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training students How to do évaluation, graduate programs stubhornly
adhere to the experimental research-scie st model. Research .
generates further research with little fect upon clinical practice.
An alternate trairing paradigm based on the scientist-practitioner
model is necessary. If evalumators are %o be seccessful, they need a
knowledge in, program evaluation, ‘environmental assessment, political
processes, organizational theory, and research design. Evaluators

also need interpersonal skills, Will graduate training meet the
challenge of *he 70's and train students in program evaluation and
environmental assessment? (Author)
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. Counseling Center, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado |

80521. It is directed to the ipterest of counselors, psychologists, T
and other student development professionals as well as administrators, .
facylty and students in higher education. Contributions to the Series

; . are made by members of "'the Colorado State University community. ~The

Series include Student Development Reports, which are reports of a

research or program evaluation nature, and Student Development Staff

Papers, which relate_tep theoretical or philosophical issuas. A 1isting

of prior Reports and Staff Papers is présented at the conclusion of

this issue. \
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' researéh with 1ittle effect upon c]inica]}ﬁr::§}CE>\\££/ﬁhternate training para- °
digm based on the scientist-practitioner # is necessary. If evaluators are q§§§)

TRAINING IN NONTSﬁpr{ONAL RESEARCH*
A
By’ - '

Joﬁn G. Corazzini

"Colorado State University . \\\<~‘\\

Student Development Staff Papers
Vol. VI, No. 1, 1975-76

Abstract

There is a growing need for program evaluation in the human ée’ryices.fie]df
Along with this is a need to assess environments in order to pﬁ%ﬁ effective pro<
grams. Graduate programs are doing 1ittle to prepare students fof this task.
Instead.of training students how to do evaluation, graduate programs stubborn]x'

adhere to the experimental research-scientist model. Research generates further

to be successful, they need a knowledge i:jirogram evaluation, envirgnmental as-

sessment, political processes, organizational theory, an& research design. Eval-

uators also need'interpersonal skills, " Will graduate training programs meet the ;\

challenge of the 70's and train,ﬁtuqeﬁts in program evaluation and enviromtental
assessment? ‘ L u ' ) B ol
. ? b
fPaper delivered ét APA, Chicago, August, 1975. %
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Training ik ‘Nontraditional Research

. /
Can today's graduate students rise to the challenge'of the seventies? If

A they do it, it won, 't be a resu]t of their_training. One new frontier confront-

‘\(ng psycho1ogists_gf the sevent1es is env1ronmenta1 assessment, p]ann1ng, and

= — - 3 - e ST T - - ‘

evaluat1on.. “Increasing numberseof.lnvestlgators are wbrking vigorously on meth-

s

e e s e " ——— e

ods of measurement and analysis in evaluation ... Brobab]y no other change is
being stressed so strongly now in the human field e Ready or not, evaluation
is moving up front (Davis, 1972, p. 3)." "In addition, it must be recognjzed
that gva]uative research requires special skills -- that it is not simply the
app]itation of laboratory research to the field - and begin training evaluative
specialists to meet the needs of action prpgrams (0e t1ng and Hawkes, 1974,

p. Few graduate programs prepare students for this task.

‘ he ‘dgys of abundant monies and rapid pro]1rerat1on of programs has been
left behind with the drive for social programging in the sixties. Gone‘toq is
the power, influence, and freedom that came :?th money. The press to be account-*
able is now essential rather than gratuitous. If programs and psychologists
whose Tivelihood depend on then{are to survive, both must demonstrate their ‘ef- -
fectiveness This is a more d1ff1cult task than it first appears. In a recent
art1c1e, Campbell claimed that "99 percent of our ame]iorat1ve programs have not’

. been evaluated in an 1nterpretab]e way (Salasin, 1973, p. 7)." ‘Evaluators are

i11 ecuipped. They 1hck$the too]s-and techniques to confront the problems of 'f

social actionkresearch, With present evaluation data, it 1s difficult to assess

ot

program effectiveness:r Campbe]l admonishes tht methodo]og1sts ‘nto get down out

6f their iyory tewersjand produce practical how-to-do-it instruction (salasin,

1973, p. 7).“‘ The tr iners of-our evaluaters, the graduate training programs,
ane~1mp11cft]y indictad.

what are graduate tra1n1ng programs doing to prepare psycho]ogy'e fnture /

leaders? In many 1nstances they are ext1ngu1sh1ng a desire to do rese/rth

.
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Statistics haVe become master of the psychologist (Signor.-eIH,~ 1974); problems
‘have become subordinate to methodology. "The insidious effects of this trend

are te]]ingly 111ustrated by the typicail graduate studentu~who*1s~often~moree*f—f—f 11

PR *hnznwﬁnzﬂrﬁh‘thE“detaTTswyFTr1%tt-“‘at‘des1gn*than—Tn~cre1m1ﬂﬂems—he1xﬁ=~———————————

out to study, worse, the se]ect1on of the problem is d1ctated by the experimental -

o ' design'(Bergin and Strupp, 1970, p. 25)." Goldman (1973) complains that our

field is 61agued by the false gods of puré research and b]ood1ess writing. He
suggests graduate schools and d{ssertation committees have much to answer for.
Graduate training programs stubbornly adhere to the experimental researeh-

scientist model of training even though reports 1ndicate it extinguishes creati-
vity and research potential rather than fostering it (Strupp, 1974) For in-
stance, more than 50 percent of graduate Ph.D.'s will do only one maJor piece of’
research, their dissertation (Proshansky, 1972). Proshansky (1972) states that.
the doctoral research produced in this model is usually not very'good or signi-
ficant and relegated to the bottom shelf. As a result, a small percentage (10%)
of Diyision 12 psychologists, for example, produce most (56%) ef the research
(Wake and Harris, 1970). Given consequances such as theee, Proshansky argues
Xthat."as Tong as our young co]]eagues cling to the experimental research scien-
t1st se]f—coﬂceptisn ... they are not 1ikely to excell in any professional roles
they perforn (1972, p. 209)." ' : \

‘ If th1s isn't enough, Raush (1974) a]so indicts the “formal researag tra1n1ng

%
mode1 While there 1s no dearth of reseaich pub]icat1on, the consumers lof re-~ S

i s

search ]iterature seem to be other researchers. Research generates further r
search, and the clinician does not contribute his or her firsthand experiences
and leadershjp for studying has1c human processes. Furthermore, the clinician,
because of the rejection of the >Esearch_mode1,_bract1ce new and divergent the-

‘ ories'withOut supporting evidence of their validity (Bergin and Strupp, 1970).° X

, - With th1§ hiatus between research and practice, practicing psycho]ogists lack
.. ot , ' o ‘
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much useful 1nformat1on which they might otherw1se employ in the1r’work "The

= *and>the‘c1#n+g§% work~uf'theftherap%s%&has—general%y net—beéh:inionmed’~mu

= ‘ dlLerEU Dy s i P S 2 s .S UL ¥ o b o n. ')’)\."
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~ “What do we haYe then7 .On one ﬁénd tnere is a strong n

vironmental assessment is

[y

has as its focus pifgram eva]uation. A know]edge of

. ;7
also necessary if program rimplementation is to- st effective. These tasks

her unique skills. This research_is
./_\‘____1

necessary to he]p the serv1ceégrgyz/ers make their interventions more effective.
d

are separate specia1ties which require

There is a need for specializ&d researchers With the expertise to accomplish

~

these tasks. On the other hand, ¢raduate programs seem reluctant to take Teader-

ship in implementing an gpplied s ientist-pract‘tjoner model for their training
1\1972' Raush, 1974; Wolff, 1972).

//////, in research (PaseworE, et al., 1973; Proshansky

correspond1ng,research dissertation as a sine qua non (Proshapsky, 1972)
.4

Society needs env1ronmenta1 assessment, planning and eva]uat1on for its
- soé1a1 action programs. Many have spoken of this need but few have responded.

.

It is time for our graduate training programs to begin the task of developing
the art and offering’ tra1n1ng for these vital areas. We must recognize that this
focus of research is highly spgggaT?”ed J%d requires ski]ls many "researchers do

not currently possess (M (L,lg%4‘ Oetting and‘Hawkes, 1974) It is important

that leaders in programs acknowledgg this un1que need and begin the develop-

v ment and 1mp1ementation of a new paradigm for tra1n1ng based on the tenets of a

more ﬂﬁp11ed/§cfent1st practitioner model. The model can provide the focus

f

;hsough)yh1ch the scientist and practitioner come closer, enabling bdth to work

4

g’l togegﬁer in a mutually collaborative fashion.

The idea is not a new one. It has been suggested by others. Broskowski

///;53*~5nd Shulberg (1974; Broskowsﬁi, 1971) have suggested a Research and Development
ro , . ,

o
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,;.
fact is that to date research has exerted 11tt1e 1nf1uence on clinical pra[t1ce,
\

ﬁ‘)r reséarcﬂ that

They seem intent on preserving the exper1menta1 research-scientist model with 1ts

.
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Model. The R & D person could 1nterface the basic sclences and appT\ng}1e1ds

by training “Ph.D. Ievel psycholog1sts to systematicaJ]y conduct' and utilize

~ tions (Broskowsk1 1971, P. 236) * Worff-t1972) has referred~to~?t as—the~——————~——————

. 'C]1n1c1an-Researéher who could help surmount the chasm between science with
emphasis on the unigyeness of the individual. A]though Oetting (1974), Prosh- -
ansky ( \%972), and Raush (1974) don't coin a spec?f1c title, each agrees that
it is time for a change to alternative tra1n1ng models.

What &re~ghe qualifications of the new pioneers if they are to suéceed con=-,

fronting the tasks of the 70's? e s Co [ /}/////
. (1) The phimary prerengsite is an understana1og of environmental assess;/

ment and program evaluation. It seems essential to understand that}programs are
"+ valuable only insofar as they serve people, and not because they are'good ideas

of program deve]ooers. It also seems important to demonstrate the effective-

ve

ness of specific interventions. In order to accomplish these tasks, conceptual - i
i

R medels afienvironmental assessment and program evaluation are 1mperat1‘ve.,;ﬂ

‘(2) The evaluator is. reQuired to have a knowledge of pbﬂ1t1ca1 o}ocesses. .
Program evaluation is used in dec1sion making, 1t is naive to think otherwisa.
In order to enhance the use of evaluation data the evaluator needs to understand o :
very complex political processes. Th1s Tearning can be provided in the context . :
of 4 program evaluation practicum in which the trainee can test and see the S
consequences of program eva1uation. “The assumption {underlying Program Evaiua- g
tioh) is that by providing the facts, svaluation ass1 ts dec1s.0n~makers to make cn

wise choices,among future courses of action. Careful and unb1ased data en the

" consequences of programs should 1mprove decis1on-mak1ng But evaluat1on is a

\'D

i
3
3
!
rational enterprise that takes place 1n a po11tdca] context (Weiss, 1973 p 37), NG
|
%
4
1
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(3) The evaluator would be wéll prepared 1f he or she had a know]edge of

organization or systems theory. This, coupled with consultation and change

=======——————tﬁeery——w#%%—#ae%%%tate~the«constructjve-use of-evaluation-data- . -

(X

*~they~have>certa1n persona%'qua%itiesf{Boskowsk?—and*ScﬁE¥E§?§:3¥9¥4i*GE¥¥iHgs — o — 3

““ . ambiguity to work with the various individuals and groups that assist i the

" task of measuring the effectivenass of their work. Secondly, the evdluator negeds

' pend ifi great part, but not only, on interpersonal skills.

. reward the1r staff for their non-traditional research endeavors. "It s been

-
1974). F1rst, and perhaps most crucial, the eva]uator needs a~£%1erance for

,»

to be mature with adequate communication and social skills enabling them to work
construcﬁ#veﬂv with people. It may be important to consider selection cr1ter1a ) o

™

s1m11ar to cand1dates for clinical work since success of the evaluator W111 de-

(5) Oetting (1974) adds that a.solid knowledge of research design, instru-
Iment"coﬁstruction,.unobtrusive measures and skill in selecting and assessing be-
hayxora]{outcomes are also important. .

In addition to the developmeht of new training parad1gm, the graduate pro~ S
grams have the1r respons1b11 tigs. They must be f]ex1b1e enough to accept mnore ‘\\\\
c/jn1ca11y or1ented theses and dissertations. The-tra1n1ng programs will help

with the development of more applied scient1st-prapt1t1oner programs "if they aiso

this naré¢issism of pure theory and the reward structure within the academic com-

focused on app11ed social science or to have institutes for evaluative research
that have their own promqtaon requ1rements would relieve these pressures

g(Safasin, 1973, p. 7)." This will provide mode]ingdand incentives for faculty

_‘and studehts who are inclined to striie out on new paths but need sphe support.

mun1ty that have produced reiuctance Perhaps to have un1versity departments 1
I
i
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In summary then, one challenge for psychologists in the seventies lies
with the area of program evaiuation and environmental assessment. In many as-

pects, it*13‘a challenge to the f]ex1b1}1ty and adaptabi]ity of graduate train- 4

———— _m_pmgrm
f ’ .
.-

- —r e - " - - . - ' . )
~: =~ people rea%ty’wurry'about rather'than’on?y,prob}ems formutated on the bas T 3
e reading \he professional Journals (Flint, 1972)." It is everyone 's chal]enge

student faculty, researcher, clinician. Hopefu11y, thig jmpetus will free a

7 , /.
. . treative potential that will 1ead to the enrichment of individual's ]1ifi,;?>‘72¢
, ; &\\\\\
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