>
-

EPODER

Uluslararasi Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Calismalari Dergisi, 9(1), 2019, 33-52

WWW.ijocis.com

Program evaluation competencies for prospective school counseling

Article Info

practitioners

Aysen Kose ™

®Yeditepe University, Faculty of Education, Istanbul/Turkey

Abstract

DOI: 10.31704/ijocis.2019.002

Article History:

Received 01 February 2019
Revised 23 May 2019
Accepted 26 June 2019
Online 30 June 2019
Keywords:

School counselor,

School counselor education,
Program evaluation
competencies.

Article Type:
Review paper

There is a well-articulated rationale in the literature for the routine
implementation of program evaluation by school counselors and thus, a
desire within the profession to develop program evaluation competencies
among pre-service school counselors. In this article, existing school
counselor program evaluation competencies mentioned in the literature
were critically overviewed. For this purpose, the school counseling
publications between 2000 and 2017 were reviewed to identify on school
counselor competencies in program evaluation. These articles are
summarized and analyzed based on Stevahn, King, Ghere & Minnema’s
competency taxonomy to better understand the current situation. The
literature revealed that to date, school counseling literature has focused
primarily on technical competencies in program evaluation. In addition to
that, some other important program evaluation skills such as interpersonal
relationships and professional/ethical issues in program evaluation have not
been explored in the literature.
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Program degerlendirme, bir okul psikolojik danismaninin sahip olmasi
gereken mesleki yeterliliklerden biri olarak ge¢mektedir ve 6nemi artan
sekilde vurgulanmaktadir. Bu makalede, program degerlendirme konusunda,
psikolojik danisma alanyazininda isaret edilen yeterlilikler elestirel bir bakis
acisiyla gozden gecirilmistir. Bu amagla, 2000-2017 yillari arasinda,
alanyazina giren konu hakkindaki makaleler taranmistir. Bu makalelerde
Onerilen okul psikolojik danismani program degerlendirme yeterlilikleri,
Stevahn, King, Ghere & Minnema’nin yeterlilik taksonomisi temel alinarak
Ozetlenmis ve analiz edilmistir. Bu derleme c¢alismasinin bulgularina gore,
okul psikolojik danisma alanyazininda, program degerlendirme yeterlilikleri
konusunda sayica ¢ok sinirli ¢alisma vardir ve bu c¢alismalarda ise sadece
teknik yeterliliklere deginilmistir. Bunun yani sira, kisilerarasi iliskiler ve
program degerlendirmede etik/profesyonel konular gibi bazi 6nemli
program degerlendirme yeterliliklerinin Gzerinde hi¢ durulmamistir.
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Introduction

Program evaluation is widely recognized as a critical component of comprehensive developmental school
counseling practices (Sink & Lemich, 2018). As a case in point, the standards outlined by the Council for the
Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) require that school counseling
students learn the “design and evaluation of school counseling programs” (CACREP, 2016; p. 33). Similarly,
according to the American School Counselor Association (ASCA), evaluating school counseling programs is
considered a critical responsibility for a school counselor so that they may design, enhance, and maintain
accountable, comprehensive school counseling programs (ASCA, 2012). Similar calls have been made by many
researchers concerning the importance of school counselors’ competence in program evaluation (Astramovich,
2017; Astramovich & Coker, 2007; Dimmitt, Carey & Hatch, 2007; Maras, Coleman, Gysbers, Herman & Stanley,
2013; Sink, 2009 & Trevisan, 2000, 2002).

Indeed, despite the central importance of evaluation practice as a professional expectation for school
counselors, there have been few attempts to articulate any program evaluation competencies for school
counselors. Yet almost no articles address how to teach program evaluation effectively in school counseling
professional degree programs. Besides many school counselor educators do not receive training in program
evaluation and they lack the required background and experience to teach program evaluation even though it
is fundamental to professional preparation in school counseling. That is why, professional graduate schools
must receive support from instructors specialized in program evaluation. In that case, instructors that teach
program evaluation in school counselor candidate programs have new sources of students and need to know
which concepts and competencies these students need to learn and how best to teach program evaluation to
them. Utmost importance must be attached to the involvement of professional evaluators in training and
defining school counselors’ evaluation competencies. Patton (2010), highlighted the fact that other
professionals such as economists, educators, social workers and health workers engage in some form of
evaluation as part of their work, in many cases, also without adequate evaluation competencies. He states that,
“Many do not know that there are standards for high quality evaluation. They do not know the options that
have emerged in evaluation methods and models.” (p. 46). Such errant use of evaluation in other fields is an
encumbrance that hinders the prestige and recognition of the evaluation profession. Therefore, both as a
profession and as a trans-discipline (Patton, 2010), the field of evaluation needs to lead evaluation practices in
other fields such as school counseling.

As a trans-discipline, the application of program evaluation cannot be uniform across all contexts; some
approaches, methods and models could be more useful and applicable in some contexts or situations than in
others (Boslaugh, 2007). This is why King and Stevahn (2015) highlighted the fact that field-specific knowledge,
skills, and dispositions are fundamentally important in program evaluation since content is different from one
dicipline to another. In addition to the rationale for field-specific competencies, Perrin (2005) argued that using
a universal set of evaluation competencies is not feasible and practical since unique roles and/or specific
contexts might require particular knowledge and skills. Thus, creating unique competencies based on context
are relevant here in terms of the evaluation competencies of a school counselor.

The goal of this article is to compile school counselor program evaluation competencies from publish
literature and critically scrutinize those competencies and discuss their advantages, ambiguities and omissions
in order to lay the groundwork for inital program evaluation competencies that school counselors need to
develop during their pre-service education. Common understanding of essential program evaluation
competencies of school counselors could help align school counselor preparation programs with current and
projected job-related needs of practicing school counselors (Galport & Azzam, 2016; King & Stevahn, 2015). As
Stevahn, King, Ghere and Minnema, (2005) warned, poorly identified competencies may lead to miss what is
most important and essential to teach trainees.

Method

Research Design

This descriptive article provides a review of the existing literature on the pre-service school counselors’
program evaluation competencies. The articles published in refereed journals between 2000 and 2017 were
read through to identify school counselor competencies in program evaluation. Queries of electronic databases
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were conducted using the logical combinations of keywords such as “school counseling”, “program evaluation”,
“school counselor competencies”, “school counselor training” as well as alternative key words such as
“evaluation” and “guidance”. Only the peer-reviewed journal articles included in the study. For this descriptive
work, the available publications that address school counselor program evaluation competencies are few in
number and easily identified. Thus, these publications have been reviewed and combined into lists that
compose one broad initial set of competencies. Program evaluation competencies for practicing school
counselors identified from the literature were organized based on Stevahn’s et al. (2005) competency
taxonomy (see Table 1) to better understand the current situation. Each competency item was critically
discussed in the following section.

Framework for the Literature Analysis

The term competency is usually associated with the knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to perform
some valued activity. However, while having the knowledge, skills, and attitudes is essential, competency is a
more concrete and two-dimensional construct. That is, in addition to possessing these qualities, demonstrating
these qualities is also necessary to define someone who is competent enough to do something (Wilcox & King,
2013). Wilcox and King (2013), explain the relationship between knowledge, skills, attitudes, and competencies
with examples as follows:

In an evaluation setting, ‘to understand evaluation budgeting’ is knowledge, while ‘to use an understanding
of evaluation budgeting to develop an evaluation budget proposal’ is a competency... Likewise, ‘wanting to do
an excellent job’ is an attitude, while ‘meeting all commitments in a timely manner’ is a competency (p. 5).

The demonstrable competencies that school counselors must possess in order to be deemed good enough
in program evaluation has not been defined. Referring to the program evaluation literature on evaluator
competencies is a useful starting point, not for adopting general evaluation competencies for school
counselors, but to see the current situation in a more systematic way. A taxonomy of essential competencies
for program evaluators was developed by King, Stevahn, Ghere & Minnema (2001). In 2005, the authors
extended and refined their initial work. Since it is the most empirically-based and most-cited taxonomy, it will
be used as a guide for this study. The researchers’ final product resulted in six distinct competency domains: 1)
professional practice, 2) systematic inquiry, 3) situational analysis, 4) project management, 5) reflective
practice, and 6) interpersonal competence (Stevahn et al, 2005). A detailed definition of the domains is
provided in Table 1.

Results
List of Competencies Mentioned in the Literature of School Counseling

Only three studies were found based on the literature review focusing on the competencies of school
counselors. The first two are the articles written by Maras et al., (2013) and Astramovich (2017) as they most
clearly identified a list of program evaluation expectations for school counselors. Also, in their book on
evidence-based school counseling, Dimmitt, et al. (2007), identified some qualities that school counselors need
to have to conduct a program evaluation study. The competencies described by Astramovich (2017), Maras et
al. (2013), and Dimmitt et al. (2007) are listed side-by-side in Table 2. As a means of organizing and further
developing the list, competencies and the associated categories offered by Stevahn, et al., (2005) are also
listed. For heuristic purposes, the combined list of competencies based on Stevahn, et al.’s, (2005) framework
has been divided. All competencies are explicated further in the next section.

Close Look at the School Counseling Competency List

The school counseling competency list presented in Table 2, consists of 31 competency items and 29 of
them fall under the evaluation competency domain of ‘systematic inquiry’ based on Stevahn, et al.’s, (2005)
framework. That’s why, in this paper, systematic inquiry domain takes a large part and will be discussed
separately and the rest of the competency domains (professional practice, situational analysis, reflective
practice, and interpersonal competence) will be taken together.
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Table 1
General Competency Areas for Professional Evaluators (Stevahn et al., 2005)

Professional practice  relates to practicing in accordance with the professional evaluation standards and
ethical behavior.

Systematic inquiry focuses on the more technical aspects of evaluation practice and includes
competencies such as data collection; analysis; interpretation; developing evaluation
designs, questions and program theory; and reporting.

Situational analysis refers to the contextual factors surrounding an evaluation in an organization and
includes competencies such as analyzing the political considerations and conflicts
relevant to the evaluation; identifying the unique interests of relevant stakeholders;
attending to issues of evaluation use and organizational change; and, remaining open
to input from others.

Project management  comprises competencies such as the preparation of an evaluation budget; identifying
needed resources for evaluation; coordinating those resourses; presenting evaluation
results; and, training/supervising others involved in conducting the evaluation.

Reflective practice includes competencies such as critically assessing the self in terms of the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions needed to conduct a sound evaluation, and pursuing
professional development to enhance evaluation practice.

Interpersonal focuses on relationship skills used in conducting program evaluation studies such as

competence facilitating constructive interpersonal interaction; using negotiation, conflict resolution
and communication skills; and, demonstrating cross-cultural awareness.

School counselors’ program competencies under the systematic inquiry domain: One of the competency
domains identified by Stevahn, et al (2005), is “systematic inquiry”, which focuses on the more technical
aspects of evaluation practice and includes competencies such as data collection; analysis; interpretation;
developing evaluation designs, questions and program theory; and reporting.

The first three competency items in the list indicate program planning, or more specifically competency in
explicitly setting goals and objectives that are tied to overall school mission (see Table 2). Fuzzy
conceptualization of school counseling in the education system and vagueness of school counselors’
professional roles have been criticized over the last two decades. Setting program goals and establishing
measurable outcomes that are meaningfully linked to the school mission become a means for counselors to
rebuild the value of school counseling in the overall education system.

As part of comprehensive school counseling programs, counselors are expected to be an integral part of the
school, align their program to the overall school's mission and philosophy, and demonstrate that their program
impacts students’ academic career and social-emotional development. Therefore, the following have become
important competencies for school counselors: describing how the counseling program and its activities
connect to the district’s school improvement plans; eliciting a program’s long-term goals and setting clear,
specific, measurable objectives that serve to achieve the school’s mission.

Besides the call for strong alignment with the districts’ and schools’ missions, the question of how students
are different as a result of the school counseling program has almost become a motto in the profession. Hence,
counselors need to define the expected student outcomes due to the school counseling program prior to
program implementation, including; behavior, attitude, status, knowledge and skill changes. From an
evaluation perspective, when the intended consequences of the program are stated from the beginning, it
provides guidance for the evaluator and a foundation for designing the program theory-of-change (Weiss,
1998).

In summary, the first three ‘systematic inquiry’ competency items in the list are essential to have for school
counselors when creating a strong foundation of their evaluation efforts. Items 4, 5 and 6 in the list indicate the
competencies concerning the utilization of evaluation. Specifically, items 4 and 5 focus on the evaluation as a
device of accountability; whereas, competency item 6 indicates the use of evaluation for the on-going
development of school counseling activities and programs.
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Table 2
List of Competencies Drawn from School Counseling Literature

Dimmitt,
Hatch &  Maras
Competency ltems Astramovich Carey etal.
Competency Domains  The school counselor who is competent in program evaluation . . . (2017) (2007) (2013)

Systematic inquiry 1. Describes how guidance program and its activities connect to district’s Yes
CSIP (Comprehensive School Improvement Plan) goals
2. Articulates the longer-term impact of school counseling activities and Yes
interventions on student learning and behavior change
3. Articulates measurable and objective goals for the guidance program Yes
4. Possess requisite evaluation competencies to promote quality and Yes Yes
accountability in their comprehensive counseling programs.
5. Utilizes outcome data to modify school counseling program Yes
6. Uses ongoing evaluation results to modify the guidance activities Yes
7. Uses t-tests to evaluate guidance program activities Yes
8. Uses correlations to evaluate guidance program activities Yes
9. Uses descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, percentages) to Yes
evaluate guidance program activities
10. Knows how to analyze data to evaluate program outcomes Yes
11. Analyzes quantitative and qualitative data Yes
12. Knows how to conduct needs assessments Yes
13. Uses school data (such as attendance, discipline referrals, etc.) to Yes
identify student strengths and needs
14. Develops a survey and uses its results to make guidance program better Yes
15. Selects and develops psychometrically sound evaluation measures Yes
16. Uses qualitative data in the evaluation of school counseling activities Yes
and interventions and the evaluation of the program as a whole
17. Uses qualitative data in the evaluation of school counseling activities Yes
and interventions and the evaluation of the program as a whole
18. Knows how to collect data for program evaluations Yes
19. Determines stakeholders' perceptions of program effectiveness Yes Yes
20. Uses technology (e.g., EZ Analyze, Excel) to manage, analyze, and use Yes Yes
data (e.g., create graphs, create databases)
21. Uses data to evaluate guidance program interventions and activities Yes
22. Uses school data (such as attendance, discipline referrals, etc.) to Yes
inform guidance program and activities
23. Uses data to help plan interventions (e.g., in conjunction with student Yes
assistance teams)
24. Acesses data on school information systems (such as attendance, Yes
discipline referrals, etc.)
25. Accurately conveys the meaning of evaluation results to stakeholders Yes Yes
26. Creates a PowerPoint presentation to share evaluation results Yes
27. Designs a comprehensive evaluation for the whole school counseling Yes
program
28. Identifies program components to be evaluated Yes
29. Elicits the extent to which activities and interventions are accomplishing Yes Yes
their desired immediate learning and behaviour-change objectives

Reflective practice 30. Changes practice based on information gained from research and other Yes
professional support (e.g., conference presentations, professional
development)
31. Can access research and other professional support (e.g., conference Yes Yes
presentations, professional development) that affects-practice

Professional practice None

Situational analysis None

Project management None

Interpersonal None

competence

A strong message in school counseling literature is that evaluation is predominantly a means for holding the
school counseling program accountable (Astramovich, 2017; Astramovich & Coker, 2007; Maras et al., 2013;
Sink, 2009; Trevisan, 2000; Young & Kaffenberger, 2011), Therefore, accountability-focused evaluation in
school counseling literature is considered to be a key framework for the training of school counselors
(Astramovich, 2017). The accountability focus for evaluation answers the question, “Were the objectives of the
school counseling program achieved?” However, there is also a need to answer the questions, what worked in
the school counseling program? What didn’t and why? Why not? Who is benefiting? to be able to improve the
program (Rossman & Rallis, 2000).
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Despite this focus on designing evaluation courses that stress accountability, this model will likely limit the
school counselors’ understanding of evaluation and their ability to use evaluation to its best advantage in their
professional work, due to an inherent need to protect their own careers. Research indicates that learning-
oriented evaluation establishes a dialogue between the stakeholders and increases a sense of agency; whereas,
accountability-focused evaluation can increase alienation of counseling practitioners and create a sense of
exclusion from the process of evaluation (Cooper, 2014). Moreover, within the many functions of program
evaluation, placing accountability in the center of the evaluation of school counseling training might create a
retroactive, as opposed to the proactive, use of evaluation, meaning that it provides information after
programs have been implemented thereby decreasing effectiveness (Stufflebeam, 1975).

On the other hand, school counselors are often expected to self-evaluate their program and that self-
evaluation may not be the most appropriate method for accountability purposes in evaluation. School
counselors may feel criticized since this is a judgment-oriented evaluation (Patton, 1997). From this
perspective, it is not surprising that school counselors are reluctant to conduct program evaluations because
they fear that their work will be found ineffective based on their evaluation results (Lusky & Hayes, 2001;
Astramovich et al, 2005). For these reasons, removing the accountability focus of evaluation and defining
school counselors’ efforts with a competency-based accountability approach should be explored within the
profession. For a different view on evaluation, the 6th competency item conceptualizes the possibilities for end
use of evaluation by making modifications and taking action for program improvement during the operation of
an investigation. Although accountability and use of outcome data are emphasized more, using evaluation-
generated knowledge for the improvement of activities is also a key purpose articulated in the school
counseling literature. Adding further impetus to this claim, Stufflebeam (1983), a leading evaluation scholar
and leader, argued that the most important purpose of program evaluation is not to prove but to improve.
Consequently, school counselors should also be competent in using evaluation to support program
development.

Moving on, competency items 7 to 12 pertain to statistical techniques, measurement, and data-use. There
is no doubt that statistical methods are useful tools for program evaluation; however, simply training school
counselors in statistics does not make them competent in program evaluation. It is striking that most of the
participants in the study by Astramovich et al (2005) stated that they had ample research skills; however, they
needed to learn how to apply those skills to a program evaluation framework. When framing school
counselors’ evaluation competencies, bringing out statistical competencies as the core competencies for
program evaluation might conflate evaluation with statistics. Such conflation already exists in school counseling
literature. Many authors have pointed to the widespread confusion between research and evaluation in the
school counseling field (e.g. Trevisan, 2000). As a parallel to the increased demand for accountability in the
school counseling profession, significant attention is given to outcome indicators. Measuring how students’
skills and abilities changed or benefited because of their participation in the school counseling programs has
become a critical point. Therefore, knowledge and skills in pre-post-test designs and group comparison tests
have become important competencies for school counselors. However, there is no single design or method
universally the strongest and giving privilege to one specific method creates preserved incentives (Patton,
2008). In their work, Stevahn et al. (2005) also omitted the competency items that exclusively focused on one-
type method. They implied that evaluations should be designed to address evaluation questions; specifying
types of studies/methods in the competency list might help to align the options or strengthen the
understanding of evaluators. As highlighted by Patton (2008), there are multiple ways to answer evaluation
guestions when establishing causality. Therefore, the items 7 to 12 need to be eliminated from the list since
those items focus on only one method, to the detriment of others.

Competencies 13-19 indicate the data sources for their measures. In other words, they privilege one data
source over another or specify one data source as a reference. However, as stated by Weiss (1998), “data for
evaluation can come from a gamut of sources and be collected by the whole arsenal of research techniques.
Specifying ability to use one certain data source as a competence, only limits the school counselor’s
understanding of evaluation; therefore, these items should be omitted from the list.

Competency item 20 addresses the use of technology (e.g., EZ Analyze, Excel) to manage, analyze, and use
data (e.g., create graphs, create databases). In general, technology use is considered a required competency in
the school counseling profession. Young & Kaffenberger (2011) suggest that school counselors consider using
data visualization technologies to communicate evaluation findings. They state that when stakeholders, such as
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school administrators, see evaluation results in a more visual way, they tend to show much more interest
about what evaluation means to school improvement. Within the evaluation field, there are different opinions
on technology skills as an evaluator competency. For example, King et al (2001), did not put computer
application skills in their evaluation competency lists because their research participants identified it as “nice to
know” rather than “need to know”, since it can be delegated elsewhere. Conversely, Davidson (2015), strongly
recommends evaluators have highly developed data visualization competencies in order to communicate
evaluation results clearly and succinctly. Either way, it is clear that having computer-based knowledge and skills
will help school counselors effectively communicate evaluation results since research indicates that it facilitates
the use of evaluation results.

One recommendation that becomes clear through careful analysis of the list is to revisit the design of
competency items 21 to 24. Those items highlight the “data use” competency. Data use is a hot term in school
counseling literature. However, from the point of evaluation field, compilation of factual data by itself is not
sufficient to inform guidance programs nor to plan interventions. Data needs to be structured or organized to
describe and make judgments about a situation. Data turns into information when judgments are made from it.
Information becomes knowledge when it is used, either to inform guidance programs or to plan interventions
(Rossman & Rallis, 2000). From this point of view, these items can be distilled into a more complete
competency descriptor, such as: “makes sense out of data in order to offer a general explanation of the
situation under study.”

Competency items 25 and 26 in the list address the communication of evaluation results. Item 25, defined
as “accurately conveying the meaning of evaluation results to stakeholders in a timely manner” is a
competency agreed upon by nearly all evaluation fields. However, item 26 is open to assessment. It outlines
the skills of utilizing PowerPoint in order to share results. Although creating a PowerPoint presentation to share
evaluation results is a viable method for dissemination of results, there are many other ways to express the
same information, including daily informal meetings with stakeholders.

School counselors’ program competencies under the other program competency domains:

As is revealed in Table 2, nearly all competency items (29 out of 31) in the list fall under the systematic
inquiry domain which is considered as the technical aspect of the evaluation. School counseling field slightly
touch the reflective practice domain and completely neglect the other competency domains which is
considered as the people aspect of the evaluation, namely, professional practice, situational analysis, and
interpersonal competence. The following will be focusing on the necessity of identifying competencies for
those domains.

One of the competency domains identified by Stevahn, et al (2005), is professional practice. This term
relates to practicing in accordance with professional evaluation standards and ethical behavior. Ethical issues in
program evaluation have not been explored in school counseling literature. Nevertheless, school counselors
might face ethical issues related to their evaluation practice. They should be especially mindful of the potential
ethical issues associated with implementing in-house program evaluation, such as pressure to misrepresent
findings if the results are not favorable for a particular stakeholder group (Morris & Clark, 2013) and should
therefore be able to apply ethical decision making to handle ethical dilemmas. Trevisan (2000) pointed out that
school counselors’ awareness of conflict of interest issues and impartial reporting are especially vital in order to
understand the ethical dilemmas inherent in the in-house evaluation process and those ethical issues should be
analyzed through case studies during their evaluation training.

School counseling programs usually require a course on ethics in counseling. Evaluation ethics is not,
however, a typical component of these courses. School counselors in training generally have a well-developed
ethical sense and knowledge about different ethical decision-making frameworks as applied to their counseling
work with their clients. With the guidance of the course instructor, counselors-in-training can easily transfer
and apply their ethical knowledge to the evaluation context.

“Situational analysis” within the context of the competency domains identified by Stevahn, et al (2005)
refers to the contextual factors surrounding an evaluation in an organization and includes competencies such
as: analyzing the political considerations and conflicts relevant to the evaluation; identifying the unique
interests of relevant stakeholders; attending to issues of evaluation use and organizational change; and,
remaining open to input from others. The evaluation field overwhelmingly emphasizes the importance of the
context in which aspects are to be evaluated. As Patton (1997) indicates the context determines some critical
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parts of an evaluation, such as who decides what is reasonable evidence, criteria, and data or what happens
when there is a conflict over the value or merits of the program; how to recognize and how to deal with hidden
agendas or attempts to sabotage the evaluation by stakeholders. Not recognizing the agendas of stakeholders
such as their interests, needs, concerns, powers, priorities, and perspectives might lead the failure of
evaluation (Bryson, Patton & Brown, 2011).

Dealing with these sorts of contextual issues requires the development of non-methodological evaluation
skills (Leviton, 2001; Bryson, Patton & Brown, 2011) for school counselors, particularly considering that schools
are political organizations and that school counselors will be conducting evaluations within the organizations
where they work, with their colleagues, parents, students, supervisors and school managers as stakeholders.
Therefore, being competent in overseeing and handling the politics of evaluation and using political savvy to
navigate power structures, understand the stakeholders needs and perceptions is essential for school
counselors. Regardless of this intense need for contextual navigation of politics, the school counselor
competency list drawn from the most recent literature did not specify any competency related to this domain.

“The project management” domain proposed by Stevahn, et al (2005), is comprised of competencies such
as the preparation of an evaluation budget; identification of needed resources for evaluation and coordination
of those resources. There are no competencies related to project management identified in the school
counseling literature (see Table 2). When evaluated from a project management domain perspective this,
however, makes sense. School counselors are expected to evaluate school counseling programs with no
budget, or a very limited budget. Typically, they don’t need to manage big budgets in their evaluation practice.
Similarly, they don’t need to coordinate different kinds of resources, such as external professional evaluators.
Whether project management competencies are a core aspect of school counselor evaluation practice is open
to further investigation.

“Reflective practice”, as defined by Stevahn, et al (2005), might include competencies such as critically
assessing the self in terms of the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to conduct a sound evaluation, and
pursuing professional development to enhance evaluation practice. The school counselor evaluation
competency list will reflect this domain (see competency items 30-31 in Table 2). Being a self-reflective lifelong
learner and always remaining up-to-date are also supported by the professional standards of counselors (e.g.
CACREP). To support reflective practice competencies, course instructors might guide trained school counselors
to an array of professional development opportunities.

The final competency domain identified by Stevahn et al., (2005) is” interpersonal competence”. Although
the importance of interpersonal skills in conducting program evaluation has not been discussed in the school
counseling literature, an effective program evaluation without interpersonal skills cannot be imagined (Stevahn
et al., 2005). Interpersonal skills listed frequently in industry job postings often note the need for these skills
more than any other competency (Dewey, Montrosse, Schroter, Sullins & Mattox, 2008). Many evaluation
experts have discussed the importance of interpersonal competencies (e.g., Kirkhart, 1981; Leviton, 2001;
Mertens, 1994; Patton, 1997). Pre-service school counselors receive training to foster effective interpersonal
and cross-cultural communication skills, and to build soft skills such as active listening, negotiating, and conflict
resolution, all of which are necessary to become an effective counselor and to develop group-process skills in
helping relationships. In their professional coursework as well, school counselors receive formal training for all
of the skills identified under the interpersonal competence domain. These assets provide school counselors
candidate with a strong foundation for program evaluation. Many of their skills in interpersonal competence
can transfer to program evaluation. To facilitate this transfer, professional coursework should explicitly attend
to the application of “counseling skills” with regards to the program evaluation context.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications

Increasing attention on program evaluation has been well-documented in school counseling literature over
the last 20 years. This situation brings the question of ‘what should be the essential competencies for school
counselors-in-training in program evaluation?’ This question became the starting point of present work. Since
the aim of the article provides a review and synthesis of the existing literature on the program evaluation
competencies of prospective school counselors, the school counseling publications study was carried out for
the years between 2000 and 2017 to identify publications on school counselor competencies in program
evaluation. These articles are summarized and analyzed based on Stevahn et al. (2005) competency taxonomy
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to better understand the current situation. As a result of this literature review, it was identified that there is no
set of evaluation competencies specifically designed for the school counselor in training. In addition, it is seen
that the available articles that address school counselor program evaluation competencies are only a few in
number and these competencies are mostly based on researchers’ anecdotal evidence. Besides, nearly all
competency items (29 out of 31) in the list fall under the systematic inquiry domain which is considered as the
technical aspect of the evaluation. A review of the scant, existing literature regarding evaluation for school
counseling indicates that current trend focuses almost exclusively on technical program evaluation
competencies, while neglecting some important program evaluation skills such as managing interpersonal
relationships having the political savvy to navigate power structures in schools, ethical considerations
understanding the interests of others, project management or identifying and resolving ethical issues related to
the evaluation.

The present paper is not an empirical study but rather a summary of findings of past published research.
That is the limitation of this study. Empirical research is needed in this area, to find out empirically-based
program evaluation competencies of school counselors. However, this article can spark collaboration between
the evaluation and the school counseling field in order to develop a more comprehensive taxonomy of
empirically-based program evaluation competencies for school counselors in training. Discussions about
competencies would involve practitioners of more than one specialty, including evaluators and school
counselors, and these discussions would open new horizons for the restructuring of counselor competencies.
Ultimately, by engaging in this essential paradigm shift, the broader evaluation profession will expand its scope
of influence and become more meaningful. Therefore, both as a profession and as a trans-discipline the field of
evaluation might lead evaluation practices in other fields such as school counseling.

To sum up, the school counseling profession needs a coherent and widely accepted set of program
evaluation knowledge and skills that are unique to the school counseling work context. This article has
suggested one analysis of the program evaluation competencies that school counselors need to develop during
their pre-service education and suggested collaboration opportunities between a school counselor and
evaluator professions. For example, they might create the content of program evaluation courses together.
There could also be collaboration opportunities in developing field-specific materials for program evaluation
training (books, case studies, etc.). However, on top of everything, research on school counselor program
evaluation competencies is scarce, and the existing studies are not based on empirical studies. Such
multidisciplinary research studies are needed and can be conducted together with both school counselor
researchers and evaluation researchers.
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TURKCE SURUM

Girig

Program degerlendirmenin, kapsamli gelisimsel okul psikolojik danismanliginin vazgegilmez bir pargasi
oldugu goériisii yaygin kabul gérmektedir (Sink & Lemich, 2018). Ornegin, Psikolojik Danisma ve ilgili Egitim
Kurumlarinin Akreditasyonu Kurulu (Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs—
CACREP) standartlarina gore, okul psikolojik danismanhgl egitimi alan 6grenciler, program hazirlama ve
degerlendirme yeterliligine sahip olmalidirlar (CACREP, 2016). Benzer sekilde, Amerikan Okul Psikolojik
Danismanlari Dernegi’'ne (American School Counselor Association-ASCA) gore, psikolojik danismanlarin,
uyguladiklari programlari degerlendirmeleri, onlarin temel sorumluluklarindan biridir. Bdylece hesap
verilebilirlik Gzerine kurulu, giicll bir psikolojik danisma programi yiirtitmeleri mimkiin olur (ASCA, 2012). Okul
psikolojik danismanhginda program degerlendirmenin dnemi konusundaki benzer bir ¢agri, pek ¢ok arastirmaci
tarafindan da dile getirilmistir (Astramovich, 2017; Astramovich & Coker, 2007; Dimmitt, Carey & Hatch, 2007;
Maras, Coleman, Gysbers, Herman & Stanley, 2013; Sink, 2009 & Trevisan, 2000, 2002).

Program degerlendirmeye bu denli 6nem atfedilmesine ragmen, bir okul psikolojik danismaninin program
degerlendirme yeterliliklerinin ne olmasi gerektigi konusundaki c¢alismalar olduk¢a azdir. Program
degerlendirmenin, psikolojik danisma okuyan 6grencilere nasil 6gretilebilecegine dair galismalar ise alanyazinda
mevcut degildir. Yani sira, okul psikolojik danismani yetistiren akademisyenler, program degerlendirme
konusunda yeterli deneyime sahip olmayabilirler (Trevisan, 2000). O nedenle, okul psikolojik danismani
egitiminde, program degerlendirme uzmanlarindan destek almak gerekmektedir. Boylesi bir durumda ise,
program degerlendirme dersi veren uzmanlarin, psikolojik danisma okuyan 6grencilere hangi kavram ve
modelleri 6gretecegi, hangi yeterlilikleri kazandiracagi ve bunlari ne tiir yollarla yapabilecegine dair bilgiye
ihtiyaclari vardir. Patton (2010), profesyonel meslek sahiplerinin, 6rnegin ekonomistlerin, 6gretmenlerin, sosyal
hizmet uzmanlarinin ya da saglik calisanlarinin, islerinin bir pargasi olarak aslinda program degerlendirme
yaptiklarini belirtmis ancak ¢ogu durumda bu kisilerin yeterli program degerlendirme yetkinliklerine sahip
olmadiginin altini gizmistir: “Pek ¢ogu yiksek nitelikli bir degerlendirme igin standartlar oldugunu bilmiyorlar.
Degerlendirme modelleri ve metotlari hakkinda alanda var olan segeneklerin farkinda degiller.” (p. 46).
Degerlendirmenin, diger alanlarda bdéylesi yanhs kullanimi, meslegin ITIBAR ve taninirliginin éniinde engel
olusturmaktadir. Degerlendirme, hem profesyonel bir meslek hem de disiplinler arasi bir alan olarak (Patton,
2010), diger mesleklerdeki (6rnegin okul psikolojik danismanligl) program degerlendirme uygulamalarina
oncilik etmelidir.

Disiplinler arasi bir alan olarak program degerlendirme, her baglamda ayni sekilde yapilmaz. Kimi
yaklasimlar, metotlar ve modeller kimi durumlarda/mesleklerde digerine gére daha yararli ve uygulanabilir olur
(Boslaugh, 2007). Bu nedenle, King ve Stevahn (2015) alan-ozellikli bilgi, beceri ve 6zelliklerin program
degerlendirmede olduk¢a 6nemli oldugunun altini gizmislerdir. Benzer sekilde, Perrin (2005) de, genel bir
program degerlendirme vyeterlilikleri seti olusturmanin kullanisli olmayacagini belirtmis ve her alanin kendine
6zgl durumlarini gozeterek, kendi program degerlendirme yeterliliklerini olusturmasi gerektigini belirtmistir.
Dolayisiyla, bir okul psikolojik danismanin sahip olmasi gereken program degerlendirme yeterliliklerinin ne
olmasi gerektigi, meslegin gereklilikleri ve dogasina has 6zellikleri baglaminda disiinilmeli ve olusturulmalidir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin program degerlendirme yeterlilikleri hakkinda yapilan
alanyazindaki tiim makaleleri derlemek; alanyazinda bahsedilen bu vyeterlilikleri elestirel bir bakis agisiyla
incelemek; avantajlarini, belirsizliklerini ve eksiklerini tartismaktir. Boylece, okul psikolojik danismani egitimi
slirecinde, 0©grencilere kazandirilacak program degerlendirme vyeterliliklerinin  belirlenmesine zemin
olusturabilecek bir calisma ortaya koymak hedeflenmistir. Bu yeterlilikler ile ilgili genel bir anlayisin olmasi, okul
psikolojik danismani yetistiren programlarin, uygulamadaki ihtiyaca donik egitim vermelerini saglayacaktir
(Galport & Azzam, 2016; King & Stevahn, 2015). Aksi bir durum, 6grencilerin program gelistirmeyle ilgili dnemli
bilgi ve becerileri 6grenmeden mezun olmasiyla sonuglanabilir (Stevahn, King, Ghere & Minnema, 2005).
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Yoéntem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu betimsel makalede, okul psikolojik danismanligi egitimi alan 6grencilere ne tur program
degerlendirme yeterlilikleri 6gretilmesi gerektigi konusunu ele alan galismalarin bir derlemesi yapilmistir. Bu
amagla, 2000-2017 yillari arasinda, hakemli dergilerde yayinlanan makaleler taranmistir. Elektronik veri
tabanlarn taranirken, “okul psikolojik danismanhgl”, “program degerlendirme” “okul psikolojik danismani
yeterlilikleri” “okul psikolojik danismani egitimi” ve ayrica “degerlendirme” ve “rehberlik” gibi alternatif
kelimeler kullanilmistir. Burada hedef, Ogrencilere kazandirilacak program degerlendirme yeterliliklerinin
belirlenmesine zemin olusturabilecek giris nitelig§inde calisma ortaya koymak oldugu igin, ulasilan farkl
makalelerde bahsi gegen tiim yeterlilikler, tek bir tabloda bir araya getirilmistir. Boylece onlara buitlinsel bir
sekilde bakmak kolaylasmistir. Bu tabloda yer alan yeterlilikler ise Stevahn ve arkadaslarinin (2005) gelistirdigi
yeterlilik taksonomisi (bkz. Tablo 1) temel alinarak organize edilmistir. Her bir yeterlilik maddesi elestirel bir
sekilde tartisilmistir.

Alanyazin Analizinde Kullanilan Teorik Cergeve

Yeterlilik kelimesi, cogunlukla, kiymet verilen bir eylemi gergeklestirebilmek igin gerekli olan bilgi, beceri ve
tutumlarla iliskilendirilir. Yeterlilik, ayni zamanda, somut ve iki boyutlu bir kavramdir. ilgili bilgi, beceri ve
tutumlara sahip olmak, yeterlilik kosullarini saglamak igin tek basina yetmez. Bunlarin uygulamada da hayata
gegirilmeleri gerekir (Wilcox & King, 2013). Wilcox & King, (2013), bilgi, beceri, tutum ve yeterlilikler arasindaki
iliskiyi soyle aciklar:

Bir degerlendirme c¢alismasinda, ‘degerlendirme bitcesinden anlamak’ bilgidir, buna karsin ‘degerlendirme
bitcesi hazirlamak’ ise bir yeterliliktir... Ayni sekilde, ‘isini en iyi sekilde yapmak’ bir tutumdur, buna karsin
‘verilen tim sozleri zamaninda yerine getirmek’ bir yeterliliktir (sy. 5).

Yeterli derecede iyi bir program degerlendirme yapabilmeleri igin, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin hangi
yeterliliklere sahip olmasi gerektigine dair alanda lGzerinde uzlasiimis bir yeterlilikler seti yoktur. Bu g¢alismada,
bu konuda yazilmis olan birkag makale bir araya getirilip yeterliliklere dair alanyazinda neler soylendigi
incelenmistir. Bu inceleme yapilirken ise, teorik cergeve olarak, King, Stevahn, Ghere & Minnema’nin (2001)
gelistirdigi program degerlendirme yeterlilikleri taksonomisi kullaniimistir. Bu taksonomi, ampirik temelli
olusturuldugu ve program degerlendirme alaninda en ¢ok referans gosterilen ¢alisma oldugu i¢in secilmistir ve
2005 yilinda yazarlar tarafindan tekrar gincellenmistir. Bu taksonomiye gore, 1) profesyonel uygulamalar, 2)
sistematik inceleme, 3) durumsal analiz, 4) proje yonetimi, 5) elestirel gelisim ve 6) kisiler arasi iliskiler (Stevahn
et al, 2005) boyutlari program gelistirme yeterliliklerinin temelini olusturmaktadir. Bu boyutlarla ilgili detayh
bilgiler Tablo 1’de yer almaktadir.

Bulgular
Okul Psikolojik Danismanhgi Alanyazininda Sozii Edilen Yeterlilikler

Yapilan alanyazin taramasi sonucunda, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin program degerlendirme
yeterliliklerinin ne olmasi gerektigini konu olan g farkl galisma tespit edilmistir. Bunlardan ilk ikisi, Maras ve
ark., (2013) ve Astramovich (2017) tarafindan yazilan makalelerdir. Bu makalelerde program degerlendirme
konusu okul psikolojik danismanligi ekseninde ele alinmistir. Ugilincii ¢alisma ise, Dimmitt ve ark. (2007),
tarafindan yazilan bir kitap boliimiidir. Bunlar disinda, konuyu ele alan baska bir makaleye ulasilmamistir. Bir
okul psikolojik danismaninin sahip olmasi gereken program degerlendirme vyeterliliklerine iliskin, bu
calismalarda bahsi gegen her bir madde tespit edilmis ve bir tablo icinde listelenmistir. Sonrasinda ise, bu listeyi
olusturan maddeler Stevahn ve arkadaslarinin, (2005) yukarida detaylari verilen taksonomisine gore
gruplandirnilmistir (Bkz. Tablo 2). Devam eden boéliimde, bu taksonominin boyutlari temel alinarak alanyazin
incelenmistir.
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Tablo 1

Profesyonel Dederlendirme Uzmanlari igin Genel Yeterlilik Alanlari (Stevahn et al., 2005)

Profesyonel uygulamalar Profesyonel degerlendirme standartlarina ve etik degerlere uygun davranmak ile
ilgili yeterlilik alanidir.

Sistematik inceleme Degerlendirmenin daha ok teknik boyutu ile ilgili alandir: data toplama, analiz
etme, yorumlama; degerlendirme tasarimi, sorulari ve program teorisini gelistirme
ve sonuglari raporlama.

Durumsal analiz Bir organizasyonda, degerlendirmeyle ilgili baglamsal faktorlere isaret eder: kurum
icindeki politik hesaplari ve degerlendirmeye iliskin ¢catismalari analiz edebilme; ilgili
paydaglarin degerlendirmeye iliskin 6zel ilgisini anlayabilme; degerlendirmenin
organizasyonel degisim icin kullanimi ve digerlerinin katkisina agik olma gibi
yeterlilikleri kapsar.

Proje yonetimi Degerlendirme bitgesini hazirlama; degerlendirme icin gereken kaynaklari tespit
etme; degerlendirme sonuglarini sunma ve degerlendirme siirecine katilan herkesi
egitme/slipervize etme ile ilgili yeterlilik alanidir.

Elestirel gelisim Guvenilir bir program degerlendirme yapabilmek icin kendi bilgi, beceri ve
yeteneklerini elestirel bir sekilde gbzden gegirebilme ve degerlendirme pratigini
iyilestirmek icin profesyonel gelisim olanaklarini takip etme ile ilgili yeterlilikleri
kapsar

Kisiler arasi iliskiler Yapici kisiler arasi iliskileri kolaylastirma, mizakere etme, catisma ¢dzme ve iletisim;
kiltarler arasi farkindaliga sahip olma gibi, program degerlendirme sirecinde
gereken iliski becerilerini kapsar.

Okul Psikolojik Danismasi Alanyazinindaki Yeterliliklerin Yakindan incelenmesi

Okul psikolojik danismasi alanyazininda yer alan ve toplam 31 maddeden olusan program degerlendirme
yeterlilikleri Tablo 2’de siralandiriimis ve teorik gercevenin boyutlarina goére gruplandirilmistir. Devam eden
bolimde, her bir boyut tek tek ele alinmistir. Ancak, bu yeterlilikler listesine, Stevahn ve arkadaslarinin (2005)
teorik cercevesinden bakildiginda, 31 maddeden 29’unun, “sistematik inceleme” boyutuna girdigi tespit
edilmistir. O nedenle, devam eden boliimde, bu boyut, digerlerine gére daha uzunca incelenmistir.

Sistematik inceleme boyutu: Stevahn ve arkadaslarinin (2005) program degerlendirme vyeterlilikleri
taksonomisinin ilk boyutu “sistematik inceleme”dir. Sistematik inceleme boyutunda kastedilen, program
degerlendirmenin daha c¢ok teknik olan yanidir. Ornegin, veriyi toplama, analiz etme, yorumlama;
degerlendirme dizayni, sorulari ve program teorisini olusturma ve raporlama sistematik inceleme bashginin
altinda yer alir.

Tablo 2’ye bakildiginda, listedeki ilk i¢ madde program planlama ile iliskilidir. Daha spesifik olarak, psikolojik
danisma program ciktilarinin, okulun genel misyonu ile uyumlu olarak hazirlanabilmesi yeterliligine isaret eder.
Bu yeterliligin, psikolojik danismanlara egitimleri sirasinda kazandirilmasi olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Clinki psikolojik
danisma program ciktilari, okulun temel misyonuna katkida bulundugu sirece, psikolojik danisma hizmetleri,
egitim sistemi icinde vazgecilmez bir yere sahip olur. Aksi takdirde, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin rol ve
gorevleriyle ilgili yillardir stiregelen tartismalari sonlandirmak da miimkin olmayacaktir.

Kapsamli okul psikolojik danisma yaklasimina goére, psikolojik danismanlardan, okul ile bitlinlesmeleri ve
o6grencilerin akademik, kariyer ve sosyo-duygusal gelisimlerine ne derece katkida bulunduklarini net bir sekilde
gostermeleri beklenmektedir. O nedenle, bir okul psikolojik danismaninin, kendi programini okulun stratejik
planina katki sunacak sekilde hazirlayabilmesi; uygulayacagl programlar icin uzun vadeli amaglar ve agik,
spesifik, Olcllebilir hedefler yazabilmesi yetilerine sahip olmasi gerekir. Bir programin, 6grencilere ne tir
davranig, tutum, bilgi ve beceri kazandiracagl, program uygulanmadan oOnce agikga tanimlanmaldir.
Degerlendirme perspektifinden bakildiginda da, program ciktilari 6nceden belirlendigi zaman, bu
degerlendirmeciye rehberlik eder ve program degisim teorisinin (theory of change) temelini olusturur (Weiss,
1998). Ozetle, Tablo 2’de belirtilen ilk tic yetkinlik okul psikolojik danismani adaylarina kazandiriimalidir.
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Tablo 2
Okul Psikolojik Danismanligi Alanyazininda Bahsi Gegen Yeterlilikler

Yeterlilik alanlan Yeterlilik maddeleri Astramovic Dimmitt, Maras vd.
Program degerlendirme alaninda uzman olan bir okul psikolojik h (2017) Hatch & Carey  (2013)
danigsmant. . . (2007)

Sistematik inceleme  1.Uyguladigi rehberlik programlari ve aktivitelerinin, Evet
bélgenin/ilkenin kapsamli okul gelisim planinin (KGOP) hedeflerini
nasil destekledigini agiklar
2. Okul psikolojik danigma aktivitelerinin ve midahalelerin, Evet
6grencilerin 6grenme ve davranis degisiklikleri izerindeki uzun
donemli etkilerini agiklar
3. Rehberlik programinin 6lgiilebilir ve nesnel hedeflerini ifade eder Evet
4. Kendi uyguladigi kapsaml psikolojik danisma programinin kalitesi Evet Evet
ve hesap verir olmasi igin gereken 6n kosul yeterliliklere sahip olur
5. Sonug verilerini okul psikolojik danigsma programlarini iyilestirmek Evet
icin kullanir
6. Stiregelen degerlendirme sonuglarini temel alarak, rehberlik Evet
programlarini iyilestirir
7. Rehberlik program aktivitelerini degerlendirmek igin t testi Evet
kullanir
8. Rehberlik program aktivitelerini degerlendirmek igin korelasyon Evet
kullanir
9. Rehberlik program aktivitelerini degerlendirmek igin betimsel Evet
istatistik (ortalama, standart sapma, yuzdelikler) kullanir
10. Program ciktilarini analiz etmeyi bilir Evet
11. Nicel ve nitel veriyi analiz eder Evet
12. ihtiyag analizi yapmayi bilir Evet
13. Ogrencilerin ihtiyaglarini ve giiclii yanlarini tespit etmek icin okul Evet
verisi kullanir (devamsizlik, disiplin cezalari vb.)
14. Anketler gelistirir ve sonuglarini rehberlik servisini gelistirmek Evet
icin kullanir
15. Psikometrik olarak gliglii olan degerlendirme 6lgme araglarini Evet
seger ve gelistirir
16. Okul psikolojik danigmasinin bltiinin, aktivitelerini ve Evet
midahalelerini degerlendirmede nicel veri kullanir
17.0kul psikolojik danismasinin buttnind, aktivitelerini ve Evet
midahalelerini degerlendirmede nitel veri kullanir
18. Program degerlendirme igin nasil veri toplanacagini bilir Evet
19. Paydaslarin programin etkinligi hakkindaki bakis agilarini saptar Evet Evet
20. Veri yonetmek ve analiz etmek igin (6rn., grafikler ve veri tabani Evet Evet
olusturmak) teknoloji kullanir (6rn. EZ Analiz, Excel)
21. Rehberlik faaliyetlerini ve mudahalelerini degerlendirmek igin Evet
veri kullanir
22. Rehberlik program ve faaliyetlerini okul verisi (devamsizlik, Evet
disiplin cezalari vb.) kullanarak agiklar
23. Mudahale planlarini hazirlamak igin veri kullanir Evet
24. Okul bilgi sistemindeki veriye ulasir (devamsizlik, disiplin cezalari Evet
vb.)
25. Degerlendirme sonuglarini paydaslara dogru bir sekilde iletir Evet Evet
26. Degerlendirme sonuglarini PowerPoint sunumlariyla paylasir Evet
27. Tum okul psikolojik danisma programini degerlendirmek igin Evet
kapsamli bir plan tasarlar
28. Degerlendirilecek program bilesenlerini tespit eder Evet
29. Aktivitelerin ve faaliyetlerin, 6grenme ve davranis degisikligi Evet Evet
konusundaki kisa vadedeki hedeflerin basarilmasina ne dlgliide
katkida bulundugunu agiklar

Elestirel gelisim 30. Guincel arastirmalari ve profesyonel kaynaklari (6rn., konferans Evet
sunumlari, mesleki gelisim olanaklari) temel alarak, uygulamalarini
dizenler
31. Mesleki uygulamalariniilgilendiren glincel aragtirmalari ve Evet Evet
profesyonel kaynaklari (6rn., konferans sunumlari, mesleki gelisim
olanaklari) takip eder

Profesyonel Yok
uygulamalar

Durumsal analiz Yok
Proje yonetimi Yok
Kisiler arasi iligkiler Yok
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Tablo 2’de yer alan, 4, 5 ve 6 numarali maddeler ise degerlendirmenin kullanimina yonelik maddelerdir. 4 ve
5. maddeler degerlendirmenin hesap verilebilirlik amaciyla kullanimina isaret ederken; 6. madde ise,
degerlendirmenin surekli gelisim amaciyla kullanimina isaret eder. Okul psikolojik danisma alanyazininda,
program degerlendirmenin hesap verme amaciyla kullanimi daha fazla 6n plana gikarilmistir (Astramovich,
2017; Astramovich & Coker, 2007; Maras et al., 2013; Sink, 2009; Trevisan, 2000; Young & Kaffenberger, 2011).
O nedenle, hesap verme amach program degerlendirme (accountability-focused evaluation) yaklasiminin, okul
psikolojik danismani egitiminin temeli olmasi gerektigi vurgusu yapilmaktadir (Astramovich, 2017). Ancak, bu
elestiriye agik bir 6neridir ¢iinkii hesap verme amagli program degerlendirme sadece “Okul psikolojik danisma
programi hedeflerine ulagti mi?” sorusunu yanitlar. Buna karsin, “Okul psikolojik danigma programi icinde neler
iyi calisti? Neden? Neler iyi calismadi? Neden? Programdan kimler yararlandi?” gibi iyilestirmeye, gelistirmeye
donik sorularin yanitlarini vermez (Rossman & Rallis, 2000).

Program degerlendirmenin, hesap verme araci olarak 6gretilmesi ve Ogrencilerin hesap verme amagli
program degerlendirme teorileri Gzerinden egitim almalari daha farkli acilardan da elestirilebilir. Ornegin,
Cooper (2014), program degerlendirme sadece hesap verme amaciyla kullanildiginda, psikolojik danismanlarin
degerlendirme sirecinden kendilerini dislayacaklarini ve bu siirece yabancilasacaklarini ileri stirmastir. Ayrica,
hesap verme amagl degerlendirme, sadece sonug¢ odakli oldugundan, bir baska ifadeyle, program uygulamasi
sonlandiktan sonra gergeklestirildigi igin, program uygulayicilara sireg iginde yol gdéstermez. Bu da okul
psikolojik danigsmanlarinin, programin gelistiriimesine déniik faaliyetlerde, proaktif bir rol oynama imkanini
kisitlar (Stufflebeam, 1975).

Diger yandan, okullarda okul psikolojik danismanlarinin, kendi programlarini kendilerinin degerlendirmeleri
beklenmektedir. Psikolojik danismanlardan, kendi programlarinin basarili mi yoksa basarisiz mi olduguna
donik, hesap verme amach bir program degerlendirme yapmalari temel beklenti olursa; psikolojik danismanlar,
sonuca dair olumsuzluklari, elestiriye maruz kalma endisesiyle paylasmak istemeyebilirler (Patton, 1997). Bu
acidan bakildiginda, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin, sonug olumsuz ¢ikabilir kaygisiyla program degerlendirme
yapmaya istekli olmamalari sasirtici degildir (Lusky & Hayes, 2001; Astramovich et al, 2005). Tim bu sebeplerle,
okul psikolojik danismanlarinin, hesap verme amach ve sonug¢ odakli degerlendirme yaklasimlarindan ¢ok;
programi siireg icinde iyilestirmeye, donistirmeye ve gelistirmeye donik, stire¢ odakh program degerlendirme
anlayislan {izerinden egitim almalari ve bu ydnde yeterlilikler gelistirmeleri daha uygun olacaktir. Ornegin, 6.
maddede belirtilen yeterlilik ifadesinin (Bkz. Tablo 2), programi gelistirme temelli degerlendirme anlayisina gore
yazilmis oldugu soylenebilir. Ozetle, program degerlendirme alaninin en yetkin ve lider isimlerinden olan
Stufflebeam’in (1983) de ifade ettigi gibi, program degerlendirmenin amaci programin basarisini kanitlamak
degildir, programi iyilestirmektir. Okul psikolojik danismanlari da bu paradigma gercevesinde yetistirilmelidir.

Tablo 2’de yer alan, 7-12 numarali yeterlilik maddelerin ise istatistiksel teknikler, 6lgme ve veri kullanimina
iliskin oldugu gériilmektedir. istatistiksel metotlar, program degerlendirmede tartismasiz dnemli araglardir
ancak okul psikolojik danismanlarina sadece istatistik alaninda yetkinlik kazandirmak onlari iyi bir program
degerlendirmeci yapmaz. Astramovich ve arkadaslarinin (2005) yaptigi arastirma bu argimani destekler
niteliktedir. Arastirmaya katilan psikolojik danismanlar, yeterli diizeyde istatistik bilgilerinin oldugunu ifade
etmelerine ragmen, bunu program degerlendirme baglaminda nasil kullanabileceklerini bilmediklerini ifade
etmigslerdir. Ne yazik ki, okul psikolojik danisma alanyazininda, program degerlendirme ile istatistigi bir tutma ve
sadece istatistik bilgisini program degerlendirme yapabilmek icin yeterli ana beceri olarak gérme yanilgisi s6z
konusudur (Trevisan, 2000). Hesap verilebilirlik anlayisinin son yillarda okul psikolojik danisma alaninda da
konusulur hale gelmesi ve okul psikolojik danismanlarindan 6grenciler Uzerinde olusturduklari degisimleri
kanitlamalarina doénik gicli beklenti nedeniyle, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin 6n-test/son-test tasarimlarini
ve gruplar arasi karsilastirmaya doénik istatistiksel teknikleri 6grenmeleri gerektigi alanyazinda sik sik
vurgulanmaktadir. Ozetle, program degerlendirme acgisindan bakildiginda, 7-12 numarali yeterlilik maddeleri
gozden gegirilmelidir ¢linki program degerlendirme sorulari sadece 6n-test/son-test analizleri, gruplar arasi
karsilasma teknikleri ile degil, cok sayidaki farkli tekniklerle de cevaplandirilabilir (Patton, 2008). Birkag
istatistiki metodu 6n plana c¢ikarip, bunlari program degerlendirme agisindan temel ve ayricalikh yeterliliklermis
gibi sunmak, program degerlendirmeye indirgemeci bir yaklasimla bakmaktir. Onun yerine, okul psikolojik
danismanlari, egitimleri sirasinda, degerlendirme sorularini en uygun sekilde cevaplayan yontemi segebilme
yetisine sahip olacak sekilde egitim almalidirlar.

Tablo 2'de yer alan, 13-19 numarah yeterlilik maddeleri ise, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin, program
degerlendirme amaciyla kullanacaklari veri kaynaklari hakkindadir. Program degerlendirme cergevesinden
bakildiginda bir veri kaynaginin digerine gore Ustliin ya da ayricalikh bir 6zelligi olmadigi gibi veri ¢ok farkh
kaynaklardan da edinilebilir. Onemli olan degerlendirme sorularini en iyi sekilde cevaplayan data kaynagina
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ulasmaktir (Weiss, 1998). Dolayisiyla, okul psikolojik danismanlarini da egitirken, bu anlayisi onlara 6gretmek,
kullanabilecekleri veri kaynaklari konusunda onlarin hayal glglerini sinirlamamak gerekmektedir. 13-19
numaralh yeterlilik maddeleri bu baglamda yeniden gézden gegirilmelidir.

Tablo 2’de yer alan 20 numarali yeterlilik maddesi, program degerlendirmede, veriyi yonetmek ve analiz
etmek amaciyla teknoloji kullanimina (6rn., EZ Analyze, Excel) isaret etmektedir. Pek ¢ok alanda oldugu gibi,
teknoloji kullanimi konusunda 6grencilerin yetkin bir sekilde yetismesi gerekliligi, okul psikolojik danisma
alaninda da vurgulanmaktadir. Young & Kaffenberger (2011), psikolojik danismanlarin, degerlendirme
sonuglarini  paylasmak icin, veri gorsellestirme teknolojisinden yararlanmalarini  6nermislerdir. Okul
paydaslarina 6rnegin okul mudurlerine, degerlendirme sonuglarini gérsel bir sekilde sunuldugunda, bulgulara
daha fazla ilgi gosterdiklerini ve bulgulari okul gelistirme c¢abalarinda kullandiklarini ifade etmislerdir.
Degerlendirme alaninda ise, teknoloji kullanma yeterliligi ile ilgili olarak iki farkli gériis vardir. Ornegin, King ve
ark. (2001), kendi olusturduklari yeterlilikler listesine teknoloji kullanim becerisini koymamiglardir. Clink
onlarin yaptiklari arastirmada, katilimcilar, teknoloji kullanim becerisini “bilinmesi mutlaka gerekir” olarak degil,
“bilinmesi hos olur” olarak degerlendirmislerdir. Buna karsin, Davidson (2015), degerlendirme sonuglarinin ilgili
paydaslara acik ve carpici sekilde sunulabilmesi icin, data gorsellestirme yeterliligine sahip olunmasi
gerektiginin altini gizmistir. Degerlendirme alaninda nihai amag, bulgularin iyilestirme igin kullaniimasidir.
Bulgular, teknoloji yardimiyla, gorsel bir sekilde sunuldugunda sonuglarin kullanilma olasihigi arttigi icin, okul
psikolojik danismanlarinin boyle bir yeterligine sahip olmalari onlara avantaj saglayacaktir.

Tablo 2’de yer alan 21-24 numaral yeterlilikler veri kullanimina iliskin maddelerdir. Veriye dayali okul
psikolojik danismasi son vyillarin popiiler kavramlarindan biridir. Degerlendirme baglaminda bakildiginda,
olgulara iliskin veri sahibi olmak, psikolojik danismada uygulanan programlarin gelistiriimesinde tek basina
yeterli olmaz, verinin tek basina bir degeri yoktur. Veri bir durumu anlamlandirip, o durumla ilgili yargiya
varabilmek icin yapilandirilmali, organize edilmelidir. Veri araciligi ile bir yargiya varildiginda bu enformasyona
doénusir. Enformasyon okullardaki psikolojik danisma hizmetlerini planlamak ve iyilestirmek icin kullanildiginda
ise bilgiye donlslir (Rossman & Rallis, 2000). Dolayisiyla 21-24 numaral yeterlilik maddeleri bu baglamda
gozden gegcirilmelidir. Psikolojik danismanlarin, degerlendirme konusunda yetkinlik sahibi olabilmeleri igin,
egitimleri sirasinda; veriden, enformasyona, enformasyondan bilgiye ve akla giden slreci 6ziimseyecek sekilde
yetistirilmeleri gerekir.

Tablo 2’de yer alan 25-26 numarali maddeler, degerlendirme sonuglarinin duyurulmasina dair becerilere
isaret eder. 25. Maddede yer alan “degerlendirme sonuglarini, program paydaslariyla zamaninda ve dogru bir
sekilde paylasir” ifadesinin herkesin lzerinde uzlasabilecegi bir yeterlilik maddesi oldugu diisiinilebilir. Ancak,
degerlendirme sonuglarini duyurmak igin PowerPoint becerisine sahip olunmasi gerektigini sdyleyen 26. Madde
tartismaya aciktir. Clinkli, PowerPoint bu is icin kullanilabilecek tek arag degildir.

Tablo 2’de yer alan 26-29 numarali maddeler de yukarida bahsedilenler gibi, program degerlendirmenin
teknik yanina odaklanmaktadir. Stevahn ve arkadaslarinin (2005) 6 boyutlu program degerlendirme
taksonomisinden bakildiginda, alanyazinda s6zl gecen 31 yeterliligin 29’unun ‘sistematik inceleme’ boyutuna
denk geldigi séylenebilir. Bu da profesyonel uygulamalar, durumsal analiz, proje yonetimi, elestirel gelisim ve
kisiler arasi iliskiler boyutlarina ya ¢ok az deginildigini ya da hi¢ deginilmedigini gbstermektedir. Devam eden
bolimde, alanyazinda ihmal edilen bu boyutlar ele alinmigtir.

Profesyonel uygulamalar boyutu: Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisinde yer alan boyutlardan biri
profesyonel uygulamalar boyutudur. Bu boyut, degerlendirmede meslek standartlarina uygun ve etik davranma
konusuna isaret eder. Degerlendirmede etik, okul psikolojik danismasi alanyazininda yer alan bir konu degildir.
Fakat psikolojik danismanlarin, degerlendirme yaparken, etik problem ve ikilemlerle ylzlesme ihtimalleri
yiksektir. Ornegin, bir program degerlendirmenin sonuglari, okul icindeki paydaslar icin rahatsiz edici olabilir ve
sonugclarin saklanmasi ya da farkli yorumlanmasi konusunda psikolojik danismanlar baski gorebilir (Morris &
Clark, 2013). Psikolojik danismanlar, program degerlendirmeye iliskin konularda etik farkindaliga ve etik
ikilemleri ¢ozebilecek beceriye sahip olacak sekilde yetistiriimelidirler. Trevisan (2000), psikolojik danismanlara
program degerlendirme egitimi verilirken, vaka calismalari kullanilmasini tavsiye etmektedir. Béylece, okul
icindeki degerlendirme siiregleri ve okullarda olabilecek potansiyel etik ikilemleri daha iyi anlayabileceklerini
belirtmistir.

Aslinda bakildiginda, okul psikolojik danismani vyetistiren hemen hemen tim kurumlarin ders
programlarinda, psikolojik danisma etigini ele alan ayri bir ders vardir. Ancak bu derslerin igeriginde
degerlendirme etiginden pek bahsedilmemektedir. Psikolojik danisma egitimi alanlar, danisanlariyla ¢alisirken
ne tur etik konular ile karsilasabileceklerini ve etik karar verme cergevelerini egitimleri sirasinda ogrenirler.
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Dolayisiyla, etik konusundaki alt yapilari zaten mevcuttur. Bu etik bilgisini, ders hocalarinin rehberligi ile
degerlendirme baglamina aktarabilirler.

Durumsal analiz boyutu: Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisinde yer alan boyutlardan bir digeri olan
durumsal analiz ise organizasyon igindeki politik durumlarin analizi, degerlendirmeye iliskin catismalar,
paydaslarin kisisel ajandalarini anlamak, degerlendiriimenin organizasyonel degisim icin kullaniimasi ve
digerlerinin katkilarina agik olmak ile ilgili yeterlilikleri kapsar. Degerlendirme eyleminin gergeklestigi
baglamdaki olaylar, durumlar ve iliskiler orlintistiniin ¢ok iyi anlasilmasi gerekliligi alanda en ¢ok vurgulanan
konulardan biridir. Patton’nin da (1997) isaret ettigi Uzere, bir programla ilgili yargiya varirken kabul edilebilir
kanitlarin, kriterlerin ya da verinin ne olacagina kimin karar verecegi; gizli ajandalarla, ¢atismalarla ya da
degerlendirme sirecini sabote etmeye calisan aktorlerle nasil bas edilecegi durumsal faktorlerle ilgilidir.
Degerlendirilen programla ilgili olan paydaslarin ilgilerini, ihtiyaglarini, kaygilarini, glglerini, dnceliklerini ve
bakis acilarini iyice anlamamak, degerlendirmenin basarisizlikla sonuglanmasina neden olur (Bryson, Patton &
Brown, 2011).

Bu tiir baglamsal konular ile bas edebilmek, teknik olmayan degerlendirme becerilerini gerektirir (Leviton,
2001; Bryson, Patton & Brown, 2011). Ozellikle okullarin ¢ok politik ortamlar oldugu disiiniildiigiinde; psikolojik
danismanlarin, meslektaslarinin, velilerin, 6grencilerin, slpervizérlerin ve okul yoneticilerinin ihtiyaglarini ve
bakis agilarini anlamalari; politik muhakeme ve giig¢ dinamiklerini analiz edebilme yeterliliklerine sahip olmalari
onemlidir. Degerlendirme pratiklerini cerceveleyen baglamsal faktorler icinde hareket etme kabiliyetine sahip
olmak, bireyler arasi gerginliklerin farkina varmak, direngle ve kuskucu paydaslarla bas edebilmek psikolojik
danismanlara kazandirilmasi gereken 6nemli yeterliliklerdir (Trevisan, 2002).

Proje yonetimi boyutu: Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisindeki bir diger boyut olan proje yonetimi

boyutu ise degerlendirme biitcesi hazirlamak, degerlendirme icin gerekli kaynaklari tespit etmek ve bu
kaynaklari koordine etmek konularini kapsamaktadir. Psikolojik danisma alanyazininda, proje yénetimine iliskin
herhangi bir yeterlilikten bahsedilmemistir (bkz. Tablo 2). Bu tir yeterliliklerden bahsedilmemis olunmasi
kismen anlasilabilir bir durumdur. Zira okullarda program degerlendirme igin psikolojik danismanlara ayriimig
kaynak yoktur varsa da bu oldukga sinirhdir. Bir baska ifadeyle, biiyik biitgelerin kullanildigi degerlendirme
projelerini yonetmezler. Koordinasyon gerektiren c¢ok farkh kaynaklari yoktur. Dolayisiyla, psikolojik
danismanlar igin, proje yonetimi boyutundaki yeterliliklerin ne olmasi gerektigi ya da bu boyutun temel bir
yeterlilik alani olup olmadigi lizerinde tartisma isteyen bir konudur. Belki de kii¢lik bltceler ve sinirl kaynaklar
ile program degerlendirmenin nasil yapilabilecegini 6grenmeleri onlar acisindan daha faydali olabilir.
Elestirel gelisim boyutu: Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisinde yer alan diger boyut elestirel gelisimdir ve
nitelikli bir program degerlendirme yapabilmek igin, bireyin kendi bilgi, beceri ve 6zelliklerini elestirel bir gozle
gozden gecirmesi ve profesyonel gelisim olanaklarini arastirmasidir. Okul psikolojik danismasi alanyazininda bu
yeterliliklerin yer aldigi gortilmektedir (bkz. Tablo 2, 30-31. Maddeler). Yasam boyu 6grenme ve alandaki giincel
gelismeleri takip etme psikolojik danisma mesleginin profesyonel standartlarinda da yer almaktadir (6rn.
CACREP). Program degerlendirme dersini veren uzmanlarin, bu alandaki gesitli kisisel gelisim olanaklari
hakkinda, 6grencilere rehberlik etmeleri gerekmektedir.

Kisiler arasi iliskiler boyutu: Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisindeki altinci ve son boyut kisiler arasi
iliskilerdir. Kisiler arasi iligkilerin program degerlendirmedeki yeri ve 6nemi her ne kadar okul psikolojik
danismasinda lzerinde durulmamis bir konu olsa da, iliski kurma becerileri olmadan etkin bir degerlendirme
yapabilmek hayal bile edilemez (Stevahn ve ark., 2005). is ilanlarinda en sik yer alan niteliklerden biri, kisiler
arasi iliskiler konusunda beceri sahibi olmaktir (Dewey, Montrosse, Schroter, Sullins & Mattox, 2008).
Degerlendirme alanindaki uzmanlar da kisiler arasi iligkilerin degerlendirme siirecindeki kritik 6nemine siklikla
deginmislerdir (6rn., Kirkhart, 1981; Leviton, 2001; Mertens, 1994; Patton, 1997). Okul psikolojik danismasi
alaninda egitim alan 6grenciler, etkin bir danisman olabilmek ve grup yonetme becerilerini gelistirebilmek icin,
kisiler arasi iliskiler ve kultirler arasi iletisim gibi konularda egitimler almaktadirlar. Formel egitimleri boyunca,
aktif dinleme, uzlasma, ¢atisma ¢ézme gibi becerilerini gelistirirler. Dolayisiyla, kisiler arasi iliskiler boyutunda
olmasi beklenen yeterlilikler igin alt yapilari vardir. Yapilmasi gereken, bu bilgi ve becerilerini degerlendirme
baglaminda kullanmayi 6grenmeleridir. Program degerlendirme dersini veren uzmanlar bu konuda 6grencileri
yonlendirebilirler.
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Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Son 20 yildir, okul psikolojik danismasi alaninda, program degerlendirmenin 6nemine dair sikga atif
yapilmistir. Bu durum, ‘okul psikolojik danismani adaylari, kendi alanlarinda etkin bir program degerlendirme
yapabilmeleri icin hangi yeterlilikleri kazanmaldirlar?’ sorusunu da beraberinde getirmektedir. Bu soru, bu
makalenin ¢ikis noktasini olusturmustur. Bu baglamda 2000-2017 vyillari arasinda, konuya iliskin yayinlanmis
makaleler incelenmis ve alanyazinda sozii gegen yeterlilikler Stevahn ve ark. (2005)'nin taksonomisi temel
alinarak kategorize edilmis ve incelenmistir.

Bu alanyazin taramasinin vardigl sonug sudur: okul psikolojik danisman adaylarina, egitimleri sirasinda,
hangi program degerlendirme yeterlilikleri 6gretilmesi gerektigine iliskin lizerinde galisiimig ve uzlasilmig bir
yeterlilikler seti yoktur. Hatta bu konuyu ele alan sadece ti¢ makaleye ulagiimistir ve bu makaleler de, yazarlarin
anektodal kanitlari Gzerinden yazilmistir. Ayrica, tespit edilen yeterliklerin ¢ogu (31 yeterlilik maddesini 29'u)
teknik yeterliliklerdir ve elestirel bakildiginda pek ¢ogunun yeniden gbzden gegcirilmesi gerekmektedir. Buna
karsin, kisiler arasi iliskileri yonetme, degerlendirmede olasi etik konularin farkinda olma, okuldaki glg
dengelerini ve iliskilerin politik yapisini anlama ve proje yonetme gibi program degerlendirme i¢in dnemli olan
diger alanlardan hig s6z edilmemistir.

Bu calisma ampirik bir ¢alisma degildir, sadece ge¢miste yayinlanmis makaleleri derleyerek, okul psikolojik
danisma alanyazininda program gelistirme yeterliliklerine dair neler sdéylendigini sistematik bir sekilde ortaya
koymustur. Bu galismanin sinirliligi budur. Ancak, ileride bu konuda yapilacak olan ampirik galismalar igin bir
temel olusturabilecek niteliktedir. Ayrica bu makalenin, okul psikolojik danismani yetistiren egitimciler ile
program degerlendirme uzmanlari arasinda bir is birligini motive etmesi imit edilmektedir. Zira, program
degerlendirme profesyonel bir meslek olmasi yani sira, disiplinler arasi bir meslektir. Degerlendirme alaninin
uzmanlari, okul psikolojik danismanhgi gibi, program degerlendirmeyi isinin bir parcasi yapan diger mesleklere
yeterlilikler konusunda liderlik edebilir. Okul psikolojik danismasi egitim miifredatinda yer alan program
degerlendirme ders iceriginin, yeterlilikler cercevesinde nasil tasarlanacagi iki disiplinin uzmanlari tarafindan ele
alinabilir. Bu yeterliliklerin psikolojik danismanlara kazandirilmasini kolaylastiracak egitim materyalleri (kitap,
vaka calismasi gibi) yine iki disiplinin uzmanlari tarafindan hazirlanabilir. Ancak, her seyden 6nce, ampirik
arastirmalar yoluyla, okul psikolojik danismanlarinin, program degerlendirme alaninda yeterli donanima sahip
olabilmeleri icin, egitimleri boyunca onlara hangi yetkinliklerin kazandirilmasi gerektigini tespit etmek
gerekmektedir ve bu da yine iki disiplinin arasindaki is birligini gerektirir.
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