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Welcome to the
30th anniversar y
issue of the APPIC newsletter. In this
issue, we have articles from contributors
who reflect upon the 30-year history of
the organization. In preparing to write
the Chair’s column for this issue, I
began to think about what I might be
writing about 30 years from now (if I am
so lucky) as I look back at life today
within APPIC. I don’t know how it might
feel then, but today it feels as though
APPIC is involved with very significant
groundbreaking issues and projects. I
hope to give you a sense of the issues
that confront us in the present, and how
APPIC is responding to these challenges.
Psychology Internship Computer
Match
Perhaps the most significant issue
that has faced our membership in quite
some time is the Psychology Internship
Computer Match proposal that the
membership is voting on currently. The
results of the vote will have long been
disclosed by the time this newsletter
reaches you, but as I write, the deadline
for the vote has not passed. If, however,
the vote turns out anything close to the
results of the recent membership survey, we likely will have voted in favor of
a computer based matching process for
intern selection in 1999. It has been
quite an honor to be a member of the
APPIC Computer Match Committee that
has been so effectively chaired by Greg
Keilin, Ph.D. His willingness to devote
his knowledge, talents, tireless energy,
continued on page 28
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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 $400 for pre-doctoral internship programs, $400 for freestanding post-doctoral training programs,
and $650 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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Welcome to this Thirtieth Anniversary
Special Issue of the APPIC Newsletter,
on the theme of APPIC: Then, Now, and
Beyond 2000, a look at past, current, and
future directions in internship training
and this organization. In a Special
Section, we are pleased to have contributions from past and present APPIC luminaries Drs. Alvin G. Burstein,
Christine H. Carrington, A. Jack Hafner,
Kathie G. Larsen, Philip R. Laughlin,
Sanford L. Pederson, K. Samuel Solway,
and Carl N. Zimet. In addition, Associate
Editors Drs. David Aronson, Jon
Thomas, Randy K. Otto, and Sandra E.
Tars choose to address this theme directly, while contributions of the other
Associate Editors do so by implication.
As veteran internship directors and
readers of this newsletter know, this
issue follows the lead of our Twenty-fifth
Anniversary Issue, conceptualized and
edited by then Editor Sanford L.
Pederson, Ph.D. It was a tough act to follow and the Board is interested in your
reactions and comments on the material
in this issue.
Peering through eyes misty with nostalgic tears, into an admittedly murky
crystal ball, I foresee the following for
internship training. The ‘supply and demand’ problem will naturally undergo
marketplace corrections, with fewer students seeking graduate education in professional psychology and APA finally
forced to adopt some realistic, prescriptive criteria for accreditation. APPIC will
have a Computerized Matching System
which realizes former Board Vice Chair
Ben Blom’s goal of a 60 microsecond
UND (replacing the original grueling
28-hour ordeal). The public, no longer
ignorant of the needs and benefits of
psychological care, will demand such
care (along with other health care
modalities) from the government, insurers, and provider organizations.
Managed care organizations will conduct their own, self-serving research
which will nonetheless demonstrate that
outcomes of mental health care by psychologists are superior to those obtained by the half-educated copycat
continued on page 4
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BY

ALVIN G. BURSTEIN, PH.D.

The Germans probably had a word for it.
A word for the sense that the way things
are, or were a few days ago, is the way
things ought to be. A sense that all of the
past has been heading, in some necessar y way, toward the present.
Occasionally, as C. S. Lewis points out,
this notion gets called into question, as
when we learn that one of our parents
might well have married otherwise.
In the 1970’s most of the graduate students in the doctoral program in Clinical
Psychology at UTK anticipated careers
in which a modal activity would be long
term psychotherapy, with a six figure fee
for service practice one of the realistic
options. The sense that those now graduated students had, those expectations
of how things would be, or should be, appears to be withering under the pressures of scaled back interest in socialized mental health care (AKA mental
health centers and health insurance coverage for mental disease), and an explosion in the numbers of those who designate themselves as mental health care
providers. Faced with quite a different,
arguably fiscally grimmer reality, some
feel confused or cheated, and some see
in the change the signs of decline or
even of an end. It is probably worth noting that this apocalyptic apprehension is
not exclusive to clinical psychology; a recent book, The Death of the Guilds, by
Elliot Krause, argues that all the professions (the descendants of the medieval
guilds), notably medicine, law, engineering and the professoriate are losing social status and power as the capitalist
mode becomes ever more salient.
Without fully exploring Krause’s thesis I want to address the question of the
future of clinical psychology given the
deteriorated state of fee for service mental health practice. My thoughts on that
question are in part a function of my age;
the tendency of the aged to reminisce is
well documented. So you will forgive my
remarking that I remember when the
first clinical psychologist in Chicago
went into fee for service practice. In fact,
I remember when the folklore of applicants to doctoral programs in psychology made it clear that to profess an interest in the practice of psychology

would put the quietus to an application.
My point is that clinical psychology preexisted (if you date if from Shakow, by a
couple of decades) the explosive involvement of psychologists in fee for service practice. In the fifties and sixties,
most clinical psychologists were
salaried, working for hospitals, notably
the Veterans Administrations and the
large state hospitals, or teaching in universities. Today, of course, the Veterans
Administration, though enjoying presidential cabinet status, seems moribund
and universities are downsizing and outsourcing at a rate that would gladden the
heart of a Marvin Runyan or maybe
even an unrepentant Scrooge. Are, after
all, apocalyptics in order?
I think not. As long as universities
offer any vestige of liberal education, as
long as they are in any way committed to
the cultivation of intellect for its own
sake, the study of human nature will be
essential in the university. In fact, I have
a highly subjective sense that universities are beginning to remember the importance of undergraduate liberal education, and clinical psychologists who
are able to involve students in an exploration of the paradoxes of human being
will serve an important purpose. And
while the VA is moribund and the population of veterans shrinking, the presence of a federally sanctioned system of
over a hundred hospitals nationwide in
the context of a health care system increasingly committed to for profit operation presents an opportunity. I think it is
quite likely that some president will be
bold enough to transform the VA system
into the backbone of a system for providing health care to the increasing
numbers of Americans who cannot afford to purchase their health care or for
other reasons lack access to it.
Furthermore, it seems to me that psychology, despite its having ducked the
challenges of education, vocational
choice and social engineering, might yet
be asked to contribute to remedying the
ills of the criminal justice system. The
nation is unlikely to continue to tolerate
an increasingly expensive and ineffeccontinued on page 4
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APPIC: At the Helm of the
Ship That’s Sailing into
New Territory or Oblivion

BY CHRISTINE H. CARRINGTON, PH.D, CHIEF
PSYCHOLOGIST, DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY, HOWARD UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL



It’s difficult to believe that five years
have passed since the last APPIC
Newsletter when the “senior citizens”,
author included, were asked to contribute to the 25th anniversary issue. It
was a pleasure to take the journey down
memory lane to remember the “good ol
days” of APPIC and to see its metamorphosis over the six years (1984-1990)
that I was on the Executive Board in various capacities. While I have not been an
internship-training director since 1989, I
do supervise a required rotation for psychiatric residents and psychology interns in Psycho-oncology, (the psychological care of the cancer patient).
In the article I submitted to the 25th
Anniversary Issue of APPIC, I spoke
about the emerging era of health care
reform, managed care and the need for a
paradigm shift within psychology to
maintain its viability in the new health
care marketplace. We are solidly entrenched in managed care and the struggles of mental health professionals, including psychologists in both hospital
and non-hospital settings are real.
Training directors in academic and internship settings who heeded the wakeup call to re-visit and re-configure their
training curricula are reaping the benefits of their reforms. Likewise, training
directors who are continuing to function
in a business as usual fashion are struggling to maintain their viability or desperately seeking to find new ways of
marketing the services of psychologists.
This dilemma is particularly felt in hospital settings.
Transforming Chaos into Creativity
Psychologists are fortunate because
of the breadth and depth of their training. In health care settings their services are in demand from medical units
e.g. cardiology, oncology, primary care,
transplant, internal medicine. By providing consultative services to these units,
interns are honing their consultative
skills and finding creative ways to make
an impact as a member of the multidisciplinary team. They are creating new
ways to bring life to an old concept. For
example, on the Psycho-oncology rota-
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tion, psychology interns are impacting
the multidiciplinary team in significant
ways. On Rounds and outpatient services, the contributions of psychology
are notable. Attendings and residents
express the “need” for input from psychologists during their didactic discussions and in planning clinical interventions with patients. The “operationalizing” of behavioral medicine concepts
creates a new energy for the team that
benefits patients, primarily, but also
members of the team.
The specialized training of the psychologist equips him/her to be creative
in both direct and indirect modes of intervention. Training in basic research,
applied research (esp. evaluation and
survey) and the application of psychological theory and principles to the management of health care systems, provides high marketability for psychologists with hospital administrators,
division chiefs and in some instances
with managed care companies. As hospitals reconceptualize their activities
from independent service units within a
structure, to a network of health care delivery systems across many structures, the
movers and shakers among mental
health professionals are simultaneously
reconfiguring their roles and re-positioning themselves for viability and marketability. Those who are not willing to
change will be “thrown off the boat”.
This is our new reality: however, we can
“sail with the ship” if we are willing to be
proactive and creative.
The Good News
APPIC can continue to lead internship training directors by keeping them
well informed through its Newsletters
about innovative programs, workshops
at APA and regional psychological associations sponsoring programs about
managed care, special issue Newsletters, etc. A question and answer column in some of the Newsletters might
also be helpful.
I believe we’ll weather the storm and
emerge victorious. APPIC will play a
major part in the drama.

Editor’s Introduction
continued from page 3

pseudoprofessions to which we have
foolishly given away our techniques.
Health psychology training and professional activity will expand greatly and
forensic psychology will continue to
grow. Short-term techniques will hold
sway, with 12 to 25 sessions in any therapeutic modality being found to be sufficient for symptom amelioration and
some forms of change. Training will
need to incorporate this reality. And we
will have prescription privileges too, but
only with extensive specialized postdoctoral training.
But, my cr ystal ball again grows
cloudy . . . Enjoy the Special Issue!

W(h)ither
continued from page 3

tive prison system and behavioral scientists willing to speak to these difficult
problems will find an interested audience.
If clinical psychology dies it will be because it doesn’t change.

1998 APPIC
ANNUAL
MEMBERSHIP
MEETING
FRIDAY
AUGUST 14, 1998
9:00 am–11:50 am
SAN FRANCISCO
DOWNTOWN
MARRIOTT
GOLDEN GATE
SALON A3
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cation resource among psychology internship training centers regarding training matters. At the time when I was
asked to become APIC Newsletter editor
I was president of the Minnesota
Psychological Association. Since I was
particularly familiar with the style and
format of the Minnesota Psychological
Association newsletter, the Minnesota
Psychologist, I decided to use that as a
model for our fledgling newsletter.
Accordingly, the first APIC Newsletter
came out later in 1975. In an effort to
make the APIC Newsletter more responsive to local issues in training, regional
editors were recruited through the early
APIC Newsletter. Subsequently, each
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At the annual meeting of the American
Psychological Association in 1975 Ivan
Mensh, then a member of the Board of
Directors of APIC, approached me in regard to starting a newsletter for APIC. At
the Board of Directors meeting at that
time they decided that it would be helpful in the continued development of APIC
to publish a newsletter. After some discussion regarding expectations, I agreed
to the Board’s request to become the
first editor of what was to become the
APIC Newsletter. The Board provided
me with considerable latitude as editor in
the development of the APIC Newsletter.
Their main concern was that the APIC
Newsletter become a primary communi-

8-199
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ships was a significant part of the entire
matrix. Computer matching possibilities
were visited frequently. Clearinghouse
issues and procedures were discussed
annually.
A couple of significant accomplishments will be mentioned here, but they
by no means comprise even a small portion of the entirety of achievements. An
administrative office was established in
Washington, D.C. It subsequently took a
few years to get it right, but it remains
today an essential feature of the organization. The beginnings of putting the directory on the computer commenced.
And a third contribution was undertaking to keep, and report on, certain demographics of particular interest to the
field at large, for example what the average intern salary/stipend was.
At the risk of overlooking one or two
valued colleagues, I feel compelled to
herein recognize the work and dedication of the following with whom I was
privileged to serve throughout this time:

Al Burstein; Bud Orgel; Ron Kurz; David
Rice; Mike Flynn; Kathie Larsen;
Christine Carrington; Cynthia Belar; Jim
Stedman; Ken Solway; Patricia
Hollander; and Carl Zimet. They served
as a wonderful bridge from the founders
of APIC to the current APPIC board that
is struggling diligently and professionally with today’s issues impacting the
training of psychologists.
In conclusion, I would like to thank
and congratulate Bob Goldberg on the
outstanding job he is doing with the
APPIC Newsletter and congratulate
APPIC in its entirety for reaching the
Thirtieth Anniversary Issue milestone
of this valued means of communication.

30 Years

96

1

I had the privilege of serving on the
APIC executive council from 1981-1987.
These were the days before word processing, spreadsheets, databases as well
as an administrative office. In retrospect, it’s amazing all that was accomplished by this group(s) of dedicated
professionals without the current assistive technology being available.
Issues we found challenging included
standards/criteria for membership, the
recurring “what should be done about
those programs which won’t adhere to
the uniform notification guidelines”, due
process procedures, linkages to other
groups having interests in the training of
psychologists, and where we should go
to dinner. The matter of fiscal accountability and responsibility was attended to
extensively, and budgetary matters took
on a new dimension over this period of
time. In addition, the issue of pre vs.
postdoctoral training was frequently visited which culminated in the Gainesville
conference. One vs. two year intern-

issue of the newsletter had a section that
was devoted to material obtained and
submitted by the regional editors. This
regionalization of the APIC Newsletter
was generally well received and encouraged APIC to be more responsive to regional issues and concerns. Another
function of the APIC Newsletter was to
provide a survey source of the membership. One of the first such surveys of
the APIC membership was titled
“Innovations in Internship Training”
which sought descriptions of new approaches being implemented throughout the US and Canada. It would be interesting to review the information from
that survey to see what happened to
those “innovative” approaches to training
in regard to current practices.
In summary, it is both satisfying and
reassuring to see how APPIC and the
APPIC Newsletter has not only survived, but has continued to develop and
prosper over the years. Let us hope that
APPIC continues to remain a primary
source of excellence in the professional
training of psychologists.
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BY

KATHIE G. LARSEN, PH.D, ABPP

It feels odd to be writing for APPIC’s
thirtieth anniversary newsletter. Why it
seems like only yesterday I wrote something for the twenty-fifth anniversary
newsletter! Receiving the request for an
article made me go back and read what
I wrote five years ago. It helped me recognize what has changed and what has
not.
When I was on the APPIC Board of
Directors (1987-94), the board would periodically get fr ustrated with how
bogged down we could get in details of
Uniform Notification. (I expect that hasn’t changed.) It was useful to remember
that bringing order to the once truly
chaotic process of the offers and acceptances of internship positions was the
raison d’etre for APPIC. As I received
complaints from member programs or
intern applicants, it was also useful to remember that the process, while much
improved over the years, was not perfect
and was unlikely to ever be perfect.
When APPIC was formed, there was not
even a uniform notification date. When I
became a Training Director in 1978, interns had from 8:00 Monday of
Notification week until noon on
Wednesday to make a decision on an
offer. An intern could hold as many of-

fers as they wanted. I can remember applicants who held 20 offers for days,
which stalled the process for everyone.
When we talk now about a period of time
on calling morning when it seems that
nothing happens, we are talking about a
different order of things. I believe that
APPIC has shaped the uniform notification guidelines over the years, making
the process more efficient and more humane. We are now at a point of diminishing returns in shaping that process.
Either we need to be satisfied with finetuning psychology’s unique internship
notification process, or we need to move
to a different process, such as the proposed computer match. I expect that decision will be made by the time this article is published. I know this latest effort
has been costly in terms of time, personnel and money, but I believe that this
issue is the root of APPIC’s purpose, and
therefore, well worth the expense.
One thing that has changed dramatically over the years is APPIC’s role in
the larger psychological community.
When I joined the APPIC Board of
Directors in 1987, APPIC was a small
“kitchen table” organization. By that I
mean that APPIC’s address—the place
where we sent our dues—moved with
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the secretary-treasurer. APPIC had little
visibility in the larger psychological
community. It was seldom consulted
when major policy issues were being
considered by accrediting or credentialing bodies. Perhaps the greatest change
for APPIC in the last 10-15 years has
been its role in organized psychology.
APPIC is now a major player in the discussions of the future of psychology. It
has sponsored two major training conferences
(Internship
Training,
Gainesville, 1987; Postdoctoral Training,
Ann Arbor, 1992) as well as co-sponsoring the Supply and Demand Conference
in 1996. APPIC is the nominating organization for two seats on the APA
Committee on Accreditation. It was an
active participant in the major inter-organizational groups looking at training
issues, notably the Joint Council on
Professional Education in Psychology
(JCPEP) and the Interorganizational
Council on the Accreditation of
Postdoctoral Programs (IOC). APPIC is
a member of the Psychology Executives
Roundtable (PER), the yearly forum for
discussing larger issues in organized
psychology.
The leadership, support and information that APPIC provides to me as the director of an internship program is what I
think of first when I think of APPIC. But
APPIC’s visibility and activities on a
wide variety of issues facing organized
psychology makes it an even more valuable organization for me. I am well
aware that internships are facing a variety of problems today. APPIC’s input to
other organizations and to the field at
large has had a real impact.
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SANFORD L. PEDERSON, PH.D.

As I near the end of ten years association with APPIC, it seems appropriate to
reflect on those ten years and the
changes I have seen. I first became involved with APPIC as an Associate
Newsletter Editor in 1988, then part of
the first Computer Match Committee,
then on to the Board of Directors (newly
renamed, formerly called the “Executive
Committee”) in 1991. Along the way I
served in a few offices, like Newsletter
Editor, Secretary-Treasurer, and Chair
of the Board for my final two years on
the Board. I am now serving my year as
Past-Chair consultant to the Board of
Directors. This August, at the conclusion of the General Membership
Meeting at the APA Convention, my ten
years with APPIC will end. So this is a
very personal reflection of what those
ten years have been for me.
I have been fortunate to be there to
watch much of APPIC’s history being
made. We were first establishing a
Central Office when I arrived. Prior to
that, APPIC operated out of the Chair’s
personal office, and moved with the
Chair. Since then, we have moved from
some files in a consultant’s bedroom to a
fully-equipped, professionally staffed
Central Office that handles an extraordinary amount of business.
When Ben Blom, Bob Klepac, and I
did the Computer Match Pilot Study
back in 1989, it was an extremely con-

troversial uphill battle which was lost.
APPIC could not afford professional
consultants, so I wrote and ran the
match program at home on my personal
computer. Now we have a major consulting firm handling a project with
widespread support.
In 1989, APPIC was just beginning to
make its voice heard. Now APPIC is
consulted by all of organized psychology whenever any internship or postdoc
training issue arises. We have held two
major conferences, the Ann Arbor
Postdoc Conference in 1992, and the
1997 Supply & Demand Conference in
Orlando. We have begun national membership meetings and conferences, and
now regularly of fer Continuing
Education workshops to our members.
We have two seats on the APA
Committee on Accreditation, and have
been invited participants in numerous
training and credentialing meetings.
Our speaking out on the importance of
internship training has even had significant effects beyond the borders of the
US and Canada.
But mostly what I remember about
APPIC is the number of wonderful people with whom I have worked over those
ten years. Carl Zimet was Chair when I
arrived, and will forever be a role model
for me as I am sure he is for many others. A courtly gentleman who was the
first to bring APPIC into national promi-

nence. Carl was followed by Kathie
Larsen who continued to promote
APPIC. Then came my friend Bob
Klepac, who continued to expand
APPIC’s role before handing me the
gavel. I have been fortunate to pass the
gavel to my friend of twenty years,
Peggy Cantrell, and to watch her pass
the torch to one of APPIC’s (and psychology’s) brightest stars, Nadine
Kaslow.
Aside from the Chairs, there have
been so many wonderful people. Ben
Blom, of course. And literally dozens of
others. Christine Carrington, Pat
Hollander (always the stalwart heart
and keeper of the public trust), Gordon
Williams (who still runs the APPIC Web
Site), and all of the current Board. I
know I have forgotten to mention many
who should be mentioned. And so many
great and wise folks I met from all over
while representing APPIC here and
there.
I am grateful for the opportunity to
have learned all that I learned during
those years, for making the friends I
have made over that time. I hope that I
contributed to the organization and to
our field. There have been so many
changes in APPIC that I can barely keep
up with all of it. It is now time for me to
step aside and watch others grow and
change APPIC as I hope I helped do in
my time. But my time with APPIC has in
many ways been a professional and personal pinnacle, a time for which I will forever be thankful. Thankful to those with
whom I have served, thankful to you the
members for having elected me to
serve, and to the greater-than-the-sumof-the-parts that is APPIC as an organization, an ideal, and a commitment.
Thank you all.
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eventuated, in part, in my nomination to
the APA Accreditation Committee as a
representative of internship centers as
well as private practice. We anticipated
many currently implemented and/or
perhaps soon to be implemented,
changes in internship training and professional training in general including
accrediting post-doctoral programs and
placing the first year internship in a postdoctoral year. We even began to discuss
the likelihood of APIC becoming APPIC.
Perhaps the crowning achievement during my era on the Board was the production of the first national conference
on internship training in Gainsville,
Florida, which as you all know, was
chaired by Cynthia Belar. I believe this
has spawned two or three other conferences on professional training based on
the format developed by Cynthia and
her committee. I am sure I am leaving
out several other innovations which took
place during this time frame, but as you
can see we were a busy bunch.
On a more personal level, in the early
1980’s I received a phone call from my
colleague, Bob Silver, in Austin, Texas,
asking me to become the Director of the
APPIC clearinghouse and, within very
little time, I was elected to the Board.
(Really not too many people voted on the
elections at that time). Interestingly,
halfway through my tenure on the
Board, my internship was scrapped by
the State of Texas, and only through the
kindness of Ken Kopel and the VA,
Houston, Texas program, who allowed
me to represent them as a consultant to
their program, was I able to continue my
tenure on the Board.
During these six years, the primary
concerns of the association as a whole
were, of course, about uniform notification procedures, decreasing financial
support for internship programs, and
decreasing number of accredited and
non-accredited internship slots for graduate students. It seems as if APPIC was
being blamed for all three of these problems; it would not surprise me if this
continued to be the case. Somewhere
along the line, graduate programs began
to take us more seriously because of
these issues, and dialogues began

30 Years
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I was a member of the APPIC Board
from 1983 to 1989, and Chair of APPIC
from 1986 through 1989. This was a time
of excitement, vision, crises, increased
visibility, and significant growth in the
history of APPIC. I was fortunate to be
on a Board with creative, fun-loving,
hard-working, and stimulating colleagues. It seemed as if we were constantly in crisis either from internal
sources or external sources, but the result of this was the acknowledgment in
the field in general of APPIC’s importance and significance.
From ‘83 through ‘89, there were
many innovative and long lasting
changes made within the organization.
This was a period of time in which we
hired and fired our first administrator
and then hired a second administrator.
As I recall, this involved Christine
Carrington, Carl Zimet, and I raiding our
interim central office and relieving our
then first administrator of his duties and
carrying our files out into the blistery
D.C. cold. (The aura of Watergate surely
was felt.) Eventually, and with great effor ts, par ticularly by Christine
Carrington, we did achieve some stability as far as hiring an administrator and
renting central office space. Christine
also was instrumental in developing the
first Sanctions Committee of APPIC, but
I do not recall that there was a significant amount of activity despite the constant critical feedback that we would get
about internship agencies violating recruitment policies. During the ‘83 to ‘89
period, we also achieved a by-laws revision which added a public member to
our Board of Directors; and, if memory
serves me correctly, our first public
member, Patricia Hollander, currently
serves in that capacity. We also endured
a vote on internship notification procedures in which computerized matching
was narrowly defeated in favor of continuing the second Monday in February
chaos. As suggested above, this was also
a time in which our communication with
several external organizations, including
all the major relevant applied graduate
programs, emerged, and we literally became a significant player in the broad
area of professional psychology. This

among all these different professional
groups.
In addition to those individuals already mentioned, APPIC must recognize the contributions of board members Kathie Larsen, Jim Stedman, Phil
Laughlin, Norine Johnson, Louise
Douce, Bernhard Blom, Robert Klepac,
Sanford Pederson, Michael Flynn, and
Deborah George (Deborah was our first
‘real’ administrator). Personally, I miss
the stimulation and connections to all of
them. It is remarkable how many of all
the individuals named in this reminiscence have gone on to make even more
notable contributions in the field and/or
who have continued their contributions
to APPIC.
So, in retrospect, the middle to late
80’s was the worst of times and the best
of times, as APPIC came of age and
found its meaningful and rightful place
as a significant organization in professional psychology. I am proud to have
been par t of this evolution.
Congratulations to APPIC on its thirtieth anniversary!
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BY CARL N. ZIMET, PH.D.
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER

I have been very fortunate in having had
a number of exciting and rich experiences in a broad array of psychological
organizations. APIC certainly counts as
one of those. My feelings of accomplishment went hand in hand with the sense
of warm collegiality and effective working relationships with the members of
the Executive Committee of APIC.
My tenure on the Executive
Committee from 1985 to 1992, which included three years as chair, spanned a
time when APIC transformed itself from
a “Mom and Pop shop” into a professional organization of influence and
stature.
APIC’s maturing process was not a
smooth one. The organization had been
run out of the back pockets of the members of the Executive Committee. We
did not have a central office for keeping
membership and financial records or a
contact person to answer questions and
to deal with issues and problems as they
arose. It was clear we needed an administrator. Given the financial condition of
APIC, the most we could afford was a
part-time person. We hoped this would
be a first step towards professionalizing
APIC. However, rather than improving
matters, things got worse. We visited
our “central office” to check on the situation. Our administrator’s “of fice”
turned out to be his small bedroom
where papers, billing materials and
other APIC records were strewn around
on the floor, defying any kind of order.
The mystery of why things had gone
awry with the billing and other administrative activities was unveiled.
We clearly needed a bona fide central
office with a full-time person to staff it.
With a vote approving a dues increase,
we were finally able to proceed with finding a full-time “administrator”. In 1986
APIC opened an office in Washington,
D.C. It turned out to be in the building
occupied by the American Psychological
Association, but it was inexpensive. We
have since moved to more neutral
ground. In the years that followed,
APIC’s activities increased almost exponentially. We moved into the Twentieth
Century, putting into place a computerbased system for billing, for member-

ship records and for producing the APIC
Directory.
Now that the Executive Committee
members were freed from the arduous
housekeeping tasks, we were able to
turn our attention to issues of significance in the field. A National
Conference on Intern Training took
place under APIC’s aegis in 1987. Two
attempts at making the selection procedure more effective were brought forth.
The first one, the Early Selection
Process, went down in flames after only
one year’s trial. It put too much stress on
intern candidates. The second one was a
computer-match program; Ben Blom,
Robert Klepac and Sanford Pederson
did yeoman work on that project. The
only mistake, made by the Executive
Committee, was that we did a trial run
while the actual internship offers and acceptance policies remained as they had
been. Since the computer match was a
pilot study and did not impact the selection process, a number of programs
failed to participate and thus skewed the
outcome. By a relatively narrow vote
margin, it was defeated. If it is ever to be
tried again, it would have to be the real
selection process, at least for one year,
not just a trial.
A Sanctions Committee was set up,
which has now matured with the appellation of the Standards and Review
Committee (ASARC). It deals with complaints against programs by intern candidates, most frequently about pressure
on them to indicate the program of first
choice.
As we moved to include postdoctoral
fellowship and residency settings under
the APIC umbrella, APIC needed a
name change signifying their inclusion.
We tried out many different acronyms:
APPIT, APPICT, APPTC and others (feel
free to fill in the appropriate words) and
we ended up with a letter grouping that
sounded just like the old designation—
APPIC.
For several years, we had tried to involve APA in setting up a conference on
postdoctoral training. It was not to be.
APA pleaded poverty and postdoctoral
training did not seem to be a high priority. APPIC thus decided on developing

its own conference. After two years of
planning, the National Conference on
Postdoctoral Fellowship Training in
Professional Psychology took place in
October 1992. Twenty-five years had
passed since the first conference on
postdoctoral training was held at the
Menninger Foundation. I had been on
the Steering Committee for the 1967
Conference and I was in the same role
for the 1992 one.
APPIC became widely recognized as
representing over 500 internships and a
rapidly growing number of postdoctoral
programs. It has a seat on the
Psychology Executives Roundtable, it is
represented with two members on the
new APA Accreditation Committee.
APPIC has liaisons with a number of
other organizations including the
Canadian Psychological Association.
(Reprinted from APPIC Newsletter, Vol.
XIX, No. 1)

New Feature:

TIPS FOR
TRAINERS
MARTHA DENNIS CHRISTIANSEN,
PH.D.

BY

During the course of conducting APPIC
business, your board of Directors often
learns of particularly effective ways
some internship training directors are
doing their job. As we hear of these
good ideas, we will pass them along to
you, our members, in this new newsletter column. The writer of this column
won’t try to replace Heloise, but your
Tips for Trainers may be submitted to
the Central Office.
1. Provide at least two weeks notification
for applicants qualifying for on-site interviews. Those candidates might,
then, be able to take advantage of airline discounts.
2. When designing internship brochures
advertising your program, provide
clear disclosure on your screening criteria. In particular, disclose as much
information as possible about how the
criterion of “number of practicum
hours” is used.
3. Training Directors who are concerned about receiving too large a
pool of applications may find that
printing their selection criteria in detail in their brochures and application
materials may contribute to receiving
a reduced number of applicants.
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Special Article

The Development of Quality
Assessment Systems in Psychology
Internship Training
BY



WILLIAM N. ROBINER, PH.D., ABPP

Despite general agreement that evaluation of supervisees is essential to supervision and that evaluation of programs is
essential to training and accreditation,
there have not been standardized approaches or tools for such evaluation.
This void is ironic in light of psychologists’ expertise in assessment and interest in quality control in education and
practice. Currently, quality assessment
and improvement (QAI) strategies vary
across settings in terms of how supervisees, supervisors, and training programs are evaluated. Programs generally develop their own QAI methods
which, unfortunately, usually lack empirical foundation. The absence of clear
standards for content, format, or process
has resulted in considerable variability
in QAI methods. The new APA (1996)
accreditation guidelines place increased
responsibilities on programs to demonstrate how they achieve training objectives, thereby increasing the need for
sound QAI processes and documentation.
There are many potential reasons
why evaluation of supervisees and programs may be regarded with ambivalence by supervisees and supervisors.
These include the absence of clear, universal training standards or standard
curricula, the lack of accepted technologies for supervisory assessment, fear of
exposing supervisees’ or supervisors’
weaknesses or vulnerabilities, fear of undermining super visor y rapport, and
wishes to minimize adverse consequences associated with negative evaluations (Robiner, Fuhrman, & Ristvedt,
1993). Inherent in supervisory and programmatic evaluation is the risk of exposing limitations, vulnerabilities, or failure. In addition, supervisors usually
have minimal training or mentoring in
how to supervise in general, negligible
training in super visor y evaluation
specifically, and no formal process to
sensitize them to the importance of objective supervisory evaluation (Robiner,
Saltzman, Hoberman, & Schirvar, 1997).
Consequently, it is of little surprise to
find widespread leniency bias within the
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field’s quality assurance mechanisms
(i.e., supervisory evaluations, letters of
recommendation) (Miller & Van
Rybroek, 1988; Robiner, Saltzman,
Hoberman, Semr ud-Clikeman, &
Schirvar, 1997).
Despite the inherent complexities in
supervisory evaluation, and its limited
attention in the literature, it is a fundamental aspect of training and is key to
supervisors’ ethical responsibilities to
safeguard
the
public
welfare.
Supervisors tend to become more interested in supervisory evaluation, and
more sensitized to its intricacies, when
confronted by problems within supervision (Robiner, Saltzman, Hoberman, &
Schirvar, 1997; Robiner et al., 1993). The
need to approach supervision in a more
rigorous and objective fashion is increasingly compelling. According to the
disciplinary database of the Association
of State and Provincial Psychology
Boards (ASPPB), supervisory issues are
among the fastest growing areas of disciplinary actions reported by psychology licensing boards throughout North
America (personal communication,
Randall Reeves, J.D., November 13,
1997).
At the University of Minnesota
Medical School, we have had an enduring interest in evaluation issues within
super vision (Robiner, Fuhrman, &
Bobbitt, 1990; Robiner et al., 1993;
Robiner, Fuhrman, Ristvedt, Bobbitt, &
Schir var, 1994; Robiner, Saltzman,
Hoberman, & Schirvar, 1997; Robiner,
Saltzman,
Hoberman,
Semr udClikeman, & Schirvar, 1997; Robiner &
Schofield, 1990). Our most ambitious
undertaking in this regard was the development
of
the
Minnesota
Supervisory Inventory (MSI). The MSI
is rated as acceptable to excellent by
nearly all supervisors because of its objectivity, comprehensiveness, and specificity. On average, it takes 23 minutes to
complete—less than supervisors have
reported for other forms. It addresses
several domains: assessment; psychotherapy and intervention; consultation; professional; ethical and legal con-
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duct; supervision; professional presentations; research, and has additional areas
for site-specific issues and narrative.
Some supervisors and supervisees have
concerns about using the MSI (e.g., it’s
comprehensiveness, length, scaling).
The development of the MSI occurred
over a few stages. These included review of the literature, review of job
analyses (e.g., Center for Occupational
and
Professional
Assessment,
Educational Testing Ser vice [1982,
June]; Schippman, Vinchur, Smalley, &
Prien [1988]), and review of other programs’ instruments. A series of psychometric analyses were based on intern
ratings. All APA clinical psychology internships were invited to participate in
one phase of the study; in another phase
40 internships were invited to participate.
To address changes within the field,
enhance applications within postdoctoral centers and other settings, and update the MSI to be consistent with the
1996 accreditation guidelines, a few
items (e.g., research, multicultural diversity) were recently added. We also
added space for elaboration because
thoughtful narrative embellishes the
data which can be summarized within
numeric rating systems. A specialized
version of the MSI has been developed
for settings which offer neuropsychological training. Since publishing a description of the development of the MSI
(Robiner et al., 1994) we have responded to approximately 100 requests
for copies. The MSI has been appended
to a recent report by the ASPPB (1997)
Task Force on Supervision Guidelines.
Although other supervisory evaluation
forms focusing on psychotherapy are
available (Lambert, & Ogles, 1997;
Oetting & Michaels, 1982) we know of
no comparable instrument for assessing
multiple domains of professional functioning in psychology which has been
based on research involving multiple
training centers. An excellent discussion
of the need for improving supervisory
evaluation measures and methodological challenges within supervisory evaluation is presented by Ellis and Ladany
(1997).
Fundamental to supervisory evaluation are supervisees’ and supervisors’
objectivity, integrity, candor, and willingness to provide and accept constructive
feedback. The ability of both parties to
communicate effectively about a range
of potentially sensitive topics (e.g., proficiencies, skills, judgement, knowledge,
interpersonal functioning, professional
continued on page 22
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30th Anniversary
Celebration
Association of Postdoctoral &
Psychology Internship Centers
Reception
In Honor of the Service of
Former APPIC Chairs & Board Members
 

Holiday Inn Select-Union Square
Thursday, August 13, 1998
6:30 pm–8:30 pm



The APPIC Board of Directors invites our
membership to join together to celebrate the
growth and achievements of APPIC over the
past 30 years and to recognize the service
contributions of the leadership
of our organization.
We hope you will be able to attend
this special event at the
APA San Francisco Convention
APPIC NEWSLETTER
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FROM THE ASSOCIATE EDITORS
ADULT GENERAL
PSYCHOLOGY
DAVID ARONSON,
PH.D., FACLINP

BY



I was informed that
the theme for today’s
issue is “APPIC: Then
and Now,” looking at
how APPIC now compared with the organization and functioning of APPIC when it was first established 30 years ago. This got me to
thinking about the topic of “Internships:
Then and Now.” Now, I can’t really reflect on how internships were 30 years
ago. Despite what my children tell me
regarding how old I am, I really was
much too young to do a clinical psychology internship 30 years ago. However, I
did complete my APA internship in 1979,
almost 20 years ago (shudder!!).
Perhaps it would be interesting to look
at the differences between my internship 20 years ago and our current APA
internship. It is interesting to consider
this as there are differences (which is to
be expected); however, there are also a
lot of similarities despite the passage of
almost 20 years.
Our internship through the
Northeast Ohio Universities College of
Medicine is a consortium internship. As
most of you know, this means that various agencies participate together in the
organization and running of the program. There is a central administration
which helps to keep things organized. In
our case, we now have five agencies
working together to provide training to
our seven interns. Each intern generally
receives training in two different agencies during their internship year and
participates in various seminars and
workshops (some of which are just for
interns and some of which include psychiatric residents and perhaps other
trainees or staff). Interns are accorded
the same respect and privileges that
other unlicensed staff would receive at
their rotation site. However, it is also understood that they are trainees and so
productivity issues are not emphasized
quite as much (notice that I used the
word “quite” in that sentence).
Generally, interns have multiple supervisors during the course of their training
year and the Training Committee does
its best to make additional training opportunities available to the interns. The
Chief Intern sits on the Training
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Committee and gives a report at each
meeting. While not without some complaints, interns seem to be generally satisfied with the quality of training they receive and seem to understand that we
(the training faculty) really are trying to
make decisions based on what is best
fore their training.
About 20 years ago, I started my own
internship experience. I attended the
Albany Medical College Psychology
Internship Program (now called the
Albany Psychology Internship Consortium). This Internship was also a consortium of agencies. In this instance, it
included the local medical college and
its teaching hospital, the State Hospital,
and the VA Medical Center. Funding
was provided by each of the associated
agencies and a centralized training committee tried to keep the program organized. During my year of attendance, the
program had its first evaluation for APA
accreditation. As a result of its successful evaluation, my class was the first to
graduate from the Internship Program
with APA approval. Rather than rotate
through two agencies during the year, I
rotated through three settings, spending
four months in each setting. My rotations included adult inpatient (my first
inpatient experience—what an education), adult outpatient and geriatrics.
There were also seminars and workshops as well as training practice. I was
expected to spend 25 hours per week at
the clinical site and devote the rest of the
hours to other training activities. There
were numerous opportunities to observe expert professionals resulting in
the ability to model what more experienced staff were doing (or to promise
yourself you would never do what that
staff person was doing). Overall, it was
an excellent training experience filled
with lots of opportunities to grow professionally.
So, you may be asking, what are the
similarities and differences. After all,
that is what I said I was going to address. Interestingly, my own internship
and the internship I am involved in as a
training faculty are both consortium internships affiliated with the local medical school. Both provide rotations
(three per year versus two per year) and
both allow you to have multiple supervisors during the course of your year.
Both provide clinical and didactic training experiences. These structural similarities probably apply to a large number
of APPIC affiliated internship programs.
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I have noticed some differences that
seem to have occurred with the passage
of time and are at least partly related to
the current atmosphere regarding mental health training and treatment. One
was that 20 years ago I was allowed to
spend a minimum of 15 hours per week
in training activities that did not produce
any “billable units.” In our current program, that number has been reduced to
four hours per week (not including clinical supervision). The reason for such a
low number of external training hours
relates to the pragmatic requirement
that the participating agencies have to
be willing to continue funding the internship positions. If more hours were
devoted to external training, the participating agencies were at risk of dropping
out, resulting in no internship program
at all. This level of concern about “value
received,” in terms of billable units from
interns, did not seem to be present when
I was an intern. Agencies felt it was part
of their responsibility to train future professionals and recognized this would involve some cost on their part. Balancing
this out is a reverse trend that I see.
When I was an intern, it was expected
that you would generally “work” more
than 40 hours per week. After all, this
was your internship and your major opportunity to learn how to function as a
professional. The more you put in (in
terms of effort, energy and time), the
more you would get out of it. These
days, there is a very heavy emphasis on
the need to have interns “work” no more
than 40 hours per week. Although some
interns do work over in order to gain
certain extra experiences, this seems to
be the exception rather than the rule. As
a supervisor, I am cautioned to never require such action on the part of the intern and I often have to work with the intern to allow them to leave early on
some days if they have to stay late on a
different day. It is almost as if the
Agency’s increased interest is getting
their “money’s worth” is balanced out by
the Intern’s increased interest in not
working more than the job requires.
Perhaps the two factors balance each
other out; perhaps not.
Overall, I am convinced that interns
do receive a very positive training experience, as I did on my own internship.
Clearly, there have been many changes.
What professional field has not
changed? There is always the temptation to carry on about how things were
“when I was a kid” (you know what I
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mean: walking 3 miles to school in 10
feet of snow; it was uphill both ways; we
had to wear burlap bags on our feet because of not having shoes, etc.) I think
the truth of the matter is that there have
been changes. Some have been good,
some not so good. However, overall the
“product” that is produced is still a good
one. We just need to try and emphasize
the positive changes and to minimize
changes that are negative. Any comments from my readers on this issue
would be appreciated.

CHILD CLINICAL
PSYCHOLOGY
BY JON V. THOMAS,
PH.D.

 

In this anniversar y
issue I want to comment on APPIC’s role
in the future as well as
provide an update on
Medicaid. First, I want to address
emerging trends with Medicaid.
Last issue I wrote about changes in
Medicaid that were anticipated in the
new federal budget. Those changes
allow states to make children eligible for
state-sponsored child health insurance
programs (CHIP). Usually this is done
through Medicaid, although states have
some discretion on how to cover those
eligible. These state initiatives vary depending on how much they can afford.
For instance, in Ohio they cover children only up to 150% of poverty guidelines. Regardless, for those of us who
want to advocate for children, we need
to be familiar with the state guidelines.
In this way we can link families who are
eligible to the proper authorities.
Particularly for those of us in the public
sector, it may create enormous change.
In my own agency, our Medicaid base
could run as high as 80% of our clients. I
will comment on the advantages and disadvantages of CHIP in my next column.
Finally, my comments on the future of
APPIC. I am thrilled to be a part of
APPIC which I believe adds significant
value to the training process for
Psychologists. Clearly the strides toward a computer matching process for
intern selection secures APPIC’s place
in psychology’s future. I applaud those
who have continued to work on this
issue. Another role I suggest that could
add significant value to the training
process is advocacy.
APPIC is uniquely positioned to be
able to advocate for both interns and internship centers with APA. I have great
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concern over APA’s lack of understanding and responsiveness to the needs of
interns and internship centers. The current accreditation process, in my view, is
seriously flawed and far too bureaucratic
to bring about growth. APPIC should
build its collaboration with APA to help
facilitate change. I think APA is willing
to change, but not in the best position to
get honest feedback from their training
sites. I believe sites and interns would
be very forthcoming with APPIC. An initiative to explore these issues could add
real value to the training process. In this
way, APPIC serves interns, sites and
APA to everyone’s benefit.

FORENSIC PSYCHOLOGY
BY

RANDY K. OTTO, PH.D., ABPP
Forensic Psychology
After the Millennium

As forensic psychology has experienced
incredible growth over the course of the
past 25 years, so too can growth and development be expected to continue into
the year 2000 and beyond. Significant
changes in practice and training will
occur as a function of increasing interest
in the field, research developments, and
economic factors.
Forensic practitioners can expect
practice standards to continue to develop and evolve. As of 1990 there were
essentially no practice standards or ethical guidelines specific to the practice of
forensic psychology. In the less then a
decade, however, numerous standards
and guidelines have been developed including the Specialty Guidelines for
Forensic Psychologists jointly promulgated by the American Academy of
Forensic Psychology and the American
Psychology-Law Society/Division 41 of
the American Psychological Association, practice guidelines for child custody evaluation promulgated by the
American Psychological Association,
and the recently published American
Psychological Association practice
guidelines for evaluation of children in
cases of alleged abuse and neglect.
Generally, these guidelines have been
positively received, although they have
not yet met their potential in terms of
raising the standard of forensic practice.
Forensic practitioners should expect development of additional guidelines as
well as refinement and expansion of existing ones. For example, there has
been preliminary discussion of revising
and expanding the Specialty Guidelines
for Forensic Psychologists, work on
which began approximately ten years

ago and which were published in 1991.
When developing these guidelines the
professional organizations typically publish drafts for review and commentary,
and input from experienced forensic
psychologists ser ves only to better
these references. Interested psychologists are encouraged to contact the relevant organizations and become involved
in the process.
As of 1990 there were few psychological tests or instruments designed
specifically for use in forensic settings
(a few notable exceptions being
McGarry’s criminal competence assessment instruments and Grisso’s Miranda
waiver instruments). In the course of
the past 8 years, however, we have seen
an explosion of instruments developed
specifically for forensic applications
(e.g., CAST-MR, ASPECT, MacCATCA) as well as development of others instruments with clear forensic applications (e.g., ILS, SIRS, PCL-R, HCR-20,
MPS, VSVT, VIP, TOMM, SIMS). This
proliferation has both positive and negative aspects. While some authors and
publishers have been exacting in conducting adequate reliability and validity
studies before marketing their instruments, some instruments have been
published prematurely, without adequate reliability and validity data.
Indeed, the test manuals of some instruments do not even meet minimal
criteria published in the APA Standards
for Educational and Psychological
Testing Continued development and refinement of forensic-specific and forensic-applicable instruments can be expected. The ethical forensic researcher
will ensure that measures are adequately researched before making them
available for clinical use, and recent experience suggests that the prudent
forensic practitioner should adopt a
“caveat emptor” attitude and not assume that availability of publication by a
commercial enterprise guarantees an instrument’s validity.
In my last article in this newsletter, I
commented on the proliferation of credentialing bodies, most of which offer
“board certification” or “diplomate” status in practice areas that are relevant to
forensic psychology. As the number of
psychologists entering the forensic
arena increases as a result of economic
pressures felt in more traditional practice settings, some psychologists practicing forensics may be tempted to
quickly gain credentials in an attempt to
separate themselves from the rest of the
pack. Indeed, some “credentials” appear
easy to obtain, providing requisite fees
continued on page 14
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are paid. While some boards and organizations have what can be considered exacting and reasonable standards others
have standards that appear less substantive and more for the sake of appearance. Some authorities have expressed
concern about the confusion that results
with widely varying criteria being used
for similar kinds of statutes or titles such
as “board certification” and “diplomate,”
and I wonder whether there may be
some organized effort in the future to
educate the legal consumer, develop
more consistent or unified definitions or
criteria across these boards, or both. It
is interesting to note that some forensic
psychiatrists have expressed similar
concerns with respect to their fellow
psychiatrists.
Given the increasing interest in forensic psychology, which is stimulated by
factors ranging from substantive ones
such as evolving economic contingencies
to more whimsical ones such as prime
time depictions of “forensic psychology”
(I use quotes here given the quality of
many of these depictions) in television
shows such as Profiler, graduate, internship, and fellowship programs with forensic offerings can expect a significant increase in demand. Indeed, a faculty
member affiliated with a well-known
forensic internship informed me that
they reviewed over 50 applications for 2
fellowship positions this year. While
those administering training programs
can enjoy the benefits typically associated
with a larger applicant pool, they may
also feel pressure to increase the size and
scope of their training programs.
Similarly, those offering CE training in
forensic areas can expect brisk attendance as already established psychologists attempt to re-tool. On a related note,
there remains considerable question as
to whether forensic psychology should
be designated as a specialty by the
American Psychological Association. The
American Academy of Forensic
Psychology has considered submitting a
specialty petition to APA and the membership and governance of the American
Psychology-Law Society is discussing the
pros and cons of such a designation,
which could have implications for accreditation of training programs and the practice of forensic psychology.
The above predictions are not considered comprehensive or exhaustive,
rather, these are just a few of the developments that we may expect to see in
the year 2000 and beyond. And just as
the past 25 years have proven particu-
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GEROPSYCHOLOGY
BY

VICTOR A. MOLINARI, PH.D.

Given the aging of our
population and the
concomitant increase
of job openings in geriatric settings, particularly in long-term care
facilities, I am frequently asked by psychology graduate students how to plan
for a career in geropsychology. My first
suggestion is an obvious one—get accepted into an APA approved graduate
program that at least has one identified
staff member interested in gerontology
who teaches a course on aging. Basic
groundwork in life-span development is
a real asset so that clinical distinctions
can be made between normal and abnormal aging. Volunteer work or a paid
externship at a geriatric site will expose
students to older adults, thereby dispelling aging myths and promoting the
interest of graduate students in this exciting field. In 1994, Division 20 of APA
published a booklet “A Guide to
Doctoral Study in the Psychology of
Adult Development and Aging including
Clinical Psychology Postdoctoral
Opportunities.” As its name implies, this
publication includes sections on pre- and
post-doctoral clinical psychology training programs with specialization in adult
development and aging.
My next suggestion, usually made a
little more forcefully, is that the internship year is a time when students should
be developing at least one area of proficiency. There are a number of programs
with a major or minor geriatric rotation
listed in the APPIC directory. If the
geropsychology experience pans out
and the intern decides to further specialize, postdoctoral fellowship training
affords the best opportunity to develop
true expertise.
However, it is important to note that
with the increasing interest combined
with the continued limited number of
slots, competition for clinical geropsychology fellowships has become keen.
Applicants should realize that most programs clearly favor those with some
prior training in the area. Please see the
“Directory of Predoctoral Internships
with Clinical Geropsychology Training
Opportunities and Postdoctoral Clinical
Geropsychology Fellowships” published
in 1997 by APA’s Division 12, Section 2
to get an updated fellowship listing.
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Many of these programs have sub-specialty areas e.g. gero-neuropsychology,
geriatric health, geropsychiatry, long
term care which may help fellows to further hone their interest and finally get
offered a job working with older adults
in a position of their choice!

ISSUES CONCERNING
THE SERIOUSLY
MENTALLY ILL
BY

SANDRA E. TARS, PH.D.
Training for Treating the SMI:
Then, Now and Beyond 2000

1968: Roles for psychologists in treatment of the Seriously Mentally Ill (SMI)
were limited but rapidly expanding.
Effective medications for schizophrenia
and major affective disorders were in
their infancy. Psychologists were moving from traditional limited roles as
“testers” and therapists for a fortunate
few, to expanded roles as program innovators and evaluators, therapists, researchers and administrators in the new
CMHC’s and innovative state hospital
and VA programs. Psychology positions
in agencies serving the SMI were opening up, and internships could be justified
as recruitment tools in addition to their
other benefits. Hopes for new and effective treatments were soaring, and the
horizons seemed limitless.
1998: Public sector settings are in rapid
transition as competitive Managed Care
Plans replace many previously publicly
funded agencies and programs. State
hospitals and the VA have rapidly shrinking populations, with inpatient lengths of
stay and outpatient range of services
strictly regulated. The new alternative
antipsychotics and an increasingly sophisticated understanding of brain mechanisms underlying psychotic disorders
could lead to vastly improved lives for
those who now live with a chronic disorder. Psychiatric rehabilitation technologies offer real hope for the currently disabled, and new research promises the
possibilities of prevention of the most
devastating effects of severe psychiatric
disorders. The need for psychological interventions to assist individuals with current chronic disabilities as they move
back to the community or receive treatment in community-based settings is
burgeoning. The possibilities for truly
preventive psychological ser vices to
those with potential to develop serious
mental illness are exciting and real. At
the same time, rapid downsizing of tradi-
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tional treatment centers and the budgetconscious decisions of managed care
case managers are rapidly restricting
possible roles for psychologists, and the
funding base for internship positions.
As I reflect on these changes, one
thing stands out: it was a lot more fun to
do training in APPIC’s first decade than
in its third. The challenges of providing
training in an atmosphere of rapid
growth of knowledge were present in
both decades; rationing of care also has
been present in both decades. Yet it
seems more painful now. Then there
was a sense that funds were increasing,
possibilities expanding, internship training relatively easy to justify. Now we see
a constriction of previously available services, a redefinition of what is necessary
treatment, and a scramble to find the
least costly provider. Internship training
in public settings is barely on the map.
As we near the millennium, I ponder
how training will change in APPIC’s
next thirty years.
Looking toward 2000, I see a need for
both university programs and internships to make substantial changes in
their training. The SMI are increasingly
being treated throughout the community, in both private and not-for-profit
agencies, as well as in private practices.
Graduate training programs need to prepare their students for this reality. They
can no longer rely on internship settings
to provide basic skills and competencies
to interns in an era when productivity in
basic technologies for working with seriously mentally ill as they present to us
today: ethically and culturally diverse,
with limited economic resources and
rapidly diminishing public support, with
complex and challenging multiple disabilities, and with a high risk to self or
society. These are the patients who now
make it past the managed care triage
line. They require a higher level of competency and knowledge from interns,
one which cannot be provided solely
during the on-the-job training of the internship year, however well-supported.
Internship sites also need to become
more creative in developing ways to support both their interns and the staff who
provide training. At our own site, we
have been working on broadening our
source of fiscal support by expanding
our multi-auspice collaboration to include new sources of funding. By utilizing multiple funding streams, we become less vulnerable to the vagaries of
one institution’s budget. We also multiply our training resources as we draw
from the expertise of psychologists in all
of these sites, and a greater range of programmatic treatment and rehabilitation
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models. With increased demands for
productivity from staff psychologists, we
ask for more time-limited commitments
from more individual psychologists, reducing the training workload on any
one. And we continue to experiment
with how to provide training for dealing
with such complex cases in a multidisciplinary team environment. Solving all
these conundrums will take us well beyond 2000! Again, I welcome your response and dialogue. You can e-mail me
at huisset@gw.omh.state.ny.us.

ISSUES GERMANE
TO UNIVERSITY
POPULATIONS
BY

ANNA BETH PAYNE, PH.D.

It’s always risky to attribute causality,
particularly when it comes to anything
to do with selecting interns. However, I
am going to take the risk, and observe
that the combination of supply and demand problems and the not-so-new-anymore Universal Application have caused
some complex changes in the way I
think about selecting interns. Both “independent variables” have been discussed at some length on the ACCTA
listserve over the past year, so readers
may certainly notice some of their ideas
incorporated into this column, with no
attribution. For this, I can only say both
thank you and I’m sorry.
The major theme struck in the supply
and demand conversations is that it is a
real problem, and contributes greatly to
the increased anxiety that students experience. It also makes it more difficult
for us to sort through growing stacks of
applications, filled with the experiences
of students who seem highly qualified.
The AAIP has given me a huge amount
of information that I struggle to make
sense of; information that previously I
pretty much ignored. I conclude that
one way we as professionals have tried
to cope with the supply and demand
problem is by getting ever more information about our applicants so that we
can make ever finer discriminations.
Sitting far away from the APPIC
Board meetings, it seems the Board too
is struggling to make sense of the data it
has. Now I am asked to indicate minimum clock hours for direct and indirect
services as well as the average hours reported by my applicant pool. This inspired me to actually look at the data I
have. One observation was that any minimum I would be willing to set was so far
below the mean hours for direct service
and total hours that it was astonishing.

Another observation was that I could indeed determine a minimum that, if imposed, would have eliminated from consideration 31 applicants whom we did
not invite for an interview. This reduction would have saved roughly a personweek of time! (And I remember when
my entire pool of applicants was about
30 candidates!) Finally, I also observed
that the difference between the median
and the mean was large enough that I
think the median is a more meaningful
measure.
From these observations, I conclude
that I can indeed use this data to develop
minimum requirements, and these minimums would likely be helpful to me as
an administrator. However, I do not
know from these data the extent to
which any minimum I establish truly discriminates acceptable and unacceptable
interns. In fact, interviewed and not-interviewed candidates have very similar
mean hours. Moreover, as students seek
more and more practicum experiences
in order to compete in a tight market, of
course the average number of hours I
see in my pool will get higher and
higher. The natural consequence then is
that a student with 500 hours of direct
experience may look less experienced
than one with 700 hours, and to the extent that I am overwhelmed with applicants, I am likely to assume that this is a
meaningful difference. What is more, by
restricting the range for practicum requirements, I contribute to the creeping
increase of hours students are accumulating, whether they need it or not to
function effectively at an intern level.
If the objective data about a candidate
is difficult to interpret, what about the
more subjective information we receive?
Much has been said about the essays on
the AAIP, and how at least some training
directors feel these essays were so innocuous as to be much less meaningful.
Less has been said about the letters of
recommendation we receive. Certainly,
letters traditionally have tended to be
glowing, with all students above average. I had a recent experience, which I
will share with some distortion in order
to protect everyone involved, which
highlighted for me how the supply and
demand problem may be influencing the
letter writing process.
At our agency, one of the responses
we have made to reading many letters
that were empty of useful information
has been to write somewhat lengthy letters that describe the specific clinical
skills and areas of super vision for
practicum students. Letters commonly
continued on page 16
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have some variant of “Susie has been
working on becoming more . . ./less . . .”.
Letters often have a developmental perspective to them. Recently, a student reported being quite disturbed by a letter
like this. The student’s point was that
when training directors are attempting
to screen individuals out, any negative
information can be used to do this. In
discussing this issue with several colleagues, I found that I had to explain to
each of them what was “wrong” with the
letter from the student perspective. This
would certainly suggest that psychologists are capable of weighing the totality
of a letter. Against this is the fact that
when the letter was received, the student was no longer asked for interviews,
and when a different letter went out, interviews again were offered. Although I
am hesitant to attribute causality in this
situation, neither can I easily dismiss the
possibility.
The reality is that in the face of too
many applicants and too much information, we do look for ways to make decision-making easier. Establishing minimum direct service hours helps us with
this, as does looking for any other objective measure that lends itself to a cut-off.
As one of my colleagues noted, however,
it is more comfortable to do this when
we have evidence that interns whose experience falls below the cut-off indeed
perform poorly when on internship. I do
not know of such clear evidence. At the
other end of the spectrum, I would like
to believe that students with glowing letters of recommendation were indeed
better performers than students with
“balanced” letters, but I do not believe
this.
If I get to pick my problems, I’d certainly rather have too many applicants to
select from than too few. I know I will develop strategies to manage this problem.
I simply cannot abandon my ambivalence about my strategies, however,
when I fear than I may be inadvertently
contributing to a training environment
for psychologists that increases anxiety
and competition.

LITERATURE REVIEW
BY JAMES

M. STEDMAN, PH.D.

There have been only four additional
studies since the winter review, a fact
which suggests that perhaps this column would be best done on a once-ayear basis. They are the following:
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1. Prieto, L.R. (1997). Separating group
super vision from group therapy:
Avoiding epistemological confusion,
Professional Psychology: Research and
Practice, 28, 405. Argues that supervision of group therapy, conducted as
“therapy-based group supervision”
has been demonstrated by research
to be ineffective. The author argues
that group therapy should be approached as a “process of learning . . .
informed by pedagogy.” I won’t try to
interpret how epistemology enters
the argument.
2. Gloria, A.M. et al. (1997).
Competitive internship candidates: A
National survey of internship training
directors. Counseling Psychologist, 25,
428-452. Assesses courses and clinical experiences important to internships in their consideration of intern
candidates. The study found that expectations vary by agency but in general found that conducting intakes
and doing short-term therapy were
important. In addition, the five top
courses enhancing an intern’s desirability were psychopathology, personality assessment, individual intellectual assessment, personality theory,
and group theory. This study adds to
the literature in the areas of intern desirability and intern preparation desired by internships.
3. Constantine, M.G. et al. (1997). Postnotification day perceptions of unplaced internship applicants and their
academic training directors: Recommendations for improving future
selection process. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 29,
387-392. Examines the plight of unplaced interns during the 1995-96
training year and makes suggestions
regarding strategies unplaced interns
might use in future applications. It
also makes suggestions to the
American Psychological Association
and APPIC regarding how to respond
to the perceived shortage of positions.
4. Walling, D.P. & Baker, J.M. (1996).
Hypnosis training in psychology internship programs. American Journal
of Clinical Hypnosis, 38, 219-223.
Surveys APA accredited intern programs regarding training opportunities in hypnosis. Only 13% of the respondents provide systematic
opportunities for training in hypnosis
and another 37% offer elective opportunities. However, the average
amount of instruction was a mere 7
hours so the authors conclude that
training is not very significant and
perhaps not enough to allow for its
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ethical use. This study follows up on
two previous studies of the same
training issue with somewhat similar
findings.
There have been 19 studies reviewed
in this column so far. Perhaps it would
be useful to consider topics addressed
by those studies. Seven address selection issues; six consider what interns are
and should be taught; two address supervision; three consider intern preparation; and one discusses post-internship
needs.

NEUROPSYCHOLOGY
BY

DEAN R. SKADELAND, PSY.D.

One of the biggest
news items of the
decade for neuropsychological training, occurred last September
in Houston, Texas.
The event, now referred to as the
Houston Conference, may have signaled
the end of the INS/Div 40 guidelines
many have come to canonize. The primary purpose of the conference was to
re-evaluate the model for specialty training in neuropsychology at the academic,
internship, and post-doctoral level.
Having been in place for over ten years,
the INS/Div 40 guidelines had begun
“to show their age” in comprehensiveness and clarity. It had become evident
that re-evaluation of these guidelines
was urgently needed to meet the
changes in the science, profession, and
marketplace.
Due to the importance of this conference, a “snapshot” regarding a few of it’s
key conclusions is of fered below.
However, it is essentially mandatory for
any site offering pre or postdoctoral
neuropsychological training to obtain a
copy of this document and share it with
staff and students.
Key Proposals/Conclusions
of the Houston Conference
(Abstracted from the Policy Statement)
1. Specific minimal KNOWLEDGE content is proposed across a range of academic/didactic content material for
generic psychology, clinical core subjects, foundations of brain-behavior
relationships, and specialized neuropsychological practice. This base of
knowledge includes the expected familiarity with functional neuroanatomy, psychometric theory, and
biological bases of behavior; but fac-
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tual competence is also now required
in professional ethics, psychopharmacology, and neuroimaging techniques.
2. Specific core SKILLS are delineated
for basic competence. These are proposed across the broad categories of
assessment, treatment, consultation,
research, and training/supervision. Of
the many skills listed, one especially
caught my eye. Beginning now, neuropsychologists will be expected to
have effective communication skills.
3. Specialty training in neuropsychology begins at the doctoral level at a
regionally accredited institution
where the student obtains training in
the basic psychology and clinical core
subject matter.
4. The nature of predoctoral internship
training is defined. A significant statement is made in this paragraph regarding intern selection criteria. To
quote, “Internship entr y requirements are the completion of all graduate education and training requirements including the completion of
the doctoral dissertation” (emphasis mine). In the future, students will
need to know that completion of their
dissertation will be necessary prior to
making application for internship
training.
5. The nature, structure, and basic criteria of postdoctoral residency training is delineated. This is a long section of the document with a host of
training issues addressed involving
selection criteria and the structure of
training. Specific exit criteria are expected from students completing a
neuropsychology residency, some of
which include, scholarly activity, advanced neuropsychological skills,
passing a formal evaluation of competency, and being eligible for state licensure and board certification.
6. The role of Continuing Education in
neuropsychology is clarified as being
necessary to enhance and update
skills. However, it is not considered a
mechanism for obtaining core knowledge or skill in neuropsychology.
7. Diversity is to be emphasized with
training sites strongly encouraged to
attract individuals from “diverse
backgrounds at all levels of education
and training . . . .”
8. Neuropsychologists already in practice and persons currently in training
are excluded from the Houston
Criteria. This new model is not to be
“applied retroactively to individuals
currently trained or in training in the
specialty of clinical neuropsychology.”
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*The entire document can be obtained
in the January/February 1998 NAN
Bulletin, at the NAN website:
www.nan.drexel.edu, or in a pending
issue of the Archives of Clinical
Neuropsychology. Get it, read it, study
it—I suspect it will be with us well into
the next millennium.
The annual NAN Conference is
scheduled in Washington, DC,
November 4-7, 1998. INS will have their
annual meeting in Boston, February 1013th, 1999.

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

The last issue of
the APPIC Newsletter
(Winter 1997) featured a special focus
on the impact of managed care on training in academic health
science centers. A reading of the several
articles on this topic, including my own,
indicates that:
1) There is some consensus regarding
the nature of the impact; i. e. it’s not
a positive one.
2) This consensus, while reflecting seasoned, enlightened and wise judgments (especially my own) is based
primarily on personal observations
and resulting opinions, but is not burdened by the influence of much empirical data.
Comes now, just in time, a report by
Drs. M. Constantine and A. Gloria in the
April 1998 issue of Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice (V.29,
#2, pp.195-199) entitled “The Impact of
Managed Health Care on Predoctoral
Internship Sites: A National Survey.”
This paper describes a sur vey of
Internship Training Directors (ITDs) at
various types of training sites with respect to the perceived effect of Managed
Health Care (MHC) on thirteen different training-related issues. This is, in
fact, an extended version of an earlier
(1996) report by these authors which appeared in this APPIC Newsletter.
A rather good response rate (61%) to
the survey was obtained, with 311 of the
506 sites solicited having replied to the
mail-in study. 24 medical schools sites
were among the respondents, and while
these comprised only about one third of
the medical schools listed in the APPIC
Directory, other categories of training

sites may well have also included settings linked to academic health centers.
Internship Training Directors (ITDs)
were asked to rate the extent to which
MHC had affected various aspects of
their programs, using a 4-point scale
which ranged from 1 (not at all), and 2
(very little) through 4 (very much). The
anchor term for ratings of 3 were not reported but presumably represented
some mid-point between very little and
very much.
In discussing their findings, the authors report that “. . . despite significant
differences among agency types, ITDs
generally reported little impact of MHC
on their sites.” They conclude that “despite some concern about MHC’s impact
on certain issues in internship sites, ITDs
in the present study indicated that MHC
had generally little effect on their sites.”
A careful review of the tables of data
in this study would suggest, however,
that the conclusions drawn don’t always
seem to correspond exactly to the data
which is reported. This is particularly
the case for the findings regarding medical schools. Among medical school respondents, mean ratings of greater than
2 (on the four-point scale) were found
for 7 of the 13 topics investigated. And of
two of these, “staff morale” and “third
party billing and reimbursement,” the
mean rating was above 3.
The greatest areas of impact seemed
to be those issues that affected agency
staff. Across all settings, the “staff
morale” item yielded a mean rating of
2.8. The authors comment that 85% of
ITDs reported that “staff morale had
been af fected to some extent.”
Specifically, “144 ITDs believed that
MHC contributed to lowered staf f
morale that was manifested in feelings of
depression, anger, uncertainty about job
security and hopelessness.” WOW! If
this is what is considered to be “little impact,” I’m not sure I want to know what
more serious impact would look like!
It seems clear that such a considerable and detrimental influence on staff
morale could not help but affect the
quality of the training experiences provided by those staff members. One can
only speculate as to what sort of role
models they would constitute for interns
working under their supervision.
Granted, the survey found that certain variables such as “criteria used to
select interns” and “intern salaries”
were perceived as being minimally affected. But, I can hardly imagine that
any situation which so adversely affects
continued on page 18
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the morale of training staff deserves to
be so lightly dismissed.
The good news is that we’re finally beginning to get some data, albeit opinionbased data, on how managed care is affecting training in our profession. This
study, which appears to have been done
in 1995 or 1996, covered a period in
which the full flowering (or metastasizing, depending on one’s viewpoint) of
managed care systems had not yet
reached its current level. And, as publicly supported health care programs
come increasingly under MHC auspices,
the situation will, in all likelihood, become even more clear.

So, kudos to Drs. Constantine and
Gloria for their efforts, a gentle admonition to perhaps look more carefully at
the meaning of their data, and an exhortation to them or others, to replicate and
update this kind of study in the near future. Besides, I love it when empirical
data support my obviously unbiased
opinions.

8
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NEWSLETTER TO
PUBLISH THREE
ISSUES YEARLY
The Board of Directors is pleased
to announce that the APPIC
Newsletter will now be published on
a three-times-a-year basis, in July,
November, and March. This will provide for communication at three important times: pre-APA Convention,
during the applicant ‘recruitment’
and selection season, and post-UND.
We hope that this augmented schedule of publication will better serve
Members’ needs and deal with
emerging issues in a timely manner.

Postdoctoral Membership and Review Committee
BY

KATHLEEN BOGGS, PH.D.

The new Postdoctoral Membership and
Review Committee consists of: Philinda
Hutchings, Ph.D., ABPP, Chair (Training
Director at Nova Southeastern
University Community Mental Health
Center), James Dobbins, Ph.D., Member
(Training Director of the Postdoctoral
Training Program at Wright State
University School of Professional
Psychology), and George Vesprani,

Ph.D., Member (Training Director of the
Postdoctoral Program at the Cincinnati
Center for Developmental Disorders at
Children’s Hospital Medical Center).
The new committee, along with
Kathleen Boggs, Ph.D., Board Contact,
held their first meeting on Saturday,
October 18, 1997 in Cincinnati, Ohio.
The Committee reviewed 3 new applications for membership and one resubmis-

Postdoctoral Committee: From left: George Vesprani, Chair Philinda
Hutchings, James Dobbins, Board Contact Kathy Boggs
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sion. All four programs were subsequently approved by the Board of
Directors for APPIC Membership.
In the past year, the Policies and
Procedures for the Postdoctoral
Membership Committee have been revised and the APPIC Postdoctoral
Membership Clarification Document
was developed. Both have been approved by the APPIC Board. The
Clarification Document will appear in
the 1998-1999 APPIC Directory. The
APPIC Postdoctoral Membership
Application/Review Form was also revised and approved. In the last year, 256
postdoctoral training programs have
been invited to submit applications for
APPIC Membership.
The functions of the Committee have
expanded to include a three-year review
of all APPIC Member programs that are
not APA accredited. That review began
with the Spring Meeting, April 24 and
25, 1998. Letters were sent to 15 programs inviting them to submit materials
for review.
There have been major changes in the
information provided for Postdoctoral
Training Programs in the 1997-1998
APPIC Directory: a checklist on Training
Focus, chart for professional employment of a site’s postdocs over the last 5
years, and Postdoctoral Data Summaries
for 1997 (see Appendix C).
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The ASARC Corner
BY

 

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

This is another year
when there are a few
formal complaints related to UND. In recent years we were
concerned that the
low number of complaints was the result
of concern about retaliation if a complaint is filed against an internship site
(see the ASARC Corner in the Winter,
1997 issue of this Newsletter). The informal complaints remained very high.
What seems different this year is that
the number of informal complaints is
down to a trickle. Much of the credit
goes to the APPIC board of Directors’
“Revised APPIC Offers and Acceptance
Policy of December 1997”, which, in addition to strengthening the policy on
ranking requests, direct or veiled, must
include such a statement in every training program’s brochure. This APPIC
policy has finally stilled, to a large extent, the “first choice problem.” We all
need to keep on our toes about this even
if the computer match is voted in, as I
suspect it will be. The computer match
will not in and of itself still the desire or

eliminate the possibility of seeking ranking information. It will cut out some of
the problems that have occurred on
UND, particularly the holding issue and
perennial problems of simple errors that
often have a major impact on students.
When the computer match goes into effect, perhaps the second Monday in
February, will become a designated holiday for all internship training directors.
I would like to share with you some of
the issues that have come to ASARC’s attention in the last few months:
1) Consortium accreditation and its impact on individual consortium programs: A program that is part of a
consortium where the consortium is
APA accredited or APPIC listed does
not give that program separate automatic accreditation or APPIC recognition. Thus, for instance, four different programs, none of them
individually accredited or APPIC
listed, make up a consortium which
is accredited. None of the four may
claim separate accreditation on the
basis of being part of an accredited
or APPIC listed consortium. You will
note that the listing in the APPIC

Directory for a consortium does not
provide information on the settings
making up the consortium. If one or
more of the individual settings is
APPIC listed or APA accredited, then
it will appear separately with that designation in the APPIC Directory.
2) Information about the final pool of applicants. The question raised was
whether it is legitimate to request information from the site about the
number of applicants that are being
considered on UND. It is up to each
site whether it wishes to publicize
such information.
3) Stress Interview. Apparently there are
a very few settings that put applicants through a stress interview. The
feeling expressed by students is that
they would avoid such a site for their
internship at all costs. Complaints
about spending money to travel and
then to have to undergo such a traumatic experience is bitterly resented.
Obviously, ASARC is not going to
prescribe what kind of interview is
acceptable. However, it is worth considering the negative response by applicants to such a process.
4) Photographs and Date of Birth. Please
note that requesting either is not acceptable.
I hope everyone had a good UND experience this year.

APPIC PRECONVENTION WORKSHOPS
Thursday, August 13, 1998
Holiday Inn at Union Square
San Francisco, California
Workshop for New Training Directors
Martha Dennis Christiansen, Ph.D.
Robert W. Goldberg, Ph.D.
8:30 AM–12:00 PM
Workshop on Clinical Supervision for Predoctoral Interns and Postdoctoral Fellows: A Developmental Approach
Nadine Kaslow, Ph.D.
Eugene Farber, Ph.D.
1:00 AM–4:30 PM
Cost: $55 each. $100 for both.
CE Credits: 3 CE credits per workshop
APPIC is approved by APA to offer CE credits for psychologists. APPIC maintains responsibility for the program.
Contact APPIC Central Office, (202) 347-0022 for further information and enrollment.
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Guest Column: APAGS
SHANE J. LOPEZ
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
BY

Happy anniversar y
APPIC! As APPIC celebrates its 30th year
of
incorporation,
APAGS reflects on its
10th year in existence.
Hopefully,
decades of collaboration between the two
organizations focused on producing
well-trained psychologists are before us.
Having glanced at the 25th anniversary edition of the APPIC Newsletter, I
am aware of the changes that APPIC has
undergone during its emergence as one
of the most important organizations in
professional psychology. Particularly
over the last few years, internship application and selection has experienced
rapid change. It seems that the field is
moving towards a system that is sensitive to both site and student needs.
However, more change is needed.
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Thanks Again!
Thanks to the APPIC board and
APPIC members for implementing recent changes and preparing psychologists for the future. In fact, according to
Kay Draper’s (APAGS board member)
dissertation research, the four elements
of the internship selection process with
which students were least satisfied (e.g.,
a lack of uniform application, a lack of
computer matching, supply and demand
dynamics, confusion about first-choicing) have been addressed by APPIC
through the adoption of the AAPI, investigation into a matching program, the
Supply and Demand Conference, and
the change in APPIC guidelines. Here’s
to the APPIC membership’s continued
success at change and at providing quality training to over 3000 psychology interns a year!
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Looking Towards the Future
What will happen in internship training over the next 30 years? Well, since
this period covers the span of my career,
I am par ticularly interested in the
changes that may take place. I believe
that the predoctoral internship vs. postdoctoral issue and the supply and demand problems will not be resolved
quickly. However, examination of these
issues may bring about positive changes
to the field. In addition, I believe that
three interrelated developments will be
at the fore of the training community’s
discussions for the next decade or so;
expanding roles for psychologists and
expanding psychology training to meet
the emerging needs of society, the development of consortia and partnered internships, and distance learning.
Decreased opportunities in the traditional practice domain of psychology
and the needs of society will dictate
changes in the preparation of professional psychologists. Internships,
whether it is at the predoctoral or postdoctoral level, will continue to provide
the capstone clinical training of students
that will influence the trajectory of their
careers. Thus, it will be important for internships to augment their current offerings with experiences and rotations
that will prepare their students for the
opportunities available to them and for
their social responsibilities.
Consor tia development may help
meet the emerging training needs of students and address the supply and demand problem. Good sites combining
and seeking APPIC membership and
APA-accreditation will hopefully result
in great internships that provide diverse
training opportunities. Partnered internships may also help meet internship
training needs.

30 Years
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1

Collaborating on Changes
As my peers and I outlined in a recent
letter to APPIC members, careful
thought needs to be given to the demand for and to developments in the internship training system in the near future. In our letter (mailed to you in the
spring of this year), we advocated for the
increased adoption of the APPIC
Application for Predoctoral Internship
(AAPI) as the form appears to adequately gather the data needed to identify good “matches,” and it decreases
student application hours considerably
(formal data are currently being gathered to determine time savings). Also,
anecdotal information suggests that it increases application submissions to sites
by only 10-20%. This increase in applications is certainly not negligible as it may
increase staff time needed to review applications, but continued streamlining of
review processes that many sites have
implemented may have offset the increase.
The practice of requesting personal
photographs of applicants was also addressed in our recent letter. Request for
photos was strongly discouraged due to
its lack of value for improving the selection process and the possibility that the
photos would be used inappropriately.
Review of Hollander’s (1992) brief article on the issue (see WWW.APPIC.ORG)

clarifies the risks associated with this
practice.
The other topic addressed in our recent communication with you was computer matching. As I write this column
(in late April), I realize that it will be published after your votes for or against
adoption will have been tallied. Thus, I
will refrain from predicting the outcome
and only encourage the field to continue
to examine its selection practices and to
gather student input when appropriate.

Distance learning, teletraining, and
telehealth will evolve from revolutionary
ideas to commonplace practices within
the next decade. Internships will be
challenged with providing training in different ways and with possibly providing
clinical services to clients outside of
their site. What an exciting time!
How will psychology prepare for
some of the changes the next thirty
years bring about? Well, our field has
rarely been hesitant to self-examine.
Thus, numerous task forces and working groups have produced documents
that will offer guidance to training organizations. Two reports that could be
considered “must reads” include reports
of the APA Task Force on Training
Issues in the Emerging Marketplace and
the APA Working Group on the
Implications of Changes in the Health
Care Delivery System for the Education,
Training, and Continuing Professional
Education of Psychologists. Also, the
1998 Miniconvention on Training which
will occur at the annual APA convention
in San Francisco will hopefully promote
some futuristic thinking.
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Internships and the Law:
Questions and Answers
BY

PATRICIA A. HOLLANDER, ESQ.

Q. Was proper Fourteenth Amendment
Constitutional due
process
provided
where a graduate student in a psychology
training program at a
public institution was
dismissed from the program for disciplinary reasons, as distinguished from academic reasons, by means of a letter stating the dismissal was “ef fective
immediately”?

 

A. No. The court said that, under the
Four teenth Amendment of the
Constitution, disciplinary dismissals at
public institutions generally require notice of the charges and a hearing, which
were not provided here. By contrast,
academic dismissals usually require
only notice of academic deficiencies, but
not a hearing, unless required under an
institution’s own rules.
In 1991, a psychology graduate student who was working on his doctorate in
a clinical psychology training program at
a public institution was proceeding well
academically, but it was learned that he
had engaged in sexual relations with a patient while working at a mental health
center. In accordance with the rules set
forth in the clinical program’s student
handbook, the clinical training director
informed the student that the clinical
training committee would meet with the
student to discuss the incident. At the
meeting the student admitted that a sexual relationship had occurred. The committee voted unanimously to recommend
the student’s dismissal from the clinical
program. The student then appealed to
the chair of the psychology department,
and that appeal failed. The faculty of the
psychology department also voted to dismiss the student. The student appealed
through two more steps, including to the
dean of the graduate school, who set up
an advisory committee to hold another
hearing. The student did not attend this
hearing on advice of his attorney. The advisory committee confirmed the student’s dismissal from the clinical program in 1993.
In 1994 the student was accepted into

the masters program in educational psychology at the same public institution.
Later that year the new dean of the graduate school sent the student a letter stating that his admission to the educational
psychology program was rescinded “effective immediately” due to misleading
and inaccurate information on his application for admission to the educational
psychology training program. The dean
indicated that the student had disguised
the nature of his dismissal from the clinical program. The dean wrote that the
student could appeal, which he did.
While the appeal was pending, the student was allowed to continue his coursework. The president of the university decided to allow the student to reapply to
the educational psychology department,
which ultimately readmitted him on a
probationary status and required faculty
super vision during client contact in
practicum and internship situations.
This appeal process did not contain a
clear notice of the charges or an opportunity for the student to tell his story.
The student sued, claiming both dismissals violated his Constitutional
Fourteenth Amendment right to due
process.
Regarding the dismissal from the clinical psychology training program, the
court found that even applying the
stricter due process standards for a disciplinary dismissal, all due process requirements for notice of the charges and
a hearing had been met.
However, regarding the dismissal
from the educational psychology training program, the court said that this
clearly was a disciplinar y dismissal
based on the allegation of misleading information on the admissions form. The
student, therefore, was entitled to notice
and a hearing. The court then held that
the wording of the letter from the dean
rescinding the student’s admission to
the educational psychology training program “effective immediately” provided
inadequate notice and hearing because
the charges had not been specific
enough and there had been no opportunity for the student to tell his story.
See Roach v. University of Utah, 968
F.Supp. 1446, USDC, D.Utah, 1997.

Additional comments: It is important
to remember that at public institutions,
students have a Fourteenth Amendment
constitutional right to due process. Due
process for disciplinary dismissals generally requires notice and a hearing.
Due process for academic dismissals
usually requires notice of academic deficiencies, but not a hearing unless the institution has agreed to provide it. The
reason for this distinction is that courts
believe that academic decisions generally should be left to the experts in the
filed, such as faculty, rather than to
courts.
Q. Is a mentally ill employee who commits violent acts or threatens to do so
“qualified in spite of the disability” and,
therefore, entitled to protection under
the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA)?
A. No. The ADA protects only “qualified” employees, and threatening other
employees disqualifies one.
In this situation, a social caseworker,
employed by a county court system, suffered from major depression and paranoid disorder. She erupted in a series of
outbursts targeting a coworker, and was
suspended twice and then, after telling
her supervisor to “go to hell,” was transferred to another location. The employee managed a six-month work period without problems, but then
developed delusional thoughts that her
supervisor was out to get her. She made
phone calls from home to the office stating, among other things, that she was
“ready to kill” her supervisor. At that
point her employer fired her. The employee sued, claiming a violation of the
ADA.
The judge did not deny that the employee had a disabling mental illness,
but pointed out that the ADA protects
only “qualified” employees, and “threatening other employees disqualifies one.”
The court added that nothing in the
statute requires an employer to retain an
employee who is potentially violent.
“Such a requirement would place the
employer on a razor’s edge” by placing it
at risk of violating the ADA if it fired the
employee and in jeopardy of being
deemed negligent if it kept the employee
in the workplace and the employee
ended up hurting someone.
As for an employer’s duty reasonably
to accommodate a disabled employee,
the judge found it would be unreasoncontinued on page 22

APPIC NEWSLETTER

JULY 1998 21



APPIC-nl summer 51644

12/16/03

6:14 PM

Internships and the Law
continued from page 21

able to expect an employer to station
guards to keep the employee from getting out of hand; and it also would be unreasonable to expect other employees to
suffer the anxiety of wondering whether
and when their coworker would lash out
with violent acts.
The judge concluded that “if an employer fires an employee because of the
employee’s unacceptable behavior, the
fact that that behavior was precipitated
by a mental illness does not present an
issue under the ADA.”
See Palmer v. Circuit Court of Cook
County, Ill., CA7, No. 95-3659, 6/26/97;
66 U.S. Law Week 1039 7/22/97.
Additional comments: Similar reasoning and results probably would ensue in
a similar situation involving a student
dismissed from an internship.
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.


Quality Assessment
continued from page 10

characteristics, personal vulnerabilities)
is a necessary condition for learning and
for the appropriate management of
those activities on which supervisor and
super visee collaborate (e.g., patient
care). Whereas the power differential
permeates many aspects of supervision,
it may have its greatest potential to complicate supervisory evaluation. The unequal power between supervisees and
supervisors is a challenge to dialogue
about QAI issues. The fact that there is a
power dif ferential does not excuse
avoidance of such dialogue by either
party. Comprehensive systems for evaluating supervisees, supervisors, and programs can provide basic tools and a
framework for QAI efforts. However, the
human side of how these tools are used
introduces variance in efforts to assess
trainees, supervisors, and other elements of training. Factors, such as interpersonal agendas, which can limit frank
communication about QAI issues also
limit our understanding of training and
supervisory processes.
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Recently, we developed a family of assessment instruments and forms which
allow supervisees to describe their professional development during training
experiences. One instrument provides a
self-assessment of change within MSI
item domains using an alternative anchored scale. Other brief instruments
permit pre- and post-training comparisons of self-assessments on a range of
proficiencies and knowledge. These are
face-valid but have not undergone psychometric analyses. These instruments
and methodology are in the spirit of the
current thrust within accreditation to
demonstrate training outcomes.* They
provide a vehicle for supervisees to
quantify their progress. Although standardization of forms in healthcare (e.g.,
HCFA forms) and training (e.g., the new
APPIC Application) can streamline certain administrative functions, at this
point no single methodology for evaluating training has been widely accepted in
psychology.
Our Training Committee undertakes
additional programmatic assessment including supervisors. Training is tracked
through feedback about didactic and experiential components of the internship
and each rotation and time analyses
which reveal progressive efficiency in
managing clinical responsibilities.
Documentation of interns’ experiences
(e.g., writing projects, presentations) beyond those formalized within our program elucidates their range of activities
and accomplishments. Several formats
for obtaining interns’ evaluations of supervisors have been explored. In addition, forms addressing diverse administrative functions (e.g., authorizing
exchange of information with doctoral
programs, audio and videotaping, agreements to comply with APA ethical guidelines and Board of Psychology rules)
have been developed. In combination,
these administrative tools comprise a
QAI infrastructure for our internship.
Streamlining administrative functions
has begun at a national level. The development of the APPIC Application for
Psychology Internships heralds a new
era in training. It sets a single standard
for recruiting interns, replacing a multitude of inconsistent processes. It is a
long overdue development. We laud the
vision and efforts of those in APPIC who
conceived and developed it. Standards
within other fields, such as engineering,
have promoted efficiency and organization, facilitated technological and other
innovations, and led to increased consumer satisfaction. The APPIC
Application will be valuable to internship

JULY 1998

applicants and internship faculty. It reduces applicants’ time with routine
tasks, allows information to be communicated in a consistent format (replacing
a myriad of idiosyncratic formats which
preceded it), and frees applicants to
redirect their energies toward more
meaningful activities. For faculty, it eliminates the need to revise applications
(e.g., whenever a new test revision such
as the WAIS III is released), and provides some assurance that comprehensive information will be obtained in a
contemporary format, consistent with
professional training practices. It reduces overhead costs associated with
printing and mailing applications.
Internships’ willingness to use the
APPIC Application signals applicants
that programs have reasonable expectations, embrace professional training
standards, and wish to cooperate with
broad efforts to minimize the challenges
inherent in the application process.
Paralleling the absence of standardized QAI systems is a lack of models and
systems for the range of administrative
tasks intrinsic to training. Programs
generally invent their own mechanisms.
The availability of documents and systems for QAI and other administrative
functions could ease some of the bureaucratic burdens inherent in operating
training programs. This seems especially compelling in the current era of:
(a) constraint within internships’ resources (e.g., Boggs & Beck, 1995); (b)
increased paperwork at internships related to managed care (Goldberg, 1996);
(c) diminished support for teaching resulting from health care system changes
(Williams, 1997); (d) increased pressure
to demonstrate outcomes in accordance
with new APA accreditation requirements (APA, 1996); and (e) awareness of
a potentially growing need to nurture
existing programs and facilitate the development of new internship centers to
address the recent apparent shortages
of accredited programs. The option of incorporating readily available tools for
QAI and other administrative functions
offers obvious appeal.
We have recently begun to make
available commercially our QAI systems
and related documents pertaining to the
administration of internship training.
For further information about the MSI
and our other QAI materials, contact the
*No specific materials, including the
MSI and the other materials described
herein, are approved or endorsed by
APA, APPIC, or any other organization.
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author at HYPERLINK mailto:robin005
@tc.umn.ed robin005@tc.umn.ed or by
mail at the Department of Neurology,
University of Minnesota Medical School,
Box 295 Mayo, 420 Delaware Street,
Minneapolis, MN 55455-0392.
Author Notes
William N. Robiner, Ph.D., ABPP is the
Director of the University of Minnesota
Medical School Psychology Internship
and a postdoctoral fellowship in clinical
health psychology. He has an interest in
supervisory and regulatory issues. He
has served on the Minnesota Board of
Psychology, the Executive Committee of
the Minnesota Psychological Association, and on a Task Force of ASPPB. He
gratefully acknowledges the assistance
and input of the many interns, supervisors, Internship Directors, and coauthors who have contributed to the development of the MSI and other materials
discussed in this article.
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NEWSLETTER
TO PUBLISH
THREE ISSUES
YEARLY
The Board of Directors is pleased
to announce that the APPIC
Newsletter will now be published
on a three times a year basis, in
July, November, and March. This
will provide for communication at
three important times: pre-APA
Convention, during the applicant
“recruitment” and selection season, and post-UND. We hope that
this augmented schedule of publication will better serve Members’
needs and deal with emerging
issues in a timely manner.
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APPIC Treasurer’s Report
1998 Budget Proposal
The 1997 Expense History and 1998
Budget proposal were presented to the
Board of Directors at the March 26-28,
1998 Board meeting. The Budget
Proposal was prepared based on the following assumptions:
1.) Dues, fees and director cost increases implemented in 1998.
2.) Constant number of members and
subscribers.
3.) New projects: Seed money for computer match project and for CD
ROM version of the Directory.
4.) Cost containment in many categories, e.g., reduction of Board
meetings to two per year.
The Budget Proposal reflects 1998 income of $416,125 (projected increase of
45% from $289,504) and 1998 expenses
of $321,038 (projected decrease of 4.2%
from $334,904). No deficit is expected,
and $95,087 is projected to be added to
reserves.

Investment Policies
Our reser ves remain entirely invested in a Money Fund with Dreyfus
Funds. Interest is expected to increase
as reser ves increase. The Ad Hoc
Finance Committee has identified the
goal of exploring investment plans for
APPIC reserves that would provide a
greater return on funds invested.
Fiscal Control Policies
In 1997, the Board of Directors accepted a new fiscal policy that was implemented effective August, 1997.
Respectfully submitted,
Martha Dennis Christiansen, Ph.D.
Treasurer

 

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 fiscal status. As a result,
the Board affirmed organizational prior-

APPIC END OF YEAR SUMMARY
REPORT 1997
Reserves

Reserves

12/31/96
Dreyfus
Riggs

130,943
99,753
31,190

*(Reported by Administrative Director 3/9/98)
Adding to Reserves end 1998

JULY 1998

82,543
82,798
1,161

95,087
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12/31/97
*Dreyfus
*Riggs
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1997 Financial Report
The Financial Report for 1997 was presented to the Board of Directors at the
Board meeting held March 26-28, 1998
in Kansas City. As planned in the budget
cycle just completed, we relied on reserves in the amount of $48,400 in 1997
to meet a deficit in the budget. In 1997,
income increased at a rate of 8% (from
$265,936 to $286,504) while expenses increased at a rate of 16%, (from $289,097
to $334,904). The deficit was due to
planned increased expenditures in several categories, including the decision to
provide seed money to fund special projects: (1) The APPIC/APA SupplyDemand Conference (2) The initiation of
the APPIC Website, and (3) The First
APPIC Membership Conference.
Throughout 1997, the Board monitored
expenditures carefully and engaged in
“belt-tightening” whenever possible.
Travel expenses were held to $69,095
rather than the projected $102,000. At
the end of the 1997 fiscal year, reserves
remained at $82,796 (Dreyfus Fund) and
the working capital account at $1,161
(Riggs Account).
The membership approved a dues
and fees increase in 1997, effective 1998.
These increases as well as the planned
increase in Directory charges ($35 for
members, subscribers, and student subscriber programs and $70 for other) will
serve to replenish reserves.

ities of providing quality member services and continued support for advocacy regarding psychology training issues. In addition, the Board of Directors
affirmed the fiscal policy of maintaining
a 6-12 month reserve account. In 1998
with the addition of $95,087 to reserves,
APPIC should meet the goal of a 6
month reserves account.
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APPIC BUDGET PROPOSAL 1998
Categor y

Categor y
ACTUAL BUDGET
1997
1997

Inflows
Applications
Clearinghse Inc
Conf. Registr.:
ConfRegis
(S & D)
FirstMbshp Mtng
Directory Sales
Dues
Interest Earned
Misc Income
Proceedings Conf.
Subscriptions
Workshops Regis

BUDGET
1998

2,600
310

8,000

1,335
444
1,632

1,500
1,000
1,200

–165
–556
432

1,500
2,000
1,700

2,150

0

2,150

2,500

ACTUAL BUDGET
1997
1997
C.O. Discretionary Fund
Clearinghouse
16,520
17,900
Committees:
ASARC
5,867
8,000
Doctoral memshp
3,794
2,500
Memsp Review
1,226
2,000
Postdoc memshp
2,116
2,000
Contracts
0
0
Directory
28,391
15,000
Equipment
Maintenance
214
1,000
Purchase
0
5,000
Rental
595
700
Repair
79
500
Miscellaneous
200
500
Newsletter
12,576
7,000
Postage
9,924
7,200
Printing
4,273
3,500
Salary
46,499
46,500
Salary2
4,952
15,000
Special Proj:
AAPI
210
0
Contributions
0
0
Mbsp Mtng
32,981
18,000
S and D Conf
31,227
25,000
Computer Match
0
0
APA Workshop
0
0
Website
8,515
0
Special Proj - Other
0
200
APA Continuing
Education
0
0
Supplies
2,033
3,000
Temp
4,181
2,000
Travel:
Board Meetings
40,983
72,000
Facilities
50
1,500
Guest
4,835
500
Liaison & Reps:
Liaison
1,443
13,000
Reps
22,284
13,000
Office mgmt.
1,084
2,000

3,593

5,000

–1,407

5,000

Total Flexible
Expenses

296,206

293,200

3,006

272,268

Total Outflows

334,904

334,495

409

321,038

Inflows minus
Outflows

–48,400

–78,195

29,795

95,087

9,600
810

7,000
500

11,400
6,375
36,841
181,205
7,577
1,881
0
30,815
0

0
0
33,000
180,000
6,500
300
0
29,000
0

11,400
6,375
3,841
1,205
1,077
1,581
0
1,815
0

0
0
66,000
277,400
10,000
500
0
54,225
8,000

286,504

256,300

30,204

416,125

2,028
5,302
0
3,026
1,501
2,310
745
4,650
0
0
1,739
12,000
5,397
0

2,050
6,500
0
3,000
0
2,250
1445
4,650
0
0
3,400
12,000
6,000
0

–22
–1,198
0
26
1,501
60
–700
0
0
0
–1,661
0
–603
0

2,050
4,000
1,304
3,200
4,503
2,400
1,500
4,763
0
0
1,050
12,000
9,600
2,400

Total Fixed Expenses 38,698

41,295

–2,597

48,770

Total Inflows

 

DIFF
1997

Outflows
Fixed Expenses:
Benefits:
Dis Ins
FICA
FICA2
Health Ins
Health Ins 2
Parking
Prof Dev
Retirement
State Unemp
State Unemp2
Insurance
Rent
Telephone
Storage Rental

Flexible Expenses:
Accountant
Attorney
Bank Charges
Board Office Ex:
AOL
Board Office
Ex - Other

APPIC NEWSLETTER

DIFF
1997
–1,380

BUDGET
1998
2,000
1,700

–2,133
1,294
–774
116
0
13,391

8,200
3,000
3,000
2,500
0
34,000

–786
–5,000
–105
–421
–300
5,576
2,724
773
–1
–10,048

500
5,000
700
500
300
15,000
11,000
5,000
47,612
17,056

210
0
14,981
6,227
0
0
8,515
–200

250
0
5,000
6,500
17,000
1,500
13,100
1,500

0
–967
2,181

350
2,500
1,000

–31,017
–1,450
4,335

36,800
1,000
4,000

–11,557
9,284
–916

11,000
0
1,000
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Category Summary Report
1/1/98 Through 3/31/98
Categor y
Inflows
Applications
Conf. Registr.:
ConfRegis(S&D)

Total Committees
Directory
Equipment:
Maintenance
Rental

1,750.00
200.00

Total Conf. Registr.
Directory Sales
Dues
Interest Earned
Misc Income
Subscriptions
Wkshop Regist

200.00
1,755.00
195,306.47
592.66
55.00
250.00
300.00
_____________

Total Inflows

Total Equipment
Miscellaneous
Newsletter
Postage
Printing
Rent
Salary
Salary2
Special Projects:
AAPI
Computer Match

200,209.13

Outflows
Accountant
Attorney
Bank Charges
Benefits:
Dis Ins
FICA
Health Ins
Health Ins2
Parking
Prof Dev
Retirement

181.50
1,000.00
530.47

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

2,137.47
2,227.25
778.05
1,125.90
585.00
215.00
1,578.45
_____________

Total Benefits

8,647.12

Total Liaison & Reps
Total Travel

Board Office Ex:
AOL
Board Office Ex - Other

59.85
195.04
_____________
254.89
1,106.98

Total Board Office Ex
Clearinghouse

Total Outflows
Overall Total

PPI
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Committees:
Memshp Review

1/1/98-3/31/98

8-199

28.83
_____________
28.83
405.10
13.64
145.68
_____________
159.32
64.05
6,446.47
5,072.04
517.20
3,000.00
11,903.07
4,132.80
20.00
9,045.85
_____________
9,065.85
1,025.84
1,681.83
2,736.70
3,073.33
963.52
_____________
4,036.85
_____________
6,773.55
_____________
61,996.91
_____________
138,212.22
_____________
_____________
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Danbury Hospital Behavioral Health
Danbury, CT

NEW MEMBERS 1997-1998
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
IWK Grace Health Centre
Halifax, Nova Scotia
Adler School of Professional Psychology
Chicago, IL
Applewood Centers
Cleveland, OH
Atlantic Behavioral Health
Morristown Memorial Hospital
Morristown, NJ
California State University
Long Beach, CA
Central California Psychology Internship
Consortium
Fresno, CA
Cornerstone Behavioral Health Services
Evanston, WV

John Umstead Hospital
Butner, NC
University of North Carolina—Charlotte
Counseling Center
Charlotte, NC

Pace University
Pleasantville, NY
Purdue University
West Lafayette, IN

North Iowa Consortium Psychology
Internship Program
Mason City, IA

San Luis Obispo Psychology Internship
Consortium
Fresno, CA
Southern Mississippi Psychology Internship
Consortium
Hattiesburg, MS
Utah State Hospital
Provo, UT

University of Michigan Counseling and
Psychological Services
Ann Arbor, MI
Washington Behavioral Health Care
Psychology Internship
Washington, DC
North Range Behavioral Health
Greenly, CO

St. Michael Hospital
Milwaukee, WI

Postdoctoral Training Programs

California Department of Mental Health
Vacaville, CA

University of Alabama School of Medicine
Birmingham, AL

Appalachian State University Counseling and
Psychological Services Center
Boone, NC

Patton State Hospital
Patton, CA

New Life Clinic
Wheaton, IL

Bacharach Institute for Rehabilitation
Pomona, NJ

Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools
Nashville, TN

Northwestern University Counseling and
Psychological Services
Evanston, IL

Community Mental Health Consultants, Inc.
Nevada, MO

Neuropsychological Associates of Southwest
Missouri, P.C.
Springfield, MO

New Mexico State University Center for
Counseling and Student Development
Las Cruces, NM

Northern California Psychology Internship
Consortium
Fresno, CA

Alexian Brothers Behavioral Health Services
Elk Grove Village, IL

MacNeal Hospital
Berwyn, IL

University of Miami Jackson Memorial
Medical Center
Miami, FL
University of Wyoming Counseling Center
Laramie, WY

Sharp Mesa Vista Hospital Psychology
Services
San Diego, CA
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Hartgrove Hospital
Chicago, IL
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Anoka-Metro Regional Treatment Center
Anoka, MN

8-199
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Chair’s Column
continued from page 1



and diplomatic personality to this project
have benefited APPIC more than most
can ever know or appreciate. Other committee members who have shared in this
effort include Nancy Garfield, Ph.D., Pat
Hollander, Esq., Gerald Leventhal,
Ph.D., and Gordon Williams, Ph.D.
While the APPIC Computer Match
Committee has done an incredible
amount of work up to this point, if the
proposal has indeed passed, the work
has only just begun. There will be much
to do in order to educate our members,
students, the academic training directors, and the psychological community
about the changes in policies and procedures in order to be ready for what has
been known as Uniform Notification
Day next year. National Matching
Services (NMS), the organization with
which APPIC is contracting these services, has demonstrated sensitivity and
responsiveness to psychology’s concerns. Therefore we are confident that
in partnership with NMS the psychological community will be prepared for
these changes. If you have any questions during this process, please feel
free to call upon APPIC for assistance
(Central Office phone: 202/347-0022).
Supply and Demand
Supply and demand issues are also
very significant at this point in psychology’s history. As you know, APPIC and
APA cosponsored a Supply and Demand
Conference in November 1997 in order

e 31
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to begin to address these issues.
Sanford Pederson, Ph.D. chaired the
steering committee for this conference
and Nadine Kaslow, Ph.D. and Robert
Klepac, Ph.D. were the other two APPIC
representatives on the committee. Work
on the conference proceedings is now
underway, with the plan for the report to
be available by this summer. The
Steering Committee is now turning the
agenda from the conference over to the
psychological community to develop a
response and plan implementation
steps. The Council of Chairs of Training
Councils (CCTC) has accepted a major
role in moving this agenda forward.
APPIC is an active member of CCTC,
which is an association developed to provide a framework for dialogue between
the major national doctoral psychology
training organizations. CCTC discussed
the supply and demand issues at length
during the March meeting, and each
training council has agreed to bring a
written report to the August meeting describing what each has done or is planning to do as follow-up to the March discussion. Current plans are to make
these reports public through a number
of different media. For additional perspectives on these issues, watch for
an upcoming issue of Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice that
will focus on supply and demand issues.
Changes to the APPIC Offers and
Acceptances Policy
Last year, in response to what had become known as the “First Choice
Crisis”, the Board of Directors voted

Computer Match Committee: From left: Gordon Williams, Gerald
Leventhal, Patricia Hollander, Peggy Cantrell, Nancy Garfield and Chair
Greg Keilin
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to change the APPIC Of fers and
Acceptances policy without a vote of the
membership. This decision was based in
part on data from Thorn and Dixon
(1997) who surveyed intern applicants
and academic training directors after the
1997 Uniform Notification Day. Their
data indicated that the 626 internship applicants who responded to their survey
were asked by internship sites for a
ranking 836 times. Students reported
that ranking-related information was requested of them by internship training
directors, other psychologists on the internship staff, current interns, and even
support staff such as secretaries. These
behaviors were in direct violation of the
APPIC Offers and Acceptances policy.
To reinforce the intent of policy, the following revisions were made. Policy #3c
was changed to read as follows:
“Internship programs may not solicit, accept, or use any information regarding
an applicant’s ranking of programs or
his/her intention to accept or decline an
offer of admission until after an offer is
officially tendered.” In addition, policy
#1b was added: “APPIC member programs must include the following statement in their brochure: This internship
site agrees to abide by the APPIC policy
that no person at this training facility will
solicit, accept, or use any ranking-related information from any intern applicant prior to Uniform Notification Day.”
APPIC received quite a bit of varied
feedback about the changes that were
made to the policy. The feedback received ranged from anger over having
changed the policy without a vote of the
membership to support for the policy
change. APPIC has obtained preliminary data from Thorn and Dixon on
their 1998 post-UND survey. The initial
data indicated that there were only 13 violations of this APPIC policy reported to
academic training directors in 1998.
Clearly, the change in policy brought
this issue into the open and had a great
impact on decreasing the number of
APPIC violations. Hopefully the APPIC
membership will continue to support the
changes made to this policy, as adherence to the APPIC policies makes for a
much more ethical and humane approach to internship selection especially
during these times of supply and demand problems.
Temporal Placement of the
Internship
As many of you know, the APA Board
of Educational Affairs has been examining the temporal placement of the internship. In order to adequately repre-
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sent the membership’s opinions on this
issue, APPIC presented a position paper
(written by Dr. Nadine Kaslow, ViceChair of APPIC) and conducted a survey. The results of the survey indicated
that APPIC members strongly support
the internship remaining predoctoral as
opposed to moving the internship year
to postdoctoral (131 to 11). Dr. Kaslow
has been a member of the BEA
Internship Timing Working Group and
will continue to work to hopefully come
to a satisfactory resolution of the areas
of conflict that have generated concern
among other groups on this issue.

 

APPIC Website
Over the past year, APPIC has
strengthened its commitment to improve communication and interaction
within the membership. A number of
APPIC initiatives are contributing to the
accomplishment of this goal. One of the
most significant developments towards
this end has been the establishment of
the APPIC website (www.appic.org).
The website has been the single-handed
creation of Gordon Williams, Ph.D., who
has charitably donated his commitment,
expertise, time, and pursuit of excellence to APPIC. The website has had
many thousands of users since its inception. It offers up to date information
about most of the operations, decisions,
and actions within APPIC. The website
is the home of the APPIC Application for
Psychology Internships and the most recent version of the APPIC Clearinghouse. The psychological community is
recognizing Dr. Williams’ contributions
as evidenced by the fact that he received
several hundred email messages thanking him for the operation of the
Clearinghouse after the last UND.
Thank you, Gordon, for your invaluable
contributions to this Association!

30th Anniversar y Membership
Reception
APPIC is planning to host a 30th anniversary reception for its membership
on Thursday, August 13, 1998, from 6:308:30 p.m. in San Francisco at the Holiday
Inn Select Hotel–Union Square. We will
be especially honoring past APPIC
Chairs and Board members at this reception. Please plan to attend, network
with your fellow Training Directors, and
hear stories from past Chairs and Board
members about the growth and development of APPIC over the years.

Chair–Nadine Kaslow, Ph.D.; ViceChair–Nancy
Gar field,
Ph.D.;
Secretary–Robert Goldberg, Ph.D.; and
Treasurer–Gerald Leventhal, Ph.D.
Congratulations to each of you! The
Association will be very well served by
its new leaders.
In honor of APPIC’s 30th anniversary,
I would like to express my appreciation
to the APPIC membership for the quality training that you are providing psychology interns and postdoctoral residents during such a critical time in the
history of our profession. It has been a
very exciting time to serve as the Chair
of the APPIC Board of Directors, and I
truly appreciate the support you have
given to the Board and to me over the
past year.

Reference:
Thorn, B. E., & Dixon, K. E. (1997).
Internship supply and demand: A tempest or a teapot? Manuscript submitted for publication.

Annual APPIC Membership
Meeting
The annual APPIC membership meeting will be held on Friday, August 14,
1998, from 9:00-11:50 at the Marriott
Golden Gate, Salon A3. The business
meeting will run from 9:00-10:50, after
which we will have an open session from
11:00-11:50 to discuss the Psychology
Internship Computer Match. Please
make every effort to join the Board of
Directors and the Computer Match
Committee for this meeting.
1999 APPIC Membership
Conference
The first APPIC Membership
Conference in 1997 was a huge success
in providing a forum for training directors to network, share common concerns, and learn new information. As a
result of the very positive response we
received from the participants, APPIC is
sponsoring the second APPIC
Membership Conference in the Spring
of 1999. Please consider attending as it
holds promise to be a very renewing
event.
Announcements about all these
events have been mailed to each of you,
and you can also find current information on the APPIC web page
(www.appic.org).
Board Officers Elections
On August 14th, I assume the role of
Past Chair of APPIC. The newly elected
officers of the Board who will assume
their positions on that day are as follows:
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Pre-convention Workshops
In addition to providing opportunities
for members to meet in cyberspace,
APPIC is also offering several opportunities to interact IRL (in real life). APPIC
is conducting two half-day pre-convention workshops at the APA, 1998 meeting. The workshops will be held
Thursday, August 13, the day before the

convention. The morning workshop will
be a “Workshop for New Training
Directors” presented by Drs. Martha
Christiansen and Robert Goldberg; and
the afternoon workshop will be a
“Workshop on Clinical Supervision for
Predoctoral Interns and Postdoctoral
Fellows: A Developmental Approach”
presented by Drs. Nadine Kaslow and
Eugene Farber. Please consider attending one or both of these workshops.

C

APPIC Listser v
The Board is actively exploring other
electronic means of improving communication with members. Different types
of listservs are being researched by
Board member Gerald Leventhal, Ph.D.,
and APPIC will be making decisions in
the near future about developing listservs for the Association’s use.
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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 May 15 for the
July issue, by September 30 for the
November issue, and by February 15
for the March 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 $250 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 $20 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.

APPIC NEWSLETTER
Robert W. Goldberg, Ph.D.
Editor
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Washington, DC 20005
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