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Editor’s Introduction
BY

ROBERT W. GOLDBERG, PH.D., ABPP, FACLINP

This Special Issue on Supply and
Demand in Internships and Employment is prompted by awareness of
the recent real and perceived trends in
truncation of positions in relation to aspirants, and the organizational, professional, and personal concerns that have
arisen therefrom. In the special section,
the article by Dr. Stricker provides a
broad overview of the spectrum of training in psychology with particular reference to internship supply and demand
issues. Dr. Pederson provides back-

ground on the Supply and Demand
Conference, scheduled for November
1997. Lopez, Oehlert, and Wettersten
provide some longitudinal data on supply and demand while Draper and Lopez
document the applicant ‘consumer’ experience. Finally, special Associate
Editor columns by Drs. Payne and
Goldstein also address aspects of supply
and demand. It is hoped that this issue
will assist in informing discussion on
this issue and serve as background for
the November conference.

The First APPIC
Membership
Meeting and Conference, held April 3-6
in Orlando, Florida was a rousing success. We had over 150 registrants from
all over the country, including a large
number of doctoral degree program directors. Informal feedback suggested
that most of the participants felt it was
an enjoyable and very useful meeting,
and would attend again. The Board is
currently discussing whether to hold another such meeting in 1998 or in 1999.
In its March meeting, the Board of
Directors, for only the second time in
APPIC histor y, voted to change an
APPIC policy immediately without a
vote of the full membership. The Board
took this action as an initial step in what
is seen as a crisis. The “First Choice”
issue has grown to epic proportions, and
in such a way as to create the impression
to many that APPIC policies were not
being enforced. While we recognize that
this is a flawed process, we see the current change as a step in the right direction. It has already restored the credibility of APPIC and the reputation of
internship programs in general among
applicants and doctoral degree programs. We have presented this policy to
the Council of Chairs of Training
Councils in its last meeting, and the relevant organizations will respond by this
August to our request for a Joint
Resolution. Those groups are the
Council of Counseling Psychology
Training Programs, Council of Directors
of Clinical Psychology, Council of
Directors of School Psychology
continued on page 19
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ASSOCIATION OF
PSYCHOLOGY
POSTDOCTORAL AND
INTERNSHIP CENTERS
The
Association
of
Psychology
Postdoctoral and Internship Centers
(APPIC) was formed in 1968 to foster the
sharing of information about mutual concerns and to provide a uniform voice with
respect to pre- and postdoctoral internship
training interests within psychology.
We publish a newsletter twice per year
for our members. We are recognized by
APA as the primary organization to consult
about internship training. Since our inception, we have maintained a formal liaison
with APA’s Education Directorate.
We publish an annual Directory of
Internship and Postdoctoral Programs in
Professional Psychology, which is intended
in par t as a ser vice to students.
Approximately 1,500 copies of the
Directory are now distributed each year.
The Directory is updated every year in late
summer, and is free to APPIC members.
We also are responsible for establishing
with our members a standardized procedure and a uniform date and time span for
matching internship applicants and internship programs. The procedural guidelines
are published annually in both the
Newsletter and the APPIC Directory.
Additionally APPIC operates a
Clearinghouse to facilitate the placement
of unmatched predoctoral internship applicants with unfilled positions at APPIC
member programs. The Clearinghouse
starts its operation after the Uniform
Notification date for predoctoral matching.
Please see the current APPIC Directory
for detailed information on the
Clearinghouse.
APPIC Membership is by institution
rather than by individual. In order to be a
member of APPIC, an internship program
must be one year full-time or two years half
time, accept only applicants enrolled in a
regionally accredited doctoral degree
granting program in professional psychology, be directed by a licensed professional
psychologist, meet other relevant membership criteria, and provide annual updates of
descriptions of its program for the APPIC
Directory.
Membership dues are $300 for pre-doctoral internship programs, $300 for freestanding post-doctoral training programs,
and $450 for pre-doctoral and post-doctoral
programs at the same agency/institution.
Application fees are $250 per application.
Non-APA-accredited internship programs,
and post-doctoral training programs are reviewed in order to determine whether they
meet APPIC membership criteria. For further information write to APPIC, c/o Ms.
Connie Hercey, MPA, 733 15th Street, NW,
Suite 719, Washington, D.C., 20005, or call
202/347-0022.
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CALL FOR DELEGATES AT LARGE



The Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and Internship Centers (APPIC) and
the American Psychological Association (APA) are co-sponsoring a national working conference on the topic “Supply and Demand: Training and Employment
Opportunities in Professional Psychology.” The conference will be held on
November 13-15, 1997 in Orlando, Florida at the Sheraton World Resort.
The purpose of the conference is to conduct a broadly based review of supply and
demand issues related to different areas of professional psychology and on the basis
of that review to propose a set of strategies and action plans with the intent that they
be helpful to the applied psychology education and training community in preparing
psychologists at the graduate and postgraduate levels for a changing employment
market.
The Conference Steering Committee seeks Delegates who are well informed
about issues of education, training, and employment in professional psychology,
whose experiences and perspective with regard to these issues is national in scope,
and whose work in applied psychology or education and training for professional
psychology has been substantial, or who have innovative approaches to marketplace
changes in professional psychology. It is the hope of the Steering Committee as well
that the final assembly of delegates will represent the diversity of personal demographic qualities among psychologists, will represent perspectives on the issues
central to the conference of our academic and practice communities, and will bring
to bear on these issues perspectives that represent a continuum of career experience from advanced graduate students to our senior colleagues.
Forty-four Delegates will be appointed by 17 national psychology organizations.
In addition to the 44 organizationally appointed delegates, the Steering Committee
will select approximately 50 delegates at large. Delegates at large will be selected in
ways which will complement the expertise and background represented by the organizationally appointed delegates. Criteria for the selection of Delegates at large
will be:
1. People with innovative approaches to marketplace changes
2. Training and/or marketplace expertise
3. Relevant constituencies not otherwise represented
Nominations for delegates at large may be submitted by any group or individual,
including self-nominations. Conference delegates will be expected to read all preconference material and attend all conference sessions from Friday through Sunday.
All delegates must be self-funded, or funded by their sponsoring organizations or
group.
Those interested in serving as Delegates at Large should send by July 15, 1997,
a one page statement of interest and a vita to: Supply and Demand Conference,
Education Directorate, Attention: Martha Braswell, American Psychological
Association, 750 First Street, N.E., Washington, DC 20002.

NEW MEMBERS
SPRING 1997
The board congratulates and welcomes the following internship and
postdoctoral programs which were
recently recommended to the Board
by the Membership Committees and
approved by Board action.
Doctoral Psychology Internships
The Danielsen Institute at Boston
University
Boston, MA
Columbia River Mental Health
Center Outpatient Services
Vancouver, WA
The Hospital for Sick Children
Psychology Department
Toronto, ONT
Lewisville Independent School
District
Psychology Department
Lewisville, TX
Loyola Marymount University
Student Counseling Service
Los Angeles, CA
Multicultural Psychology Internship
Program of Massachusetts
Brightside’s School Street
Counseling Institute
Springfield, MA



Utah State University
Counseling Center
Logan, UT
The Brinoth Group
Cleveland, OH
Children’s Hospital - Los
Angeles
University of Southern
California
Los Angeles, CA
Community Mental Health
Consultants, Inc.
Nevada, MO
University of Mississippi
Medical Center
Jackson, MS

Notice of Public Sanction
The APPIC Board voted on August 7th 1996 to censure and place on probation
for one year, beginning as of that date, the following internship program:

Postdoctoral Training Programs
Boston College University
Counseling Services
Chestnut Hill, MA

Psychological Ser vices
Montreal General Hospital
Montreal, Canada
The Violation was of APPIC Policy #3a: “The only information that agencies
may communicate to applicants prior to this time is whether or not the applicant
remains under consideration for admission. The spirit of this item precludes any
communication of an applicant’s status prior to the time above, however ‘veiled’
or indirect such communication might be.”

The Danielsen Institute at Boston
University
Boston, MA
Georgia State University Counseling
Center
Atlanta, GA
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Special Section: Supply and Demand

Slouching Toward the Millennium
BY



GEORGE STRICKER, PH.D., ADELPHI UNIVERSITY

I am well aware
that this is your
first membership
meeting, and that
you have asked
me to be the first
speaker at the first
meeting, and I really appreciate the
honor.
The number of doctorates that have
been produced in clinical psychology
(by clinical psychology, I do not mean
Clinical Psychology, Division 12, but all
those psychologists who function in clinical settings, including counseling psychologists and school psychologists)
has risen sharply over the past decade.
At the same time, the number of internships has remained steady, and may
even have declined slightly. If we believe
in extrapolation, statistical projection,
and linearity of effect, there are two conclusions that become clear. Within a few
decades, every person in the United
States will be a clinical psychologist, and
none of them will have had an internship. The point of this bit of foolishness
is not to trivialize either trend, but to emphasize the need to view the training
system as dynamic and interrelated,
rather than to concentrate on isolated
components within it. For example, I
have never been able to distinguish between too many students and too few internships, although the current changes
often are used to implicate the former.
We read everywhere about how there
Editor’s Note: This is Dr. Stricker’s keynote
address to the plenary session of First APPIC
Membership Meeting and Conference, April
4, 1997.

are too many students, but there are
only too many students if there are not
enough internships. How you decide
which victim you choose to blame is
very difficult for me to separate out.
What I would like to do today is to present a spectrum of educational training
in clinical psychology, identifying the
role of internships in the spectrum, and
not do it violence by isolating it from surrounding training experiences. I will
begin with a chart that I borrowed from
the Inter Organizational Council (IOC),
which is made up of representatives of a
variety of different groups that are interested in postdoctoral training. This
chart (Figure 1) depicts what they describe as the typical sequence of training
in psychology. A few experiences are
missing from the chart, and I think
those are crucial. The sequence begins
with the accredited doctoral programs
and, by doing so, leaves out the undergraduate programs. It ends with the
diplomate and, by doing so, leaves out
the practitioner. So you have a typical sequence without input and without output. The typical sequence, just like that
little fellow in the academic gown, is
floating in air. There isn’t a representation of the environment in which training occurs, yet a failure to attend to the
environment leads to a misunderstanding of what we need to do.
There are two declarations that I’m
going to make for this presentation. The
first of the declarations is that I am committed to the scientist-practitioner model
of training. If I was to ask for a show of
hands, most, if not all, of you probably
would agree to the value of the scientistpractitioner model of training. If I was

Typical Sequence
National
Register

APA/CPA
Accredited
Internship

Individual

Accredited
Doctoral
Program
APA/CPA

APPIC
Listed
Internship

ASPPB/NR
Joint
Designation
Program

CDSPP/
Div. 16/
NASP
Internship
Approval of
Internship
by NR, etc.

State

Postdoctoral
Supervised
Experience

Canadian
Register
Speciality, e.g.
clinical/neuropsychology

Provincial

Licensure/
Certification/
Registration

Credentialed
as
“HSPP”

ABPP
Diplomate

APA College
(Proficiencies)
APA/IOC
Accredited
Postdoctoral
Program

Provincial/State
Postdoctoral CE

giving this talk at CUDCP, most of them
also would raise their hand and say they
were committed to the scientist-practitioner model. For me to make that a declaration in favor of the scientist-practitioner model is not very controversial.
However, let me add something provocative. I think that almost none of the
internships and almost none of the
doctoral programs actually do scientistpractitioner training, and the training
that I, and you, feel a sense of commitment to is much more honored by
rhetoric than by implementation. It is far
too often the case that, in graduate
schools, excellent training in science is
delivered, but the directors of training
often wonder how they could provide
the absolute minimum of clinical training that is required by APA, and how
they can even disguise some of it by
classifying some research experiences
as clinical experiences. The result is that
the students who are produced as scientist-practitioners are very good scientists, but very inexperienced practitioners. They then go to an internship,
which is a ser vice deliver y setting
where a great deal of training is offered
in very good practice techniques, but
this training often is disconnected from
its scientific roots. To do scientist-practitioner training the way it was described
by David Shakow is something that I
think very few programs accomplish, although I would suggest most strive in
that direction.
My second declaration probably is
the key thing that I am going to be saying today, and everything that follows
will be an elaboration and an illustration
of this point. The educational sequence
is described in Figure 1 as though it is a
linear sequence made up of independent
parts, one of which leads to the other.
However, educational training is not a
linear system composed of independent
parts, it is a series of interdependent
parts, and we will not understand educational training unless we view it as a system. The changes in one part of the system affect all the other parts, and any
attempt that any of us make to tend to
our gardens is going to create disjunction in the system. We have to attend to
both forward and backward effects, so
that, in any part of this educational system in which we are functioning, we
have to know what comes before, which
people we are getting, and what comes
after, what it is we are preparing people
to do. I think that there are far too many
people at each stage that neglect to do
that. Instead, they do their thing and it
continued on page 19
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Special Section: Supply and Demand

Supply and Demand: Training and
Employment Opportunities in
Psychology
A Multiorganizational Planning Conference
BY



SANFORD L. PEDERSON, PH.D., WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY, CHAIR, BOARD OF
DIRECTORS, APPIC

Background
A variety of factors led the APPIC Board
of Directors to decide to sponsor this
Conference in 1997. This background
material will briefly review those factors
that bear on the need for and the design
of the Conference. Although in its earliest forms the Conference was designed
to examine issues relevant to professional psychology, it rapidly became
clear that the issues involve the entire
discipline of psychology.
Over the past several years, it has
been becoming increasingly clear that
there are larger numbers of students
seeking professional psychology internships than there are available internship
positions. While the number of professional psychology internship positions
continues to grow, the number of students seeking internships appears to be
increasing even more rapidly. There is at
present no reason to expect a reversal of
this trend to occur soon.
The positive employment outlook for
new doctorates in professional psychology has waned over the past several
years. Other areas of psychology have
been suffering similar shrinkage in traditional employment for some time. While

reliable data sources often lag somewhat
behind the rapid change of current
events, a multitude of anecdotal and
trend evidence suggests that the new
doctoral psychologist has a more difficult
time finding employment than was previously so, and that salaries are decreasing.
In some areas this shrinkage has been
dramatic. The vast number of positions
available just a few years ago in clinical
neuropsychology has shrunk to the extent that individuals completing postdoctoral training at respected institutions are
having difficulty finding jobs.
There have been numerous efforts to
examine parts of the changing practice
marketplace picture, such as the APA
Presidential Task Force on Training for
Managed Care Settings, the Division 42
project on Training and Education for
Work with Managed Change, the work
on Managed Care and Training currently being done by the Center for
Mental Health Services, and the BEA
Task Force in Education and Training in
Professional Psychology. There have
been, of course, numerous conferences
on training models for doctoral education, internship training, and postdoctoral training and education, such as the

Boulder, Vail, Gainesville, Ann Arbor,
and Norman Conferences, to name only
a few. However the work of all these separate groups needs to be brought together and placed in the context of
other, broader questions, to take a comprehensive and future-oriented look at
where psychology is going as a discipline and as a profession.
Psychology continues to be the most
popular undergraduate major. This
trend will probably continue to increase.
This means even greater numbers of
students seeking admission to doctoral
training programs in professional psychology. We are seeing ever-increasing
numbers of a new professional psychology doctoral programs opening in an effort to fill this market demand for traincontinued on page 25

UNIFORM APPLICATION
APPROVED FOR
IMPLEMENTATION FOR
FALL 1997 USE
The APPIC Uniform Application has
been approved by the Board of
Directors of APPIC at their May 30 & 31
meeting. Following review by the APPIC
attorney, the application will be prepared for the new web site
http://www.appic.org/
The process to construct the application included considerable feedback
from the membership, with over 160
sites and/or consortia responding with
suggestions for the first revision, and
over 60 for the second revision. This application truly has been created by and
for our APPIC internship members.
The application will be available from
the web site and has been formatted to
be used from this site. To assure that the
application truly remains uniform, internships needing information in addition to the Uniform Application should
provide applicants with those questions
on a separate page. The web page and
uniform application are expected to be
available by the time you read this
Newsletter.
Any questions regarding the application should be addressed to: Nancy J.
Gar field, PhD, Continuous Quality
Improvement Administrative Executive,
Colmery-O’Neil Veterans Affairs Medical
Center 11L, 2200 Gage Blvd., Topeka, KS
66622-0001; 913-350-3111, extension 2089;
or GARFIELD@TOPEKA.VA.GOV
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Method
The Data Summary Tables for the
1988-89 to 1996-97 APPIC directories
(APPIC, 1988-1997) were reviewed and
the sum of internship sites and slots,
and the mean competitiveness rankings
(number of applications divided by the
number of available slots) were determined.

Special Section: Supply and Demand

Trends in the Supply of and
Competition for APA-Accredited
Internships: 1988-1997
BY

SHANE J. LOPEZ, UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS,
MARY E. OEHLERT, DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER VETERANS AFFAIRS
MEDICAL CENTER AND
KARA B. WETTERSTEN, UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS

Abstract
Trends in American Psychological Association-Accredited internship supply and competitiveness
ratings across the 11 types of internship sites over the last nine years were examined. Overall, sites
increased from 324 to 411 and slots increased from 1593 to 2070 over the nine year period. Supply
of federally funded sites and slots have been extremely stable over the years. Supply of internships
at medical schools and university counseling centers showed the greatest increases and potential
for growth. The widely hypothesized increase in competitiveness is evidenced. Implications of
these findings are discussed.



As the internship
market has changed,
the Association of
Psychology
Postdoctoral
and
Internship Centers
(APPIC) has been responsive through
changes in uniform
Mr. Lopez
notification day and
clearinghouse procedures. In their role
in the ongoing Data Gathering Project
(Reich, 1995), they have assumed some
responsibility for resolving the internship imbalance. The organization’s current functioning is only an extension of

Correspondence regarding this manuscript should be mailed to Mary E.
Oehler t, Ph.D., Psychology Service
(116B), Dwight D. Eisenhower VAMC,
Leavenworth, Kansas 66048-5055 or
via the Internet at oehler t.mar y
@leavenworth.va.gov

their historical role of providing guidelines for the internship selection process
and organization information about internships. Through their 27 year history, APPIC has become more adept at
informing APPIC members, degree
granting programs, and prospective interns of trends in internship supply and
competitiveness through the directory’s
data summary tables and newsletter articles.
In an attempt to continue APPIC’s tradition of informing the training community, their data summary tables were reviewed and trends in American
Psychological Association- (APA-) accredited internship supply and competitive ratings across the 11 types of internship sites over the last 9 years were
examined. This information will provide
prospective interns and academic and
internship training directors with information that may influence decisions
about the application process, interview
process, and the selection process.

Results
Table 1 presents the supply of APAaccredited internship sites and slots as
stratified by type of site and internship
year (1988-89 to 1996-97). Overall, the
number of sites increased from 324 to
411, while slots increased from 1593 to
2070 over the nine year period. These increases in sites and slots were consistent across the period with the exception
of slight decreases in 1993-94 and 199697.
In the 1995-96 internship year a decrease in internship availability at 7 of
the 11 types of internship sites was experienced. Interestingly, the increase of
supply provided by the “other” category
offset the decreases and resulted in an
overall increase in supply. Subsequently,
in 1996-97, only one type of site experienced a decrease in the supply but the
“other” category of internships experienced a significant decrease. It is unclear whether this reflects a true decrease or a change in reporting style
among sites or APPIC.
Upon closer inspection, the supply of
federally funded APA-accredited internship sites and slots (at VAMCs and military hospitals) has been extremely stable over the nine year period. The
number of sites at state hospitals and
community mental health centers increased slightly, but the number of state
hospital slots actually decreased.
Subjectively, it appears the supply of internships at medical schools and univer-

Table 1
Supply of internship sites and slots stratified by type of site.
Internship Training Year
VAMC
State
CMHC
Med School
UCC
Clinical
Private GEM
Private Psych
Military Hosp
Consortium
Other
Totals

1988-89
68
342
32
166
35
140
44
363
45
148
14
74
15
70
15
71
8
54
14
109
32
147
324 1593

1989-90
68
311
36
204
34
147
57
297
55
198
12
56
15
71
14
54
8
50
16
144
39
177
349 1723

1990-91
68
318
38
202
32
136
53
326
57
204
15
69
17
81
14
64
7
46
12
96
47
222
360 1764

1991-92
67
311
40
200
40
161
55
331
62
217
16
76
17
75
15
66
7
43
14
110
50
233
389 1859

1992-93
67
301
38
192
40
170
59
344
61
216
17
84
21
86
13
52
9
52
17
133
40
233
413 1930

1993-94
68
302
44
198
41
177
69
403
66
228
30
123
26
126
16
83
9
52
20
155
16
91
405 1918

1994-95
69
334
42
186
45
302
72
417
71
237
34
136
26
129
12
60
9
51
24
197
12
39
416 2010

1995-96
71
351
33
151
41
183
62
363
68
273
26
106
19
75
9
42
9
51
20
169
00
318
418 2082

1996-97
69
340
36
162
46
246
72
426
74
262
37
181
20
114
13
57
9
49
19
162
16
71
411 2070

continued on page 27
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Special Section: Supply and Demand

The Effects of the Internship
Imbalance on Students: Personal
Accounts
BY



KAY DRAPER, UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA, APAGS INTERNSHIP
TASK FORCE CO-CHAIR AND
SHANE LOPEZ, UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS, APAGS INTERNSHIP
TASK FORCE CO-CHAIR

The imbalance in the internship
supply and demand equation has received much attention from the psychology training community. Much of
the current research is examining the
extent of the imbalance, reasons for
non-placement, and the imbalance’s
effect on the profession of psychology.
Recently the effects of the imbalance
on the “customers” of the internship
market, students, have received more
attention. The purpose of this paper is
to stimulate more thought about the
personal effects of the imbalance on
students, the future psychologists.
Proposed effects will be discussed and
will be supported by students descriptions of their experiences or their reactions to their experiences. These descriptions were provided via e-mail
contact with the authors or as qualitative responses to the first author’s dissertation survey. Anonymity of the
students will be maintained.
As reflected in the following sections, the application process, historically arduous and complex, has become more so due to the increased
competition exacerbated by supply and
demand dynamics. Outcomes of the
process appear to be random (Sanford
Pederson, personal communication,
November 20, 1996) or a crapshoot
(Anonymous student, personal communication, January 1997).
The Effects of the Increased
Competition
The current supply and demand dynamics have increased the competition for internships. Students are gaining more pre-internship experience
and are applying to more sites in
Correspondence regarding this
ar ticle should be addressed to
Kay Draper, 400 Heards Ferr y Rd,
Atlanta, GA 30328.

broader geographic areas. In all cases
they are forced to invest precious time
and money and in some cases they
must sacrifice their safety and their
commitment to long-term goals.
Heightened Anxiety
Students’ anxiety related to internship application stems from uncertainty about imbalance facts, demands
to be competitive, juggling the
process and other responsibilities,
and concerns about being affected
randomly by nonplacement.
“. . . the process of internship application, with an emphasis on call day, is
a horrendous experience and seems
inconsistent with the goals we all
set for ourselves as psychologists,
that being as proponents of mental
health and emotional well-being”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, September 25, 1996).
“Notification day was a chaotic, disorganized, anxiety-ridden experience”
(anonymous student, personal communication, 1996) “. . . something
needs to be done about ‘call day.’ We
are at a professional level or at least
we are made to believe so, & I spent
the day nauseated & almost vomited
& actually cried because of the unbelievable amount of stress & pressure I
felt. It’s ironic that we are in this field
& yet we treat our own so cruelly.”
(Survey respondent, Draper, 1997).
“I am currently attending a highly
prestigious internship and am therefore, I suppose, satisfied with the outcome of [UND]. Nonetheless, on
Notification Day I felt as though I
came dangerously close to securing
no position at all. My first and third
choices both called and told me I was
their first and second alternate (respectively) and then I waited by the
phone by myself for the next hour and
a half in tears, having panic attacks,

and imagining having to explain to
everyone I knew that I’d gotten no offers. That hour and a half was incredibly painful and highly unnecessary.”
(Survey respondent, Draper, 1997)
“Something needs to be done to relieve students’ tension between interviews and UND. That period of time is
so anxiety-provoking . . . precisely because we do feel powerless. The
`rules’ are so much clearer during applications & interview. It’s hard to
know whether or not to call, how
much or how often, and what kind of
`schmoozing’ is necessary.” (Survey
respondent, Draper, 1997).
Time Investment
Time is at a premium for students
nearing the completion of their doctoral program. Students’ identification
of the time commitment as the greatest problem with the application
process (Draper, 1997) suggests that
they are struggling to meet the demands of the process and of their
other responsibilities.
“This (the process) in and of itself
takes precious time away from the
graduate student’s other duties such
as classwork and dissertation. Most
students I have spoken to have indicated that they put more time into applying than into the other courses
they were involved in.” (Anonymous
student, personal communication,
October 20, 1996).
“[The process] takes too much
time. I had difficulty working, completing a practicum, taking classes,
and interviewing. Standardized applications would be helpful.” (survey respondent, Draper, 1997)
“The amount of paperwork involved
is absolutely ridiculous.” (survey respondent, Draper, 1997)
“The entire process required too
much time, money, and emotional resources.” (survey respondent, Draper,
1997)
The adoption of uniform applications by sites will allow students to reduce the amount of time they commit
to completing applications. However,
other facets of application and selection may need to be changed to further streamline the process.
Monetar y Investments
Research (Oehlert, Sumerall, &
Lopez, 1997) and anecdotal information suggest that students are spend-
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FROM THE ASSOCIATE EDITORS
ADULT GENERAL
PSYCHOLOGY
DAVID ARONSON,
PH.D., ABPP,
FACLINP
BY



We have just gone
through our APA accreditation site visit.
Our last accreditation
was for five years, so it had been awhile.
In the intervening years, our internship
program went through a lot of changes,
including significant administrative and
structural alterations. We were nervous
and used our anxiety to motivate us to
prepare. Our new program directors did
an excellent job of coordination and
preparation. Despite this, there were
some aspects of the review that caught
us off guard. We did our best during the
two days of interviews, have received
our initial report from APA and we are in
the process of preparing our reply.
Following that, we are to receive the
final report, which includes our new accreditation status.
A lot is new. The review process is
much different than it was five years
ago. Our program is very different; it is
hard to be definitive in answering reviewers’ questions when the structure of
the program is not very decisive. Overall
it was an interesting experience and
seems to reflect the changing times we
are in and the associated struggles that
go along with changes.
Internship programs must emphasize
training of interns over service production. This is a basic tenet of internship
training. However, just as managed care
has come to the private sector of behavioral health care, it is also affecting psychology training. For example, our funding comes from the agencies that are
involved in the internship consortium.
When money flowed freely, they did not
mind paying $20,000, or more, for an intern who produced less units of service
than an assistant or counselor with an
MA degree. Training was a contribution
to the community, to the profession and
to society in general. It was laudable and
seen as a sign of a concerned agency.
Once the money became tighter, lofty
pro-social goals became less important
than did meeting payroll and getting rid
of the budget deficit. Often, cutting out
training dollars was an easy way to fix
budgetary problems. Not many units of
service were lost, you did not have to lay
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off an employee and the administrators
were pretty happy.
I guess it would be more accurate to
say the agency administrators where
happier. Internship program administrators were definitely less happy. The
problem then arises of how to “remodel”
the internship package so it is more appealing to agencies, and their fiscal concerns. At that point, some of the “luxuries” of the training curriculum need to
go. There have to be reductions in hours
dedicated to training and research and
some increases in the hours dedicated
to service provision. As you make these
adjustments, agency administrators find
the overall internship “package” somewhat more desirable and are more
willing to continue in the program for
another year . . . maybe even two. Everyone is happy again.
Not quite everyone. APA reviewers
have to uphold the APA accreditation
standards. These standards are clear
that interns are to receive a training experience. They are not “slave labor”
whose job is to produce as many units of
service as possible. The dynamic tension between training and service continues in its cyclical pattern.
Clearly, the way we do business is
vastly different than how we did business five or ten years ago. Internship
programs are closing down with frightening regularity. As the number of slots
decreases, competition for them goes
up. More interns are left without a slot
than ever before (see my previous article for a discussion on this). Innovations
need to occur to develop more slots for
training purposes. The predicament continues and evolves.
It seems to me that a balance must
occur between training and service, as
we resolve our problem with internship
funding. If we ignore the realities, we
will have a progressive decline in internship programs. The programs that are
left may be “premium” programs but
there will be too few of them. Creative
funding mechanisms and balancing
ideals with practicality seems to be necessary. This ability to adapt is what has
made psychology the great profession it
is. We now need to make use of this skill
more than ever.
Please e-mail me your ideas at: daronson@riker.neoucom.edu. I would be
very interested in how my colleagues
have dealt with this issue.
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CHILD CLINICAL
PSYCHOLOGY
BY JON V. THOMAS,
PH.D.

The selection process
each year raises issues
related to supply and
demand for psychology internships. Each
year we receive an increasing number of
applications. It seems from the internship site perspective that applicants looking for a child psychology experience are
on the rise. This also raises issues that
were mentioned in the last issue.
Namely, are there enough training opportunities for students interested in
public sector service where the growing
number of poor children receive most of
the services needed.
This year we had 120 applicants for 4
internship slots. The increased cost for
our agency to screen, correspond,
phone, interview and rank that number
of candidates is an internal issue we
struggle with. At a more global level, I
wonder where the other 116 were
placed. Are there enough child internships for them? If there are, can we involve APPIC in developing a computer
matching process to get them the training they desire? I believe we can, if we
make it a priority for APPIC.
Finally, I look forward to the results of
the Division 37 Committee I am working
with which is focusing on training for
public sector psychologists to work with
children and families. I believe those results will tell us much about the supply
and demand for child psychology internships.

FORENSIC PSYCHOLOGY
BY

RANDY K. OTTO, PH.D., ABPP

Training Resources in Law &
Psychology
National Invitational Conference on
Education in Law & Psychology
One weekend in late May, 1995 the
National Invitational Conference on
Education and Training in Law &
Psychology was held at Villanova Law
School, outside of Philadelphia. The
meeting, subsequently referred to as the
“Villanova Conference,” was jointly
funded by the American Psychological
Association (APA), the American
Psychology-Law Society (Division 41 of
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APA), the American Academy of
Forensic Psychology, the Florida Mental
Health Institute, and Villanova Law
School.
The Villanova Conference was attended by 48 invited participants, all of
whom were psychologists, attorneys, or
psychologists- or attorneys-in-training.
The goal of the conference, broadly
stated, was to address the future of law
and psychology education and training.
In addition to clinical-forensic psychology, other, non-clinical law and psychology areas of practice, research, and training were examined in this conference.
The conference steering committee,
chaired by Donald Bersoff, J.D., Ph.D.,
presented the attendees with three overarching questions:
1) Can the field of law and psychology
develop means for evaluating what
educators in law and psychology do
along the training continuum?
2) Why is the area of law and psychology so ethnocentric, rarely acknowledging the work of counterparts in
other countries?
3) Why has the field attracted so few ethnic and racial minority professionals?



In addition to the above, the Steering
Committee presented the attendees with
three more concrete tasks:
1) Identify those aspects of law and psychology education and training that
have worked well in the past and/or
are current successes,
2) Identify ongoing problems in training
and education that remain unsolved
and recommend solutions,
3) Recommend possible model curricula, programs, and levels of training
in law and psychology education.
A large number of recommendations
for training in law and psychology flowed
from this meeting. The interested reader
is directed to Bersoff et al. (1997) for a
more detailed description of the meeting
and the conclusions and recommendations that followed. Additionally, a number of tasks were commissioned by the
Steering Committee and organizations
underwriting the conference. Among
these tasks were surveys of graduate, internship, and post-doctoral training opportunities in the clinical-forensic area.
Surveys of Graduate, Internship, and
Fellowship Training
Norman Poythress, Ph.D. sent a survey focussed on predoctoral clinicalforensic practicum training opportunities to 151 APA-accredited graduate
training programs in clinical psychology,
of which 71 responded (for a response
rate of 47%). Of the 71 programs re-

sponding, 61 (86%) reported offering at
least one practicum placement at which
clinical psychology graduate students
received super vised forensic experience, typically in forensic assessment.
These 61 programs identified over 200
settings in which students could gain
clinical-forensic experience, and included state civil and forensic hospitals,
community-based inpatient programs,
jails, juvenile detention centers, community mental health centers, and university clinics.
Andrea Fox Boardman, Ph.D. and
Gail Vant Zelfde, Ph.D. sent a survey to
the 259 internship programs identified
in the Association of Psychology and
Postdoctoral Internships Centers 19951996 Director as offering major or minor
forensic rotations. Of the 79 internships
responding (for a response rate of 31%)
70 reported continuing forensic training
opportunities. Of the 70 responding
sites which offered forensic training opportunities, 37 (54%) offered major
forensic rotations (i.e., 50% or more of
the interns’ time), 32 (46%) offered
minor forensic rotations or training opportunities, and 15 sites (21%) offered
both major and minor forensic rotations.
The majority of forensic experience offered in internships settings occurred
with adult, inpatient criminal forensic
populations.
Thomas Grisso, Ph.D. identified and
sur veyed postdoctoral training programs in clinical-forensic psychology.
The number of programs identified by
Dr. Grisso (10) is small, and admission
is considered to be highly competitive,
as most programs only accept one or
two trainees per year.
A detailed listing of the internship and
fellowship programs is in preparation at
the time that this article is being written
and it is anticipated that they will be
available in Summer, 1997. This publication, edited by Dr. Vant Zelfde and Otto,
and published by the American
Academy of Forensic Psychology,
should be a valuable resource for graduate students seeking internships with
forensic experience, psychologists seeking post-doctoral forensic training, and
psychologists who mentor and train students, interns, and fellows interested in
forensic issues.
Persons interested in obtaining a
copy of this directory should direct their
requests to:
Randy K. Otto, Ph.D.
Department of Mental Health
Law & Policy
Florida Mental Health Institute
University of South Florida

13301 Bruce B. Downs Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33612
E-mail: otto@hal.fmhi.usf.edu
Directors of clinical psychology graduate training programs, internship directors, or fellowship directors who
wish to add their programs to this publication should also contact Dr. Otto.
References
Bersof f, D. N., Goodman-Delahunty, J.,
Grisso, T., Hans, V., Roesch, R., &
Poythress, N. G. (1997). Training in law
and psychology: Models from the
Villanova Conference. Manuscript submitted for publication. [Contact Don Bersoff
at Villanova Law School for a copy of this
manuscript].

GEROPSYCHOLOGY
BY VICTOR A.
MOLINARI, PH.D.

I would like to inform
the readership of a recent draft report of an
APA interdivisional
task force on qualifications for practice in clinical and applied
geropsychology. It represents the consensus formulations of Divisions 20
(Adult Development & Aging) and
Division 12, section II (ClinicalGeropsychology). This document presents succinct sections on professional
practice which address the increasing
diversity of geriatric settings, common
psychological problems of older adults,
types of geropsychological assessment
(i.e. neuropsychological, behavioral,
personality, and substance abuse), and
psychological interventions. But I will
specifically concentrate on the main
body of the report which deals with
the requisites for geropsychological
training.
Conceptually, geropsychological
training is divided into 3 levels: Level 1 is
recommended for all practicing psychologists and requires general exposure to
aging issues from a developmental perspective. Level 2 is for generalists whose
clinical practice involves some contact
with older adults, and corresponds to a
proficiency practice area. An internship
rotation in geropsychology may provide
the necessary experience to achieve
proficiency. Level 3 is specialist training
which necessitates both breadth and
depth of expertise, and is appropriate for
“expert” geropsychological teachers,
clinicians, and researchers. This highest
level requires knowledge both of the
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fundamentals of general clinical/counseling psychology and in the specialized
field of aging. A postdoctoral fellowship
in the practice of geropsychology should
provide the necessary experiences to
become a specialist.
Some familiarity with the following
content area are necessary for proficient
practice in geropsychology, while
greater breadth and depth of expertise
is required for specialist status. The following are core content areas: research
and theory in aging; cognitive changes
with aging; social/psychological aspects
of aging (e.g. demographics, intergenerational relationships); biological aspects;
psychopathology; problems in daily living; sociocultural and socioeconomic
factors; assessment (including knowledge of assessment methodology, specific issues with older adults such as sensory accommodations, and assessment
of efficacy of interventions); treatment
(i.e. individual, group, couples, family,
environmental, special therapeutic techniques for older adults such as life review, and issues in providing services
within specific settings); prevention and
crisis intervention services; consultation; interface with other disciplines and
multidisciplinary team functioning; and
ethical issues.
These guidelines provide a basic template which can be used to evaluate
geropsychology postdoctoral fellowships and internship programs that offer
geropsychology rotations. They are a
giant step in the right direction for assisting programs to achieve quality control and accountability in the fast-growing marketing of geropsychological
services. They are a work in progress
and should be periodically re-evaluated
to keep pace with the ever-changing face
of geropsychology practice. For a copy
or to make comments about the guidelines, please contact Peter Lichtenberg,
Ph.D. @313-745-9763 (Phone #) or
peter@iog.wayne.edu (Email)

ISSUES GERMANE
TO UNIVERSITY
COUNSELING CENTERS
BY

ANNA BETH PAYNE, PH.D.

The issue of the moment, both for this
issue of the Newsletter and for internships in general, is certainly the “oversupply” of interns, or the “under-supply”
of internships. The only information we
can all agree on, interns and trainers and
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academic programs alike, is that a lot of
interns are not getting placed, and none
of us like it much. Informal discussions
are full of both helplessness and solutions.
The difficulty for training directors
(at least this training director) is that
most of the solutions seem to be in areas
over which we have no control.
“Graduate and professional schools
admit too many students.” True or not,
this is out of our control. “Newly admitted students don’t know about the possibility of not getting an internship.” We
can hardly send out a warning notice to
new admits. “Students who aren’t really
ready for internship are applying and
then are disappointed.” One hypothesis
might be that as internships get more
applicants, our criteria for readiness
have crept up. If so, this isn’t necessarily
a bad thing. But on the other hand
“highly qualified candidates fail to get an
internship.” Is it that we are unable to
discern their qualifications? Maybe it’s
just that “there aren’t enough internships.” I would wonder how many of us
in university settings have the authority
and resources to respond to this with
the obvious solution of funding another
internship. Although there is a very important reality element underlying many
of these statements, these kinds of reactions all point towards graduate programs and interns as the source of the
solution, with the exception of increased
funding for internships.
Knowing something is wrong, and not
being able to do much about it: this is
not a comfortable place for anyone,
much less for training directors who are
supposed to be able to resolve training
problems. That this is an irrational
thought doesn’t seem to ease the anguish of witnessing the anxiety and pain.
However, perhaps we can look at what
training directors can do, based on
things we already do quite well.
Laura Brown’s awards address for
Distinguished
Contributions
to
Psychology, (Brown, 1997) indirectly
speaks to this problem. In her speech
she passionately discusses how two
other major issues in psychology, managed care and the false memory controversy, have as underlying agendas the
preservation and restoration of a patriarchal and authoritarian social structure in
which clients and victims are silenced.
She insists that therapists stand by our
knowledge that the relationship between two humans, one a therapist and
one a person in pain, matters deeply.
That is, whatever problems both managed care and the false memory advocates want to address, if in doing so
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there is a dehumanizing and disregarding of the experience of the individuals
and the relationship, the outcome is necessarily regressive. It is a provocative
and passionate article.
So how is this related to our own issue
of the intern-internship mismatch? As
training directors in University settings,
we have established a standard of practice that says that training directors are
responsible for ensuring that interns are
treated with dignity, in a non-exploitative
fashion, and in particular in a manner
that respects and develops their unique
contribution to the profession. I would
argue that this standard seems to be
threatened by the supply-demand problem, much as Brown argues the core
value of the relationship to healing is
threatened.
If graduate schools and professional
schools can’t admit fewer students because of their economic pressures, and
marginal students can’t hear that they
are marginal because of their economic
pressures, and excellent students are
panicked because so many friends they
respect don’t get placed, and internships
are struggling just to keep the positions
they have: who is going to be clearheaded enough to remember that this is
supposed to be about each individual’s
unique development, even that of the
students who don’t get placed?
Perhaps our contribution to dealing
with the problem is to always remember
that. Training directors are supposed to
be responsible for giving interns feedback they need to facilitate their growth,
and they are supposed to communicate
with graduate programs. What if we
found a way to clearly and respectfully
communicate to graduate programs information about the students we didn’t
accept? “Your students are being rejected because they are so desperate
they are trying to give us what we want
instead of showing us who they are.”
“Your students don’t seem to know why
they are applying to a university counseling center.” “Compared to most of our
applicants, the students you sent us that
we rejected don’t have the experience
yet to go on internship.” “Your students
seem to be missing skills in ________.”
This kind of information, it seems to
me, is an important element in addressing at least one component of the numbers crunch: certifying a student as
ready. If graduate programs and internships can collaborate more on developing
a readiness standard, perhaps fewer students who are not yet ready to compete
for internships will be left hoping on
UND. In addition to providing some concrete information to programs as they try
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to assist their students, this is a way of
acting on our principles. It is behavior
that says both “I care about these individuals who have come to me,” and “I care
enough about our profession to say when
someone just isn’t ready to be a psychologist.” If necessary, it gives us an opportunity to emphasize that our responsibility is to the profession of psychology, not
the well-being of any one program (even
the one on our own campus.) It may empower faculty to give to some students
the negative feedback they have been
holding back, and to give to other students the encouragement to try again. In
the long run, it may have a ripple effect
on admission policies. And it keeps us
from being helplessly silent when we
know we have no resources to add another internship slot.
I realize that this is more work. As
Brown discusses, standing up for a standard of respecting and developing the
individual experience can be difficult.
However, she also notes that therapy is
the means she has chosen of repairing
the world, one life at a time. Maybe it
would be worthwhile to try to repair this
corner of our training world one intern
candidate at a time, as well.



Reference
Brown, L. (1997). The Private Practice of
Subversion: Psychology as Tikkun Olam.
American Psychologist, (52), 449-462.

NEUROPSYCHOLOGY
BY DEAN R.
SKADELAND, PSY.D.

I would like to direct
the attention of trainers in neuropsychology to two recent
articles in The Clinical
Neuropsychologist (1997, Vol 11). In the
first (pp 1-17) Dodrill writes about the
“Myths of Neuropsychology.” He articulately challenges six commonly accepted “truths.” Two examples include:
1) we do not really know what our tests
measure, and 2) we do not have tests
specifically sensitive to frontal lobe dysfunction. The thought provoking arguments along with his practical suggestions about how to write a journal article
in only one day warrant that this article
be placed on your must read list. That
same journal also has an excellent
Division 40 Report (pp 77-80) which provides answers to frequently asked questions by students including “What is
Clinical Neuropsychology?” “What constitutes Training in Clinical Neuropsychology?”, and “Where are Clinical
Neuropsychologists Employed?.”

Subscribers of the Archives of Clinical
Neuropsychology: If you find yourself eagerly anticipating each issue and feel that
its delivery to your mailbox just isn’t fast
enough; there is a tension relieving option for you. Elsevier (the publisher) now
offers a NO COST pre-publication E-mail
service direct to your electronic address.
Reportedly the electronic version will
precede the snailmail edition by 2-4
weeks. To obtain this service E-mail your
request to cdsubs@elsevier.co.uk stating
your name, full mailing address, E-mail
address, and the title (ACN) to which
you wish to subscribe.
The National Academy of Neuropsychology’s 1997 convention is slated
for November in Las Vegas. A number of
noteworthy things are occurring at
NAN. A Continuing Education training
program which can be accessed entirely
via the Internet. It will allow for direct interaction and feedback with presenters.
The first course is tentatively scheduled
to occur this year. As dollars for neuropsychology training shrink, creative
use of Internet resources will be increasingly important.
The officials at NAN request that
members log on to the NAN Web site
and enter their E-mail addresses. This
will facilitate easy communication between members and if enough persons
participate, will eliminate the expenses
associated with printing and mailing the
Membership Directory. The NAN Web
site: www.libertynet.org/~nan/index/
html
The
Inter national
Neuropsychological Society (INS) is already
planning their 1998 Annual Meeting
which is slated to occur in Honolulu,
Hawaii. Other INS news includes its creation of a Dictionar y of Neuropsychology to be published by Oxford
Press. This will be an important reference for training sites to obtain so be on
the watch for its soon release. Additional
information concerning INS can be obtained at their Web Site www.med.ohiostate.edu/ins

SETTING-RELATED ISSUES
BY ROBERT H.
GOLDSTEIN, PH.D.

The
amount
of
heated discussion
generated by the apparent increasing
demand for and limited supply of internship slots certainly suggests that the process of applying for and obtaining a good-fitting
internship position has become in-

creasingly complex and stressful for
all involved. Recent papers in professional journals have looked at the
question of what criteria training
sites use in selecting interns from
among their pool of applicants and
there have been many publications
aimed at helping intern candidates
chose which training site best fits
their needs.
I don’t recall, however, seeing any serious discussions of just how internship
programs actually go about the business
of doing the assessment and selection
process. Since the typical site attracts
many applicants for each available slot,
somehow we manage to make choices
from among these many applicants; and
each site presumably has a method for
doing this.
There has, nevertheless, been little
publicly shared information on the actual mechanics of the process. Not much
has been written about such mundane
matters as who actually does the evaluations of candidates, how many training
staff are involved, what system of “grading” or rating of candidates is employed
and what means are used to arrive at the
final ranking of applicants that forms the
basis for actions taken on notification
day.
As the competition for internship
slots becomes hotter, it also appears that
candidates may be applying to more
sites. And as the number of applicants to
each site grows, the volume of work generated by the rating and selection
process increases correspondingly, and
the more complex the task becomes.
This absence of information about all
this seems particularly strange since the
process of assessment and selection, and
the methodologies involved therein, is a
matter that psychologists have dealt with
for decades. Perhaps we’ve all assumed
that every psychologist is sufficiently sophisticated with regard to the relevant
procedures that it is just part of our common knowledge base.
I thought it might be helpful, therefore, to describe the procedure developed at and utilized by the training site
with which I’ve been associated for
many years. The process I’ll outline is
not presented as being any better or
worse than the methods used at other
sites. It has, however, worked pretty well
for us and it has satisfied our quasi-scientific super-ego demands for fairness
and some reasonable degree of efficiency. When we’ve shared information
about the procedure with applicants,
they’ve commented that we go to more
trouble than most training sites do, so

APPIC NEWSLETTER

continued on page 12

SUMMER 1997

11



summer97(NEW)

12/16/03

3:07 PM

Page 12

Associate Editors
continued from page 11



perhaps there’s some degree of overkill
here. At any rate, this is what we do.
In a typical year, there have been six
to eight slots available in our program,
divided among adult, child and other
specialty areas. There are usually ten to
fifteen candidates for each slot. The evaluations of applicants for each specialty
area are handled by the clinical faculty/super visors within that area. A
folder is assembled for each candidate
containing his/her application forms
with pertinent biographical, academic
and practicum/experience data, together with transcripts, letters of reference, work samples and comments regarding the candidate derived from
either on-site or telephone interviews.
These folders are distributed to staff
on a rotating basis, with each candidate’s folder being read and evaluated
by at least three but more often four staff
members, each of whom completes a
rating form on the candidate. The form
asks for ratings of the candidate on a one
to four scale (with decimals allowed)
with respect to a number of factors such
as quality of grades, amount and nature
of relevant experience, quality of references, interview impressions etc. An
overall rating of the candidate on the
same four point scale is also requested.
The Director of Training reads and
rates every candidate’s folder. Since we
have a sizable clinical staff and since it
would be impractical to have each candidate’s folder read by every staff member, folders are more or less randomly
distributed among staff so as to share
the work load. As a result, candidate A’s

folder will most likely be reviewed by a
different sub-set of psychologists than
the ones who review candidate B’s
folder.
The overall ratings for all candidates
are then entered into a master grid
which is transferred onto a basic computer spreadsheet format. Because we
obsess about the potential impact of different raters using different and possibly idiosyncratic reference points in
their ratings, we attempt to compensate
for this by transforming each overall rating into a Z-score.
That is, by calculating each reviewer’s
mean rating across all the candidates
that reviewer has evaluated and the standard deviation of that reviewer’s ratings,
we can derive a Z-score that represents
the extent to which a particular rating
deviates from the mean of all the ratings
made by that reviewer, expressed in
standard deviation units. Consequently,
when these Z-scores are added and a
mean Z-score calculated for each candidate, no candidate is disadvantaged or
benefited by having had their folder
rated by an “easy” or “hard” rater.
Fortunately, (since the number of ratings involved can be substantial: e.g. 4 x
8 x 15 = 480), most spreadsheets also include simple statistical programs that
can handle these calculations. Because
the Z-scores can be positive or negative
numbers, a constant is added to each
mean Z-score to transform all Z-scores
into positive numbers. This makes subsequent review of the data more easily
comprehensible.
The mean Z-scores for candidates are
then ranked, and that set of rankings
constitutes the basic data which is presented to the training committee. At that

point, discussions take place concerning
any other factors considered to be relevant to the selection process, such as
joint applications by couples, issues of
diversity, particular knowledge about a
training program’s candidates etc, and a
final ranking is arrived at for use on notification day.
Obviously, if a training site were to
have all the evaluations done by a small
number of staff and if these same individuals were to be responsible for all ratings of candidates, then such an elaborate system would not be necessary.
Also, there are many other approaches
that could be employed, such as a pairedcomparison method in which each candidate is compared against every other
candidate in terms of a particular set of
criteria, and these data are then used to
generate rankings. Similarly, a group of
evaluators could simply be asked to rank
all the candidates from one through N
and a final ranking established on the
basis of each candidate’s mean rank. At
the simplest level, some centers might
just have their Training Director sit and
rank all the candidates.
The point of all this is that there is a
wide variety of methods available for
this process, and we really haven’t communicated very much with one another
about what we are doing. Consider this
to be an invitation, then, for further discussions and presentations on this topic.
New or even long-time training staff
could undoubtedly benefit from sharing
of this kind of information, and the
APPIC Newsletter would appear to be an
appropriate forum in which this could
happen.

A Note on Suggestions that APPIC Conduct
“Anonymous” Surveys of APPIC Policy Violations
BY

PATRICIA A. HOLLANDER, ESQ.

Are there possible legal risks in publishing the results of so-called “anonymous”
surveys. Such surveys are those in
which persons giving information about
possible APPIC policy violations remain
anonymous, but those “accused” of possible violations are identified. Were both
parties anonymous, and only general examples of possible violations identified
and ranked as to frequency, the legal
risks probably would be nil.
Two possible legal risks come to
mind immediately. One would be
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defamation; for instance, libelous (written) or slanderous (oral) statements
about internship XYZ which damage the
reputation or good name of the internship, or which tend to bring the internship into disrepute.
A second risk would be that resulting
from a lack of due process, that is, alleging a violation against internship XYZ
without giving XYZ an opportunity to
rebut the allegation. In ancient days this
kind of determination of “guilt” without
being able to confront ones opponent, or

SUMMER 1997

be heard by a jury, was known as a “star
chamber.”
If the purpose of a survey of possible
policy violations merely is to identify
generally what APPIC policies are being
violated and how often, then why not
conduct a totally anonymous survey?
However, APPIC complaint procedure,
using the APPIC Standards and Review
Committee, is the only acceptable route.
This procedure is set out in detail in the
annual APPIC Directory.
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The ASARC Corner
BY



CARL N. ZIMET, PH.D., CHAIR, ASARC

In
the
“ASARC
Corner” of the last
APPIC
Newsletter
(Winter 1996) I wrote
that program ranking
requests or more
specifically,
first
choice information of
intern candidates is not subsiding.
Indeed, in this year’s selection process
the “first choice” direct or indirect pressure appears (we have no hard data) to
have been greater than ever. This is a flagrant violation of the APPIC Policy
“Internship Offers and Acceptances”
#3c that states: “Internship programs
may not solicit information regarding an
applicant’s ranking of programs or his or
her intention to accept or decline an
offer of admission until that offer is officially tendered.” Violations of APPIC
policy by APPIC member programs can
result in sanctions ranging from a private Directive to Public Censure,
Probation, and potentially Expulsion
from APPIC membership.
In this article I would like to provide
some history and rationale for this particular APPIC policy. Pressure from internship sites to intern applicants to disclose ranking information causes
applicants an acute problem, and it also
presents problems to settings that do
not deal in “first choice” tactics (in other
words, to those settings that abide by
APPIC policy). There is the impression
among the students that, without telling
a program that it is top ranked, no offer
will be forthcoming. Demands for that
information by internship programs can
be direct or indirect. An example of indirect pressure would include a current
intern, who is meeting with an applicant,
telling the candidate that it is important
to inform this program that it is the applicant’s first choice. That kind of statement by an intern may have been suggested by the training director, or it may
simply be based on the intern’s own past
experience with that setting. Regardless
of the rationale for the statement by the
current intern, this is also a violation of
the Internship Offers and Acceptances
Policy #1b which states: “Directors of
APPIC internships programs must ensure that all people involved in recruiting or selecting interns are familiar with
the policies, the need to communicate to
applicants, and the importance of adhering to the policies.”
The current system is not a “don’t ask,
don’t tell” structure. It is rather a “don’t

ask, but may tell” system. The prohibition to intern sites regarding asking students for their ranking, yet allowing students to tell, is based on giving
applicants some power in a highly unequal situation. This inequality has become even greater in the last two years
as the number of students seeking internships far outstrip the number of intern slots. I am stating it in this manner
because there has NOT been a reduction, in fact, a slight increase in intern
slots. Between 1995/96 and 1996/97 the
number of APPIC listed full time slots
went from 2476 to 2507 as indicated in
the “Doctoral Data Summaries” of the
APPIC Directories. Thus, the rumors
that there are fewer intern places can be
fully put to rest. The reality is that there
have been more students seeking places
in the last two years than in earlier years.
Prior to the existence of APPIC or
more correctly APIC (before postdoctoral programs were included), there
was no Uniform Notification Day
(UND). In fact, a primary reason for the
establishment of APPIC in 1969 was to
set up a specific day on which intern selection would take place.
The number of students seeking internships in the 1960’s was vastly
smaller. Nevertheless, the pressures of
making an ever earlier choice by both
program and applicant were considerable. If a student did not accept an offer
by, for instance, July 1, the internship
setting would then offer the position to
someone else. This then resulted in an
inane race both among internship settings and among intern applicants.
Without any policies or guidelines in the
selection process, it was a free for all.
Subsequent to setting up the UND,
APPIC in its wisdom decided there
needed to be a policy that would balance
to some degree the power situation for
the student and the internship. Thus
came into being Policy 3a of Internship
Offers and Acceptances that is now
being undermined by some internship
programs. Policy 3a states: “The only information that agencies may communicate to applicants prior to this time
(Selection Day) is whether or not the applicant remains under consideration for
admission. The spirit of this item precludes any communication of an applicant’s status prior to the time above,
however, “veiled” or indirect such a
communication might be”. Those programs that abide by this policy, and most
do, will sometimes lose a desired appli-

cant to another site that presses for a
first choice designation. Unfortunately,
the designation of first choice by
prospective interns is also encouraged
by some graduate programs. While this
does not violate the policy or the spirit of
APPIC’s standards, it does make the
first choice issue a prominent one for
candidates and sites.
If the violation of “first choice” continues, there will be an ever larger number
of programs going the “first choice”
route as they see other programs picking off their highly rated applicants by
this method. We will then end up in the
situation that existed prior to 1969 with a
totally demented process of programs
demanding from interns ever more specific first choice determinations. It
would become an untenable situation for
both students and internship settings.
The enforcement aspects for which
ASARC (APPIC Standards and Review
Committee) is responsible, appears to
have been additionally compromised in
a year when the noise level regarding
first choice demands is exceeding that
of White House campaign contributions.
ASARC has received the lowest number
of formal complaints since its existence.
Until recently, ASARC heard from students making anonymous accusations,
stating that they were concerned about
their future if it became known that they
were whistleblowers. While we have no
formal data, it appears that a number of
university/professional school program
directors have discouraged students
from filing complaints. The reason
seems to be that they are afraid that internship sites, about which complaints
has been filed, will retaliate by not taking any students from that doctoral program in the years to come. At a time
when more than 450 students were not
matched on UND, it is a risk that many
programs do not want to take.
APPIC is now actively working on
ways to eliminate the “first choice” problem that appears to have increased over
the years. While a computer match
would eliminate a number of difficulties,
it will not solve the first choice problem.
I appeal to APPIC member programs to
do your part by strictly adhering to the
APPIC Offers and Acceptances policy. It
is equally important to educate all the
people at your site, who are involved in
the intern recruiting process, about the
importance of adhering to the APPIC
policies. We all need to work towards an
effective remedy.
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Internships and the Law:
Questions And Answers
BY



PATRICIA A. HOLLANDER, ESQ.

Q. Where courses
in a program of
study are divided
into two parts, that
is, theor y (textbooks and lectures) and clinical
(on-the-job training
format in a hospital), is the clinical
portion a part of
academic training such that a dismissal decision for unacceptable clinical performance is an “academic decision” rather
than a “disciplinary decision”?
A. Yes, it is an academic decision requiring
a less stringent due process procedure
than would be required for a disciplinary
decision. This is another example of a
court’s not interfering in academic decision-making where a student is dismissed
unless there is evidence that the dismissal
decision is arbitrary and capricious. On the
other hand, were this a disciplinary dismissal for violation of student conduct
rules, due process at a public institution
usually requires notice and a hearing.
In this case a student was enrolled in a
two-year program to become a registered
nurse. The school’s “academic dismissal
policy” provided that the school could dismiss a student who received a clinical
grade of unsatisfactory U or a theory
grade below a C. In addition, if a student
failed to meet the program requirements
by the end of a probationary term, received an F in any course, or received
three warnings of unacceptable performance in theory and/or clinical sections,
they could be dismissed. School policy also
provided that a student was allowed to repeat only one course. The school had an
additional policy that stated: “The faculty
reserves the right to require at any time
the dismissal of a student whose health,
conduct, or level of achievement makes it
seem inadvisable for the student to remain
in school.”
This student, Frabotta, received a D in
the theory portion of a course, was placed
on two-year academic probation, and had
to repeat the course where she earned a B.
Then, two weeks before graduation in
Nursing 303 where her midterm grade was
a satisfactory S, her professor gave her a
clinical warning and told her that if all the
outlined objectives were not met prior to
the end of the course, her clinical grade
would be an unsatisfactory U. At this time,
only four clinical sessions remained. Six
days prior to graduation with two clinical
sessions remaining, the school notified
Frabotta that she was dismissed. Frabotta
sued the school claiming her dismissal was
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arbitrary and capricious, amounting to a violation of her constitutional due process
rights.
The court found no violation of due
process. In reaching that decision, the
court dealt with two questions. First, was
the dismissal decision an academic decision? The court noted that Frabotta had
been permitted to repeat one course already, and now her failing performance in
a second course, Nursing 303, with no opportunity to repeat that course, clearly was
the reason for the dismissal. The court
found that this was certainly an academic
dismissal.
Second, was the reason for the academic dismissal arbitrary and capricious?
Frabotta claimed she was not given a reasonable opportunity to respond and correct her deficiency. However, the court
pointed out that since this was an academic
decision rather than a disciplinary decision, the substantive due process requirement for this type of case is far less stringent than that required in a case involving
conduct. Here, the court found that it was
entirely reasonable for the instructor to decide that Frabotta would not be able to improve in the two remaining sessions. The
court found that the decision was not arbitrary and capricious, nor made in bad faith.
The court held it was bound to uphold
the instructor’s decision.
Frabotta v. Meridia Huron Hospital
School of Nursing, 657 N.E.2d 816, Court
of Appeals of Ohio, 8th Dist., 1995.
Q. Is a hearing required as part of due
process for an academic decision?
A. No. A hearing is not required in making
academic decisions. What is required is
(1) notice of the academic rules, i.e. what
one must do to pass the course, and (2) notice of academic deficiencies.
Here, a nursing student failed a class
and was not permitted to retake the exam.
She has to repeat the course, postponing
her graduation by one semester. She retook the class, passed it, then passed the
state licensing exam. The student sued the
college, claiming that she should have
been given a hearing, and that her grade
was the result of an arbitrary and capricious decision.
The court found that the student handbook provided for a hearing committee to
review student grievances, but exempted
from the hearing process “purely academic matters,” which are to be “handled
through normal academic channels, ending with the decision of the dean of instruction.”
First, as to a hearing, the court noted an
earlier U.S. Supreme Cour t decision,
Board of Curators v. Horowitz, 435 U.S. 78
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(1978), which held that “. . . grading decisions require `an expert evaluation of cumulative information and (are) not readily
adapted to the procedural tools of judicial
or administrative decisionmaking.” Such
determinations partake of the essence of
purely academic decisions.” The court
held that the student handbook provided
more than sufficient due process for
“purely academic matters.”
Second, as to the student’s claim that
her grade was arbitrary and capricious, the
court said in order to prove that, the student would have to show there was no rational basis for the college’s decision. The
court found no evidence of that, or that the
college acted in bad faith.
Disesa v. St. Louis Community College,
79 F.3d 92, United States Court of Appeals,
Eighth Circuit, 1996.
Q. Where a student is dismissed for academic reasons, and a college voluntarily
provides for a hearing, must the student be
permitted to have his attorney present?
A. No. Where an academic decision is involved, students are not entitled to due
process hearings or, if a hearing is allowed,
to have an attorney attend.
In this case a medical student was dismissed for academic deficiencies. He was
given a hearing before the student
progress committee. He sued the college,
claiming his due process right had been violated because his attorney was not allowed to attend the hearing.
The court stated that there are significant differences between the failure of a
student to meet academic standards and
the violation by a student of valid rules of
conduct, and that this difference calls for
far less stringent procedural requirements
in the case of an academic dismissal. The
decision in this case clearly was an academic decision, and the court pointed out
that no hearing at all was required. The
college had met its duty in giving the student notice of his deficiencies and of the
possibility of dismissal, and had made a
careful and deliberate decision. No due
process rights of the student were violated
by not allowing the student’s attorney to attend the hearing.
Lewin v. Medical College of Hampton
Roads, 910 F.Supp. 1161, United States
District Court, E.D. Virginia, Norfolk
Division, 1996.
Note: Readers are cautioned that the information contained herein is intended
only to call attention to new legal developments and is not meant to be definitive in
all circumstances or relied on without prior
consultation with legal counsel.
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MINUTES
APPIC BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
March 7-8, 1997
The meeting was called to order at 8:35
am by the Chair, Dr. Sanford Pederson.
In attendance were Board Members
Drs. Kathleen Boggs, Peggy Cantrell,
Martha Dennis Christiansen, Robert
Goldberg, Patricia Hollander, Esq.
(Public Member), and Nadine Kaslow.
Board Guests in attendance were Drs.
Robert Hall (Directory Editor), Philinda
Hutchings (Chair, Postdoctoral
Membership Committee), Mary Jerkins
(Chair, Doctoral Membership Committee), Kerr y Mothersill (Liaison,
CCPPP), Gordon Williams (Clearinghouse Coordinator), and Carl Zimet
(Chair, ASARC and Membership
Meeting and Conference). Mr. Miguel
Ybarra (Liaison, APAGS), and Ms.
Connie Hercey, (APPIC Administrative
Director) also were in attendance.



Secretar y/Treasurer’s Report
Secretar y/Treasurer Dr. Mar tha
Dennis Christiansen presented a 3-year
preliminary Budget proposal to be reviewed by the Board.
Doctoral Membership Committee
Dr. Mar y Jerkins, the Doctoral
Membership Committee Chair gave an
historical summary of the acceptances
and rejections of applications since 1993.
In the last review of programs, 19 applications were reviewed with 16 acceptances and 3 rejections. No common reason for a program not meeting criteria
was determined. The Committee is in-

Napa, CA
terested in determining the extent to
which the Doctoral Program Application
Clarification Document, adopted in mid
1993, has been helpful to prospective
programs. Many of the common questions raised by applicants have been responded to in the Doctoral Program
Clarification Document. The Committee
plans to continue use of the document.
The Membership Committee requested help from the Board in determining how Consortia and programs
with multiple sites meet APPIC criteria.
Dr. Peggy Cantrell, Board Contact to the
Membership Review Committee, repor ted similar concerns by the
Membership Review Committee. The
Board directed the Chairs of both the
Doctoral Membership and the
Membership Review Committees to
meet in a joint session prior to the
APPIC Board meeting at APA. The
Board requests recommendations regarding interpretation of membership
criteria and possible changes in membership criteria for programs with multiple sites or consortia. The recommendations are to be sent to Central Office by
July 1, 1997, for distribution to the Board
prior to the APPIC Board meeting in
Chicago in August.
Role of Board Contacts
The Board discussed procedural issues for Board Contacts to Standing
Committees. Further discussion at future Board meetings will continue to

provide clarification about the role of
Board Contacts and the frequency and
manner of contact with committees. Dr.
Sanford Pederson clarified that Board
Contacts need approval of the Board
Chair to fund travel to attend Committee
meetings. In addition, Board Contacts
are responsible for verifying the accuracy of Committee Chairs’ reports and
for being available to the Committee
Chairs for consultation.
Postdoctoral Membership
Committee/Postdoctoral
Membership Review Committee:
Dr. Philinda Hutchings has been appointed by the Board to Chair
this new committee. The new
Postdoctoral Membership Committee
will have a 3-year term beginning
September, 1997 and will begin to review
applications this fall. The Committee will
have a membership of 3 and expand if
needed based on workload. The Board
supported expanding the mission of the
Doctoral Membership Committee to
also function as a Review Committee
for postdoctoral programs. The
Committee will begin to review current
member programs on a three-year cycle
starting March, 1998. Discussion of various issues related to the APPIC
Postdoctoral Membership Committee
and postdoctoral programs will be
placed on the agenda for the May Board
meeting: 1) Staggered terms for committee members, 2) Separate Directory
for postdoctoral programs, 3) Separate
voting for doctoral and postdoctoral programs on APPIC business.
APPIC Membership Meeting and
Conference:
Dr. Carl Zimet, Chair of the
Conference Steering Committee, provided an update on planning. Dr. Robert
Goldberg is overseeing procedures for
provision of continuing education credit
to attendees. Dr. Zimet reported that
registrations have exceeded expectations. Following review of Conference
evaluations, the Board will decide if and
when future conferences will be held.

continued on page 16

The Board at the Napa Meeting
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Minutes
continued from page 15

APAGS
Mr. Miguel Ybarra, recently appointed APAGS representative, reported
that the students perceive APPIC,
APAGS, and APA as not meeting their
needs regarding the intern selection
process. He noted that a uniform application would be a welcome addition to
the application process. He further
stated concerns that a computer matching procedure will not eliminate the
“first choice” issue during selection. In
response to APAGS concerns and
Mr. Ybarra’s request, APPIC will write
three articles for the APAGS newsletter:
1.) An article from APPIC Chair written
by Dr. Sanford Pederson, explaining
what APPIC is doing to address the
problem. 2.) A review of ASARC policies
and their history written by the ASARC
Chair, Dr. Carl Zimet, and 3.) An article
on recommendations for increasing effectiveness in the application process,
author to be determined.



CCPPP-Canadian Council of
Professional Psychology Programs
Dr. Kerry Mothersill, liaison from
CCPPP noted that CCPPP is now recommending that interested programs use
the Verification and Readiness Form developed by APPIC. CCPPP, which currently has 66 members (26 academic and
40 internship programs), is supporting
the National Conference on Psychology
as a Science. The goal of this Conference
is to develop a new vision for psychological science in Canada. Areas of focus
will include how psychology, as a science, can best adapt to the new realities
of research and training in psychology as
well as how to best respond to the new
demands to align research and training
with pressing social, economic, and environmental goals. In addition, CCPPP will
be surveying recent graduates of its
member programs. The survey will obtain data on the graduates’ perceptions of
the strengths and weaknesses of their
academic and internship programs in
preparing them for the job market and
the early stages of their careers. Also, Dr.
Mothersill reported that Canada is now
beginning to experience similar supply/demand issues as in the U.S.
Newsletter
Editor Dr. Rober t Goldberg announced that the next deadline for submissions is April 30, 1997. He is soliciting articles on the current supply/
demand issue.
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Clearinghouse
Dr. Gordon Williams, Clearinghouse
Coordinator, presented a table of the
Clearinghouse activity to the Board. The
peak week in 1997 activity was very similar to the 1996 corresponding data. Dr.
Williams introduced a proposal to the
Board to move the Clearinghouse to an
internet/web site platform. If APPIC
moved to a web-based computer match
system, the resources needed would
overlap. Dr. Williams presented very
preliminar y information on start-up
costs, maintenance, location, and manpower. The Board received this proposal
with interest and deferred decision-making pending discussion of APPIC organizational priorities and funding implications. The Board directed Dr. Williams
to move ahead in obtaining the World
Wide Web address of www.appic.org.
Computer Match Committee
The Board reviewed the status of the
formation of the Computer Match
Committee. Board Chair Dr. Sandy
Pederson recommended for continuity
the inclusion of one member from the
previous Computer Match Committee to
ser ve as a consultant to the new
Computer Match Committee.
The Board supported Dr. Pederson
serving on the Committee in a liaison capacity, briefly discussed the need for the
computer matching system to be selfsupporting, and deferred to Executive
Session the discussion of potential committee members. However, the Board
supported the timeline of Committee appointments to be completed by April 1,
1997, and bids/proposals submitted by
July 15, 1997. The Board would like to
review proposals from recommended
vendors at the August APPIC Board
meeting. The Computer Match
Committee will be asked to forward proposals to the Central Of fice in
September, 1997. The Computer Match
proposal would be reported to the membership and the membership surveyed
regarding the procedures. The Board
will implement a “public education” plan
for all stakeholders regarding the proposal as well as survey all relevant constituency groups. Membership would
vote on the proposal in October, 1997
with the goal of implementing the computer match in February, 1998 if the proposal is passed.
Uniform Notification Day
In response to the serious concerns
from the Board and from multiple constituency groups regarding violation of
APPIC policy (Internship Offers and
Acceptances, Revised June, 1996; 3. A.,
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b., c.) regarding no provision of ranking
information (AKA “First Choice” issue),
the APPIC Board unanimously voted to
change UND Policy to require APPIC
member programs to sign a statement
agreeing to not solicit, receive, or use
“first choice” information. APPIC UND
policy will be revised to require programs to publish this statement in their
recruitment brochures. Dr. Pederson
was directed by the Board to take the
new policy statement to the next meeting
of the Chairs of Training Councils to be
held on March 12, 1997 in Washington,
DC. Dr. Pederson will request that other
Training Council Chairs take the APPIC
proposal to their constituency groups
with the request that they join APPIC in
adopting the new UND policy addition
for their constituents. APPIC members
will receive the new UND policy revision
with their Director y Update Forms.
APPIC will begin to educate the membership about the new UND policy via a
letter from the Chair this spring.
Director y
Dr. Robert Hall, Directory Co-Editor,
reported on changes for the Directory.
This year, programs are asked to provide E-mail addresses with a publish or
non-publish option. New items in the
postdoctoral section are training focus,
training opportunities, how resident’s
time is spent, and setting of first job following postdoc. The Board also discussed additions for the postdoctoral
program section as well. The future of
the Directory was discussed with the
possibility of having it available for
searches on the internet for a per search
charge. Further discussion of fees related to the Directory was deferred.
Supply-Demand Conferences
Dr. Pederson, Chair of the SupplyDemand Conference Steering Committee, responded to the Boards’ questions about the progress of the work of
the Steering Committee. Dr. Pederson
reported that APPIC has appointed Drs.
Nadine Kaslow and Robert Klepac to
serve on the Steering Committee. APA
has appointed Drs. Frank De Piano,
Scotty Hargrove, and Melba Vasquez.
The Steering Committee will hold its
first planning meeting in 30 days. The
Conference is currently scheduled for
October 18 and 19, 1997. The location
has not yet been determined. The Board
deferred until the April Board meeting
discussion of recommendations to the
Steering Committee regarding organization and goals of the conference. The
Board also expects supply/demand issues and recommendations to the
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Steering Committee to come out of the
APPIC Membership Meeting and Conference in Orlando. Break-out groups
are designed already to facilitate this
discussion.
ASARC
Dr. Carl Zimet, ASARC Chair, reported that no complaints had been filed
to date. He noted that lack of formal
complaints is not unusual at this time.
Dr. Zimet has been responding to questions from constituencies, subscribers,
and students.
Central Office
The Board supported the change of
APPIC Registered Agent from Attorney
Doug Colton to Ms. Connie Hercey,
MPA, APPIC Administrative Director.
The Board also moved the task of approving mailing label requests from the
Board to Ms. Hercey in the Central
Office. Mailing label requests are reviewed on an individual basis and ap-

proved only for educational purposes.
The Board determined it would not support the sale of mailing labels to students for research. This clarification will
not change APPIC policy regarding this
issue. Ms. Hercey reported on the results of the failed search for a half-time
secretary. Temporary help has been
used in the interim. Further discussion
of staffing issues was deferred to the
Executive Session.
APPIC Organizational Priorities
Chair, Dr. Sanford Pederson made a
presentation to the Board regarding the
future direction of APPIC in terms of organizational mission and priorities as
well as internal re-organization. The
Board received with interest Dr.
Pederson’s proposals for change and
supported the following: 1.) Affirmed
APPIC’s role as an advocacy/influence
agent in professional psychology training; 2.) Affirmed APPIC’s commitment
to provision of quality member services;

3.) Supported exploration of new revenue streams to support current and future financial needs of APPIC particularly in light of potential expansion of
member services (e.g. computer match,
Clearinghouse on the WWW, and increased advocacy and “political” role
of APPIC). Dr. Mar tha Dennis
Christiansen requested that the Board
formulate a more concrete plan outlining how funding would be obtained to
support changes in member services,
role of APPIC, and administrative structure. The Board supported this recommendation. Dr. Christiansen requested
the formation of a Financial Committee
to develop a five year transition plan.
Formation of the Finance Committee
was deferred to Executive Session.
The Board adjourned to Executive
Session on March 8, 1997 at 3:00 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
Martha Dennis Christiansen, Ph.D.
Secretary/Treasurer

Treasurer’s Report


1996 Financial Report
The Financial Report for 1997 was
presented to the Board of Directors at
the Board meeting held March 7-8,
1997. As planned in the budget cycle just
completed, we relied on Reserves in the
amount of $50,882 in 1996 to meet a
deficit in the budget. In 1996, income increased at a rate of only 6% as compared
to 28% (due to a 1994 dues increase implemented in 1995) in 1995. The deficit
was due to planned increased expenditures in several categories, including the
decision to provide seed money to fund
a special project—the first APPIC
Membership Meeting and Conference.
However, at the end of the 1996 fiscal
year, Reserves remained at $99,753 and
the working capital account is $31,190.
On-going work of the organization,
e.g., Committee, Director y, and
Newsletter costs, came in less than budgeted amounts. Notable exceptions
where spending exceeded budgeted
amounts include:
• Board Office Expenses: Costs incurred for personnel management of
the Central office (303%).
• Equipment: Purchase of computer
equipment and accessories needed
for improved efficiency of Board and
Central Office Operations, particularly the Clearinghouse (203%).

• Membership/Conference:
Seed
money to fund first annual conference, including travel for planning
committee (93%).
• Board Travel: Costs for increased
Chair and Board of Directors serving
in liaison capacity and advocacy roles
(38%).
The Board approved a dues increase
in 1994 that took effect in 1995. In 1996,
the Board did not propose any dues or
fees increases and accepted a flat budget
for 1996. As a result of these decisions
and the decisions to go over budget in
the above areas, Reserves have fallen
below our goal of maintaining 6-12
months of expenses in Reserves.
1997 Budget Proposal
The 1994-1996 Expense History and
1997 Budget proposal was presented to
the Board of Directors at the March 7-8,
1997 Board meeting. The Budget
Proposal was prepared based on the following assumptions:
1.) No dues increase implemented in
1997.
2.) Fixed number of members and subscribers.
3.) No new projects.
4.) Expenses allowed to increase at a
rate of 4% inflation in 1997.

5.) Cost containment in many categories except office personnel and
Board Travel.
The Budget as proposed also maintains as priorities the Supply and
Demand Conference, the 1997
Membership Meeting and Conference,
and Committee travel. The Budget
Proposal as accepted by the Board in
March, 1997 reflects 1997 Income of
$256,300 and 1997 Expenses of
$328,395. The deficit will be made up by
drawing on Reserves in the amount of
$72,095. By the end of the 1997,
Reserves are projected to fall to a low of
$58,848.
Three-year Projected Budget Cycle
(1998-2000) and Long Range
Planning
The Board of Directors at the March
7-8, 1997 Board meeting devoted extensive time in retreat discussing organizational expense needs and resource utilization in light of organizational
priorities and present fiscal status. The
Board of Directors affirmed organizational priorities of providing quality
member services and continued support
for organizational activity in the areas of
advocacy of and “political influence” regarding psychology training issues. In
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Treasurer’s Report

dues and fees increases and exploration
of new revenue streams.

continued from page 17

addition, the Board of Directors affirmed the fiscal policy of maintaining 612 months of expenses in Reserves. In
order to develop a transition plan over
the next five years to meet organizational goals, the Board of Directors
formed an Ad Hoc Finance Committee
charged with the goal of bringing a concrete financial plan to the Board at the
May 30-31, 1997 Board meeting. This
plan will include recommendations for

Board of Directors was presented with a
new draft for the Fiscal Policy prior to
the March 7-8, 1997 Board meeting.
Discussion of the proposed Fiscal Policy
was deferred to the May 30-31, 1997
Board meeting.

Investment Policies
Our Reser ves remain entirely invested in a Money Market Fund with
Dreyfus Funds. As expected, interest
will decrease given the decrease in
Reserves.

Respectfully submitted,
Martha Dennis Christiansen, Ph.D.
Secretary/Treasurer

Fiscal Control Policies
In both 1994 and 1995, the Board of
Directors reviewed but did not accept
drafts of proposed fiscal policies. The

1996 Budget Report 1/1/96 Through 12/31/96
Categor y



Inflows
Applications
Clearinghse Inc
Conf. Registr.
Directory Sales
Dues
Interest Earned
Misc Income
Proceedings Conf
Subscriptions
Total Inflows
Outflows
Accountant
Bank Charges
Benefits:
Dis Ins
FICA
Health Ins
Parking
Prof Dev
Retirement

1/1/96 Actual
7,000.00
460.00
12,575.00
31,304.91
177,383.83
9,322.85
290.50
15.00
29,375.00
267,727.09

Budget
9,600.00
500.00
0.00
23,000.00
172,550.00
10,140.00
500.00
0.00
25,130.00
241,420.00

12/31/96 Diff
-2,600.00
-40.00
12,575.00
8,304.91
4,833.83
-817.15
-209.50
15.00
4,245.00
26,307.09

1,336.95
1,653.18

1,500.00
1,050.00

-163.05
603.18

1,927.70
6,066.90
2,879.24
2,190.00
445.00
4,500.00

1,836.00
4,580.00
2,854.00
2,160.00
500.00
4,400.00

91.70
1,486.90
25.24
30.00
-55.00
100.00

18,008.84

16,330.00

1,678.84

5,042.39

6,090.00

-1,047.61

8,196.37

0.00

8,196.37

Total Board Office Ex 13,238.76
Clearinghouse
10,068.63
Committees:
ASARC
9,520.48
Memshp Review
634.22
Postdoc memshp
1,425.87
Predoc memshp
2,497.74

6,090.00
9,500.00

7,148.76
568.63

10,000.00
3,000.00
3,000.00
3,000.00

-479.52
-2,365.78
-1,574.13
-502.26

19,000.00
16,300.00

-4,921.69
-2,073.08

Total Benefits
Board Office Ex:
AOL
Board Office
Ex-Other

Total Committees
Directory
Equipment:
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14,078.31
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Budget

12/31/96 Diff

1,771.25
15,910.55
631.77
380.70

0.00
5,000.00
850.00
300.00

1,771.25
10,910.55
-218.23
80.70

Total Equipment
Insurance
Miscellaneous
Newsletter
Postage

18,694.27
3,000.00
422.22
6,154.87
6,207.00

6,150.00
2,700.00
1,500.00
7,000.00
5,800.00

12,544.27
300.00
-1,077.78
-845.13
407.00

Printing
Prof. Dev.
Rent
Salary
Salary 2
Special Proj:
Mbshp Mtng

3,490.44
1,337.50
12,000.00
44,971.88
10,092.01

2,300.00
0.00
13,000.00
45,000.00
11,000.00

1,190.44
1,337.50
-1,000.00
-28.12
-907.99

9,691.24

5,000.00

4,691.24

9,691.24
2,973.40
6,995.38
1,692.62

5,000.00
2,500.00
4,800.00
1,000.00

4,691.24
473.40
2,195.38
692.62

Total Special Proj
Supplies
Telephone
Temp
Travel:
Board Meetings
Facilities
Guest
Liaison & Reps:
Liaison
Reps

55,670.68
0.00
415.27

42,500.00
1,400.00
0.00

13,170.68
-1,400.00
415.27

9,041.92
17,772.84

5,300.00
13,000.00

3,741.92
4,772.84

Total Liaison & Reps
Office Mgmt.

26,814.76
6,091.32

18,300.00
1,700.00

8,514.76
4,391.32

Total Travel
Outflows-Other

88,992.03
0.00

63,900.00
0.00

25,092.03
0.00

Total Outflows
Overall Total
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1/1/96 Actual

Maintenance
Purchase
Rental
Repair

289,326.45

241,420.00

47,906.45

-21,599.36

0.00

-21,599.36
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Programs, and the National Council of
Schools and Programs in Professional
Psychology.
Due to a variety of issues, the progress
on a proposed Computerized Internship
Matching Program has been somewhat
slower than announced at the April
Meeting and Conference. A Committee is
being formed, chaired by Dr. Gregory
Keilin. This Committee will prepare a
Request for Proposals to be sent to a variety of consulting firms, and they will
recommend a proposal to the Board of
Directors. At that point the Board will select a proposal for presentation to the
membership for a vote. No changes will
be made without a membership vote. The
earliest that such a system could be in
place would be for the February 1999 selections. One of the many reasons that
the Board is proceeding in this fashion is
that according to our latest survey data,
over 65% of the APPIC membership favors such a system, including necessary
dues increases to fund such a system. We
are also exploring ways of obtaining funding from our various partners in the psychology training enterprise, as students
and doctoral degree programs have long
been strongly in favor of a computer
match system.

Slouching
continued from page 4

and downsizing, efforts to eliminate or
shorten these critical aspects of training,
the supply and demand problems with internships, and just plain short-sightedness on the part of some of our colleagues, I fear for the future of our
training enterprises. I firmly believe that
we cannot only survive, but thrive if we
have the energy and the leadership to
take us toward those goals. I want to encourage all of you to consider becoming
involved in APPIC governance. There
are many opportunities available, and
APPIC needs a broad base of volunteers
to draw upon for its leadership. Please
consider becoming involved. Feel free to
contact me or any member of the APPIC
governance with any questions you may
have.
My work with APPIC has been some
of the most rewarding experiences I
have had in psychology. I would like to
thank you all for the opportunity to have
served the Association and the field in
my roles with APPIC. I will always have
many fond and proud memories of what
we all accomplished together.
Finally, I would like to congratulate
my successor as Chair, Dr. Peggy
Cantrell. I have known and respected Dr.
Cantrell for many years, and am happy to
be leaving the Chair in such capable
hands. I know that the Association will
be wonderfully served by her leadership.

psychology majors, most of whom are
not going to graduate school, so the
focus of most undergraduate programs
ought to be on the teaching of psychology rather than the preparation for graduate programs that most of those students are not going to enter anyway.
The graduate schools that those students may be preparing for vary from
graduate institution to graduate institution. The nature of graduate education,
and here we begin with the first sign of
a system, is such that if you would, in
good faith, want to design a pre-psychology curriculum in an undergraduate institution, consisting of what you need to
know to go on to graduate school, there
is no uniform solution to that problem.
Different graduate schools have different requirements, so you cannot map
your undergraduate program into graduate requirements. You may find that
some graduate schools require a course
in developmental psychology, some a
course in abnormal psychology, and others a course in personality psychology.
Statistics and experimental psychology
tend to be universal requirements, but
how much statistics and what kind of ex-

perimental psychology? Graduate psychology does not require students to
have as universal and clear a basic foundation as is present in medical education. This leads to the first difficulty in
the system, because it then places a burden on the graduate school that would
not be present if it could take for granted
some learning experiences that preceded entrance.
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may be a very good thing, but they do it
at the expense of other parts of the system, so they often are operating at cross
purposes with other trainers.
Now let us look at each of the different parts of the system. Let us start, not
as we do on this chart, but with undergraduate education, which I think really
belongs in the beginning because that is
the wellspring from which we draw all
the talent that goes through the system.
Undergraduate programs often are torn
between whether what they are doing is
preparation for graduate school or education in psychology as a discipline. The
student should learn psychology in its
own right, but if that is the case, what
variant of psychology should they learn?
Is it the responsibility of the undergraduate program to prepare their students
for graduate school? Psychology remains one of the handful of most popular
majors that exist on college campuses.
There are tens of thousands, even hundreds of thousands, of students who are

As you know, APPIC and APA are
cosponsoring a conference titled “Supply
and Demand: Training and Employment
Oppor tunities in Professional Psychology” on November 12-15, 1997 in
Orlando, Florida. A Steering Committee
jointly appointed by APPIC and APA,
chaired by myself, is making good
progress with preparations for the
Conference, including the selection of
Delegates-at-Large in July. Please see the
Call for Nominations for Delegates-at-Large
elsewhere in this issue.
As I write my last Chair’s Column, it
causes me to reflect on the nine years
that I have worked with APPIC and especially these past two years as Chair of the
Board of Directors. APPIC has come a
long way in the past nine years. Through
the efforts of many dedicated volunteers
we have moved from becoming “APPIC?
What’s that?” to “We better consult
APPIC before we move on this.” I am
proud to have been a part of this change.
But more importantly, I am concerned
that we continue to have the broad-based
leadership throughout the Association to
maintain the importance of internship
and postdoctoral training in an increasingly bottom-line driven world.
Psychology in general faces many
threats right now, and internship and
postdoctoral training may be the most
threatened of all. Between managed care
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There also is another systems problem with undergraduate education in
that, although most of those psychology
majors in the undergraduate program
do not go to the graduate school, many
more of them want to go than are able to
do so. The potential for enrollment in
the graduate school from the undergraduate population is very high, and
that presents a real temptation for graduate programs to expand their entering
classes in order to meet a very clear demand on the part of the people who are
coming into the system. Again, whether
there are too many undergraduates or
too few graduate places is not something
I can say, but we cannot separate one
from the other. The number of students
who want to enter a program and the
number of programs that can accommodate them have to be considered together.
Let us move on to graduate education.
Graduate education, for reasons that I
have already hinted at, tends to be unrelated to what the students bring.
Students do not enter with a common
core in psychology; indeed, some students weren’t even psychology majors,
and in some programs those are the
very best students that we get. I personally would much prefer a student who
might have taken the courses that we require, but then major in something else.
I don’t care what the something else is;
it could be, among others, literature, biology, mathematics, or philosophy. They
could have a wide range of backgrounds, and they bring a lot other than
what they would get from undergraduate psychology. This is consistent with
the philosophy that the graduate school
is going to teach them psychology, a
widely held philosophy that is very disrespectful to the undergraduate programs in that it implies that what they
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did is of such little importance that they
cannot be relied on to provide the foundation that the students need. Perhaps
for this reason, the chart begins in the
graduate programs rather than in the
undergraduate programs. I don’t think
that is the best way of designing a system, but it is the way the system currently works. How many students are
the right number for graduate education? I haven’t got the slightest idea, but
I do know that it should not be a decision that graduate schools make on their
own, but it is a decision they do make on
their own, often driven by economic considerations.
The graduate schools (clearly there
are exceptions to every generalization I
make), in turn, as a rule, pay very little
attention to preparing students for what
lies in front of them. They do not look as
far forward as the internship, and do not
know what the students are going to
need as they go to internships. This
shortcoming doesn’t even begin to address what students are going to need to
be licensed, what they are going to need
in order to achieve excellence in the
field, or what they are going to need in
order to get the jobs that they eventually
are going to do. Psychology, if you look
at the field, is a remarkably changing,
dynamic discipline. Psychology, if you
look at the graduate school curriculum,
is a static discipline. We teach the same
kinds of things we have always taught,
but do so in an environment that is remarkably different from the environment that has always existed. If we do
not attend to those environmental, systemic differences, we will do a very
good job of cloning ourselves, but not a
very good job of preparing our students
for the world they will enter.
There was an issue that came up several years ago that not only points out
how we do not work as a system, but
how we resist working as a system. At
that time, many internships decided that
they wanted their interns to have completed their doctoral dissertations, or at
least have their dissertation proposals
approved. The graduate programs responded by saying, in effect, “Who are
you to tell us how to run our program?”
Irrespective of the wisdom of the policy,
that is a decision that might well be
made appropriately at a systems level by
both groups jointly. If either one tries to
tell the other what to do, there is going
to be resistance and disjunction.
What is the right answer to the question about when a dissertation should be
done? I don’t think there is a right answer to that question. There is some real
value to a student getting it done early
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and being able to devote full time to
learning on the internship, but that carries with it two necessary accompanying
features. One of them is that they really
must devote their full time to the internship because they are getting something
they have not gotten before, rather than
getting a continuation of what they have
gotten all along, and that shouldn’t be
the case. Secondly, if the dissertation is
proposed or completed before students
enter the internship, the chances are the
dissertation is not going to address a
very clinically meaningful topic. A dissertation developed on an internship is
more likely to be responsive to clinical
concerns and is quite different from a
dissertation done in a university setting.
There is a real trade-off there, and the
decision probably is best made individually rather than through a blanket rule.
Let us move to the internship, which
is the area that you are particularly interested in. I think we can say about the
internship, as we said about graduate
education, it is unrelated to what the students bring and to where they are going.
In this regard, there are many parallels
between internships and graduate programs. Just as graduate schools say
“We’ll teach them psychology, we don’t
have to worry about what they learned
previously,” many internships say “We’ll
teach them how to practice, we don’t
have to worry about what they already
learned.” Neither internships nor graduate programs can count on a common
foundation that the students bring.
Internships get students from many different programs with a very disparate
level of training. Some of them enter
with very little patient contact, and the
contact that they have had is not at all
the sort that is going to be valuable to
them in your setting. They may have
worked in a university counseling center
where they have used very brief approaches to work with comparatively
mild problems, and now they are entering an internship in a facility for the
chronically mentally ill and are asked to
treat patients they have never seen before. Other students in the same internship may have had externships in a similar setting, and may be prepared to deal
with these patients, so the problem is
how to offer a program to four or five
students who may have had vastly different learning experiences. It is very
easy, in that situation, to develop a uniform program and to ask everyone to fit
into it. For some, it is going to be easy
and redundant, and for others it will
seem too fast, but that comes from a lack
of a common foundation.
There also tends to be a lack of look-
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parts, the problem cannot be solved, because the graduate schools will continue
to take as many students as they can get,
and the internships will do whatever
they feel is most comfortable within their
setting. The internships will not feel the
need, as they would in a system, to expand to accommodate the students, and
the graduate schools will not feel the
need, as they would in a system, to contract in order to meet what the field has
available for them.
There are several examples of intermediate ways to approach the problem,
but I don’t think there is a panacea, and if
there was an easy answer, all of you
would have thought of it by now.
However, as one suggestion, I think it
would be a good idea if there were more
consortia. There are many facilities that
are not quite capable of mounting an internship, but in combination with other
facilities could do so, and that would certainly increase the number of available
places for students. Secondly, I wonder if
it shouldn’t be part of accreditation criteria to ask each graduate school what percentage of their students are placed in
acceptable internships. If the program
only places, for example, a percentage
that is a standard deviation below the
mean, and does it regularly, then that is
an outcome criterion that ought to be
taken into account in making the accreditation decision. A nice operational definition of too many students is more students than the program can
appropriately train. However, this suggestion does allow economic conditions
to dictate training policies. How do you
choose between an economic condition
dictating an educational decision, which
is something I really don’t like and an educational decision being made in a way
that is mindful of the economic context
in which students are being trained? I
don’t know how to resolve that dialectic.
However, it is a consideration that accreditation might want to keep in mind.
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is magnified by the difference in supply
and demand. A number of years ago I
was able to tell my students that the
search for an internship was going to be
a very stressful procedure, that they
were applying for something that was
very important to them, that they were
going to be competing with each other
every day, and, unlike the application to
graduate school, they would spend every
day in the same classes as their competitors. That is a nasty situation, and it
makes the fall semester of the last year of
graduate school a horrible one. Nobody
wants to teach that semester, because
nobody is paying attention. However, I
could say to them that, at the end of the
process, each of them were going to get
an internship. I can’t say that any more,
and that changes the whole game for
them, and it leads them to do things they
would not have done years ago because
they did not feel the same pressure years
ago. What we are doing by creating a
system of that sort is providing their socialization into the world or practice with
an experience is one that trains them to
behave in a nonprofessional way. That is
not a model we want to present, so how
do we get out of it?
For years I have been partial to the
computer matching approach. I know
that your Board is considering it now, I
hope they will recommend it to you, and
I hope that you will vote affirmatively for
it this time. A computer matching system
will have the advantage of eliminating a
lot of those “you are my first choice”
commitments that students feel forced
into communicating and that internships
often feel forced into requesting. I do not
want to brand the good guys and the bad
guys in this process. When you have a
system, everyone is behaving in ways
that they later look on with some degree
of embarrassment, but they feel they
have to do it, nevertheless, for the sake
of survival. However, a computer matching system will not change the imbalance
between students and internships.
People who look upon computer matching as a resolution of the internship problem don’t understand what the internship problem is. It would be a very
important step forward, but it wouldn’t
begin to touch what is really the critical
issue, which is the gross disparity between students who want internships
and the number of places that are available to them. This imbalance produces a
very clear need, either for more facilities,
for fewer students, or for some combination of those two. If there is no cooperation between the graduate schools and
the internships, if these are separate
components rather than interrelated

Fo

ing forward by internships. What are
you preparing students for, what kind of
professional world are they going to
enter, what kind of jobs are going to be
available for them? The professional environment is remarkably different from
what it was three or four years ago. Are
students being prepared for the world
they are going to enter? Is that something you even need concern yourself
with? If we view this as a system, it is
something you need to concern yourself
with. Your responsibility is to prepare
your students to move on to the next step
in this system, and that is something I
think is not sufficiently attended to.
A few other comments about internship. I think many of my old friends here
would be disappointed if I did not have
something to say about Uniform
Notification Day. Uniform Notification
Day is one of the great things that
APPIC did, and that is not meant in any
way to be facetious. It was a remarkably
important step forward to develop a system such that there is a uniform time by
which some students have to make their
decision, rather than there being open
season throughout the entire year. It
also was helpful to reduce the time to a
half day. Students don’t really need all
that extended time, so that the decisions
they used to make in a week could be
made in a half day. It accelerates everything, but I think that is fine, so that is a
process I really applaud you for, and it is
a contribution to the whole field.
The way it is done, however, is another story. Despite rules that are very
clearly set out, and despite rules that
your organization has every wish to implement, much too frequently, those
rules aren’t followed. That hardly is revealing a secret to most of you. There
are a great many internships, regardless
of what the rules are, that let it be known
in very clever and very subtle ways, that
it would be helpful in the decision making process if they knew where they
stood, which is a way of saying, “What’s
your first choice?” Students then write a
letter in which they know that they can
say one of two things; either “You are my
first choice” or “You are not my first
choice.” They can say “You are not my
first choice” by saying “I am very impressed with you,” or “I am considering
you very seriously,” but that simply
means “You are not my first choice.” The
students are placed in a position either
of breaking the rules by saying something that they should not be saying, or
following the rules and at least feeling
that by doing so they are compromising
their chance of getting an internship.
The problem that this process creates
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The forthcoming Conference on Supply
and Demand that APPIC has been instrumental in organizing is a very clear
response to the current situation, and is
one of the first approaches that I know of
that really respects the systemic nature
of the problem. It will bring together
many of the stakeholders so that they
can speak with each other, and I hope
they will be able to reach some agreement on how to deal with the disparity in
supply and demand that currently exists.
Next step is the post-doctoral experience. To a lesser extent, this may be unrelated to what students bring. Because
some post-doctoral programs specify the
training of their prospective students,
but others do not, depending on the specialty area. The post-doctoral experience
often does not relate as much to where
students are going because they are
training specialists. They are looking at
people who are going to learn to do
something very well, but not whether
the field is prepared to accept many people who do that thing very well.
Post-doctoral accreditation is just
around the corner, and that will require
the establishment of a new set of criteria. The accreditation criteria as they
have been constructed ask each program, whether it is an internship, a doctoral program, or, I assume, a post-doctoral program, to state their training
model, and then they evaluate the program within the designated training
model. As a graduate educator, if I want
to read about the various training models that are available for graduate education, I know exactly where to go, beginning with the Shakow report in 1947,
and continuing until the present time
with a number of elaborations and variations on that theme, and the developments of alternative themes, particularly
growing out of the Vail Conference. As
an internship director, if you want to

read about the available training models
for internships, what do you read? Is
there something that’s been written
about a training model for an internship?
With all of you agreeing that the scientist-practitioner model is probably the
best way to train students, who has written about the application of the scientistpractitioner model to the internship setting? I think there is a gross deficiency
in the training literature. People assume
that they know what things mean and
they glibly adopt language that sounds
very attractive, but there isn’t the real
guidance that there ought to be as to
what goes into a training model in an internship setting, let alone in a post-doctoral setting.
Should the internship be post-doctoral? I don’t think so, for several reasons. Having the internship be post-doctoral is a way of resolving a much earlier
problem in the system. It allows a graduate school that can’t place its students
to wash their hands of them. Rather than
placing them, they graduate them, give
them their degree, and pass the problem
along to others who are later in the system. If the internship is seen as an integral part of graduate training, as it
should be, that solution is not viable. It is
the duty of the graduate school to be responsible for its students from the time
they are admitted at least until the time
they have met all the requirements of
the graduate program. Those requirements should include appropriate clinical training, and that training is received, in part, at the internship. In fact,
I have heard non-clinical trainers arguing whether it is the responsibility of the
graduate schools to be mindful of their
students when they enter, when they finish, and when they leave. If a program is
designed that accepts a certain number
of students, and it is very well known
that there are not enough internships to
accommodate them, something inappropriate is being done. However, it also is
the case that if a program is designed

CALL FOR PAPERS on MANAGED CARE IN
ACADEMIC HEALTH SCIENCE CENTERS
APPIC is inviting papers for a special section in the Winter 1997 Newsletter
on MANAGED CARE IN ACADEMIC HEALTH SCIENCE CENTERS, and
its effects on internship and postdoctoral training. Papers should be of a
length suitable for this newsletter and may be in any acceptable format.
Prospective contributors may contact the Editor Dr. Goldberg at the masthead address and telephone number regarding submissions if they wish.
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that has the explicit intention to prepare
students for academic careers, and it is
very well known that there are not many
academic jobs, something equally inappropriate is being done. This issue of a
system of training, and the need to be
mindful of all subsequent steps in the
system, is not restricted only to clinical
programs, even though that is the only
system that I am going to be speaking
about today.
What about unpaid internships? That
is a very, very, tricky issue. It is very
clear that if a student takes an unpaid internship, several consequences follow.
The field is being demeaned, the work of
psychologists is being presented as not
worth anything, an additional financial
burden is being placed on students who
already bear an enormous financial burden by the time they leave their academic training, and the institution learns
that it does not need to pay students in
order to get them. It is very easy to see
the resistance of internships, and the resistance of APA, to unpaid internships. It
often seems useful, just this once, to accommodate somebody who will do a
nice job. However, what is accommodation and what is exploitation? At what
point are you doing something that is
very nice for a student, and at what point
are you doing something that becomes
exploitative of a student? I don’t know
those answers. They are questions that
have to be wrestled with, and that is part
of the systemic nature of supply and demand within the early part of this continuum.
We move on from post-doctoral supervised experience to licensure. Licensure
is generic in almost ever y state. A
generic requirement means that it does
not matter what field the applicant’s
training was in. Once you are licensed,
although some states have continuing
education requirements, in most states
the requirement to maintain your license is the continued ability to write a
check. Furthermore, I have not seen literature that suggests a relationship between continuing education and later
performance, and that’s something that
we need to know more about. You will
never see any state consider a genuine
re-licensure procedure, with a need, on a
continuing basis, to demonstrate competence. It is very easy to understand why
no professional would be interested in
that requirement, and yet if we honor
our trust to the public, that is the only
meaningful thing we and every other
profession ought to be doing.
Licensure also brings up the issue of
what to do with M.A.s. Some states have
introduced M.A. licensing, and that is a
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hornet’s nest that arises out of the failure to view training for licensure as part
of the educational system. Several universities recognize that M.A. programs
are a very good source of money. Those
students pay their tuition regularly and,
in fact, if you have enough of them, you
can support doctoral education with
Masters degree tuition. If you view the
Masters program as a cash cow, it
should occur to you that the calves may
want to earn a living. We have trained a
group of people who are prepared to do
something that we then do not allow
them to do. I am not in favor of Masters
degree licensing, but that being the
case, it follows that it is inappropriate to
exploit those students and create false
expectations in them. If there is going to
be Masters training, there ought to be
something available for them to do. I am
not speaking about the Masters degree
that approaches psychology as an intellectual discipline, which people may
want to learn about as they may want to
learn English literature, biology, or any
other area of study. I am speaking about
applied Masters programs, where there
is the presumption of employment, and
this leads to enormous pressure on the
system.
A step beyond licensure brings us to
health service providers, and this is
where the National Register comes in. I
believe that the Register is a very important step in the training sequence. What
does the Register do? The Register certifies credentials. It is not a membership
organization, but it is a credentialing organization. Being a credentialing organization, it is very attentive to the nature of
the credentials that are earned. A doctoral degree, an internship, supervised
experience, and a license all are required for listing, so that the Register
follows from each previous step in the
process. The Register, along with
ASPPB, has developed a designation
project that describes the critical components of an acceptable doctoral psychology program. As some of you may
remember, the Register also was the organization that first developed the criteria that define an acceptable internship.
APPIC criteria are modeled after those
initial Register criteria. Currently, the
Register is embarked upon an
International Classification Project in
order to develop an accurate data base
for internship sites. This project involves
the coding of all internship sites at
which registrants received their training, and will be a valuable resource for
any other project seeking to classify internship sites. The Register also is able,
as a result of this project, to send any in-

ternship that requests it a list of registrants who received their training at that
facility, as it has done for graduate programs, and this can be a valuable source
of outcome data for programs applying
for accreditation. The National Register,
then, has played a leadership role in
helping to bring the field together, but it
is a role that often is not recognized.
After the Register comes the diplomate which has gradually been redefined. At the time it was introduced, having a diplomate was a mark of
excellence. At the present time, it is
much more nearly presented as a mark
of competence within a specialty, and
the reason it has, in my mind, deteriorated from excellence to competence
was that the field did not place any clear
value on the attainment of excellence.
There is a systemic problem when there
is no motivation for people to take the
step toward excellence because there is
no tangible payoff for having taken that
step. I’m reminded of the Division 12
presidential address that Hans Strupp
gave a little over 20 years ago, the title of
which was “The Decline of Excellence.”
I would really be troubled if I thought
clinical psychology was a field that sinks
to the lowest common denominator and
rejects aspirational goals and a quest for
excellence.
The diplomate is presented as the culmination of the educational process, but
if we do not attend to the context in
which practice occurs, we are going to
have great difficulty. Practice necessarily is dependent on all the preceding
steps. All of us have gone through undergraduate education, graduate education, an internship, supervised experience, and licensure, and if we chose, we
have been designated as health service
providers and have earned a diplomate.
Those are the necessary components of
our training sequence. However, surveys that ask practitioners what they do
and where they learned how to do it indicate that practitioners rarely talk about
the value they place on all the steps that
preceded. I have never seen a field as
complex as psychology is, as important
as psychology is, as dedicated to human
welfare as psychology is, that relies on
on-the-job training as much as we do. It
is a terrible thing to say about the sequence that there is so little impact of
our training experience on our practice
skills. We should be preparing our students so that practice is a natural extension of their training rather than a disjointed experience.
What are some of the major issues for
practice today? In no order of importance, hospital privileges represent a

major advance in the scope of practice
for psychology. The National Register
maintains a list of those registrants who
have hospital privileges. How many psychologists are prepared to have hospital
privileges? How many people who go to
their legislature and lobby for hospital
privileges have any idea what that
means and what they are getting into?
How many people know that if you have
hospital privileges, you are responsible
for the care of your patients from admission to discharge in a way that we are
not used to being, and who prepares us
to do that. Again, it is on-the-job training,
it represents aspirations toward a goal
that is wonderful, but, for many psychologists, without the appropriate preparation for it because the training sequence
is not integrated.
Managed care probably is the major
environmental player at the current
time. Managed care affects every stage
of this process that I have described.
The response of most practitioners to
managed care is reflexive opposition to
it, because they are making us do things
that we are not used to doing and that
we don’t like to do. In many cases, the
opposition is appropriate because they
are making us do things that we not only
don’t like to do, but ethically don’t feel
we ought to be doing. This is because
managed care often does not recognize
that utilization review, which is a necessary function that they have, consists of
cost containment and quality assurance.
The emphasis on cost containment to
the exclusion of quality assurance, when
it occurs, is the source of the problem
with managed care. Having said that,
managed care can also be a source of upgrading of credentials for practitioners if
they chose participants based on quality
assurance considerations. Managed
care can encourage reliance on empirical, evidence based practice, if they
chose to do so. Managed care can be a
source of very real advance for our profession if the managers know what they
are doing, and the managers are not
going to be informed by the professionals if the professionals insist on reflexively rejecting what they have to offer. It
is much more, in my view, our task to
work with the managers, to help them to
know how to manage properly, and to
demonstrate for them the value of quality services. I would like to assume that,
although there are some people who are
predator y and economically driven,
there also are managers who really do
want to deliver service of value to their
enrollees, and that they need some pro-
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fessional guidance in doing that. I would
like to begin with the idea that these also
are educable people, and if we are able
to work with them, we probably can
undo some of the harm that has been
caused by the major emphasis that has
been placed on cost containment.
What about prescription privileges?
Prescription privileges may be the direction of the future. I know there certainly
are many people who are strongly wedded to that being a direction towards
which we go. If prescription privileges
should become available to psychologists, it is going to shape training in an
absolutely unprecedented way. We then
have to ask the question, where in the
sequence does training for prescription
privileges occur? Does it occur at the
graduate level? If it occurs at the graduate level, if we prepare people properly
to have prescription privileges, what are
we then not going to prepare them to
do? Because graduate school can’t last
10 years, and there are many things students ought to know, anything new we
teach them means there is an old thing
that we can no longer teach. The same
issue occurs with internships. If you
take on the responsibility of preparing
your interns for prescription privileges,
while they are doing that, what aren’t
they going to be doing? For that reason,
it seems to me that the only reasonable
place to insert prescription privileges in
the training sequence would be at a postdoctoral level and then let people who
want to do it chose to do it. Then it
would be something some psychologists
do and others don’t. If it comes any earlier in the sequence, we are going to be
changing the nature of the field.
However, even if it occurs at a post-doctoral level, and even if it is only chosen
by selected psychologists, the effects of
prescription privileges still may reverberate throughout the system. Knowing
that some graduates may choose to seek
prescription privileges, some graduate
programs will introduce more biological
courses and some internships will incorporate more medical experiences. These
are not inherently bad changes, but if we
choose to do it, then we ought to do it
with our eyes open.
There is something that we tend not
to pay sufficient attention to: the North
American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA). But the NAFTA agreement
means that we are going to increase the
possibility of mobility for psychologists.
If there is increased mobility between
the United States and Canada, that will

not cause much disruption because of
the similarity between training experiences in the two nations. However, there
will be increased mobility between the
United States, Canada, and Mexico.
What is defined as training in Mexico is
different from what is defined as training in the United States and Canada.
There is no need to make any invidious
comparisons, but there are differences,
and these differences have very grave
implications for what we do. The impact
of NAFTA on the viaibility of Masters degree training is profound, because the
model Mexican psychologist is Masters
trained. The impact on licensure also is
profound, because if you are going to
have psychologists who are able to move
into the United States and practice, and
they do so at a Masters degree level, are
you still going to prohibit people trained
in this country at a Masters degree level
from equivalent practice? NAFTA, while
it introduces that problem, also provides
opportunities for increased jobs, it provides opportunity for increased training
sites, and it teaches us something that I
have not yet mentioned, but that is very
important. NAFTA requires an emphasis on cultural sensitivity that we tend
not to have in our training program. If
we are going to be mobile, we are going
to be treating people from many different backgrounds. If we are going to be
treating them, we have to know the
world in which they live and we have to
be respectful of them. I hope that we
don’t require on-the-job training for cultural sensitivity and competence. It is
the responsibility of the graduate programs and the internships to prepare
their students to be sensitive to cultural
differences, and to be respectful and responsive toward them.
Telemedicine is a major advance that
we owe to technology. We rarely receive
any training in telemedicine. There is little attention to how we do psychotherapy on the telephone, how we use the
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Internet properly to deliver services,
and what improper ways of doing it we
should avoid. There is an APA
Committee that is beginning to address
this issue, and it is a critical issue. When
we trained our students two or three
years ago, we did not anticipate the development of telemedicine and so, of
course, we did not prepare students for
it, but the world is changing rapidly and
there are many new possibilities. The
graduate schools and internships have
to be aware of these changes and responsive to them.
What kind of training do students receive in ethics, which is a thread that
ought to tie the whole educational experience together. The accreditation criteria, to my mind, seem less attentive to
ethics then they should be. We certainly
can specify all the places ethics ought to
appear in a curriculum or in an internship, but how is the ethics that is taught
related to live practice issues? We may
distribute the ethics code, and may talk
about it occasionally, but the real need is
not simply for rules, but for training in
ethical thinking. I teach an ethics class,
and I always ask the students to write as
many of the 10 commandments as they
know. The 10 commandments is the
most important set of ethical rules in the
history of mankind, and it is rare that
any of them know all of them. If that is
the case with the most important set of
ethical rules that have been promulgated, how, then, can we expect simply
teaching students to memorize a code of
ethics is going to do them any good? We
must imbue them with ethical thinking
and ethical responsiveness, for if we simply settle for teaching rules, those rules
will be forgotten as easily as the 10 commandments.
[Note: At this point, because of time
constraints, I was unable to discuss a
final and critical issue, empirically validated techniques. I intended to support
the general concept while expressing a
preference for terms such as empirically
supported, evidence based, or research
informed. I also intended to point to the
Template for Developing Guidelines as a
model for the joint consideration of efficacy and effectiveness.]
I want to conclude with something
about my title, “Slouching Toward The
Millennium.” Most of you probably wondered what the speech was going to be
about. There is a book that Robert Bork
wrote a number of years ago called
“Slouching Toward Gomorrah.” If any of
you read it, you may have thought that I
was borrowing from him. I am not. He
and I both are using the title as an allu-
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sion to a poem by William Butler Yeats
called “The Second Coming.” Yeats’
poem, “The Second Coming,” is a 22 line
poem that contains in it three separate,
oft-cited lines, each of which is relevant
to this presentation. The first of them,
early in the poem, is “. . . things fall
apart, the center cannot hold.” That line
is reminiscent of the speech that Irv
Altman gave at the graduate training
conference in Salt Lake City, concerned
with centripetal and centrifugal forces in
psychology. The concern with the whole
training system is, can the center hold?
Can we be science-practitioners that
hold together when things fall apart, or
will we go our separate ways? The second line, the most troubling, is “. . . the
best lack all conviction while the worst
are filled with passion and intensity.” I
think that much of our trouble is because so many of the people to whom we
look for leadership are passionate about
taking us in the wrong direction. At the
same time, many people with good ideas
sit back and say, “that’s too bad.” If we
are going to hold together, if the center
is going to hold, then there is a need for
leadership to emerge and for people to
speak up and not to allow the passionate
intensity of some to drive the needs of
others. Finally, at the end of the poem, it
concludes “. . . and what rough beast, its
hour come round at last, slouches towards Bethlehem to be born.” It is from
that line that my title comes. Psychology
is moving towards the millennium. It can
move as a rough beast, a many headed
hydra, pulling against itself so that the
center does not hold, or it can move in a
seamless fashion as a proud and purposeful profession striding towards the
next century. The choice is up to us.
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Training and Employment
continued from page 5

ing in professional psychology. This, too,
is likely to continue.
As the size of government at all levels
continues to decrease, the amount of
public money dedicated to psychology
will continue to dwindle. This decrease
has been and will continue to be seen in
education, research, and professional
services funding. Therefore, psychology
is being driven more and more by market forces, especially in professional psychology. Basic science aspects of psychology are impacted, as research
funding decreases and is driven more
and more by applications of psychology.
Funding, and the priorities established
by both public and private funding agencies, are increasingly driven by the desire for immediate applications of research.
The “Internship Crisis” is a misnomer.
This is a crisis for all of professional psychology, indeed for the entire discipline of
psychology, not just for professional psychology and not just for those involved in
the education and training of professional
psychologists. The effects are being felt
first in the education and training community and in the practice community,
but those effects are and will continue to
effect the entire career span of psychologists. Even if we could somehow magically create enough internships for all
those seeking them today, we would still
have a shortfall as the number of students
in training continues to increase. If that increase is continually met, we will soon be
over-populated with psychologists who
are competing not only with each other
but with the larger and ever-increasing
numbers of master’s level practitioners in
a variety of disciplines, including our own.
We are entering a crucial phase in the
development of psychology as a discipline and as a profession. Psychology as
a discipline is less than 150 years old,
and just 100 years old as a profession. We
are now seeing the ending of the first
major expansion of the discipline and
profession that occurred in concert with
a wide gamut of social changes following
the Second World War. Before psychology collapses under its own weight, we
must take a critical look at where we are
going, and what changes need to be
made. Models of education and training,
models of scientific employment, and
models of practice that have served the
field so well are beginning to no longer
serve the needs either of psychology or
of society effectively. We can continue to
allow the situation to develop in a fashion

that is controlled by forces largely external to psychology, or we can have a hand
in determining our own destiny.
As market forces drive more and
more of the discipline and profession of
psychology, we must look at what we are
doing educationally to prepare the next
generation of psychologists for the 21st
Century and beyond. The demand for
training is increasing while the competition to provide services of all kinds is
also increasing. Steps must be taken to
correct the many imbalances of supply
and demand that exist throughout the
career span of the full range of psychologist, before these many imbalances
overwhelm us.
Clearly, the answers to these questions cannot be developed in a single
conference. In fact, it is unlikely that
even all the necessary questions can be
formulated at a single conference.
Rather, this Conference should be seen
as an initial stage in a process with
which we may be occupied for many
years. While the many training conferences that have been held have looked
at training models as they “should be,”
we must begin to look at training and
employment as they are driven by a market economy.
It was in this spirit that APPIC decided to sponsor this Conference in
October 1997. APPIC initially approached the APA Board of Educational
Affairs in August 1996 as a possible
cosponsor. This was done because it was
felt that issues of science, practice, and
employment all flow through education,
and because of APPIC’s historically
close working relationship with BEA. At
the November 1996 APA Consolidated
Meetings, it became clear that similar issues were being discussed in the Boards
of Scientific and Professional Affairs,
and in the Committee for the
Advancement of Professional Practice.
An Open Meeting was held at which representatives from the above bodies were
present and expressed a desire for a
wider cosponsorship within APA. The
APA Board of Directors has voted to approve cosponsorship by the entire APA,
with the Board of Educational Affairs coordinating APA’s participation in the
Conference. APPIC and APA are each
contributing $25,000 toward the funding
of the Conference.
Conference Design
The Supply and Demand Conference
will be focused on developing a concrete
set of action plans for both the immediate
and near-term future. The Conference is
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Appendix 1
Tentative List of Invited Organizations
Two Delegates each unless otherwise noted
American Association for Applied and
Preventive Psychology
American Board of Professional Psychology
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American Psychological Association of
Graduate Students
American Psychological Society
American Psychological Association (7
Delegates, one from each group below)
Board for the Advancement of
Psychology in the Public Interest
Board of Educational Affairs
Board of Professional Affairs
Board of Scientific Affairs
Commission for the Recognition of
Specialties & Proficiencies in
Professional Psychology
Committee for the Advancement of
Professional Practice
Commission on Ethnic Minority
Recruitment and Retention.
Association of Medical School Psychologists
Association of Psychology Postdoctoral and
Internship Centers (7 delegates)
Association of State and Provincial
Psychology Boards
Canadian Council of Professional
Psychology Programs
Canadian Psychological Association
Council of Applied Master’s Programs in
Psychology
Council of Counseling Psychology Training
Programs
Council of Directors of School Psychology
Programs
Council of Graduate Departments in
Psychology
Council of Undergraduate Psychology
Professors

A



envisioned as a multi-organizational conference to which the full range of stakeholder organizations will be invited to
send representatives. An additional small
number of delegates at-large will be selected by the Conference Steering
Committee. A list of invited organizations appears in Appendix 1. Additional
resource persons will also be invited to
attend as nonvoting delegates.
Several sets of questions will be addressed by the delegates, and the answers to those questions will guide the
development of the Action Plans. The
successful structure of the previous
APPIC Conferences at Gainesville and
Ann Arbor will be applied. The complete
set of questions and details of the functional organization of the Conference
will be determined by the Conference
Steering Committee. A sample set of initial questions appears in Appendix 2.
The number of delegates should be
kept small enough to have an efficient
working group, while large enough to
represent all the constituencies. We envision a Conference of 50-100 delegates.
The Steering Committee will be small, in
order to maximize efficiency and effectiveness. Sanford L. Pederson, Ph.D.,
has been selected by APPIC to Chair the
Steering Committee and Conference.
The Steering Committee was appointed
equally by APPIC and APA. The other
members of the Steering Committee are
Robert Klepac, Ph.D., Nadine Kaslow,
Ph.D., Frank DePiano, Ph.D., Scotty
Hargrove, Ph.D., and Melba Vasquez,
Ph.D.
Given the wide interest recently expressed in this Conference by numerous

groups, we are now planning an
Advisor y Council to the Steering
Committee. This Advisor y Council
would be composed of representatives
of any and all interested bodies, including but not limited to, the invited participating organizations, the Divisions of
the APA, and any other relevant psychology organizations who desired input
into the planning process. The Advisory
Council would provide suggestions and
input to the Steering Committee for its
consideration. It is not anticipated that
this Advisory Council would require
face-to-face meetings funded by the
Conference, although the participating
bodies could certainly elect to fund
meetings of representatives.
The Conference has been scheduled
for November 12-15, 1997, at the
Sheraton World Resort in Orlando,
Florida. While ten months is a very brief
time in which to organize a major conference such as this, we believe that the
urgency of the situation demands a rapid
response. Given the tremendous interia
in our field, we must act now if we are to
see any effects before the year 2000.
As of this writing, the Steering
Committee has met twice and continues
to hold regular conference calls. We
have mailed letters of invitation to the organizations, are close to finalizing the
set of questions for the Conference, and
will select Delegates-At-Large in July.
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Council of University Directors of Clinical
Psychology
National Council of School and Programs in
Professional Psychology
Note: Other individuals or groups may be invited to attend as nonvoting resource persons
by the Conference Steering Committee.
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Data-Related Questions
1. What do we know about issues of supply
and demand in psychology?
2. What do we need to know about issues of
supply and demand in psychology?
3. Who needs to be involved in gathering
these data?
4. To whom do these data need to be disseminated?
5. What decisions will depend on these data?
Training Model Questions
1. Do the current training models adequately
prepare professional psychologists for the
current practice marketplace?
2. Do the current training models adequately
prepare basic science psychologists for
the current employment marketplace?
3. Do we need to control the number and
types of models used to train professional
psychologists?
4. Should we and can we limit the number of
professional psychologists being trained?
5. What changes are needed in training models?
6. Why haven’t any needed changes already
occurred?
7. How are these change processes realistically accomplished?
8. Who needs to be part of the change
process?
Employment and Practice Model
Questions
1. What are the prevailing models for the employment and practice of psychologists?
2. How do psychologists learn these models?
3. Do the current practice models enable
psychologists to effectively compete in the
marketplace?
4. Are the current models for employment of
basic science psychologists effective in
placing new graduates?
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5. What changes are needed in employment
and practice models?
6. Why haven’t any needed changes already
occurred?
7. How are these change processes realistically accomplished?
8. Who needs to be part of the change
process?
Scientific Questions
1. What is the current state of knowledge
concerning the value of psychological services?
2. What further data are needed to enable
psychology to thrive as a science and a
profession?
3. In what ways is science involved in practice and in what ways should science be involved in practice?
4. In what ways is practice involved in science and in what ways should practice be
involved in science?
5. What changes in the science of practice
and the practice of science are needed?
6. Why haven’t any needed changes already
occurred?
7. How are these change processes realistically accomplished?
8. Who needs to be part of the change
process?

The competitive rankings for funded
APA-accredited internship slots as stratified by type of site and internship training year is presented in Table 2. The
widely hypothesized increase in number
of slots over the nine year period. In
1988-89, 11.8 applications were submitted for each available slot. For the 199697 training year, an average of 16.2 applications were submitted for each slot.
Numerous decreases in competitiveness
were evidenced from 1988-89 to 1992-93.
The training years of 1993-94 to the present evidenced consistent increases in
competitiveness.
The largest increases in competitiveness occurred in VAMCs, state hospitals, and UCCs. Decreases in competitiveness at private medical centers and
“other” sites occurred.
Demand for slots is highlighted by
the drastic increase in the sum of applications completed. From 1988-89 to
1996-97, the number of applications rose
by 14,649, from 18,802 to 33,451. Given
that 2795 professional psychology doctoral students from APA-accredited programs (Oehlert & Lopez, 1996) generated the 33,451 completed applications
referenced in the 1996-97 APPIC directory, 11.97 applications per student were
submitted.

Trends
continued from page 6

sity counseling centers showed the
greatest increases and evidenced the
greatest potential for growth.
Conversely, the supply at private psychiatric hospitals showed the greatest decreases and appeared to be relatively unstable.

Discussion
APPIC has served the field of psychology through regulating the intern selection process and providing information
about the supply of and competition for
APA-accredited internships. Based on
APPIC’s summary statistics, supply of internships has increased over a nine year
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Trends

faced by prospective interns and academic and internship training directors.
APPIC and APA will face a difficult challenge in resolving these disturbing
trends.

If the trends of stabilized internship
supply and increased competitiveness
continues, academic training directors
will face many new challenges. Difficult
decisions about doctoral student admissions policies would have to be made.
Managing the anxiety of prospective interns would become a new advising role
and it would become more difficult to
meet student demands for letters of recommendation.
Internship training directors will also
encounter increased burdens related to
a more labor intensive selection process.
More applications may equate to more
interviews and more offers made on
Uniform Notification Day may be “held”
while prospective interns wait for other
of fers. Consequently, the selection
process itself may become increasingly
complex.
Resolving the imbalance represented
by the trends in the supply of and competitiveness for APA-accredited internships may also resolve the challenges

continued from page 27

period. However, the growth in supply
has tapered as evidenced by the decrease in sites and slots available for the
1996-97 training year. Conversely, the demand for slots has increased as demonstrated by the sharp 14% increase in competitiveness rankings from 1995-96 to
1996-97.
These findings have numerous implications for prospective interns and academic and internship training directors.
Historically, the internship selection
process has been viewed as stressful by
its participants (Constantine & Keilin,
1996). The increasingly competitive internship market has generated greater
“selection anxiety” among prospective
interns. It appears that this anxiety leads
to an increase in the number of applications submitted and consequently an increase in the expenditures related to interviewing for positions.
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Toronto, Canada.
Reich, J. (1996, May). Fixing the internship
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Table 2
Competitive rankings stratified by type of site





Internship Training Year
1990-91
9.2
11.5
11.8
12.1
12.2
11.7
17.8
12.3
5.2
9.2
11.9
11.4

1991-92
9.8
12.2
12.0
11.9
12.5
11.4
16.0
12.3
5.3
10.0
11.6
11.6
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1992-93
11.7
12.6
11.6
12.5
12.7
11.3
14.0
11.7
7.3
7.2
11.0
11.5

68

1989-90
10.3
11.8
11.4
12.7
11.1
12.0
18.0
14.2
5.8
9.8
12.8
11.7

A

VAMC
State
CMHC
Med School
UCC
Clinical
Private GEM
Private Psych
Military Hosp
Consortium
Other
Totals

1988-89
8.9
11.2
11.8
13.9
12.6
13.2
19.0
14.4
6.6
9.3
13.2
11.8

ded 19

1993-94
12.4
13.3
12.7
14.2
16.2
13.2
13.2
11.6
7.3
10.1
12.7
13.1

1994-95
12.5
13.9
13.1
14.8
17.3
13.8
16.2
15.9
9.2
9.6
10.5
13.8

1995-96
12.3
17.4
13.8
16.0
15.3
14.2
18.0
8.2
8.0
9.6
13.4
13.9

1996-97
15.8
20.3
14.0
17.2
20.3
13.7
15.9
17.0
9.5
13.2
11.7
16.2
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Personal Accounts
continued from page 7

ing a substantial amount of money to
maintain their competitiveness in an
internship market that could be described as a “seller’s environment.”
“I have already spent over $350 this
year on faxing and postage alone for
the internship process” (Anonymous
student, personal communication,
February 11, 1997).
“As a result, I spent 23 days on the
road for a total of 6 days of interviews/open houses. This incredibly
inefficient trip cost me nearly $2000”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, February 26, 1997).
“The process is far too expensive or
at least puts too much of the burden
on students. It is absolutely fallacious
and unethical to assert that interviews
aren’t important-they absolutely are
for both students and internship site.
Yet, it’s an incredibly expensive proposition to travel so far or so frequently
and with such little advance notice in
such a short period of time.” (survey
respondent, Draper, 1997).



Weathering the Storms
Weathering the storms, both figuratively and literally, has been perceived
as a requirement rather than an option
for students taking part in the competitive
internship
environment.
Figuratively speaking, students struggle to weather the storm of interviews
which are often viewed as problematic. They are compelled to accept
each and every personal interview invitation extended to maintain their
competitiveness at sites.
“Although I felt each interview was
fair and challenging, the discrimination involved is unbelievable. I applied
to sites across the country. Most sites
expect you to interview in person and
many expect you to fly out on a moment’s notice. This completely discriminates against those students with
limited funds as well as the valuable
time taken away from studies and possible employment” (Anonymous student, personal communication,
October 20, 1996)
Similar sentiment was expressed by
numerous students, but supply and
demand dynamics require students to
interview often and well, given that
the interview is one of the most impor tant selection criteria (Lopez,
Oehlert, & Moberly, 1996)

Weathering the storms, literally
speaking, is also of great concern for
students who travel to interviews and
open houses during the dead of winter.
“Requiring students to schedule extensive out of state travel during the
winter holiday season is ridiculous. In
addition to the expense and difficulty
of scheduling flights, over-the-road
travel in many parts of the country is
hazardous during December and
January. I personally know of two people in my program who narrowly escaped serious automobile accidents
on icy freeways while traveling to internship interviews” (Anonymous student, personal communication,
February 26, 1997).
“I traveled through a blizzard only
to reach the site and discover it had
closed for the day due to bad weather”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, January 1995).
While students understand that
even the most esteemed psychologists
have no control over inclement
weather, psychologists involved in
training and in the regulation of the internship selection process may have
control over the setting of dates or interview periods which could minimize
the risk to students traveling for interviews.
Altering Training and Career
Goals
Students’ need to complete their
doctoral degree requirements may
force them to re-evaluate their training and career goals. In some cases,
altering or compromising goals may
be perceived as necessary for increasing competitiveness.
“The main thing I am doing differently is applying to places where I
have a lot to offer (experience-wise),
not places where I want to get experience in things. Because everything is
so much more competitive, I don’t
think we can afford to look at internship as a time for learning, but instead
need to look at it as a time to fine-tune
the clinical skills we already have”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, October 10, 1996).
“I’ve mentioned before that since I
didn’t get an internship this year I’ll be
applying again - to the same sites - and
possibly a couple more, next year. So,
do I try to convince this site that I
have had some type of major change
of heart and now am eagerly pursuing

a clinical career?” (Anonymous student, personal communication, April
1997)
Fear of Nonplacement
Whether it be in the presence or absence of good data regarding the extent of the internship imbalance, students are aware that there is a
possibility that their degree completion
will be delayed by non-placement on internship. The randomness of nonplacement understandably exacerbates
the fear.
“The way UND is set up, extreme
anxiety for applicants is inevitable.
The current system leads to many
people being “blind-sided” and disappointed on UND.” (Survey respondent, Draper, 1997)
“Supply and demand rules . . . increased number of applicants and
steady number of sites means this required part of training will be put off a
full year for more and more students.
Something needs to be done to guarantee students internship hours if this
is required.” (Sur vey respondent,
Draper, 1997).
“It’s hard to be so powerless and not
know whether you’ll get 10 [offers] or
none. Or where you will live!” (Survey
respondent, Draper, 1997).
“The process is stressful enough
without having to be terrified by the
sheer number of others applying.”
(Survey respondent, Draper, 1997).
“There are simply too many applicants for the number of available internship slots. Given current funding
patterns, it is unlikely that there will
be a significant increase in the number of internship sites/slots. Unless
the APA & APPIC take some courageous steps to limit the number of
Ph.D.’s being produced (the AMA has
been doing this with MDs for many
years), internship applicants should
expect increasing difficulty receiving
a site (as well as a flat job market for
years to come).” (Survey respondent,
Draper, 1997).
The Effects of Nonplacement
Students who are unplaced on
Uniform Notification Day report disillusionment and demoralization. The
vast majority of unplaced students are
believed to be highly qualified students who received certification of
readiness from their academic train-
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Personal Accounts
continued from page 29

ing director. Nonplacement puts them
in the situation of becoming “more
qualified” and learning how to “play
the game” better when they reapply.

Tr ying Again
Those students who are do not receive placement on UND and whose
persistence and creativity does not get
rewarded with a post-UND placement
are challenged to overcome their negative feelings about the system, the
process, the profession, and themselves to go through application again.
“I sit with the realization that I am
not going to go on internship this year
as I had planned and that I need to go
through the whole ugly process again
next year” (Anonymous student, personal communication, March 6, 1997).
A Need to Consider the Effects
on Students
It is true that not all students are
well-qualified and well-prepared for internship, but those who are expect
their training contract to be honored
and to complete their degree. The positive effects of completion may outweigh all of the negative effects of
nonplacement, but it is hard for students to realize this when they are in
the throes of the demoralizing
process.
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Demoralization
Students who are unplaced may be
so for various reasons. However, email
contacts from these students suggest
that they share a common reaction to
nonplacement, demoralization.
“It is utterly demoralizing to work
oneself into the ground and spend a
small fortune only to have the whole
degree seeking process put on hold,
without any real awareness of the criteria involved” (Anonymous student,
personal communication, Februar y
18, 1997).
“I am so devastated I could barely
get out of bed this morning. I am trying to get up for doing the clearinghouse again this year . . .”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, February 11, 1997).
“After 5 years of graduate school, I
am ready to give up because I’m so
dishear tened and discouraged”
(Anonymous student, personal communication, February 11, 1997),
“I did not secure an APA-accredited
internship on UND. Along with 500 or
so other bewildered applicants who
also did not receive an offer, I scrambled, phoned, and faxed to all the
clearinghouse sites to no avail. Finally,
by luck, I was able to secure a nonAPA-accredited site (in May) within

driving distance from my parents’
house back home. This site was formerly accredited, however, lost its
funding. The good side is I am receiving an outstanding, supervised internship experience. The bad side is that
it’s not APA-accredited and it’s unfunded. The burden of carrying 2 flexible part-time jobs is making this a
challenging year.” (Survey respondent, Draper, 1997)

68
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Preliminary APPIC-APA data suggest that around 10% of students are
unplaced by the start of the internship
year (Reich, 1997). Some would say
that is not many, while most students
would argue that it is 10% too many.
This paper addresses the personal effects of nonplacement for that 10% or
so. All psychologists involved in training need to be aware of the experiences of these students. Hopefully,
more focus will be put on these effects
so all soon-to-be psychologists can
have a warmer introduction into their
chosen field.
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Letters to the Editor
chance as anyone else. Third, it would
lead to no fewer unplaced applicants—
only different ones. Fourth, its legally
defensible—how do you claim bias for
a table of random numbers? Fifth, it
removes the temptation for internship
sites to rely unduly on easily quantifiable data such as number of practicum
hours or number of tests administered, thus preserving some autonomy for training programs to design
their own experiences. Sixth, statistically it should provide for diversity of
interns. Seventh, it reduces the workload for both internship sites and
training programs.
Given the uniformly high quality of
intern applicants, I think this type of
selection would work well. In actuality,
its similar to, but probably better than,
the computer matching system that
was never really given a fair chance.
Are any sites willing to or brave
enough to try it? Let’s put it to an empirical test.
E. THOMAS DOWD, Ph.D., ABPP
Dear APPIC Members:
The American Psychological
Association of Graduate Students
(APAGS) would like to publicly thank
the membership and board for its continued effort at regulating the internship application and selection process.
Recent APPIC policy and procedural
changes have been well-received by
students. Upcoming implementation
of computer matching seems to be
strongly suppor ted by our constituency.
We would also like to thank Jeanna



Sincerely,
SHANE J. LOPEZ
APAGS Internship Task Force
Co-Chair
KAY DRAPER
APAGS Internship Task Force
Co-Chair
MIGUEL YBARRA
APAGS Past-Chair
APAGS Liaison to APIC
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Dear Bob,
I was intrigued by the “Remarks
from the Editor” in Volume XXI,
Number 2 (Winter 1996) of the APPIC
Newsletter. Certainly, I can understand the difficulty of differentiating
among barely-distinguishable applicants without resorting to the trivial
and unsupported nuances and inferences described by Dr. Goldberg. In
addition, training directors, especially
from the Scientist-Practitioner programs, worry that internship sites
may press for an ever larger number
of clinical hours in order to provide for
a relatively quick and easy quantitative
differentiation among applicants who
may not differ on much else. The result could be a gradual metamorphosis of training programs into one gigantic practicum.
However, because of the sheer
labor involved in implementing his
suggestion for a more I/O approach,
I’m not sure it’s practical. Imagine, in
addition to all the evaluation and interviewing time now necessary, evaluating and rating work samples as well.
Examiners for the American Board of
Professional Psychology do this now
in evaluating candidates for the
Diplomate and spend several hours on
each candidate!
To really solve the problem, we
need either more internship slots or
fewer applicants. Marketplace considerations would suggest the latter and
indeed the marketplace will eventually
provide a correction in any event.
As one short-term solution to the ills
raised by Dr. Goldberg and myself, let
me suggest the following. Except, for
applicants who clearly don’t meet the
basic qualifications (who can be excluded), select the remainder of the interns on a random basis. While at first
glance, this procedure may appear to
be outrageous and destructive, I would
submit that it would be no worse and
probably better than the current system.
First, it would remove the temptation, noted by Dr. Goldberg, to focus
on trivial and probably insubstantial
differences among applicants. Thus, it
should be no less valid. Second, far
from exacerbating applicant anxiety, it
should reduce it. Gone would be student agonizing over one possible
minor misstep or mistake that could
fatally damage their chances. Each
would rest relatively secure in the
knowledge that they had as much

Dressel, Louise Douce, Nancy
Garfield, and current APPIC members and board members who were instrumental in the development and
adoption of the Universal Uniform
Application. The application appears
to allow students to present information regarding personal background,
experience, readiness, and interest in
particular sites.
Given that the application is comprehensive and preliminary data suggests that it will not drastically increase the number of applicants to
sites, APAGS encourages all APPIC
members to contribute to the increased standardization of the application process by using the form as it appears on the APPIC homepage
(WWW.APPIC.ORG). Site adoption of
this application would make the
process less and arduous and less
time-consuming. This will allow students to devote more time and effort
to their Fall tasks of completing
coursework, gaining clinical experience, meeting the responsibilities of
assistantships, and working on their
dissertation.
Thank you for your consideration
and continued efforts.
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THE
APPIC
DIRECTORY

APPIC
NEWSLETTER
POLICY

FOR MEMBERS: APPIC members automatically receive the Directory, the Newsletter, and
access to the APPIC Clearinghouse. Your program’s listing in the APPIC Directory will be
updated annually. Update forms will be mailed in the Spring to all current members. To assure that your listing is current and accurate, we request that you inform APPIC by mail of
any changes in the listing as soon as they occur. Please do not communicate such changes
by telephone, but convey them in written form clearly identifying your program in the letter. Mail to: 733 15th Street, NW, Suite 719, Washington, D.C. 20005.

APPIC encourages its members to contribute to the Newsletter’s content.
Contributions may take the form of essays, theoretical or data-based articles/studies, and brief reports on topics
and issues directly related to internship
training in psychology at the pre- and
post-doctoral levels. APPIC reserves
the right to accept or reject submissions
for publication in the Newsletter. The
opinions and statements in contributions selected for publication in the
Newsletter are the responsibility of the
author(s) and do not necessarily represent the endorsement, views, or policies
of APPIC or the Newsletter Editor. It is
suggested that the APA Publication
Manual guidelines be followed for submissions. Please submit contributions
(hard copy) to the APPIC Newsletter
Editor at Central Office.
SUBMISSION DEADLINES:
For submissions to be published in the
Newsletter, manuscripts should reach
the Newsletter Editor by October 31, for
the Winter issue, and April 30, for the
Summer issue.

FOR NONMEMBERS: Individuals, nonmember institutions and non-subscribers can obtain the Directory at a cost of $30 per copy. Students can obtain the Directory at the reduced
price of $15, provided the graduate program in which the student is enrolled is an APPIC
subscriber, and they submit their Directory order on graduate program stationery countersigned by their academic advisor or clinical training director. Non-APPIC members can become subscribers. Every Subscriber program receives a copy of the APPIC Directory, the
APPIC Newsletter, and access to the APPIC Clearinghouse. The cost of a subscription for a
doctoral psychology program is $125 per year. Other organizations, agencies, or groups
may purchase an APPIC subscription for $150 per year. Both Members and Subscribers
may obtain additional copies of the APPIC Directory at a discount price of $15 per copy and
additional Newsletter copies for $10 each. Orders for the Directory should state to whom,
and to what address the Directory should be sent. Checks for subscriptions and for orders
should be made payable to APPIC and mailed to APPIC’s Central Office: 733 15th Street,
NW, Suite 719, Washington, D.C., 20005; (202) 347-0022. Prepayment is required prior
to shipping.
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