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™ Interinstitutional Research in Cou‘éelor Training: -

An Experiential Model . . -

\.-' - * - | l-.\ . 7 *
As counselor trainers, we .often find ourselves attempting :

. a

to summarize and simplify the counseling research results_fof our ¥
. . ) o . /
students.. To communicate the complexities of even one research study
to a class of beginning masters students would typically be an
1

inappropriate expenditure of time and’ energy. -One-of the unintended

A e s+ e

byproducts of this attempt at parsihony is that our students innd

occasionally we ourselves, may come ta believe that scientific contrib-
N . ) )
utions to tounseling are the creations of singular minds. “Rogers,

.-
@

Wolpe, Ellis, Super, Holland, and Roe are often perceived as individ~

aals who work alone. e . ' ? .

.

. .
- -

As Gallagher apd Sanders (1976) ‘have stated

The mpre accurate mpdel of science is a growing pyramid of
knowledge. A new fact is built upon old facts; a testable .
- "theory rests on’proven theories. Each scientist is able to
lay a. few stones’ on top of those that have been laid by past
generations. Orce in a great while, some scientist sees:the
pyramid creatively, rearranges the stones or the relationship
‘bgtween facts, and gives us an . insight we did not have before.
"If I see further than others, " Sir Isaac Newton wrote, "it -
1s because I stand on the shoulders of glants.'"' It is through
"the gradual accumulation of infdqrmation and the growing complexity
of theortes. that sclence progresses. (pp: 1-2)

~ . \ - & . .

The ‘point to be made, of course, is that scientific research to a
x e -

Ed

very large extent must be a c¥operative and accumulative effort. I have

often found this awareness'remarkably lacking in my doctoral students’

4 "\

in counaeling. Typically, the.doctoral students will enter their U

advancedfprogram with the idea that their dissertation must involve an

o

mablhe

*
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inveétigation of sOmething totally new and-unrelated to existing' ) o

o A . S

_ . neseafch efforts. This misperception is reflected in the familiar =~
- . L

tale ‘of the hard working chemistry major who slaved three years on a

complex chemical reaction 6nly to find out the week before the defense .
of the disgertation that someone else had reported“the same reaction. n

-

According to,the story, this dejected student (a)'committed'soicide, e

-

~(b) resolutely started all.over again, or (c) sought out a goad counselor

for long term therapy The hidden messages in this taleare threaiold -} "e

(aO all research must be totally unique, (b) the individual resedrcher
’
' works alome, and' (c) it is best to guard your research ideas and keep
things-secret.’ ~ : _ o

I would not argue .that my doctpral students should all do joint

’

‘7dissertations I do,- however, strongly encourage collaborative efforts . sy
to’generate their individual dissertation 1deas. - Also, l reguire |
a careful fcollaborative'relationspip" with the existing-research liter-.
ature. My students' research;ideas need to be soffidly based-upom what.

~ people have found i& the past. Bbrreéing ap analogy'from Platt'(l964),
I‘izi my’students to regard their dissertation as the next small

braach on a "tree of research." :
. LN " ) .
Although not exclusivelyiso, the research literature in education .

9
and in couns¢ling training reflects some commonalities with the thinkin‘

~

:’of~ﬁy doctoral sfudentsz :hrlin (1977) found that~published educational- . » o ’
researchers averaged about 1.85 total publicatlons betwetn 1969 and. 1976. . C

~ Of all of those who had published, about 60% were one-publicatién a:thors
° o Additionally‘bArlin(1977) presented evidence to suggest that the | ’ ‘

Y . . . . ‘. ‘
. - . &. . . .. ) W
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R f | contf&kgtions of. one-publication authors have a lqwer impact and, perhaps,

-

—
N . /

'a 1owet quality. Although no.attempt was made in Arlin's study to .

identify if multipie authors were building upon, earlier.uork in subsequent -

g Vo e g
B e X 7

publicationsg this might be a reasonable hypothesis. ' ‘,;

-

More directly related to the\Eounse/;ng literature, .Goldman (1976)
has .indicated his discomfort with the existing coqnseling résearch'
Hy%thesis is that the majority of published research,in our

¢  field has little or nothing to offer to practitioners. On}y a
tiny portion of all the reséarch in all the journals and mono-

g.to_Say_to_connselntsnin_schools, »
. colleges, and agencies; indeed, much of it has no discernable .
value for anyone. (p. 543) e -

: Among.Goldmap's-criticisms is the general absence of replication studies.
" Most studies include individusls:from only one sample at one specific

l location. Without repiication:or, at minimum, a cargful delineation of
-\the sanile partieipants; e fesearch consumer hes no idea 1f_the described )
"jfindings may be éenerarizable. ’ ' > )
. As one finsi substantiation for the need for accumulative efforts .
¢ 1in scientific investigation, Schutz (1977;‘ergued t;; value of journal

articles that’ report two or three coordinated stuﬁies ratfier than one

4 . LIS v
.

isolatedrexperimentl There 1is, as we mighp ahticipate, considerable
heuristic value in having the questions naturally arising frgm one

 study immediateiy dealt with and feporte& in a second or thirg study.

'S . ’ .
In summary, seVeral sources have ¢§lled for increased attention-gp !

« ° ' <4 - .
. . ~ coordinated, qn-going, and systematfc rgsearch. L Although such research .

might be accomplished by one dynamic scholar with his or her colleagues

and graduéte students, the likely costs of necessary teplications of

4

e e g R - - - . - .- -

4
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fiﬂdings (in different settings with alternative samples) could prove C .

L AY
.)l -
.;' .

prohfbitive. For this reason and for the reason,of possible increased

/ . - » - he -

. quality of research, I . am encouraging an‘interinstitutiongl approach to

y. : [ >

_collaborative research. . .

. i .
4 4 " . ) , > -

ey v . ) - . . . ’

™
] Intérinstitutional Research
- ~ . ' ' ’ S " v

2

- SRR Following tpessnggestions of Petrie (§§76),§I distih&uish between

« interinstitutional and ﬁulti—institutional'research‘efforts.. Essentially, -
.g‘nulti—institutional:research approach wouid oniy'ask'that’all'members

of the group "do their own thing" at the same'time. Such research would -

o 4 . a

requiré\very minor integrg\ing and organizing of efforts. An example . .

¢
of such an .approach would be a special issue of a profession journal '
on a given top172 The editor would, pérhaps, need‘to piece together
. . 6 . Y T
(the~vari9uscontributionsvﬂth some appropgiate commentarj,_but each

contributor would be primarily working on his or her own. ' . .
. < - .

Interinstitutional efforts at research, however, require more.

‘integration, merg modificatjon, and ﬁore/Ztimulation of the tegm me ers' ‘

etermined outcodie of the

N . N
1deas as the research 1s cregted, carried oyt, and completed. Therge is
. . . [
Y;é ! .

* a Joint xpenditure of bffort and a mutuall

"regeanch. The investigators work together and interdependently

' participants need _to take into account the contributions of their Do
4 * L .
colleagues to make their own contrioutions" (Petrie, 1976, p. 9).
¢ ) - . '
Over the past ten years, I have-seen a relatively small number of

© '
« ! - ’ ’a 2

successful interinstitutional research efforts'withtﬁ/counselor training.

Most commonly, when papers ere presented or pubiished involving joint .
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authors from separate institutions, the authors are tied by ' academic

L]

parentage (advisor/advisee) or by an earlier institutional "sibling

linkage (former colleagues at the same university). These "aqademically

’ incestual" relationships have pnpvided some of the most significaht

. contributions to counseling and counselor training.' The contributions

. . ) : . . .
of this type of collaboration far exceed expectations based only on the numbers of .

t

such joint efforts. . 'As 1ong:as there are.do%poral programs in counseling,
these rekationships will exist and should be encouraged. . | . .

What I nish to address in this paper are interinstitutional DI )

. r 4
a

research efforts beydhd our immediq{e academic lineage. Such relation-
ships may well expahd our own set methods of approaching research and y

may hopefullgﬁlead.to more rapid and more meaningful developmept of the
~ N

science of Counseling. v oy . .
' (S

-

‘e _ * The Experiential Modelq _ o .

»

. . -
— N . » '

One rather extreme model for‘bromoting reseaﬁgh across institutions .,

' . - B . N ’ -
is the "experiential" model of“collaborat%gn. Before I describe this .

»

LY i »

apprOach it must be stressed that in designing an extreme model I am

4 y . [ 2

providing a benchmark for discussion angd not an immediately work able

“ -~

model t > B

L3
»

‘The experiential approach to interinstitutfonal.research in coun- ¢

1] . - ] -
) . » .

“Qselorzrainingwonld draw researchers together, at least initially, by ¢

- .

personal and colleagial ties. Graduate school colleagues, present

institutional colleagude, acquaintances from professional organization

L v .

activities, and friends of friends might be broughbrtogether to discuss -



Interinstitutional

6

"issues of relevance to counselor training research.

_ Obviously, a
specific product or goal for the research is not specified prior to
the initial contsct among the collaborators.

/

.
Other‘than the common
interést in "doing something" research rel&ted this first meeting

-t

)
f{, M
.
-~
'

is;very much.}ike a convention bull session at the bar (minus the
‘nl cohol)

LY
-
'S
»
-
- "

The types of shared resources, whether physical, personal, or
. ( N R . °
. ' nal, a

contact between researchers.

.~ .'
N /}‘

<dnformational, are allowed'to develop out of the experience of the,
C As cotinselor educators, we have much
N~

to share with one.another, ano different grdﬁig:will'have uniéue needs -
just,as speciffc individuals will have singnlar contrihptions. For | .
. - example,. one member of;a research team'may'hsve access to'certain

histicated videotaping facilities,.shother may have consideraliie
8 '-: D '

.=

tistical *knowledge, and a third nax have certain informational
resources available

Although each of the three certainly ﬁossesses N
many additiqnal resources; the combination of the three unique. contrib-
R | L 4 : ,
utions will likely cqgéfé-éfsignificantly more positive potential for
/- .. .
Y\, . "\

v
research accomglishments-than will each indjvidual working alone.
y e |

The goals of an experiential approach to counselor training resgarch
\

are, as'}dght be anticipated, primarily experiential

The group e
members 'are participating because there is -something to be gained in

seelng and talking with other professionals.

&
()

Commonality of experience
and éither similazities or differences in perceptlons of counseling
,Rractice z lead to the develo
\ | n

]

pment of new research ideas. Long~term
Q ;

. .
* ¢ . . .
A R
/ | . |
: !“ " . . -

N

»
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research goals may OoTr may not eventually be established( The personal,

[y - 4

" contact, and exploration of ideas are the primary rewards for particip-

ation,

is a potential. but slightl& 1ess.likely; reward.

14

\

‘Concrete research following directly from the collaboration

4

1
-~

In sum, an experiential research approacH‘is characterized by |

-
\

a congenial group of colleagues who in a relatively unstructured j’

manner, d%scuss-their perspectives on iﬁbortant research issues of the

day;-

I .
* [ 3

t

d
. <>
+ T T

Fundamental Components of the Effective Research Team

¥

.« - ‘?

Although the experiential approach described[above is only one model

*

of collaborative research, it must (as must any such joint effort)

- - . i «

 incarporate certain elements for eﬁfeceiuﬁ operation. .. L.

1. The team ofireeearchers must have-a sufficiently similar point

of view that they can effectively communicate,with one another:

.Althaugh widely diverse oriehtations'?e.g., theoretical orientations

to counselirng) may .exist in the team, a common .perspective of research

and its potential value fo the’field of investigation 1s required. As

o Y

[

| work continues, a common "language" is developed and an atdgephere

of .intellectual security and trust is created aﬁd‘maintained.

2.

skills.

- . o L ' o o~
The team must consist of members with a variety of established

Interinstitutional research is often regarded in much the
[} -

_same manner(;s Petrie (1976) described interdisciplinafyqproj \\e "

-

All too often grandly cpnceived interdisciplinary project never
v get off the dround, and the level of sgcholarship seldgin exceeds

that of a glorified pull-sessign, ’
Justification, people “lgok
dugping ground\for_the_li

Frequently, and thesome
updnfinterdisciplinary projects as a
y disciplinary ‘competent, (p. 9)

L.
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Working with a group &n research is not thé equivalent of admitting

L]
b

failure as an individual resehrcheri I'would-argue that successful
AL

«

’

© e collaborative research reguires the mojst competent scientists.' Further-

L]

f.c " more, the most compet:ht\i’yentists are the most effective collaborators.
nlike an inter isciplinary approach, we seek not experts from various
d sciplines, ut a variety of individuals with subexpertise within

.'the disciplines_of education and psychology.

. 8

[8 i : ’ .
iy RN 3. The team : -ing~te—aeeemplisn.

N

This task may be very specific (e.g.; "to replicate Study X in five
different séttings"), or it may, be rather amorphous (e.g., "to, stimulate

- ‘ - ideas and communicate findings™). As the reader will note, the latter,_

rd
s

v . relatively open task is characteristic of the experiential model of

.collaboration. In either case,)howevex,-the-important factor is that--

., the task islgt:ledst'implicitly agreed to'by all rgseeschers-involved. ) -

L J

[ ‘q

f‘ S~ 4, The :ggm Should consist of’ between four and ten members. Foyr’
t:for two reasons: (a) the presence of. four people

is a lower 11

> - * L]

- ~ ensures theneeded verbal interchange and stimulation, and (b) with
. * 1

~ four people,.it'aIIOWS for two individuals at Each of twﬁ campuses—=-

a team member on one's own camghs inc;eaees the likelihood of. continugd

: a + 4'/ 3

'efforts on the proje&t.' Ten people becomes a maximum because larger

‘groups iﬁ!roduce far too mvch random "noise" into the system. (T/’f\'

N~ t

| 5:_ Membe?é gf1%he team must have a significant'commitment ‘to the
o
) research effort and and ability -to practice seif—control. The method-
‘ology of self-management might wellwbe an appropriate initial assign- °
' T . . . N J

+ . mwment for research tean members. (This comment is directly generated

\
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' ftotii my own attempts at interinstitutional collaboration in research.,

" tend to take a back seat to the reward contingencies of péople I

~ Interinstitutional

L . - » . ¢ 9

. o -
L 4
' '
~

Although my intentions are always ﬁonorable, my neturn from a profes-

(]

sional ﬁeeting_alway's places me back within"the. unending demands.of my- ¢

univet:sity@o?ition.' My well-intentioned collaborative commi tmeats

. oo ' ' .0 .

. : k4 : ‘__,u
see everyday.) e _ v _ o e T .

6. A team research meet’ing, even one of an ‘experiential nature,

.

N should be well planped. It requirengadgtahip_and_a_syatgmL,

repﬁrting. As Scott (1953) has stated: "If [a conference_] is worth
having, _14: is worth haivihg an agenda and it is worsh having-‘n.inutes.

the minutes nee’éfno_t be long ar'ldl very detailed, but they" should report

-

the discuseions that wern't on, and the ac;tions taken" (p.‘ 96)..

¢

Strengths of Researéh ‘Collaboratiori

."-. L ‘
x

There are several strengths of research collaboration. First,@aoint
; <

tesearch.cdn make a qualitative contriButicn by increasing the likeliHood
s g :

? - ]
at ‘one stﬁldy will be built on another, earlier study. Second, a tean

-
- % -

oachrcag increase the capacity of a "brilliant" thinker. Despite

T ——

the need for research c'onipetencé in every member of the team, one

-

ﬁarticularly creative individual can i’ncrease the implementation of
,

his/her ideas through the aid of the collaborative group. Third
significapt monetary savings may acrue through the efficient sharing

/ ’.
of resources. Fourth, there is a significant reduction in the lag

[ .
time between the .g}'neration of research ideas and their dissemination

- - . r3 . - .- tee et e n e et m———
to qthers (at least to others within the, collaborative group). Fift(\?,

—

” P 3 ) A . .
11 :
Ve . *

4.

or

ER )



e

.

N
, Interinstitutdonal

4 . . .. . -

10

.".‘i

«

particularly in an experiential coldaboration, there is little need
' A

'%kor extensive administrative offorts. Finélly, the ﬁigh flexibility

R

of the eépéfiential approach would allow for eventual development
of the research effort in directions.which.woold be more structured * °

4

and goal oriented. (The]expefientiél ﬁodgl allows evolution in "

such a manner as to "outgrow“ its initial lack of structure.) -
. -
Weaknesses of Research Collaboration v ¥
. .
N ' . - -

* -

‘ fge inevitable mshakedown&:period of any group_oﬁy be percelved

. . :
o . LI

"as a dSakness of interinstitutional research collaborfation. While

¢ -

people are getting to know and feel comfortable with one another;
while they are establishing coﬁngnalities in research language and

pproach; or while they are/oeveloping a better picture of the potential

A
. . K ~ ",
The very flexibility that allows for fluid operation also allows for -
«np coordinated activity at all! ~"/)h ‘ . 5
i_" . ) . Summary ! : L
' L W
It is argued that counseling training.research can be more effectively
- e
addressed through collaborative research models. Of particular value
- T )

would be interinstitutional models that would allow for a combination

a -

of resoﬁrcés acq’ss institutions. One model of interinstitutional

o & ! : ‘ ) N
- B . "D / .ok
‘ - .1.1': - . - ’ .

» ' . . ‘ ' . s ‘

-
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