999) contended that accountability benchmarks are 

higher for CACREP programs, we compared responses from CACREP programs to non-

CACREP programs to determine if accreditation standards impacted procedures for 

comprehensive exams. The following are the four research questions we explored: 

1. What percentage of CACREP versus non-CACREP programs requires a program-

developed multiple-choice exam, a standardized multiple-choice exam (NCE or CPCE), a 

nonstandardized program-developed essay exam, and/or portfolio as the evaluation method 

for the comprehensive exam? 

2. What criteria are used for passing a standardized exam (NCE or CPCE), a non-

standardized essay exam, and/or portfolio in CACREP versus non- CACREP programs? 

3. What are the procedures when students do not pass comprehensive exams in 
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CACREP versus non-CACREP programs? 

4. How many students were dismissed for not passing comprehensive exams and of those 

how many successfully appealed in CACREP versus non- CACREP programs? 

METHOD 

Participants 

Of the 390 counselor education programs listed in the CACREP directory and 

Peterson’s (2007) guide, working e-mail addresses for 362 programs were identified, with 

54% being CACREP and 46% being non-CACREP programs. We sent e-mail invitations 

(one original plus one follow-up reminder two weeks later) to the specific name of the 

designated program coordinators or contact person of each of the 362 programs. A total of 

74 people representing 74 different programs participated in the online survey, resulting in a 

21% response rate. Although the response rate was lower than the desired 50%, it is within 

the normal range of other published surveys of counseling faculty, as calculated by a meta-

analysis of survey response rates in counseling and clinical psychology for a 20-year span 

(Van Horn, Green, & Martinussen, 2009). Of the 74 participants, 52 (70.3%) were from 

CACREP programs and 22 (29.1%) were from non-CACREP programs. Thus, there were a 

disproportionately higher percentage of CACREP program representatives than non-

CACREP. 

Instrumentation 

In order to address our four research questions, the authors developed an 18-item 

online survey. Construct validity for questions was established based on a review of the 

literature. To establish content validity, the survey was reviewed and pilot tested by three 

counselor educators and an educational measurement statistician for readability, clarity of 
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questions, and purposes of the study. Revisions were made based on reviewers’ feedback. 

The survey asked participants if the program used a multiple-choice comprehensive 

exam, an essay exam, and/or a portfolio and participants were asked to provide details on 

the type of comprehensive exam given. These exam methods were provided based on 

Engels and colleagues’ (2010) and Schweiger and colleagues’ (2007) suggestion that they 

are the most common ways to measure overall counseling student achievement. The survey 

also included questions on the criteria for evaluating pass scores and the procedures used 

when a student failed the comprehensive exam. 

Procedures 

First the survey was developed as previously described and then we electronically 

uploaded it into an online computer program named SurveyMonkey. Second, university 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained. Third, the e-mail addresses of 

362 counselor education contact persons for programs listed in the CACREP directory and 

Peterson’s (2007) guide were located. Fourth, an e-mail was sent with the embedded survey 

link asking one person from each program to respond, with a follow-up e-mail three weeks 

later. Finally, the data were analyzed by calculating percentages, and we con- ducted chi-

square analyses to determine if a significant difference existed between CACREP and non-

CACREP programs, and categorized themes of comments. 

RESULTS 

Types of Comprehensive Exams 

Our first research question asked, “What percentage of CACREP versus non- 

CACREP programs requires a program-developed multiple-choice exam, a standardized 

multiple-choice exam (NCE or CPCE), a non-standardized program-developed essay exam, 
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and/or portfolio as the evaluation method for the comprehensive exam?” As shown in Table 

1, multiple-choice comprehensive exams were required by 53.8% of CACREP programs but 

only 29.4% of non-CACREP programs. On the use of multiple-choice exams, a significant 

difference exists between CACREP and non-CACREP programs (ぬ2(1, N = 74) = 6.06, p < 

.05). Essay comprehensive exams are required by 51% of CACREP programs but only 38% 

of non-CACREP programs. Finally, a portfolio is required by 20% of CACREP programs 

but 50% of non-CACREP programs, with a significant difference existing between 

CACREP and non-CACREP programs (ぬ2(1, N = 72) = 6.66, p < .05). 

TABLE 1 Type of Comprehensive Exam by CACREP versus Non-CACREP 

Type CACREP Non-CACREP 

Require Multiple Choice Comp   

Yes 53.8% (28) 29.4% (5) 
No 46.2% (24) 77.3% (17) 
Require Essay Comp Exam   
Yes 51% (25) 38% (8) 
No 49% (24) 61.9% (13) 
Require Portfolio**    
Yes 20% (10) 50% (11) 
No 80% (40) 50% (11) 

*ぬ2(1, N = 74) = 6.06, p < .05. **ぬ2(1, N = 72) = 6.66, p < .05. 

For multiple-choice exams, the NCE/CPCE is used by 62.9% total respondents, of which 82% 

are CACREP and 18% are non-CACREP. A pro- gram-developed exam is used by 34.8%, of 

which 92% are CACREP and 8% are non-CACREP. No respondents use oral exams. One 

respondent (non-CACREP) uses another type of exam. 

Criteria for Passing Exams 

The second research question was, “What criteria are used for passing a standardized 

exam (NCE or CPCE), a non-standardized essay exam, and/or portfolio in CACREP versus 

non-CACREP programs?” For the NCE/CPCE, “percentage correct” for passing the exam is 
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used by 10 CACREP programs and 0 non-CACREP programs. Specifically, two programs 

set passing criteria at 65% to 67%; three at 70%; three at 75%; and two at 80%. In contrast, 

five CACREP programs and six non-CACREP programs determine passing criteria based 

on the standard deviation from the mean (e.g., failure is a score greater than one standard 

deviation below the mean). Three other CACREP programs set passing criteria based on 

faculty determination. There are two programs still determining passing criteria and one 

program with passing criterion of –1.25 z-score. 

For program-developed multiple-choice exams, “percentage correct” is used by nine 

CACREP programs and one non-CACREP. Specifically, two programs set criteria at 60% to 

65%; five at 70%; and two at 75% to 80%. Essay exam content for CACREP programs is 

varied and includes the following: 

 case study covering core content (N = 7); 

 CACREP core competencies (N = 5); 

 reflection paper (N = 2); 

 “my theory of counseling” (N = 1); 

 theory question (N = 1); 

 program design/evaluation question (N = 1); 

 practical application (N = 1); 

 question on American School Counselor Association national model for school 

counselors and question on application and systems theory for family counselors 

(N = 1); and 

 content varies each year (N = 1). 
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For essay exams of non-CACREP programs, content also varies as follows: 

 philosophy of education question plus three counseling case studies (N = 1); 

 course-related essay questions (N = 2); 

 essay from each major area (N = 1); 

 essay on ethics/law and one case study (N = 1); 

 negotiated exam with faculty advisor (N = 1); 

 taped session from internship and case conceptualization (N = 1); and 

 theory presentation and case application (N = 1). 

 

Passing criteria for essay exams in CACREP programs is determined as follows: 

 use of rubric (N = 8); 

 graded by two or three faculty (N = 5); 

 instructor for specific content (N = 1); 

 internship instructor (N = 1); 

 faculty review (if rated high, student passes but if rated low, it is incom- plete) 

(N = 1); and 

 one faculty deems satisfactory but two or three deems unsatisfactory (N = 1). 

 

Non-CACREP passing criteria for essay exams is reported as 

 use of rubric (N = 4); 

 must score 6 out of 10 (N = 2); 

 must score 3 out of 4 (N = 1); 
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 graded by advisor (N = 1); 

 program director and second faculty if needed (N = 1); 

 two faculty readers (N = 1); and 

 three faculty readers (N = 1). 

 

Portfolio content in CACREP programs is reported as 

 internship evaluation forms and work samples (e.g., case reports/case conceptualization, 

sample case notes, term papers, theoretical orientation, philosophy of counseling, 

résumé/vita, reflection of strengths and weakness, supervision plans, and mission); 

 information about five agencies or schools; 

 professional development activities; 

 artifacts from eight CACREP core areas; and 

 critical tasks for each course. 

 

Non-CACREP portfolio content is reported as 

 work samples (e.g., artifacts that meet standards of state licensure, program, or 

conceptual framework; counseling audio/videotapes; description of counseling session; case 

study reports; reflection about what was learned; and résumé); 

 documentation for eight CACREP core areas; and 

 written summaries of professional development, identity, and personal growth 

regarding diversity and multicultural issues. 

 

Portfolio passing criteria for CACREP programs is determined by a variety of methods, 
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such as 

 rubric developed (N = 7); 

 data-based evaluation instrument; 

 evaluated by two faculty members based on rubric; 

 evaluated by internship instructors; 

 rating of 3 out of 5 on each domain; and 

 students simply complete it. 

 

Non-CACREP programs’ passing criteria for portfolios includes 

 rubric developed (N = 4); 

 evaluated by three of four full-time faculty; 

 advisor reviews and discusses with all faculty; 

 advisors and department head evaluate; and 

 oral presentation to three faculty. 

 

Procedures When Students Do Not Pass 

The third research question was, “What are the procedures when students do not 

pass comprehensive exams in CACREP versus non-CACREP programs?” For multiple-

choice exams (both standardized and program-developed), CACREP respondents state 

that their procedures when students do not pass include the following: 

 students retake exam one to three times; 

 develop action plan and retake exam; 

 retake an alternate exam; 
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 five-page essay exam; and 

 oral exam. 

The number of chances to retake the exam range from one (N = 2), two (N = 

13), three (N = 7), multiple (N = 2), to case-by-case. For non-CACREP 

respondents, procedures include: 

 retake exam one to two times; 

 attend study sessions; 

 repeat relevant coursework if the comprehensive exam was failed twice; and 

 essay exam. 

The number of chances for retakes are one (N = 2); two (N = 3); three (N = 2). 

For essay exams, CACREP respondents state that their procedures when students 

fail were: 

 rewrite the essay; 

 retake new essay questions; and 

 oral exam or rewrite. 

The number of chances include one (N = 1); two (N = 10); three (N = 5); and 

unlimited (N = 4). For non-CACREP programs procedures include rewriting the 

exam. The number of chances include zero but take remedial classes (N = 1); one 

(N = 2); and two (N = 4). 

For a portfolio, CACREP programs state their procedures are 

 redo within two weeks to one semester; 

 meet with advisor and redo; 
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 develop written contract and redo; and 

 fail with no more chances. 

The number of chances are one (N = 1); two (N = 5); and three (N = 1). Non- 

CACREP programs state they allow: 

 redo; 

 individual supervision; 

 require course repeat; and 

 dismissal from program. 

The number of chances is two (N = 2) and unlimited (N = 1). 

When asked if programs had written procedures when students fail comprehensive 

exams, 87.5% of CACREP programs said “yes” and 12.5% said “no.” In contrast, 45% of 

non-CACREP programs said “yes” and 55% said “no.” 

The most common way that procedures are shared with students from CACREP and 

non-CACREP programs is via the student handbook (N = 30); other methods are via Web 

site (N = 4); student orientation (N = 3); handout prior to exams (N = 3); and letter after the 

student has failed (N = 2). 

How Many Dismissed for Failing Exam? 

The fourth research question asked, “How many students were dismissed for not 

passing comprehensive exams and of those how many successfully appealed in CACREP 

versus non-CACREP programs?” When asked “in the past five years, how many students 

have been dismissed from the program for not passing the criteria?” CACREP respondents 

said zero (N = 24); one (N = 6); two (N = 6); and three (N = 2) while non-CACREP 

respondents said zero ( = 14) and one (N = 1). 
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As for the number of students who successfully appealed their dis- missal for not 

passing the comprehensive exam, CACREP respondents report zero (N = 14); one (N = 1); 

two (N = 1); and three (N = 1) whereas non- CACREP respondents report zero (N = 8). In 

contrast, the number of students who unsuccessfully appealed in CACREP programs is zero 

(N = 22), one (N = 2), and two (N = 1) and in non-CACREP is zero (N = 8) and one (N = 1). 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Our study is the first published research study to our knowledge that identifies 

standard practices for counselor education comprehensive exams in both CACREP and non-

CACREP programs. Our findings may guide counseling faculty in reexamining and perhaps 

improving their comprehensive exam process. (Note that our discussion of findings should 

be considered tentatively since our response rate of 21% was lower than the desired 50% as 

well as other limitations noted next.) Our first question was, “What percentage of CACREP 

versus non-CACREP programs requires a standardized exam (NCE or CPCE), a non-

standardized program-developed multiple-choice exam, an essay exam, and/or portfolio?”  

About half of the CACREP program respondents administer a multiple-choice exam, 

with NCE/CPCE being the preference, while the other half of CACREP programs 

administers an essay exam. Only 20% of the CACREP respondents require a portfolio. 

(Note: Percentages equal more than 100% because some programs require both an exam and 

portfolio.) In contrast, only about one-third of the non-CACREP programs require a 

multiple-choice exam and about one-third require an essay exam. Yet, one-half of the non-

CACREP programs require a portfolio. This finding suggests that CACPREP-accredited 

programs tend to require their students to pass multiple-choice or essay exams in order to 

graduate from their program. 
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Our second research question was, “What criteria are used for passing a standardized 

exam (NCE or CPCE), a non-standardized essay exam, and/or portfolio in CACREP versus 

non-CACREP programs?” When examining criteria for passing, most counselor education 

programs set clear passing criteria of 70% or above for multiple-choice exams. While the 

subject size for pro- grams that use essay exams was very small (N = 4), they were similar in 

that they developed rubrics, usually required 3 out of 5 to pass, and typically had at least 2 

faculty members grade the exam. Programs requiring portfolios typically developed a rubric 

but some have more nebulous criteria for passing portfolios (e.g., “simply complete it”). 

Based on this finding and related procedures identified by Bemak and colleagues (1999) and 

McAdams and Foster (2007), the authors recommend that counseling faculty set clear 

criteria for passing exams and create extensive rubrics if essay exams or portfolios are 

required. 

Our third research question was, “What are the procedures when students do not pass 

comprehensive exams in CACREP versus non-CACREP programs?” While there is a wide 

range of recourse for students who do not pass exams, most programs allow students to 

retake multiple-choice exams, rewrite essay exams, and redo portfolios at least two times. 

Some counseling faculty ask students to develop an action plan or attend study sessions 

prior to the retake while others ask students to retake an entire class. Fortunately, most 

programs share comprehensive exam procedures in the student hand- book. Still, a 

considerable percentage indicated that they do not have written procedures. This finding is 

similar to Olkin and Gaughen’s study (1991), in which they found that 45% of the programs 

they surveyed said they had no written policies or procedures regarding underperforming 
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students. Also recommended is that all counseling programs publish comprehensive exam- 

passing criteria; the timeline for retakes as well as the number of retakes allowed; 

consequences of dismissal; and appeal procedures. These procedures should be published in 

student orientation material, student hand- books, Web sites, and newsletters and/or 

handouts before the exam. Based on the results of our study, as well as the literature on the 

topic, the authors provide a model for the comprehensive exam procedure in Figure 1. 

Another strong recommendation is that faculty and students develop and sign a clear action 

plan of how to prepare for the retake and a statement of consequences for failing before the 

first retake of an exam. These recommendations are consistent with procedures noted by  

 

FIGURE 1 Model of one comprehensive exam policy. 
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Bemak and colleagues (1999), Forrest and colleagues (1999), and McAdams and Foster 

(2007). 

Our fourth research question asked, “How many students were dis- missed for not 

passing comprehensive exams and of those how many successfully appealed in CACREP 

versus non-CACREP programs?” While the majority of programs have not needed to 

dismiss students for failing comprehensive exams, a few have, with many more CACREP 

programs doing so than non-CACREP. According to participants from this study, 

approximately half of the students who have appealed this decision seem to do so success- 

fully and half unsuccessfully. Either way, undoubtedly, an enormous amount of faculty time 

was spent on the process, which may have been less if clear criteria and retake procedures 

were published ahead of time (McAdams et al., 2007). To avoid such appeals, counseling 

programs should continuously evaluate their comprehensive exam procedures by comparing 

students’ performance with national means to improve teaching as needed, reexamining 

rubrics, and obtaining written anonymous feedback from students on the comprehensive 

exam process. Even when students state they will appeal and threaten legal action, faculty 

should strictly adhere to their comprehensive exam student dismissal policies and 

procedures and thereby fulfill their gate- keeping responsibility to the profession. 

Foster and McAdams (2009) suggested that programs routinely evaluate students who have 

poor academic performance, and advise those students in writing as soon as a problem is 

identified. They also emphasize the need for transparency in programs’ policies for 

performance assessments via top-down and bottom-up discourse. Some programs utilize a 

“memo of understanding” for meeting with students that serves as a record of that meeting. 

Included in this one-page document is a clear delineation of the problem, the student’s 
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response to the concerns raised, steps for remediation and improvement, and a written 

statement of possible consequences should the academic problem continue. In addition, 

counseling faculty evaluate students on several areas at the end of each course, and these 

evaluations are shared with the student’s advisor and also with the student if there are 

concerns. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

The results of our study should be interpreted with consideration of several 

limitations. First, since the response rate was limited to 21% and disproportionately 

represented CACREP programs, results cannot be generalized to all CACREP versus non-

CACREP programs. The power was less than .8 for all analyses. Therefore, sample size was 

not large enough to make as precise estimates in population as needed. The authors 

recommend that four waves of reminder e-mails be sent about three weeks apart in an 

attempt to increase response rate to about 50%. Second, the questions on the survey may 

have been based on participants’ memory, rather than verifiable facts. For example, it is 

doubtful that all persons completing the survey researched the actual number of students 

who failed. Finally, since the survey was con- ducted prior to 2009, some programs may 

have changed their assessment procedures to meet the 2009 CACREP standards, which 

require more assessment procedures. 

Based on our findings, the following questions are suggested for future research: 

 What are the demographics of students who fail comprehensive exams? 

 To what extent does remediation help students pass comprehensive exams? 

 Is there a correlation between students’ comprehensive exam scores and counseling 

supervisors’ performance evaluations? 
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 Do students who pass a multiple-choice exam or essay exam versus completing a 

portfolio actually perform better as counselors? 

CONCLUSION 

Counseling faculty need to know common practices for comprehensive exam types, 

passing criteria, and retake procedures so they can make informed decisions in establishing 

their own procedures. This study’s find- ings reveal that most CACREP programs 

administer multiple-choice exams with 70% for passing criteria. In addition, most programs 

allow at least two retakes of comprehensive exams. Most students who are dismissed for 

failing did not appeal but some did so successfully. The authors recommend that counseling 

faculty: 

1. implement the decision-making process just described to identify the best 

comprehensive exam and procedures for their program; 

2. publish comprehensive exam passing criteria, retake, and dismissal procedures in 

student orientation material, student handbooks, Web sites, and newsletters or handouts 

before the exam; 

3. develop and sign a clear action plan with students before retakes of exams; and 

4. continuously evaluate the comprehensive exam process. 

By following these practices, counseling faculty may be more confident in their 

comprehensive exam procedures as well as protected against griev- ances and legal threats 

to their program. 

REFERENCES 

Adams, S. (2006). Does CACREP accreditation make a difference? A look at NCE results and 

answers. Journal of Professional Counseling: Practice, Theory, & Research, 34(1–2), 



 

 

21 

60–76. 

American Counseling Association (ACA). (2005). ACA code of ethics. Alexandria, VA: Author. 

Bemak, F., Epp, L. R., & Keys, S. G. (1999). Impaired graduate students: A process model 

of graduate monitoring and intervention. International Journal for the Advancement 

of Counseling, 21, 19–30. 

Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP). 

(2009). 2009 Standards. Retrieved from http://www.cacrep.org/2009standards. html 

Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP). 

(2010). CACREP directory. Retrieved from http://www.cacrep.org/directory/ 

directory.cfm 

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. (2009). Internet, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: 

The tailored design method (3rd ed.). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

Engels, D. W., Minton, A. B., Ray, D. C., Bratton, S. C., Chandler, C. K., Edwards, N. A., 

… Smith, M. R. (2010). The professional counselor: Portfolio, competencies, 

performance guidelines, and assessment (4th ed.). Alexandria, VA: American 

Counseling Association. 

Forrest, L., Elman, N., & Gizara, S. (1999). Trainee impairment: A review of identification, 

remediation, dismissal, and legal issues. The Counseling Psychologist, 27, 627–686. 

Foster, V. A. & McAdams, C. R. (2009). A framework for creating a climate of 

transparency for professional performance assessment: Fostering student investment 

in gatekeeping. Counselor Education & Supervision, 48, 271–284. 

http://www.cacrep.org/2009standards
http://www.cacrep.org/directory/


 

 22 

 

Gaubatz, M. D. & Vera, E. M. (2006). Trainee competence in master’s-level counseling 

programs: A comparison of counselor educators’ and students’ views. Counselor 

Education and Supervision, 46, 32–43. 

Heppner, P., Wampold, B., & Kivlighan, D. (2008). Research design in counseling. 

Belmont, CA: Brooks Cole. 

McAdams, C. R., & Foster, V. A. (2007). A guide to just and fair remediation of counseling 

students with professional performance deficiencies. Counselor Education and 

Supervision, 47, 2–13. 

McAdams, C. R., Foster, V. A., & Ward, T. J. (2007). Remediation and dismissal policies in 

counselor education: Lessons learned from a challenge in federal court. Counselor 

Education and Supervision, 46, 212–229. 

Olkin, R., & Gaughen, S. (1991). Evaluation and dismissal of students in master’s level 

clinical programs: Legal parameters and survey results. Counselor Education and 

Supervision, 30, 276–288. 

Graduate schools in U.S. 2008 (2007). Lawrenceville, NJ: Peterson’s. 

Remley, T., & Herlihy, B. (2009). Ethical, legal, and professional issues in counseling (3rd 

ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Schmidt, J. J. (1999). Two decades of CACREP and what do we know? Counselor 

Education and Supervision, 39, 34–45. 

Schweiger, W. K., Henderson, D. A., Clawson, T. W., Collins, D. R., & Nuckolls, M. W. 

(2007). Counselor preparation: Programs, faculty, trends. New York, NY: 

Routledge. 



 

 

23 

Van Horn, P. S., Green, K. E., & Martinussen, M. (2009). Survey response rates and survey 

administration in counseling and clinical psychology: A meta-analysis. Educational 

and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 389–403. 


	A Survey of Counselor Education Comprehensive Exam Types and Procedures: Recommendations for Clinical Supervisors and Counseling Faculty
	Jennifer Baggerly
	Debra Osborn
	INTRODUCTION
	METHOD
	Instrumentation
	Procedures
	RESULTS
	Criteria for Passing Exams
	Procedures When Students Do Not Pass
	How Many Dismissed for Failing Exam?
	DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
	Limitations and Future Directions
	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES


