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In a w i d e - r a n g i n g d i scuss ion o f eva lua t ion a n d c o u n s e l l i n g , H i e b e r t 
(1997 [this issue]) has p r o v i d e d us w i t h m u c h to t h i n k about . C l e a r l y 
there are m a n y aspects o f h is a r t ic le that w i l l be h e l p f u l to c o u n s e l l o r s i n 
va r ious aspects o f t he i r w o r k , a n d w i l l l e a d t h e m i n d i r e c t i o n s that they 
may n o t have c o n s i d e r e d he re to fo re . C e n t r a l to his a r g u m e n t is that 
there is a r o l e for c o u n s e l l o r s i n eva lua t ion , a n d a p lace fo r eva lua t i on i n 
c o u n s e l l i n g . W h i l e I a m i n a g r e e m e n t w i t h m a n y o f the ideas H i e b e r t 
presents i n this a r t ic le , there are several aspects that I w o u l d l i k e to 
c o m m e n t o n that w i l l h o p e f u l l y serve to wazzu b o t h clarify a n d e x t e n d h is 
cons ide ra t i ons . 

Firs t , H i e b e r t seems e q u i v o c a l abou t w h e t h e r there is a p r o b l e m re­
g a r d i n g eva lua t i on i n c o u n s e l l i n g . In i t ia l ly , he suggests, w i t h o u t c i t i n g 
any ev idence , that the very survival o f c o u n s e l l i n g d e p e n d s o n d o i n g 
m o r e eva lua t ion , b u t la ter h e says that we are a l l d o i n g i n f o r m a l evalua­
t ions a l l the t ime i n any case. It w o u l d be h e l p f u l to have a c lea re r 
s ta tement o f wha t the p r o b l e m is that the a r t ic le i n t ends to address. B u t 
let 's assume that there is a p r o b l e m w i t h eva lua t ion i n c o u n s e l l i n g as 
H i e b e r t con t ends . H i e b e r t seems to suggest that the s o l u t i o n l ies pa r t i a l l y 
w i t h the c o u n s e l l o r d o i n g m o r e e v a l u a t i o n ( the first par t o f the a r t i c l e ) , 
a n d par t ly w i t h d e v e l o p i n g an eva lua t i on p o l i c y (the s e c o n d pa r t o f the 
a r t i c l e ) . T h e la t ter is h e l p f u l because i t i m p l i e s that reasons for the l ack o f 
eva lua t ion m a y be systemic. T h e l e a d i n g s o l u t i o n to the p r o b l e m o f 
eva lua t ion i n c o u n s e l l i n g is to e x a m i n e c lose ly the system i n w h i c h the 
c o u n s e l l i n g a n d eva lua t i on o c c u r (o r d o n ' t occur , as the case may b e ) . I 
a m n o t o f the o p i n i o n that m o r e eva lua t ion is necessar i ly better. T h e 
answer may n o t be to first p r o p o s e a n eva lua t ion p o l i c y o r d o m o r e 
eva lua t ion . I n d e e d , i t may be m o r e h e l p f u l to identify, i n any system 
( f rom the m i c r o s y s t e m o f the c o u n s e l l i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p to b r o a d e r p r o ­
g r a m , i n s t i t u t i o n a l , a n d soc ie ta l systems) wha t eva lua t i on is ac tua l ly 
o c c u r r i n g , a n d for wha t i n t e n d e d a n d ac tua l purposes . I find w h e n I ask 
that k i n d o f q u e s t i o n , I g e n e r a l l y l ea rn that there is of ten m o r e g o i n g o n 
that o n e suspects. 

T h e s e c o n d p o i n t I wan t to m a k e is i n r e g a r d to a cons t ruc t iv i s t 
a p p r o a c h to eva lua t i on . M a n y g radua te s tudents I have t augh t have 
r e s p o n d e d very favourab ly to the text, Fourth Generation Evaluation, by 
G u b a a n d L i n c o l n (1989) w h i c h I use i n a course . O n e r eason fo r the i r 
favourab le assessment is that i n this text eva lua t i on is c o n s i d e r e d f r o m a 
cons t ruc t iv is t pe rspec t ive i n w h i c h the p e r t i n e n t const ructs o f the stake-
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h o l d e r s are i d e n t i f i e d a n d used i n the eva lua t ion . G u b a a n d L i n c o l n 
r e c o g n i z e , as s h o u l d c o u n s e l l o r s genera l ly , that i d e n t i f y i n g a pe r son ' s 
const ructs a b o u t any t op i c (even p e r s o n a l l y sa l ient ones) is n o t neces­
sari ly easy, bu t i n d o i n g so, we get to wha t is c r i t i ca l to the subsequent 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f p lans a n d goals , h o w efforts are to be exe r t ed , a n d h o w 
resources to be used . T h e n w h e n we m o v e o n to r e c o n c i l i n g the compe t ­
i n g const ructs o f s takeholders , we get i n to c h a l l e n g i n g a n d p r o d u c t i v e 
w o r k i n the eva lua t i on d o m a i n . T h e r e is less " t a i l o r i n g " o f o u r eva lua t i on 
o u t c o m e s to the needs o f the s takeholders o r o f h a v i n g the s takeholders 
agree o n the type o f e v i d e n c e to be ga the red . T h e emphas i s c a n be o n 
h e a r i n g a n d u n d e r s t a n d i n g the s t akeho lde r s ' i n i t i a l issues a n d apprec ia t ­
i n g the ex tent t he i r const ructs f o r m the eva lua t ion . 

T h e t h i r d p o i n t has to d o w i t h the soc ia l c o n s t r u c t i o n o f eva lua t ion 
genera l ly . F o r be t ter o r worse , we l ive i n a w o r l d o f eva lua t ion . Jus t 
r ecen t ly the w o r l d wi tnessed the 1996 ve r s ion o f the O l y m p i c G a m e s 
w h e r e o n e m a n u f a c t u r e r o f a th le t ic e q u i p m e n t p r o c l a i m e d i n its adver­
t isements that "you d o n ' t w i n silver, y o u lose g o l d . " N a t i o n a l r e co rds were 
r e p o r t e d i n te rms o f the d a i l y n u m b e r s o f g o l d , silver, a n d b r o n z e meda l s , 
v i r t ua l l y p u t t i n g aside the hos t o f e x c e l l e n t pe r fo rmances o f athletes w h o 
finished i n o t h e r places . I suggest that we n e e d to u n d e r s t a n d that 
eva lua t i on is soc ia l ly cons t ruc ted , that c o u n s e l l i n g i tself may o r may n o t 
be easily eva lua ted , that it is a p r o d u c t , a n d that we are e n g a g e d w i t h 
consumers , a l l terms that we ( a n d m a n y others , such as g o v e r n m e n t 
min is t r i es ) l i k e to f l i r t w i t h . H i e b e r t also uses the t e r m "accountabi l i ty , " 
a n d p roposes that, w i t h eva lua t ion , it is a " w i n n i n g " c o m b i n a t i o n . G u b a 
a n d L i n c o l n (1989) , f o l l o w C r o n b a c h (1980) i n sugges t ing that the 
d e m a n d for a ccoun tab i l i t y is a s ign o f pa tho logy i n the o r g a n i z a t i o n , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i f it is associa ted w i t h b l a m e o f p o o r l y r ep re sen t ed o r u n p o p ­
u l a r s takeholders . T h i s is n o t a n a r g u m e n t against H i e b e r t ' s p o s i t i o n , bu t 
it is a c a l l for c a u t i o n i n o u r a p p r o a c h e s to the i m p l i c a t i o n s o f eva lua t ion 
a n d accoun tab i l i t y i n c o u n s e l l i n g . 

H i e b e r t cha l l enges c o u n s e l l o r s to r e c o g n i z e that c o u n s e l l i n g involves 
b o t h processes a n d o u t c o m e s , w h i c h he m a i n t a i n s are " d y n a m i c a l l y a n d 
r e c i p r o c a l l y c o n n e c t e d . " W h i l e h e does n o t e x p l a i n wha t he m e a n s w h e n 
he cal ls t h e m d y n a m i c a l l y a n d r e c i p r o c a l l y r e la ted , it is d i f f i cu l t to 
i m a g i n e that c o u n s e l l o r s d o n ' t take o u t c o m e s i n t o a c c o u n t i f they are so 
power fu l ly r e l a t ed to processes. G o a l s a n d processes are cons t ruc t ed 
s imul taneous ly . It is d i f f i cu l t to t h i n k abou t a n d i m p l e m e n t strategies 
w i t h o u t c o n s i d e r i n g the goals we have fo r t h e m . W h a t is c r i t i c a l i n this is 
the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f i n d i v i d u a l goals ( c l i en t goals a n d c o u n s e l l o r goals) 
as w e l l as the i r j o i n t goals that e m e r g e i n c o u n s e l l i n g . 

T h e i n t eg ra t ed c o u n s e l l i n g eva lua t i on m o d e l p r o p o s e d by H i e b e r t 
accounts fo r m a n y i m p o r t a n t i ng red i en t s . W h a t c o u n s e l l o r s m i g h t also 
c o n s i d e r is a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the goals o f the agency, p r o g r a m o r 
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i n t e r v e n t i o n , r a n g i n g f r o m b r o a d statements o f its m i s s i o n to speci f ic 
object ives. E v a l u a t i o n d e p e n d s o n a t h o r o u g h u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the 
purposes a n d goals o f the act ivi ty o r p r o g r a m . A t this l eve l , the values o f 
the s t akeho lde rs also n e e d to be r ep resen ted . N o mat te r h o w g o o d the 
eva lua t ion is f r o m a t e c h n i c a l s ide o r h o w m u c h da ta has b e e n a c c u m u ­
la ted , i n the final analysis, e v a l u a t i o n is abou t the values o f the stake­
ho lde r s . G u b a a n d L i n c o l n (1989) c a l l eva lua t i on first a n d fo r emos t a 
s o c i o p o l i t i c a l process . 

I n summary , I w o u l d l i k e readers to c o n s i d e r the ex ten t a n d r ange o f 
eva lua t i on that m a y be c u r r e n t l y o c c u r r i n g i n t he i r w o r k that is n o t 
f o r m a l l y l a b e l e d eva lua t ion . I f eva lua t i on has f u n d a m e n t a l l y to d o w i t h 
the e l a b o r a t i o n o f s t akeho lde r s ' const ructs , there is l i k e l y a lo t o f it g o i n g 
o n . M o r e o v e r , c o u n s e l l o r s are i n a n advantageous p o s i t i o n to faci l i ta te 
the eva lua t i on n o t o n l y o f t he i r o w n w o r k bu t also that o f o thers . B u t we 
also n e e d to r e c o g n i z e that eva lua t i on c a n have less to d o w i t h p r o v i n g 
po in t s as u n d e r t a k i n g a co l l abo ra t i ve process a n d i m p l i c a t e s o u r o w n 
openness to c h a n g e . 
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